
TOWNSHIP OF LOWER MAKEFIELD 
ZONING HEARING BOARD 
MINUTES – MAY 5, 2020 

 
 

The regular meeting of the Zoning Hearing Board of the Township of Lower Makefield 
was held remotely on May 5, 2020.  Mr. Zamparelli called the meeting to order at  
7:30 p.m. 
 
Those present: 
 
Zoning Hearing Board: Anthony Zamparelli, Chair/Temporary Secretary 
    Pamela VanBlunk, Vice Chair 
    Matthew Connors, Member 
    Peter Solor, Member 
    Michael Tritt, Member 
 
Others:   James Majewski, Director Planning & Zoning 
    Barbara Kirk, Township Solicitor (left meeting in progress) 
    Adam Flager, Zoning Hearing Board Solicitor 
    John B. Lewis, Supervisor Liaison 
 
 
APPEAL #19-1846 – MARIA JIMINEZ/GALVIS C/O JOHN CARMONA 
TAX PARCEL #20-033-001 -  236 OXFORD VALLY ROAD 
 
Mr. Flager stated he spoke with their attorney who is requesting a Continuance so 
that they can get everything in order for the June 16, 2020 meeting. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk moved, Mr. Solor seconded and it was unanimously carried to Continue the 
matter to June 16, 2020. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1857 – TIMKO FAMILY ASSOCIATES, L.P. 
TAX PARCEL #20-016-096 – NORTH WEST CORNER OF INTERSECTION OF EDGEWOOD 
ROAD AND SANDY RUN ROAD 
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as Exhibit A-1. 
The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The reasons for the Variance provided by 
Edward Murphy, counsel for the Applicant, was marked as Exhibit A-3.  The Proof  
of Publication was marked as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked as  
Exhibit B-2 and the Notice to the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3. 
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Mr. Edward Murphy, attorney, was present with Mr. Greg Glitzer, project  
engineer.  Mr. Murphy stated Mr. Glitzer has prepared a series of Exhibits that  
were previously supplied to the Township which he presumes have been  
circulated to the Township consultants and the Zoning Hearing Board.  Ms. Lee 
noted that the Board was not provided those Exhibits.  Mr. Murphy stated he  
sent them to the Township last week.  Ms. Kirk stated she did not receive them 
either.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated he would like to qualify as an expert in Civil Engineering, 
Mr. Glitzer who is the sole witness to Testify about the existing features of the  
property and why they believe the condition of the property warrants the grant  
of the relief sought. 
 
Mr. Greg Glitzer was sworn in. 
 
Mr. Glitzer stated he is a professional engineer licensed in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania employed by Gilmore & Associates.  He stated he has been  
licensed for twenty-nine years.  He stated he is familiar with the property that  
is the subject of this evening’s Application, and the Plans and various Exhibits to  
be reviewed were prepared under his direction.  Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Glitzer 
if he has visited the site, and Mr. Glitzer stated he has.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Glitzer about the scope of his position at Gilmore;  
and Mr. Glitzer stated he is an Executive Vice President, and he oversees 
the preparation of Subdivision and Land Development Plans for various 
uses including Residential, Mixed-Use, Educational, etc. all relative to the 
preparation of Site Plans.  Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Glitzer if in his capacity 
of Executive Vice President has he appeared previously before various 
Boards and Commissions such as the Zoning Hearing Board, and  
Mr. Glitzer stated he has.  Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Glitzer if he has made 
those appearances in multiple Counties including Bucks County over  
the years, and Mr. Glitzer stated he has.  Mr. Murphy offered Mr. Glitzer  
as an expert in Civil Engineering, and this was acceptable to Ms. Kirk 
and the Zoning Hearing Board. 
 
Exhibits were presented on the screen, and it was noted that they are  
colorized versions of what had been submitted with the Application. 
Mr. Glitzer stated these have been colorized in order to show various 
natural resources and how they overlay on the site.   
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Exhibit A-4 was marked which is the same title block as Exhibit A-2 which was 
in black and white.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated Exhibit A-4 is a color rendering of Exhibit A-2 that accompanied  
the Application, and Mr. Glitzer agreed adding that it is a rendering of the existing  
features that would be seen from an aerial view of the site.  Mr. Glitzer stated the  
boundary of the site is shown in yellow.  He stated the property is nearly completely  
wooded with the exception of Edgewood Road, portions of Sandy Run Road, and  
some areas of Brock Creek which is not under canopy.  He stated while the site is  
essentially fully wooded, from his site inspection he has observed that there are  
some gaps in it which are areas where there were ash trees which have died so  
the site is not as dense inside as it is depicted on the Exhibit. 
 
Mr.  Murphy stated Exhibit A-4 depicts the total site of 1.453 gross acres, and 
Mr. Glitzer agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated it is an oddly-configured parcel, and 
Mr. Glitzer agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated it is located at the intersection of 
Edgewood Road on the left side of Exhibit A-4 and Sandy Run Road which 
runs horizontally across the bottom of the Exhibit. Mr. Murphy stated under  
the Township definition, this Lot is considered to be a corner Lot, and  
Mr. Glitzer agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated the Lot is Zoned R-2 Residential,  
Medium-Density, and Mr. Glitzer agreed.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated the gross area of the site is not quite one and a half acres, 
and this is located on the Table on the left side of Exhibit A-2 and Exhibit A-4. 
Mr. Glitzer stated it is 1.453 gross acres.  Mr. Murphy stated there are various 
charts and tabulations shown that Mr. Glitzer’s office prepared in support of  
the Application.  He noted the middle on the left side under Zoning data, they 
have shown what the area design requirements for properties located in the  
R-2 Zoning District. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Glitzer to describe how a gross site area of 1.453 acres 
gets reduced dramatically because of different rights-of-way and natural  
resources that get excluded from the calculation based on the application of 
the Township Ordinances.  Mr. Murphy noted specifically the Lot Area 
calculation column.  Mr. Glitzer stated the 1.453 acres is called the Title Line/ 
Deed Area of the property, and they then subtract any road rights-of-way. 
He stated since it is a corner Lot, they have an ultimate right-of-way line  
along Edgewood Road of 40’ from the center line, and a similar right-of-way 
line along Sandy Run of 28’from the center line.  He stated the result of  
this is the Base Site Area which is 1.318 acres.  Mr. Glitzer stated the dashed 
yellow line along the roads reflects this Base Site Area with the rights-of-way 
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taken out which is the 1.318.  Mr. Glitzer stated the Base Site Area is the  
starting point for calculating the net buildable site area or Net Site Area which  
the Ordinance specifies is required. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated below the Lot Area Calculations on Exhibit A-2/A-4 Site  
Capacity Calculations are listed, and he asked Mr. Glitzer to speak to those.   
Mr. Glitzer stated the Zoning Ordinance identifies various natural resources 
which have various levels of required protection under the Ordinance.   
He stated some of those include wetlands, waters of the Commonwealth, 
floodplains, ponds, pond shore lines, wetlands, water course buffers, 25%  
steep slopes and steep slope buffers; and all of those are 100% protected 
and no disturbance is allowed.  He added that those areas are measured and 
taken out of the Base Site Area.  He stated other resources used in the Site  
Capacity Calculation that determine Net Buildable Site Area include lesser 
categories of steep slopes – 8% to 15% steep slopes, and 15% to 25% steep 
slopes; and those have some level of allowable disturbance as do woodlands 
which can be disturbed up to 30% of the total woodland area.  Mr. Glitzer 
stated if you apply all of those calculations, it results in a total amount of 
resource protection area of 1.284 acres.   
 
Mr.  Murphy stated that is listed in the lower left hand side of Exhibit A-4 
under Site Capacity Calculations where it shows a Base Site Area of 1.318 
acres and from that number the resource protected area is subtracted  
with the aggregate of that being 1.284 acres, and Mr. Glitzer agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated this site has all of the natural resources Mr. Glitzer 
enumerated with the exception of a pond and a pond shore line, and  
Mr. Glitzer agreed.   
 
Exhibit A-5 was marked which is headed, “Streams, Floodway, and  
Floodplain” shown in various shades of blue. 
 
Mr. Glitzer stated underneath the forest canopy are the features associated 
with Brock Creek including the creek itself shown in grayish blue, the flood- 
way of Brock Creek in darker blue, and the 100 year floodplain of Brock  
Creek in light blue.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated this Exhibit still shows the dashed yellow line that shows 
the limits of the property as was seen in Exhibit A-4.  Mr. Murphy stated it 
appears that Brock Creek enters and exits the property in at least two  
locations, and Mr. Glitzer agreed.   
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Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Glitzer to identify what amount of natural resources 
has been devoted to the stream, the floodway, and the floodplain. Mr. Glitzer 
stated Exhibit A-5 shows a total of .707 acres of floodplains which also  
encompasses the stream and the floodway on the site.    Mr. Murphy stated 
on the chart that .707 is 100% protected, and Mr. Glitzer agreed.   
 
Exhibit A-6 was marked which is “Wetlands/Wetland Buffers.”  Mr. Murphy 
stated this still shows the dashed yellow line of the Base Site Area of the  
Lot exclusive of the rights-of-way of Edgewood and Sandy Run Road. 
 
Mr. Glitzer stated what is shown on Exhibit A-6 highlights the wetlands  
that are on the site as well as the Zoning-required wetland buffer. He stated  
the wetlands are depicted in the patterned area which he noted on the slide,  
and beyond that is the wetland buffer.  He stated since the area is vegetated/ 
wooded and has steep slopes, the site is subject to a 75’ wide wetland buffer  
which is shown in the lighter green area on the Exhibit. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated on the chart on Exhibit A-6, Mr. Glitzer identified the 
wetlands and water course buffer as being 100% protected, and Mr. Glitzer  
agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated that area has been identified as 1.238 acres.   
Mr. Murphy stated as can be seen from Exhibit A-6, regardless of any other  
natural resources, the location of the wetlands and the establishment of the  
75’ water course buffer essentially consumes most of the largest portion of  
the Lot, and Mr. Glitzer agreed.  Mr. Glitzer stated there is a small strip along  
Sandy Run Road that is outside of the buffer as well as a triangular-shaped  
wedge around the curve of Sandy Run Road that is also outside of the buffer,  
and he showed these locations on the Exhibit. 
 
Mr. Zamparelli stated what is being indicated is that this Lot is non-buildable. 
Mr. Murphy stated this is correct although they do have some additional 
Exhibits to present. 
 
Exhibit A-7 was marked which is referred to as Steep Slope Area. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated as noted earlier there are certain steep slopes which  
are 25% or greater and steep slope buffers adjacent to them that would  
be 100% protected, and Mr. Glitzer agreed.  Mr.  Murphy stated there are  
also other categories of steep slopes of 8% to 15%, and 15%  to 25% which  
have lesser protection requirements, and Mr. Glitzer agreed.  Mr. Murphy  
stated  Exhibit A-7 represents the different categories of slopes and their  
required buffers, and Mr. Glitzer agreed. 
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Mr. Glitzer stated the steepest slope that the Zoning Ordinance recognizes 
is 25% and greater, and those areas are shown in red.  He stated those are 
fully protected by the Ordinance; and in addition they have a 25’ buffer 
which is a setback from buildings and a disturbance buffer, and he showed  
this location on the Exhibit.   
 
Mr. Glitzer stated the next is 15% to 25% slopes which are shown in yellow, 
and the 8% to 15% slopes shown in green.  He stated in those areas there  
are allowable disturbances, and you are allowed to disturb potions of those;  
but to the extent that those overlap more protected resources, they cannot  
necessarily disturb those areas either.  Mr. Murphy stated the application of  
the restrictions on the steep slope areas and buffers consumes almost the  
entire Lot as well. 
 
Exhibit A-8 was marked which shows the combined resource areas and is 
the cumulation of Exhibits A-4, A-5, A-6, and A-7.  Mr. Glitzer stated this 
is an overlay of all the resources on site, and it shows how encumbered 
the Site is relative to finding a place which could accommodate a homesite. 
 
Mr. Murphy noted Exhibit A-3 which was the narrative which was attached to  
the Application.  Mr. Murphy stated the property has a Lot of 13,384 square  
feet with a total of 1.453 acres.  Mr. Murphy stated in the lower left corner 
of all of the Exhibits shows the Base Site Area which has been reduced by 
the 1.284 acres of Resource Protected areas so that the result is a Net 
Buildable Site Area of 0.034.  Mr. Glitzer agreed adding that is 1,481 square 
feet; and they are left with essentially nothing to build on.   
 
Exhibit A-9 was marked which is the Sketch Site Plan dated 4/10/20. 
 
Mr. Glitzer stated Exhibit A-9 is a rendering of the proposed homesite they  
selected to try to make a minimal impact on resources yet still have a  
building lot on the site.  He stated this was presented to the Board of 
Supervisors several weeks ago.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Glitzer why he located the footprint of the home in the  
area shown, and to discuss its access, and the relationship to the roads.   
Mr. Glitzer stated when walking the site, the potential homesite becomes  
fairly obvious.  He stated the physical dimensions of the site and the presence  
of Brock Creek and its floodplain rule out certain portions of the tract.  He stated  
as you get closer to Edgewood Road, there is an 80’ required front yard. 
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He noted also on the site there is a small clearing where the driveway is  
proposed as there are dead ash trees in the area.  He stated the area where 
they have proposed the homesite provides the best balance of resource 
protection and utilization of the site for a home. 
 
Mr. Glitzer stated the biggest challenge was meeting the wetlands setback as 
a 75’ wetlands setback is required. He stated that would “shove the house 
into Sandy Run Road.”  He showed the 75’ dimension from the wetland.   
He stated on the site it is easy to see where the wetlands are, and he showed  
the location on the slide.  He stated they were trying to balance all of the  
protection requirements with constructability, access, and sight distance. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated the first Variance being requested presumes that the  
house will be located as shown on the Exhibit.  He stated they are requesting 
that there be a 25’ front yard setback from Sandy Run Road whereas a 30’ 
setback would be required.  Mr. Glitzer noted the Plan where they are  
requesting this relief which will allow them to bring the house envelope a  
little more forward and provide a little more buffer against the wetlands in  
the back.  Mr. Murphy stated the front door of the home would be oriented 
toward Sandy Run Road and not toward Edgewood.  He stated there would 
be a sidewalk out to the driveway and a side-entry garage accessible for two 
cars that would take access from Sandy Run.  Mr. Glitzer agreed adding that 
they felt it was important to provide a side-entry unit so that they would not 
have cars backing out onto Sandy Run Road.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated earlier in the Testimony, there was discussion about the 
fact that given its orientation at the corner of Edgewood and Sandy Run that 
this is a corner lot as defined in the Township Ordinances.  Mr. Murphy asked 
why this is relevant in relation to the front yard.  Mr. Glitzer stated a corner 
lot requires a front yard on each road frontage.  He stated since Edgewood 
is a Collector Road, it requires an 80’ front yard; and Sandy Run requires 30’. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated if access were proposed to Edgewood if Sandy Run were  
considered a side yard, they would have complied, but for its characterization 
as a corner lot.  Mr. Glitzer agreed.  Mr. Murphy asked about the setback as it 
relates to the 75’ water course buffer, and Mr. Glitzer stated the 75’ water 
course buffer would be measured from the wetland line, and that would overlap 
the required front yard he showed on the Plan which would result in a negative 
building envelope.   
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Mr. Murphy stated the second item of relief being sought is to eliminate the  
the need for a rear yard where typically a 45’ rear yard would have otherwise 
been required.  Mr. Glitzer stated the 45’ rear yard would be required to be 
measured from the limits of Resource Protection land and that would be 
required to be measured from the 75’ wetlands buffer.   Mr. Murphy stated 
they are asking for relief so as not to provide any rear yard under all the  
applicable resource restrictions. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked what would be the building setback from the rear property 
line given the proposed location.  Mr. Glitzer showed where the setback would 
be measured from to the rear property line and stated it would be about 68’ 
at its closest point.  Mr. Murphy asked if any portion of the proposed dwelling 
as shown on Exhibit A-9 within either the floodplain or the floodway of Brock  
Creek, and Mr. Glitzer stated it is not nor is it within any wetland area. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated the last area of relief being requested relates to the fact 
that they want to provide a 10’ buffer from the wetlands were a 75’ buffer 
is required.  Mr. Glitzer stated they are leaving a usable limit of disturbance 
that stops short of the actual wetlands by 10’ which allows them to construct 
the house.    
 
Mr. Murphy asked the dimension of the footprint of the home being proposed,  
and Mr. Glitzer stated it is 52’ wide by 45’ deep.  He stated a good portion of  
that of approximately 400 square feet is the garage area.  He stated in terms of 
the first low living space without the garage it is approximately 1,840 square  
feet.  He stated the second floor would be slightly larger as part of it would 
overhang the garage. 
 
Mr. Zamparelli stated it seems that a lot of the ideas are based on the 
assumption that the 75’ buffer is eliminated, and Mr. Glitzer agreed. 
Mr. Zamparelli stated it seems that there is quite a bit of slope, and that 
will have some effect on the way that the water flows.  He stated it does 
not seem that they have taken that into consideration.  Mr. Glitzer stated 
they have considered this, and the house would be configured with a  
walk-out basement.  He stated the garage would slope down.  He stated 
there is an area where they can drain the stormwater and filter it into 
an area he showed on the Exhibit.  He also stated that roof drains can 
be treated in the underground stormwater system although they have 
not developed that.  He stated they would have to do that as well as do 
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soils testing to capture all of the run off from the impervious surface.  He stated  
they would also have to have a Grading Plan reviewed by the Township before  
they could consider moving forward.   
 
Mr. Zamparelli stated it seems to be a lot of disturbance. 
 
Mr. Connors stated he is concerned about all the buffer infringements that are  
being proposed in an area that is predominantly wet with a lot of wetlands and  
a lot of stormwater going through.  He stated he has a lot of concerns about the  
groundwater and the stormwater in this area.  Mr. Connors stated if they were  
to propose stormwater underground within 20’ of the building there could be  
foundation issues so he feels the footprint will get bigger than what is being 
proposed at this time. 
 
Mr. Glitzer stated these are the limits that they have to work with so they would  
be looking for Best Management Practices under the driveway and in the front  
yard along Edgewood, and he feels they have left adequate area to do that;  
however, he understands the concerns. 
 
Mr. Solor asked if there are any State concerns with regard to riparian buffers  
or Act 162 since their limit of disturbance is 70’ from the edge of the water. 
Mr. Glitzer stated they believe the Plan complies with Chapter 102 requirements, 
NPDES Stormwater Construction Permitting, and the Act 167 Plan.  He stated  
they will have to do detailed engineering and testing to develop a Plan that is  
suitable for erosion control and stormwater management, and they would go  
through the full Permitting process.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated they understand that there would be Conditions attached. 
He stated at this stage all they are doing is seeking Zoning relief; and after  
that they would need to consult with the Township engineer, develop the 
Stormwater Management Plan, and obtain the other outside agency approvals. 
 
Mr. Solor stated he was asking more specifically about Act 162 given how 
close they are to the waterway, and that technically this is a riparian buffer; 
and he was asking if there were any State restrictions in this area.  Mr. Glitzer 
stated he believes that they are consistent with State requirements. 
 
Mr. Zamparelli asked Mr. Majewski if the elimination of the 75’ buffer is a good 
idea and whether it will be precedent setting.  He asked if this has ever been  
done before.  Mr. Majewski stated the Township will be putting on their case  
shortly.   
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Ms. Kirk stated they are asking for three Variances, and Mr. Glitzer agreed. 
Ms. Kirk noted the Variance with respect to the wetlands buffer, and stated 
under the Ordinance it states, “a minimum wetlands buffer shall be 50’.” 
Mr. Glitzer stated that is the base line buffer, and under that scenario buffer 
averaging is allowed, and he believes that you can go down to 30’, and you 
have additional area for the buffer that averages out to 50’; however, in 
this case because of the cover on the site and the slope, they are bound to a 
larger buffer of 75’.   
 
Ms. Kirk asked why they would not move the house closer to Sandy Run Road 
and eliminate more of the front yard setback in order to maximize the amount 
of buffer that would otherwise be required.  Mr. Glitzer stated that is an option. 
He added that they felt that the 25’ front yard setback on Sandy Run Road was 
a step in that direction and a good balance to still allow maneuvering for cars 
to get out onto Sandy Run Road.  Ms. Kirk stated another option would be that 
rather than having a house that is 45’ deep, they could expand the width of  
the house in order to maximize the buffer area from the wetlands toward what  
would otherwise be considered the rear.  Mr. Glitzer stated while they could  
do that, if they were to expand the width as Ms. Kirk is suggesting, they would 
run into the buffer to the right of the house and into other areas.  Ms. Kirk  
stated there would be more room to encroach so as to provide a greater buffer  
in the rear.  Mr. Glitzer stated that would not be correct.  Mr. Glitzer noted the  
buffer line which is 75’ from the wetlands, and he stated outside of that is a  
doable area which he showed on the slide; however, he noted the 75’ buffer  
in another area.  He stated if they push it to the front and go wider they have  
encroachment in another direction.  Ms. Kirk stated there may be other ways  
of positioning or re-dimensioning the house in order to try to provide as much  
of a maximum wetland buffer as possible.  Mr. Glitzer stated they could push  
the house more toward Sandy Run as suggested by Ms. Kirk or re-configure it  
and ask for relief of the 80’ Edgewood Road setback and make it wider and  
shallower so that there are options although one of them would require an  
additional item of relief. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated while she has no more questions of Mr. Glitzer but she will 
have questions for Mr. Majewski. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked the square footage of the proposed house, and Mr. Glitzer  
stated it is 1,840’ on the first floor and it is approximately 3,700’ on both floors. 
Ms. VanBlunk stated the property owner is proposing to build a 3,700 square  
foot house on the property; and Mr. Glitzer stated that is the outside the  
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envelope dimensions, and when a house is built a lot of times there can be “jogs”  
in the walls that would reduce that, but looking at a bulk building envelope it  
would be 3,700 square feet. 
 
Mr. Zamparelli stated he feels that the house proposed has an extremely large 
footprint for that area which has all of these encumbrances.  He asked if they 
could reduce anything to make it more possible.  Mr. Murphy stated they would 
be willing to consider something else, although they have not had any dialogue 
with anyone about this.  He stated if there is an opportunity to talk about 
re-positioning the house,  moving it around, or making it somewhat smaller, 
they could talk about that. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated she feels a 3,700 square foot is not the minimum amount  
of relief to support the Application.   
 
Mr. Connors stated he would like to see some options that have better 
protections for the wetlands and to look at other Ordinances they could 
attempt to match up to for protections.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated if the suggestion is to meet with the staff to discuss this 
further, they would be willing to do that.  Mr. Zamparelli stated he feels that 
would be a good option since he is not comfortable with what has been  
presented tonight.   
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated she would like to get advice from the solicitor on when  
a property has such significant hardships and is basically unbuildable, what 
are the parameters that the Board can or cannot grant.  Mr. Murphy stated 
he feels that would be a question for Ms. Kirk and the Township solicitor’s  
office.  Ms. VanBlunk stated Ms. Kirk is present on behalf of the Township  
and not the Zoning Hearing Board, but she would like to hear Mr. Murphy’s  
point of view, Ms. Kirk’s and Mr. Flager’s.   
 
Mr. Flager stated as it relates to the physical property itself under the MPC 
one of the statements to be looked at for dimensional Variances states: 
“That because of such physical circumstances or conditions there is not  
possibility that the property can be developed in strict conformity with the  
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance and that the authorization of a Variance 
is therefore necessary to enable the reasonable use of the property.”   
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Mr. Flager stated it also talks about “unique physical circumstances or  
conditions including irregularity, narrowness, shallowness of Lot size or 
shape, or exceptional topographical or other physical conditions peculiar 
to the particular property and that the unnecessary hardship is due to such  
conditions and not the circumstances or conditions generally created by the  
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance in the neighborhood or District in which  
the property is located.”   
 
Mr. Zamparelli asked if they define reasonable use of the land; and Mr. Flager 
stated he does not believe that the MPC specifically does, but he will double 
check that. 
 
Mr. Murphy moved the Exhibits presented during Mr. Glitzer’s Testimony, and 
Ms. Kirk stated she had no objection to the submission of those Exhibits. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked Mr. Murphy if he has the Deed to the property.  Mr. Murphy 
stated the property was acquired in October, 1995.  He stated his clients, which 
are two sisters, inherited it from their parents who acquired it in 1995.  He stated 
the family has owned the property for twenty-five years.   Ms. VanBlunk asked if 
this is leftover property from the developments surrounding it, and Mr. Murphy  
stated he is not sure.  He stated different family members own this piece and  
the property directly across Sandy Run that abuts the Railroad, but different  
family members own each parcel.  He stated he is not personally familiar with  
how they acquired both of those parcels and does not know if they are remnants  
from other adjacent developments or not.   
 
The matter was opened up for Public Comment. 
 
Ms. Judy Hibbs, 718 Salem Court, stated she is speaking on behalf of the  
residents who live on Salem Court on the other side of Brock Creek who are  
opposed to the Variance being proposed on Sandy Run Road by the Timko  
Family Associates.  She stated she represents several of the residents on  
Salem Court.  Ms. VanBlunk asked Ms. Hibbs if she is a lawyer; and Ms. Hibbs  
stated she is not, and she is a concerned resident.   Ms. VanBlunk stated she  
does not believe that Ms. Hibbs is able to represent other residents. 
 
Ms. Hibbs stated they were surprised that the Zoning Hearing Board would  
even be entertaining the idea of allowing construction of a single-family home  
to be built on this property.  She stated she has now learned that they have  
owned the property for twenty-five years, and she questions why they now  
feel it is a good idea to be selling the property and building on it.  Ms. Hibbs  
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stated the condition of the wetlands has not improved there.  She stated they  
were surprised that the Board was considering allowing this since it does not  
adhere to the required minimum setback.  She stated the concern is that the  
removal of the trees and building a foundation on the property will result in  
damage to both the homes on the Timko property as well as the properties  
on Salem Court either by flood or wood damage since the existing trees and  
grounds are protected barriers currently.  She stated there has been a previous  
history of flooding and property damage to many of the homes on Salem Court  
in the past.  She stated in the event of future flooding resulting from the Timko 
construction, the properties on Salem Court may no longer be protected by 
the 100 year floodplain by FEMA.  She stated they feel that approving the  
removal of trees and construction on the zero foot rear yard setback where 
a minimum of 45’ is required combined with the decrease in the wetlands 
buffer from the 75’ requirement to 10’ would be a dangerous decision.   
She stated in doing so the Township is allowing increased risk. 
 
It was noted that Ms. Hibbs had not yet been sworn in, and Ms. Hibbs was  
sworn in at this time. 
 
Mr. Zamparelli asked Ms. Hibbs how Brock Creek has affected her area, and  
he asked if she is indicated that they have had a lot of flood problems from  
the overflowing of Brock Creek; and Ms. Hibbs agreed.  Ms. Hibbs stated  
even along the sidewalk the Township knows that they have to put up the  
barriers at times when the water level is too high and that is without any 
new construction there.  She stated the back of the property in the past has 
had flooding issues. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked the location of Ms. Hibbs’ home in relation to the property  
being discussed.  Ms. Hibbs stated her back yard is Edgewood Road, and  
she is on the other side of Brock Creek from this property.  Mr. Murphy 
noted the location of her home on the slide.   
 
Ms. Hibbs stated they feel that the increased risk of flooding and erosion  
by the re-direction of the natural flow of the water would impact the 
natural state of the surrounding wetlands.  She stated one of the Board 
members indicated that a lot of disturbance would have to be made, and 
she agrees with that, and it seems like it is an unbuildable property and  
it is not a reasonable, safe use of the land that is there.  She stated they  
indicated that grading plans and stormwater systems would need to be 
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considered, and she feels a lot would need to be done.  She stated hearing 
that the home would be 3,700 square feet is “quite outrageous,” and that 
is a huge home for a property that already has so many problems with it. 
 
Ms. Hibbs stated they hope that the Board takes all of this into consideration 
as they vote on this. 
 
Mr. Flager asked Ms. Hibbs if she would be requesting Party Status, and he 
described what having Party Status would mean.  Ms. Hibbs stated she  
would request Party Status and she is in opposition to this request.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated he would object to the grant of Party Status to Ms. Hibbs 
because he does not believe that she has the direct remedient interest that  
would otherwise qualify her to be a Party.  Mr. Murphy stated she does not 
abut the property, and he feels that she is beyond the limit of anything that  
would have any adverse impact on her in the event that the house were built.   
Mr. Flager asked if she was in the “zone” that received Notice, and Ms. Hibbs  
stated she did receive a letter signed by Anthony Zamparelli about this Appeal.   
Mr. Murphy stated while he understands this, he wanted his Objection known  
on the Record, and the Zoning Hearing Board will make their decision about  
giving Party Status.  Mr. Majewski stated her property is within 300’ of the  
subject property. 
 
Mr. Lee Polsky, 724 Salem Court, was sworn in.  Mr. Polsky stated his residence  
is the closest house to Brock Creek, and he  lives at the bottom of Salem Court 
and he is quite close to Brock Creek and quite close to where the “Timko  
Company” is interested in building this new home on the opposite side of  
Brock Creek.  He stated his home flooded during the storm in 1996, and there  
was 3’ to 4’ in the basement and resulted in a significant amount of damage  
that he has since corrected with respect to remediating mold putting in sump  
pumps, and other protective measures from this happening again.  He stated  
that prior to that flood they were not in the100 year floodplain, but after the  
flood they were placed in the 100 year floodplain, and as a result of that he  
was told that his flood insurance would be approximately $17,000 a year.   
He stated the Township helped him considerably in getting “them placed back  
into the 100 year flood-plain, and that is where they currently exist.”   
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Mr. Polsky stated that he thinks with this new home that is being proposed on  
the opposite side of Brock Creek, it could have a detrimental factor on his  
residence and other residences on the opposite side of Brock Creek.  Mr. Polsky  
stated there are wetlands on the opposite side of Brock Creek that absorb water  
and woods that “absorb wind damage.”  He stated he feels that by building that  
home, it could result in damage to his home and other homes on Salem Court.   
He stated he does not think it is a good ideal not only for him but also for who- 
ever the “Timko Corporation” is building for, and wanting to sell a home on that  
side of Brock Creek is going to be a “huge mistake.”  Mr. Polsky stated a residence  
that is being proposed with that square footage and a basement, he feels will fill  
up with water in  no time with any kind of substantial rain or flooding from Brock  
Creek.  He stated he has lived there for over forty years, and Brook Creek fills to  
the extent where it is not a stream – it is a river.  He stated whoever is thinking of  
purchasing a home from Timko is a “huge mistake” and is detrimental to the  
residents on Salem Court and more importantly to whoever is buying the property  
from Timko as it is not a wise thing to do. 
 
Mr. Flager asked Mr. Polsky if he was requesting Party Status in this matter, and  
Mr. Polsky stated he is. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated he understands where Mr. Polsky lives in relationship to the  
property, and he would make the same Objection to Mr. Polsky being a Party as  
he made with regard to Ms. Hibbs. 
 
Mr. Polsky stated a proposal to build on that parcel was presented before the 
Township some years ago, and he had attended that  meeting.  He stated there  
was an owner present who was thinking about buying, and he told him about the  
flooding, and he backed out immediately.  He stated it is a big mistake to build 
anything on that property for anyone who is going to buy from Timko.   
 
Ms. Kirk asked if Mr. Murphy is requesting a Continuance she would have no more  
comments at this time.  Mr. Murphy stated if the point of a Continuance would be  
to engage the Township in the conservation in line with the earlier comments, he  
would be happy to provide a Continuance. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated she would not have an objection to a Continuance. 
 
Mr. Flager asked how much time they would need, and Mr. Murphy stated 
he feels forty-five days would be sufficient time to review the concerns 
and see if they can address them.  Mr. Flager suggested the June 16 
meeting, and this was acceptable to Mr. Murphy. 
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Mr. Connors moved, Ms. VanBlunk seconded and it was unanimously carried to 
Continue the matter to June 16, 2020. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1858 – CAMERON C. TROILO 
TAX PARCEL #20-012-005 – 1790 LANGHORNE-YARDLEY ROAD 
 
Mr. Edward Murphy, attorney, was present and stated he provided three slides 
to the Township last week.  He stated he was notified that certain citations for 
the scope of the relief were inaccurate, and Mr. Majewski made him aware this  
evening that they should correct the Ordinance Sections that were originally  
cited that need to be revised.    Mr. Murphy stated this does not change the  
scope of relief, and it is just the Sections that need to be revised.  He stated 
it should have been Section 200-38.4.B(1)(c), 200-38.4.C(1), and 200-38.4.A(1)(b). 
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as 
Exhibit A-1.  The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The reasons for the  
Variances which Mr. Murphy drafted were marked as Exhibit A-3.  The Proof  
of Publication was marked as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked 
as Exhibit B-2.  The Notice to the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3. 
 
Exhibit A-4 was marked and shown on the screen.  He stated this is a Plan  
provided by Mr. Majewski some time ago and identifies what is being  
proposed.  He stated the narrative that accompanied the Application indicated  
that nine years ago Flowers Field/Edgewood project was approved by the  
Board.  He stated the Residential portion of that project is nearing completion.   
He stated as part of the original project, it was all going to be a single lot, and  
the Residential units would be condominiums as would the various building  
pads for potential Commercial uses that would be principally located along  
the Langhorne-Yardley Road frontage and also along Stony Hill Road.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated in the lower left hand corner of the Plan shown there 
is existing Heston Hall which has its own access on Langhorne-Yardley 
Road at the bottom.  He stated in the upper part of the Plan the initial 
Residential units that were constructed at that point can be seen, 
and they have now been largely completed.  Mr. Murphy stated along 
the front of Langhorne-Yardley shown in green in front of the parking  
lot there are a handful of building pad sites that were approved but 
they were not constructed then, and still have not been constructed. 
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Mr. Murphy stated no new construction is being proposed with this Application,  
and they propose to create a separate Lot for Heston Hall.  He stated Exhibit A-4  
highlights the new piece of the Lot in red that if the relief is approved and there  
is Subdivision Plan approval from the Supervisors, this would create a separate  
Lot upon which Heston Hall would be located.  He stated nothing is proposed to  
be constructed differently from what was originally approved.  He stated the  
purpose for which this is happening is to enable the bank to have financing on  
an approved parcel as opposed to having financing on both an improved and  
unimproved parcel.  He stated all of the various cross easements that exist  
today to enable cars to park on either Lot 1 or Lot 2 remain.   He stated once  
everything is approved the Heston Hall Lot would be Lot 1 and the Commercial  
Lot would be Lot 2 and would be along Langhorne-Yardley and up a little bit on  
Stony Hill Road.   
 
Mr. Zamparelli asked Mr. Majewski if he has confirmed the drawing that had  
been provided, and Mr. Majewski stated it is an accurate depiction of what  
was submitted as Exhibit A-2. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated the Township asked her to participate in this matter to insure  
clarification of the citations from the Code and to participate as it relates to  
the Flowers Field Development.  Ms. Kirk stated she is fine with the  
clarification of the Code adding that Mr. Majewski provided that clarification. 
 
Mr. Connors stated as long as all the cross easement Agreements stand and 
assuming stormwater systems will be in effect after the Subdivision, he does  
not have any concerns.  Mr. Murphy stated that is correct. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated her only concern is if a piece of property is sold later. 
She stated there will be improvements at Heston Hall, and if the pad sites 
on Flowers Field are developed, she is concerned that they will ask for 
additional relief and claim a hardship later.  She stated currently it is under 
one “scheme.”  Mr. Murphy stated the scheme is not changing; however,  
Ms. VanBlunk is correct that currently it is a single Lot, and after this it 
will be two Lots.  He stated the scheme is not changing and there is no 
desire to modify the approval that is place as far as they know today, 
and that has been effect for nine years.  Mr. Murphy stated they do wish 
the Commercial market was better and they could build some of the pad 
sites, but currently there is not enough activity to support getting those 
started. 
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Mr. Solor moved and Mr. Connors seconded to approve the Variances with the  
amended citation references. 
 
There was no public comment on this matter. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated she would like to make sure that the Motion has the  
language that all the pertinent “cross references” that were in the Application 
carry with the Subdivision. 
 
Mr. Flager stated they could make the cross easements part of the Approval. 
Mr. Solor stated the cross easements are written into the Application. 
 
The Motion was amended to approve the Application as submitted with the 
amended citation references. 
 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1859 – JOHN GOODZ & FELICE FASANO 
TAX PARCEL #20-047-114-015 – 312 SALY ROAD 
 
Mr. John Goodz and Ms. Felice Fasano were sworn in. 
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as  
Exhibit A-1.  The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The letter with reasons 
for the requested relief was marked as Exhibit A-3.  The Proof of Publication  
was marked as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked as Exhibit B-2. 
The Notice to the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3. 
 
Ms. Fasano stated they would like to install a swimming pool in their back 
yard with a very small patio, and they are “up against it” in terms of  
impervious surfaces.  Mr. Goodz stated they did have an engineering survey 
done and they are talking about putting a seepage bed in as well as swales, etc. 
 
Mr. Zamparelli stated they are going from 21% impervious surface to 24%. 
He stated while they did indicate that they are putting in a seepage bed, but 
they did not indicate what the effective impervious surface will be when that 
is done.  Mr. Goodz stated that is not in the drawing; and while he talked to 
the engineer about that, he does not know what the effective percentage  
would be.  He stated he knows that the seepage bed is supposed to be  
471 square feet, but he does not know what that number works out to 
effectively.   
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Mr. Majewski stated the measurement that they have from the engineer is 
correct to bring the impervious surface back down to what it is currently 
which is 21%.   
 
Ms. Kirk stated the Township is participating to insure that the Board imposes 
all necessary Conditions to make the net effect the same as what currently  
exists at the property. 
 
There was no Public Comment on this matter. 
 
Mr. Connors asked about the depth of the seepage pit.  Mr. Goodz stated 
he does not know exactly what the plan is as far the depth goes, and he  
would have to consult with the engineer.   Mr. Majewski stated they did 
not provide that information; however, he believes that the depth would 
probably be about 3’ based roughly on the dimensions depicted.  Mr. Connors 
asked Mr. Majewski what the soils are like in that area; however,  
Mr. Majewski stated he was not sure.    Mr. Zamparelli asked how they  
could get that information. 
 
Ms. Kirk suggested that if the Board were inclined to grant the requested  
relief, they could condition the approval on the installation of a stormwater 
drainage facility sufficient to provide a net impervious surface of 21% and 
subject to the Township’s approval. 
 
Mr. Connor moved, Mr. Solor seconded and it was unanimously carried to 
approve the Variance subject to maintaining a net impervious coverage of 
21% subject to working with the Town to make sure that the proposed  
seepage system is in working order for the area. 
 
 
Ms. Kirk stated the Township is not participating in the last Application,  
and she left the meeting at this time. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1860 – MICHAEL ALLEVA & TIFFANIE GOULAZIAN 
TAX PARCEL #20-032-021-012 – 397 COLLINS GRANT COURT 
 
Ms. Tiffanie Goulazian was sworn in. 
 
 
 



May 5, 2020               Zoning Hearing Board – page 20 of 22 
 
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as  
Exhibit A-1.   The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The Proof of Publication 
was marked as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked as Exhibit B-2. 
The Notice to the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3. 
 
Ms. Goulazian stated they are requesting a Variance so that they can install a 
fence to enclose their yard.  She stated it will be an open rail style, aluminum 
wrought iron look fence.  She stated they have a 30’ stormwater easement 
that takes up about a third of their property, and it would be difficult for 
them to not include that area in the enclosure.  She stated the fence is an 
open rail style that would not restrict the surface flow of stormwater in any 
way. 
 
Mr. Zamparelli stated if the Board were to grant this, the fence would have 
to be at least 2” above the ground; and if there is any reason that the Township 
would have to get into the property, she would have to remove the fence at  
her own cost.  Ms. Goulazian stated in the proposal they have shown four 
proposed gates, two in the front and two in the back, as they would need to 
have access for those who cut their lawn.  She stated there is a 6’ proposed  
fence in the front, south side, and a 5’ fence in the back.  She stated there are 
a total of four fences.   
 
Mr. Connors asked if the fence is where the highlighted line is, and Ms. Goulazian 
agreed.  Mr. Connors stated they are seeking to “cut off the back of the property 
as well;” and Ms. Goulazian stated “just the back, not the front.”  She stated  
where the driveway meets the house on the north side, and on the other side 
to enclose the entire back.  She stated they are not enclosing the front yard. 
 
Mr. Solor stated the yellow line is not the back property line, and it is about 
20’ in.  Ms. Goulazian agreed that they will be putting the fence closer than 
the end of the property line, and they are not going all the way back. 
 
Mr. Zamparelli asked if the yellow line is accurate as to where the fence is 
going to go.  Ms. Goulazian stated she is does not know if it is to scale,  
but they are aware that they have to keep the fence within 2’ of the property 
line.  Mr. Majewski stated the fence needs to be on her property which is  
how it is depicted, and it could even be an inch from the property line. 
Ms. Goulazian stated it is on their property.   
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Mr. Zamparelli asked how far the fence is into the 30’ easement.  Mr. Majewski  
stated as depicted it appears that the fence would encompass most of the  
easement, and that would allow vehicles if they have to get back to the detention  
basin to maintain it to get through because it would be up near the property line  
as they have adequate width to get down back into the detention basin through  
the gates that they have provided.  Mr. Zamparelli asked Mr. Majewski if he  
feels that they have provided enough room for the Township to get in if they 
need to, and Mr. Majewski agreed. 
 
Mr. Solor asked if there is a way to quantify the amount of “free area” in the  
fence as it is vague that it just says “open.”  He asked if it is 40% “free area/ 
50% free area just with regards to how it would restrict flow.”  Mr. Zamparelli 
stated the fence is an open, wrought-iron type fence.  Ms. Goulazian agreed, 
adding that it would not be resting on the ground, and it would be elevated 
probably 4” off the ground, and it is an open rail which can be seen through. 
She stated it is not a stockade or barricade-type fence.  She stated she  
believes that the fence comes in 6’ sections.    
 
Mr. Solor asked Mr. Majewski what are the flow characteristics that need to 
be represented so that it is not “restraining” flow.  Mr. Majewski stated the 
amount of water flowing through this easement is very minimal, and the  
the fence is more open than it is fence so it is over 50% free area for water 
to flow through and under the fence.   
 
Ms. VanBlunk moved to approve the Variance as submitted with the Condition 
that the Township has final approval of the fence as built and that the owner  
would have to remove the fence at their expense should the Township or any  
other Governmental agency need to access it.  Mr. Connors seconded and it  
carried unanimously. 
 
 
CANCEL MAY 19, 2020 MEETING 
 
As there was no Applications scheduled for the May 19, 2020 meeting it was 
unanimously carried to cancel that meeting. 
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There being no further business, it was unanimously carried to adjourn the  
meeting at 9:40 p.m. 
 
     Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
 
     Anthony Zamparelli, Chair/Temporary Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 
 


