
TOWNSHIP OF LOWER MAKEFIELD 
ZONING HEARING BOARD 

MINUTES – OCTOBER 21, 2008 
 
 

A special meeting of the Zoning Hearing Board of the Township of Lower Makefield was 
held in the Municipal Building on October 21, 2008.  Chairman Malinowski called the 
meeting to order at 7:10 p.m. 
 
Those present:   
 
Zoning Hearing Board: David Malinowski, Chairman 
    Paul Bamburak, Vice Chairman 
    Jerry Gruen, Member 
    Anthony Zamparelli, Member 
    Paul Kim, Alternate Member 
 
Others:    David Truelove, Township Solicitor 
    James Majewski, Township Engineer 
    Michael Angelastro, Township Traffic Engineer 
    Allen Toadvine, Zoning Hearing Board Solicitor 
    Matt Maloney, Supervisor Liaison 
 
Absent:   Gregory J. Smith, Zoning Hearing Board Secretary 
 
 
APPEAL #08-1481(A) – THE FRANKFORD HOSPITAL OF CITY OF 
PHILADELPHIA, INC. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the Board will adjourn the meeting at 10:00 p.m. with the  
proceeding continued to a future time if it is not completed this evening.  He stated he  
recognizes that there are a number of concerns of the residents, but the only issue before  
the Zoning Hearing Board is whether use of this land for a hospital will have an adverse  
impact on the health, safety, and welfare of the Municipality; and he asked that testimony  
be focused on this issue.   
 
Mr. Toadvine stated he received a request from Mr. Truelove to issue a subpoena in  
connection with the proceedings, and he has prepared a subpoena for Mr. Malinowski’s  
signature.  Mr. VanLuvanee may have some issues with this and this should be put on the  
record before the subpoena is issued.   He stated they will also need a date for the next  
meeting so that they can fill in the subpoena with the appropriate information.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated he received a copy of the letter to Mr. Toadvine and noted under  
Section 9084 of the Municipalities Planning Code, there is no question that the Chairman  
of the Zoning Hearing Board has the power to issue subpoenas, but not the duty to do so.   
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He stated it also states that the subpoenas should be to compel the production of relevant 
documents.  He acknowledges that in some cases such as Court proceedings, subpoenas  
are generally issued as a matter of form, and if someone wishes to protest, they would  
need to file for a protective order; but this is not a Court proceeding and he would submit  
that rather than requiring an Applicant to get bogged down in the filing of a protective  
order, the Chairman of the Zoning Hearing Board with the assistance of the Solicitor  
should at least take a look at what is being requested to see if there is a general agreement  
that the information requested could be designed to elicit relevant documents that are  
relevant to the issues before the Board.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated in this case there are four categories of documents that have been  
requested; and he discussed with Mr. Truelove today the possibility of narrowing the  
scope so that they might reach an amicable agreement on what should be produced.  He  
stated the first category requests documents on “the generation, storing, and disposal of  
medical waste by Frankford Hospital for the proposed property.”  Mr. VanLuvanee stated  
they do not have a hospital on the proposed property so he is not sure what this means.   
He stated he does understand that Mr. Truelove had asked Mr. Powell whether he could  
produce information with regard to what they anticipated for medical waste on the  
property, and they do expect to produce this, and a subpoena is not necessary for this.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the second category is documents described as “communications  
by and between Frankford Hospital, its officers, directors, and employees, and any other  
person or entity regarding Frankford Hospital’s use of the proposed property.”   
Mr. VanLuvanee stated he would submit that there is no conceivable relevance to any of  
those communications to this Application.  He stated they have a burden of proof and  
things they are obligated to produce by way of testimony; and how those communications  
requested in any way would bear on the issues before the Board will have to be explained  
to him as he does not feel those communications would in any way be designed to elicit  
information that is any way relevant to the issues before the Board. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the third category relates to traffic information and Mr. O’Brien,  
who has testified in the past, is present again this evening.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated  
Mr. O’Brien has been the traffic engineer for the project; and if Mr. Truelove wants him  
to indicate that all the information they have is the information McMahon Associates has,  
they will do this.  He stated Mr. O’Brien may have some information regarding traffic  
volumes as this was briefly discussed during cross examination by Mr. Truelove at the  
last Hearing when he asked whether traffic counts were taken at the Falls Township  
facility; and that information is available, and if Mr. Truelove wishes to cross on that,  
Mr. O’Brien has that information with him this evening. 
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Mr. VanLuvanee stated the fourth category is listed as “documents…proposed  
emergency room services at the proposed property including hours of operation and  
staffing;” and Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Powell answered these questions, and he is not  
sure what documents there would be as he indicated that there had been no decision  
made.  He stated he does not know what is being requested that they have not already  
heard by way of testimony.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated it seems this is putting a burden on an Applicant to issue a  
subpoena for categories of documentation that on their face do not appear to be relevant  
and with respect to which they are clearly overbroad.  He stated to ask the Applicant to  
go to Court and get a protective order will only draw out the proceedings and based on  
the Chairman’s statements about moving the matter ahead, he would like to see if  
Mr. Truelove could clarify or narrow the scope of the request before the subpoena is  
issued rather then force the Applicant to go to Court to try to figure out what he means. 
 
Mr. Truelove stated he and Mr. VanLuvanee did discuss this matter, and because it was  
later in the day, he was not able to respond in detail due to a prior commitment.  He  
stated with respect to Item 1 Sub A about the medical waste, Mr. VanLuvanee has  
indicated that he will produce this information so he will defer this request assuming the  
information is produced.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if he is asking information with regard  
to what the medical waste has been at the current hospital or what it will be projected to  
be at the proposed facility; and Mr. Truelove stated it would be what is projected.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated he understands that he is requesting the documents, if there are  
any, with regard to what the projections are for medical waste that would be generated  
from the proposed Hospital, and Mr. Truelove agreed.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated Sub B regarding communication by and between the Hospital and the  
different administrators and officers is a request toward what the actual plans are for the  
property.  He stated they have heard different testimony that there would 900 employees,  
then 1350 employees; and he asked if there has been anything more definitive that that  
within Frankford’s own internal planning that would give the Township something more  
to work with as it relates to traffic.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if Mr. Truelove is requesting  
information that was subsequent to the dates that Mr. Powell testified, and Mr. Truelove  
stated this is correct, if they are relevant. Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Powell testified for  
the Hospital as to the current projections. Mr. VanLuvanee stated if there were earlier  
projections, he feels the current projections would be more relevant to the Board.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated he would be interested in anything subsequent to Mr. Powell’s  
testimony at this point; and if they find that there is other information that would require  
to request information that proceeded Mr. Powell’s testimony, he will request it if  
necessary.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated it is his understanding that Mr. Truelove is therefore  
looking for any updates subsequent to Mr. Powell’s testimony, and Mr. Truelove agreed. 
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Mr. Truelove stated Sub C relates to the traffic volume studies, and he recognizes that  
Mr. O’Brien has testified extensively and will continue this tonight; but he wants to make  
sure that everything they hear and everything they see is everything that has been relied  
on in coming to the conclusions he has testified to.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated he is  
assuming that Mr. Truelove’s scope is any information that McMahon Associates relied  
on, and Mr. Truelove agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Truelove is welcome to ask  
Mr. O’Brien whether there is anything else and he will agree to produce it if there is  
anything else he relied on.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated with regard to the emergency room services this is consistent with  
the request under Sub B whether there is any information subsequent to Mr. Powell’s  
testimony.  He stated they have heard that the current location in Falls Township has  
23,000 patient visits to the emergency room, and the projected number of visits for the  
new facility would be 28,000.  He stated he wants to make sure that the services that are  
proposed there would reflect that number as they have heard testimony that some services  
may remain at Falls, some may be expanded at Lower Makefield, or may be completely  
relinquished at Falls and that there would be new and added services at Lower Makefield.   
He stated he would like to pin down that the number reflects what the services would be.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Powell testified what he could about the current plan, and  
there was dialogue about the fact that the Ordinance defines a hospital and does not put  
the burden on the Applicant to decide once and forever what services are going to be  
provided.  He assumes like any hospital, once this hospital is established, there will be  
flexibility to modify plans, programs, and services.  He stated he assumes they are asking  
for any updates Frankford may have about what is proposed since Mr. Powell testified,  
and Mr. Truelove stated any updated information would be helpful.  He stated he would  
also like to know what the 28,000 number is based on – the type of emergency services,  
expanded services, or additional demographics.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated he assumes he is  
asking for documentary evidence if it exists, and Mr. Truelove agreed.   
 
Mr. Toadvine stated he does not feel there is any requirement to create documents, and  
Mr. Truelove stated he is not asking for this.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated with the narrowed  
scope of the subpoena request, he does not have a problem with what is being requested,  
and he feels it would be incumbent on him anyway to update the Board with any  
additional information if there was any that would have changed the testimony.  He asked  
that the subpoena be re-drafted and narrowed consistent with the discussion tonight so  
that they can avoid an argument over what is relevant.  Mr. Toadvine stated he has  
supplied both Mr. Truelove and Mr. VanLuvanee with a copy of the proposed subpoena  
and suggested that Mr. Truelove re-draft it based on their understandings this evening. 
He stated at this point they may not even need a subpoena as Mr. VanLuvanee has  
indicated he would agree to supply the documents, but this would be up to Mr. Truelove.   
Mr. Truelove stated if they do not need a subpoena and he and Mr. VanLuvanee can  
communicate by e-mail, they could dispose of the subpoena and handle it this way. 
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Mr. O’Brien was reminded that he was previously sworn in.  Mr. Truelove stated one  
of the areas of discussions included improvements to Route 332, and Mr. O’Brien had  
testified he anticipated additional lanes of travel to help accommodate the additional  
traffic, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove asked if the lanes would require rights-of- 
way, and Mr. O’Brien stated he did not believe so.  Mr. Truelove asked which sides of  
the road the lanes would be proposed to be increased on, and Mr. O’Brien stated the Plan  
shows widening on both sides.  They propose the widening of 332 westbound to include  
the addition of a second left-turn lane going from 332 to Stony Hill Road and this will  
require widening on the north side of 322.  They are also proposing a third through lane  
eastbound along 322 from Campus Drive to I-95, and this re-striping and widening will  
occur on the south side of 332.  Mr. Truelove stated the eastbound lane currently has a  
lane in the area coming out of Campus Drive to Stony Hill Road, and Mr. O’Brien agreed  
that there is a wide shoulder.  Mr. Truelove asked if this the area he would propose to use  
for the through lane, and Mr. O’Brien stated they would utilize that area to the extent  
possible but will also need to do additional widening.  The additional widening will not  
require additional right-of-way.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated Mr. O’Brien testified that Frankford Hospital will pay for the  
roadway improvements.  He asked if these improvements have been costed out, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated they have not.  Mr. Truelove asked if he has any idea what the traffic  
interruption would be or the timeframe for the construction of these improvements, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated they have not done this evaluation. 
 
Mr. Truelove asked Mr. O’Brien if he has been out to the site since the last Hearing, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated he drove by there this evening at 6:00 p.m.  Mr. Truelove asked if he  
viewed the eastbound lane approaching Stony Hill Road on 332, and Mr. O’Brien stated  
he did travel eastbound on 332. Mr. Truelove stated the lane is not stripped or constructed  
currently as a through lane, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove asked Mr. O’Brien if  
he saw any evidence that drivers are currently using it as a through lane, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated he did not.  Mr. O’Brien stated even though there is a wide shoulder along parts of  
that section, it is not consistent; and while a vehicle could travel on parts of this, they  
could not travel the entire shoulder from Campus Drive to Stony Hill Road.  He stated the  
shoulder is not a consistent width.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated the demographic information Mr. O’Brien relied upon for increased  
volume of traffic was 2.4% going forward, and Mr. O’Brien stated this is correct and was  
based on PennDOT information.  Mr. Truelove stated if there was other information that  
indicated the growth would be higher than this, he would assume that this would change  
the calculations, and Mr. O’Brien stated they do not specifically look at population  
growth or employment growth as this does not necessarily translate specifically into the  
growth of a roadway.  He stated typically they utilize the PennDOT recommended  
growth rate, and this is what they did in this case.  Mr. Truelove stated if there was other  
information that could be relied upon as well, this might change some of his calculations;  
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and Mr. O’Brien stated if the growth rate were determined to be higher than what they  
assumed, it could certainly change.  Mr. Truelove stated as a consequence this could  
possibly degrade the Level of Service, and Mr. O’Brien stated while it could, in a traffic  
impact study they look at the incremental impact of the specific development so it would  
degrade the “without development” case as it would the “with development” case.   
Mr. Truelove stated this would require looking at other developments in the vicinity of  
the proposed development for the traffic issues, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.   
 
Mr. Truelove asked if he took any photos this evening of the traffic in the area of the  
proposed development, and Mr. O’Brien stated he did not nor does he have any photos  
that were taken of any traffic since the last Hearing.   
 
Mr. Truelove noted the location of the ICT Building on the north side of 332, and asked  
if he is aware that McMahon Associates prepared a traffic study for that development in  
the late 1990s, and Mr. O’Brien stated he is not aware of this and has not seen it.   
 
Mr. Truelove noted the term “queue,” and asked the definition of this term in  
Mr. O’Brien’s profession; and Mr. O’Brien stated generally it is the length of the vehicles  
stacked at an intersection.  Mr. Truelove stated this is also relevant in determining Level  
of Service, and Mr. O’Brien stated they are similar.   
 
Mr. Truelove asked if the studies and analysis in the Traffic Study presented accurately  
reflect the existing operating conditions within the study area, and Mr. O’Brien stated  
they do.  Mr. Truelove stated he testified that the analysis and traffic study also reflects  
the future operating conditions for both 2009 and 2019 build and no-build conditions, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.   
 
Mr. Truelove asked Mr. O’Brien if he observed any vehicle stacking in the area where he  
was driving this evening, and Mr. O’Brien stated he did observe a queue going  
westbound backing up from Lindenhurst Road primarily because there was a vehicle that  
was stopped in the middle of the through lane, and he believes they were having car  
problems.  He stated this resulted in vehicles backing up from Lindenhurst Road to Stony  
Hill Road.  Mr. Truelove asked if he made the turn onto Stony Hill Road from 332, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated he did.  Mr. Truelove asked if he observed any queuing or stacking in  
that area; and Mr. O’Brien stated there were possibly three vehicles in each of the two  
left turn lanes.   
 
Mr. Truelove asked the number of intersections studied, and Mr. O’Brien stated there  
were six.  Mr. Truelove asked if he did any vehicle queue data for the study intersections,  
and Mr. O’Brien stated they did not specifically note the length of queues based on  
existing conditions, but they did observe them.      
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Mr. Truelove asked in determining a queue length do they also project the average  
vehicle length to determine how many vehicles might be in a queue, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated they do.  Mr. Truelove asked the average vehicle length used, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated the average vehicle length is generally between 20’ and 25’ and he believes  
synchro analysis which is what their software is based on uses 22.5’.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated he understood Mr. O’Brien’s prior testimony was that they proposed  
a signal to be at the intersection of Lower Makefield Corporate Center and where they  
propose to have an entrance and exit on Stony Hill Road for the Hospital; and  
Mr. O’Brien stated while this is correct, he acknowledges that this is not the ideal  
location due to the close spacing of 332.  He stated they were trying to provide benefit to  
the access across the street as well.  He stated the distance from this intersection to  
332/Stony Hill Road is 600’.  Mr. Truelove stated this would be between 25 to 30  
vehicles to take up that entire queue length, and Mr. O’Brien stated this is approximately  
correct.  Mr. Truelove stated going back from the proposed intersection at the Corporate  
Center and the Hospital entrance down Stony Hill road, the next light is at Stony Hill  
Road and Township Line Road, and Mr. O’Brien agreed and stated this distance is  
approximately 2,200’.  Mr. Truelove stated this would be another 70 to 80 vehicles  
stacking up for this length, and Mr. O’Brien stated this is probably correct.   
 
Mr. Truelove asked Mr. O’Brien if the distances between lights can be referred to as  
“roadway segments,” and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove noted a roadway segment  
going back from the light at Stony Hill Road and Township Line Road to the next light in  
one direction would be Township Line Road and Langhorne-Yardley Road and in the  
other direction it would be Stony Hill Road and Township Line Road; and he asked  
Mr. O’Brien if he had measurements for those segments.  Mr. O’Brien stated based on  
the Traffic Signal Permit Plans for the intersection from PennDOT he shows  
approximately 2,700’ from Stony Hill Road to the east and going south on Township  
Line Road he shows approximately 3,700’ feet to the next signal.  Mr. Truelove stated  
this would be over 150 vehicles and going in the other direction over 80 vehicles; and  
Mr. O’Brien stated he feels the numbers are low and he feels for the 2,700’ it would be  
approximately 108 vehicles.    
 
Mr. Truelove noted Stony Hill Road going from the Township Line Road light back to  
Yardley-Langhorne Road is a two-lane road; and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove  
stated there are no proposed road improvements for that roadway, and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed. 
 
Mr. Truelove noted the term “process traffic volume,” and Mr. O’Brien stated he is not  
familiar with this term.  Mr. Truelove asked about the term “demand volume,” and  
Mr. O’Brien stated he is not sure what he is referring to. 
 
 



October 21, 2008               Zoning Hearing Board – page 8 of 30 
 
 
Mr. Truelove stated Shady Brook Farm is located in the vicinity of the proposed Hospital  
location south on Stony Hill Road, and Mr. O’Brien stated he is familiar with Shady  
Brook Farm.  Mr. Truelove asked if his firm did any traffic studies related to any seasonal  
events that may occur at Shady Brook Farm, and Mr. O’Brien stated they did do their  
traffic counts, which were the basis of their traffic study, during the Christmas season;  
and he knows Shady Brook does generate traffic during the Christmas season. 
Mr. Truelove stated the studies were done during the daytime, and Mr. O’Brien stated  
they were done during the weekday afternoon and weekday morning peak hours.  
Mr. Truelove asked if they did any studies between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. during the  
Christmas season, and Mr. O’Brien stated they did not because the impact of the Hospital  
would be less during those periods.  Mr. Truelove asked Mr. O’Brien if he would agree  
that the Hospital is proposed to be open 24/7 with shifts around the clock, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed. 
 
Mr. Truelove asked if they used software to replicate the existing conditions at the site,  
and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove asked if the software was calibrated, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated they did their traffic counts, observed traffic conditions in the area,  
and he believes the results that came out of the analysis generally replicated what he was  
aware of in the field based on his own observations.  He stated he is familiar with the site  
as he grew up in the general area and has been to the site multiple times.  Mr. Truelove  
asked other than this evening, when was the last time he was in the area; and Mr. O’Brien  
stated the last time was the evening of the last Hearing.  Mr. Truelove asked when he was  
there prior to that time, and Mr. O’Brien stated he was there several times before that  
Hearing observing general traffic conditions.  Mr. Truelove asked if he made any notes of  
his observations during any of those trips, and Mr. O’Brien stated he did not. 
 
Mr. Truelove stated at the last Hearing, one of the Exhibits presented during the power  
point presentation was Table 1 – Trip Generation, and he compared the proposed  
Hospital site to an office park, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  It was noted this was part of  
Exhibit A-7.  Mr. Truelove asked what publication this is from, and Mr. O’Brien stated  
this is a calculation that they did based on the information in the Institute of  
Transportation Engineers (ITE) publication, “Trip Generation.”  Mr. Truelove stated if  
you take the same information from ITE there is actually more information about  
weekday daily traffic and other items that are not shown on the Exhibit, and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed.  Mr. Truelove stated he has a copy of the full document and can make copies  
available.  He stated Mr. O’Brien shows weekday a.m. peak traffic at 459 vehicles for a  
combination of the Hospital and office building, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove  
stated this is compared to 644 for an office park, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove  
stated if you take the weekday daily traffic in the area the total new trips would be 9,479  
for the Hospital/medical office; and Mr. O’Brien stated while he is not aware of this, he  
does not doubt this figure.  Mr. Truelove stated for the office park total new trips would  
be 4,785; and Mr. O’Brien stated he does not have this information but does not doubt the  
number.  He added when they do impact studies, they focus on the peak periods which  



October 21, 2008               Zoning Hearing Board – page 9 of 30 
 
 
are the combined period of peak site traffic and peak commuter traffic because that is the  
period when there is the biggest impact on the site and this is the period generally when  
traffic volumes on the roadway are the highest so they try to study those periods to  
develop recommendations so that those periods can operate efficiently.  Mr. Truelove  
stated taking those ITE numbers he just referenced – 9,479 for the Hospital/medical  
office weekday daily versus 4,785 for the office park, the medical office park and  
Hospital would be almost double an office park, and Mr. O’Brien agreed assuming those  
numbers are correct.  Mr. Truelove stated weekend daily total new trips for the  
Hospital/medical office would be 5,116 versus 689 for the office park and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed assuming the numbers are correct; however, when they are doing impact studies  
they look at the peak periods of impact for the site and the existing traffic, and while the  
Hospital will generate more traffic than an office park for other periods of the day,  
overall traffic volumes are less during those other periods of the day.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated at the last Hearing, Mr. O’Brien was not aware of some of the other  
developments in Municipalities other than Lower Makefield within one or two miles of  
the site, and Mr. O’Brien stated they were aware of proposed developments shown on the  
Township Website.  Mr. Truelove stated information he has obtained indicates that there  
are the following approved developments located within two miles of the site:  Stoopville  
Road/Regency at Upper Makefield – 90 homes; Stoopville Road/Melsky Tract – 90  
homes; Stoopville Road/ White Tract – 80 homes; Route 532/Veterans Administration  
Cemetery; Newtown-Yardley Road/Newtown Walk – 100 homes; Route 413/Chapman  
Corners – 34 homes; Route 532 in Lower Makefield/Brookshire Estates/Troilo Tract – 27  
homes; Lindenhurst Road in Lower Makefield/Minehart Tract – 7 homes.  Mr. Truelove  
asked Mr. O’Brien if he looked at any of these as part of his analysis, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated he did not.  He stated they looked at the developments that were proposed based on  
the Township Website, and they looked at the size and location of those developments to  
get an idea as to which developments would significantly impact the traffic operations in  
the study area roadways.  He stated they also looked at a regional background growth to  
account for developments that are farther away from the site.  Mr. Truelove asked if this  
is the PennDOT information he referred to, and Mr. O’Brien agreed – it is the 2.4%  
growth.  Mr. Truelove asked if he is aware that the PennDOT information reflects these  
developments; and Mr. O’Brien stated it does not account for those specific  
developments,  but instead looks at the history of traffic growth on the roadways in the  
area.  Mr. VanLuvanee reminded the Zoning Hearing Board that the Zoning Hearing  
Board does not know yet whether those developments are existing or proposed and it is   
hypothetical from Mr. Truelove and they do not have testimony to support this at this  
point.  Mr. Truelove stated he will provide this at a later time. 
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Mr. Koopman asked Mr. O’Brien if he would agree that the proposed Hospital site is  
immediately adjacent to Newtown Township, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Koopman  
stated one of the intersections studied is the intersection of Campus Drive/Lindenhurst/ 
332 and is located entirely in Newtown Township, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  
Mr. Koopman stated he understands that Mr. O’Brien made an inquiry to Lower  
Makefield Township regarding proposed future developments that have been approved  
and asked if he made any such inquiry to any officials in Newtown Township, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated he did not.   
 
Mr. Smolow stated he represents Residents Against Frankford Relocation.  Mr. Smolow  
stated he understands that the data was collected on 12/12/07, 12/19/07, and 12/20/07;  
and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated the data is almost a year old, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  He stated generally PennDOT treats any traffic counts that are  
within two years old as being acceptable. Mr. Smolow stated he did not notice any  
indications as to weather on the days he collected his data, and asked if there is a record  
of the weather on the dates he collected the data; and Mr. O’Brien stated he does not have  
this information.  Mr. Smolow asked if he would agree that weather has an impact on  
traffic volume and traffic patterns; and Mr. O’Brien agreed that some weather does have  
an impact.   
 
Mr. Smolow stated at the last Hearing, Mr. O’Brien was asked questions regarding a plan  
to expand the Scudders Falls Bridge, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated it is  
his understanding that Mr. O’Brien did not consider the traffic study that was prepared by  
the Bridge Commission in preparing his study, and Mr. O’Brien stated that study was not  
approved yet and had not been finalized and he did not take it into consideration and does  
not feel it was appropriate to do so.  Mr. Smolow asked if he considered the Bridge  
expansion project itself in his study, and Mr. O’Brien stated he did not because he does  
not believe that it is expected to be completed prior to the analysis years in his study.   
Mr. Smolow asked if he would agree that once the Bridge project gets underway it will  
have an impact on traffic and traffic patterns in the study location.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee objected noting this is speculative because it assumes that the project  
will in fact get underway and there is not any evidence at this point in time that this is the  
case.  Mr. Malinowski sustained. 
 
Mr. Smolow asked assuming the Bridge expansion gets underway, will that have an  
impact on the study area.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee objected noting this is still speculative.  Mr. Malinowski stated this is  
the same question and the Board will not instruct the witness to answer. 
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Mr. Smolow stated he understands Mr. O’Brien’s testimony from the last Hearing was  
that he did not consider the Lower Makefield Township Comprehensive Plan, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated he understands in preparing his study, he did not  
consider the Bucks County Comprehensive Plan, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow  
asked if he considered the Comprehensive Plans of any of the surrounding  
Municipalities, and Mr. O’Brien stated he did not.    Mr. Smolow asked if he investigated  
the surrounding projected developments for the surrounding Townships, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated he did not. Mr. Smolow stated the developments in the surrounding Townships  
will have an impact on the study area in terms of traffic growth, volumes, and patterns;   
and Mr. O’Brien repeated that they believe they reflected growth in the other areas by  
accounting for a growth rate throughout the study area.  Mr. Smolow asked if he would  
agree that development in those areas will in fact impact the study area, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated it depends on where growth occurs.  Mr. Smolow asked if growth occurs in  
Newtown, Newtown Borough, Upper Makefield,  Falls Township, and Middletown  
Township will it in fact impact the study area; and Mr. O’Brien stated it depends on the  
type, size, and location of the development.  Mr. Smolow asked if there are any other  
considerations he would like to make in response to his question, and Mr. O’Brien stated  
there were not. 
 
Mr. Smolow stated Mr. Powell testified that the Hospital will have approximately 1,300  
full-time employees at the Hospital, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.   Mr. Smolow asked if he  
assumed 8 hour shifts at the Hospital in his traffic study, and Mr. O’Brien repeated that  
they utilized the Institute of Transportation Engineers publication “Trip Generation,”  
which is information they utilize to project the peak hour traffic for the site based on the  
size and number of employees in the Hospital.  Mr. Smolow stated he understands he did  
not consider whether the Hospital would have an eight hour shift or a twelve hour shift,  
and Mr. O’Brien stated they did not because at this point it is not clear.  Mr. Smolow  
asked if he would agree that if the Hospital goes to two twelve-hour shifts, this will have  
a different impact on traffic conditions in the study area than if the Hospital went on three  
eight hour shifts. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee objected to the form of the question as he feels Mr. Powell’s direct  
testimony was that certain employees might be on twelve hour shifts – not that all  
employees would be on twelve hour shifts.  He feels the question should be asked within  
the context of the direct testimony as opposed to a question framed based on nothing in  
the record.  Mr. Malinowski allowed the question. 
 
Mr. O’Brien stated two twelve hour shifts would likely have a much smaller traffic  
impact during the peak hours since the peak hours of traffic are from 7:00 a.m. to  
9:00 a.m. in the morning and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. in the afternoon.  Mr. Smolow stated  
Mr. Powell testified that the two twelve hour shifts he was discussing would begin and  
end at 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.; and Mr. O’Brien stated he assumes those starting at  
7:00 a.m. would arrive prior to 7:00 a.m. which would be slightly outside the hours he  
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considered at peak hours.  Mr. Smolow stated if the p.m. shift were to be completed at  
7:00 p.m., those people would be leaving between 7:00 p.m. and 7:30 p.m., and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated they would be leaving slightly after the evening  
peak hour in the study, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.   
 
Mr. Smolow asked Mr. O’Brien if he considered the number of employees at the medical  
office complex, and Mr. O’Brien stated they utilized the overall square footage for the  
medical office building.  Mr. Smolow stated he did then not consider the fact that there  
might be approximately 50 doctors and 200 employees at the medical office; and  
Mr. O’Brien stated they looked at the impact of both variables – the square footage and  
the number of  employees, and the square footage yielded a higher number of trips  
generated during the peak hour.  Mr. Smolow asked where this is reflected in the study –  
the fact that he used the higher number; and Mr. O’Brien stated it is not and the only  
thing reflected in the study is the medical office trip generation based on square footage.   
Mr. Smolow asked if he has any work papers to reflect that he compared both of these  
figures, and Mr. O’Brien stated he does not.  Mr. Smolow asked if he disposed of them or  
does he still have them; and Mr. O’Brien stated they may have just looked on the  
computer software which summarizes the information from the Trip Generation Manual  
and not necessarily printed it out.   
 
Mr. Smolow asked if they considered in the study Mr. Powell’s estimate of 28,000  
emergency room visits each year, and Mr. O’Brien stated because it is not clear of the  
exact usage of the Hospital, they felt it was appropriate to use the traffic figures from ITE  
based on the square footage of the Hospital.  He stated they did account for the overall  
size of the Hospital, and the Trip Generation Manual accounts for multiple uses for a  
Hospital.  He stated they accounted for a 375,000 square foot Hospital.   
 
Mr. Smolow asked how many yearly emergency room visits does the Trip Generation  
Manual consider in their projections, and Mr. O’Brien stated this is not indicated. 
 
Mr. Smolow stated according to the study, Mr. O’Brien considered the impact of the  
proposed Hospital and medical office on the peak hours of traffic in the study area, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated he did not include in his report the impact of the  
proposed Hospital and medical office during non-peak hours, and Mr. O’Brien agreed. 
Mr. Smolow stated the study does not include an indication as to Levels of Service for  
non-peak hours, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated he understands that they  
did not collect data for the non-peak hours, and Mr. O’Brien stated they did not.   
Mr. Smolow asked if they would not have to collect data in order to determine the peak  
hours; and Mr. O’Brien stated they collected the data based on the standard methodology  
that they utilize for traffic impact studies in the area based on PennDOT methodology  
and methodology utilized by ITE which is generally 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.  
to 6:00 p.m.  Mr. Smolow stated they did not compare this to the existing conditions, and  
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Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated he would therefore not be able to tell the Level  
of Service for the study area in the half hour before the peak hour during the period of  
time when those on the twelve hour shifts will be expected to arrive, and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated he would also not be able to tell the Level of Service for the  
study area for the half hour after the a.m. peak hour when the employees are expected to  
leave the Hospital, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated Mr. O’Brien cannot tell  
the Board the impact of this Hospital when the employees are expected to leave the  
Hospital, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated Mr. O’Brien cannot tell the Board  
what the impact will be of the Hospital when the employees come to the Hospital in the  
morning between 6:30 a.m. and 7:00 a.m. and when they leave between 7:00 p.m. and  
7:30 p.m., and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. O’Brien stated they looked at the standard peak  
periods of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.  and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. in the afternoon. 
 
Mr. Smolow stated there has been testimony that Holy Family College is located in  
Newtown Township on Campus Drive which is approximately one half mile from the  
study area, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow asked Mr. O’Brien if he would agree  
that  the College consists of approximately 79 acres, but Mr. O’Brien was not aware of  
the size.  Mr. Smolow asked Mr. O’Brien if he would agree that the traffic from that  
College has an impact on the study area, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow asked if  
he studied the College and its use, and Mr. O’Brien stated when they went out and  
studied the existing conditions, the College was in operation so they counted the existing  
traffic going to and from the College.  Mr. Smolow stated the study was done on 12/12,  
12/19, and 12/20 and he asked if Mr. O’Brien was aware that the classes at the College  
were on break during that time, and Mr. O’Brien stated he was not aware of this.   
Mr. Smolow asked if he was aware that the class schedule ended before 12/12 and did not  
begin again until January; and Mr. O’Brien stated he was not aware of this.  Mr. Smolow  
asked if he considered the number of students that are matriculated at that Campus, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated he did not and again stated that he believes the count periods they  
studied in December reflect higher than average traffic volumes because of people  
shopping for the season so he believes that their traffic counts are higher than average in  
the area.  Mr. Smolow asked how much higher than average, and Mr. O’Brien stated he  
does not have this information but he could look at PennDOT information as to how  
much traffic increases in December compared to other periods of the year.  Mr. O’Brien  
asked him to testify as an expert how much higher he feels the traffic is, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated he would anticipate that traffic is 15% to 20% higher in December than average  
conditions throughout the year.  Mr. Smolow asked when this would begin and end, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated his opinion is based on PennDOT data which is based on monthly  
periods and is summarized by month so he is looking at December as a whole.   
 
Mr. Smolow stated the methodology Mr. O’Brien used at the site for the study was  
divided into three parts – he measured the existing conditions using various manuals and  
study material, looked at what traffic would look like without the Hospital and medical  
center, and then looked at what the traffic conditions would look like with the Hospital  
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and medical center; and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated the traffic counts he  
performed as to the existing conditions in December, 2007 would not have considered  
students matriculating at the College if in fact they were on break; and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed, but again repeated the volumes reflect higher than average conditions because of  
the season during which they were conducted.   
 
Mr. Smolow noted Figures 15 and 16 of the Traffic Study and stated he would like to  
examine with Mr. O’Brien the traffic conditions at various approaches and movements.   
Mr. Toadvine stated this is Exhibit A-6, and Mr. Smolow agreed but stated he feels these  
were the same figures that were incorporated into the power point, and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed.   
 
Mr. Smolow stated with regard to Levels of Service the delay that is associated with each  
Level is different for intersections that have a traffic signal compared to intersections that  
do not have a traffic signal, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated if they were  
comparing a Level of Service A for an unsignalized intersection it would correspond to a  
different delay time when compared to a Level A at a signalized intersection, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated Level of Service F at a signalized intersection  
would not be the same as a Level of Service F at unsignalized intersection, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed. 
 
Mr. Smolow noted Figure 15 – Campus Drive approaching 332 – the northbound  
approach, right-hand turn movement which shows the projected conditions without the  
development and Figure 16 shows the projected conditions with development, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated without development this movement in 2009  
shows Level of Service A in the morning and a Level of Service A in the afternoon, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated with development on Figure 16 this same traffic  
movement is shown as becoming a Level of Service D in the morning and afternoon; and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated this is three grades lower, and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed.   
 
Mr. Smolow noted 332 and Stony Hill Road, eastbound approach toward I-95, the  
straight through movement and without development it is shown as a Level of Service E  
in the evening, and in 2009 with the Hospital it will go to a Level F in the evening, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. O’Brien stated at that intersection, the overall intersection  
improves from a Level of Service E to a Level of Service D during that same period; and  
Mr. Smolow stated while he recognizes this he is looking at this particular movement  
which goes from Level E to Level F.  Mr. Smolow asked how long a delay is projected  
for this intersection at a Level of Service F, and Mr. O’Brien stated it would be 84.4  
seconds.  Mr. Smolow asked how many vehicles he anticipates would stack up for 84.4  
seconds if the Hospital is developed; and Mr. O’Brien estimated this to be 25 vehicles. 
Mr. Smolow asked if this is 25 per light change, and Mr. O’Brien stated the maximum  
queue length is approximately 590’  Mr. Smolow asked how many vehicles during that  
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peak hour at Level of Service F will be subject to an 84.4 second delay if the Hospital is  
developed, and Mr. O’Brien stated the number of vehicles that will make this movement  
is 1,849 vehicles.  Mr. Smolow stated 1,849 vehicles will be delayed at that intersection  
on average 84.4 seconds every evening, and Mr. O’Brien agreed. 
 
Mr. Smolow noted Stony Hill and Corporate Center Drive, westbound, right turn  
movement and stated according to Figure 15 without development that has a Level of  
Service B in the morning and evening with no signal.  He asked how long of a delay  
Level of Service B is with no signal, and Mr. O’Brien stated for an unsignalized  
intersection, Level of Service B would be 10.1 to 15 seconds delay.  Mr. Smolow stated if  
the Hospital is developed, this same movement will go to a Level of Service D in the  
morning and evening with a signal, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  He also stated the left turn  
movement will improve from a Level of Service F without a signal to a Level of Service  
D with a signal.  Mr. Smolow stated he is asking about the right turn movement.   
 
Mr. Smolow asked how long of a delay there will be for the right turn movement with a  
signal if the Hospital is developed, and Mr. O’Brien stated it will be between 35.1 and 55  
seconds.  
 
Mr. Smolow noted Stony Hill/Corporate Drive northbound on Stony Hill the through  
movement, and Mr. O’Brien stated there is no delay because there is no light currently. 
Mr. Smolow stated it is anticipated that this will go to a Level of Service C in the  
morning and in the afternoon with a signal if the Hospital is developed and asked how  
long of a delay this would be, and Mr. O’Brien stated it would be 20.1 to 35 seconds. 
 
Mr. Smolow noted Stony Hill and Township Line Road, the northbound through  
movement which is currently Level B in the morning, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.   
Mr. Smolow stated it will go to a C in the morning, and Mr. O’Brien agreed. 
 
Mr. Smolow stated all five movements that he has noted will be degraded as a result of  
the proposed Plan; and Mr. O’Brien stated while this is correct, there are other  
movements that will improve.   
 
Mr. Smolow noted the intersection of Stony Hill and Campus on Stony Hill Road  
heading north and at the intersection currently according to Figure 5 it shows 822  
vehicles at the intersection going straight through in the morning.  He stated it also shows  
124 vehicles turning right into the Corporate Center in the morning, and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated at the current time the vehicles have no delay, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Smolow noted Figure 6 the straight through movement shows  
1,109 vehicles and the right hand turn is 22 vehicles in the evening; and Mr. O’Brien  
agreed.  Mr. Smolow stated in the evening those people can also go throughout without  
any delay, and Mr. O’Brien agreed and added these are future numbers without  
development.  Mr. Smolow asked if he wanted to calculate what those people will face  
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each day in the morning and evening he could multiple the number of vehicles times the  
seconds shown on the Level of Service that they will be sitting there in the aggregate and  
he could then convert this into minutes and hours per day, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.   
Mr. Smolow stated the 822 people going through at the present time without delay, if this  
goes to a Level C as proposed with a minimum delay of 20 seconds; they will be delayed  
in the morning on average a total of 4 hours and 57 seconds.  Mr. O’Brien stated he does  
not feel this is an appropriate calculation for any reason, but he is not questioning the  
math.  Mr. Smolow stated this is the methodology that could be used to figure out the  
aggregate delay at this intersection if a traffic light is put at the intersection and it goes to  
Level C.   
 
Mr. O’Brien stated the reason they are recommending the traffic signal is so that it can  
serve the Applicant’s development so vehicles can leave the Hospital and make a left turn  
safely and efficiently and also do the same for the Corporate Center Drive. 
 
Mr. Smolow stated at some point in the earlier testimony, Mr. O’Brien indicated he used  
a 2.4% growth rate to calculate some of the impacts studied, and Mr. O’Brien stated they  
did assume a 2.4% background growth rate.  Mr. Smolow stated he felt from the earlier  
testimony that this came from the Bucks County Planning Commission but he now  
understands this came from PennDOT, and Mr. O’Brien agreed it came from PennDOT.   
Mr. Smolow stated he used the term in his testimony that this was a “conservative growth  
rate,” but Mr. O’Brien stated he did not specifically recall using this term.  He stated he  
feels this is an appropriate growth rate.  Mr. O’Brien asked if he has a judgment today  
whether this was a conservative growth rate or a liberal one, and Mr. O’Brien again  
stated he felt it was appropriate.   
 
A short recess was taken at this time.  The meeting was reconvened at 8:50 p.m. 
 
Mr. Kim asked why the counts were conducted in December, and Mr. O’Brien stated this  
was when the project was started.  Mr. Kim asked if they generally only take counts one  
time and asked why they would not do another study to make it more representative, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated they followed standard methodology and looked at PennDOT figures  
to determine how the numbers factored into average traffic conditions.  He stated there  
are times when they do studies and the days they study are lower than average so they do  
“bump” them up to reflect average conditions; but in this case the volumes were above  
average conditions so he feels they are appropriate.  Mr. Kim asked if it is standard in the  
industry to just do one snapshot to represent a traffic study, and Mr. O’Brien stated it is. 
 
Mr. Gruen asked how the traffic counts were done, and asked Mr. O’Brien if he was  
physically at the site; and Mr. O’Brien stated they have a part-time team of data  
collection people who are trained and sent out to various intersections to do the counts.   
He stated they are there for the two-hour period with count boards and they note which  
movement each vehicle is making as they go through the intersection.  Mr. Gruen stated  
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Mr. O’Brien indicated he was not sure about the weather conditions, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated while he is not certain, they do have a policy that if there is snow or heavy rain or  
other adverse conditions, they do not do counts that day.  Mr. Gruen noted the 2.4%  
PennDOT figure and asked when that figure was determined, and Mr. O’Brien stated  
PennDOT comes out with a new figure every year and he feels this figure was in the  
report that was published in August, 2007.  Mr. Gruen asked at the time they did the  
study were they aware of the Veteran’s Cemetery, and Mr. O’Brien stated while he is  
aware of the project, he is not aware of all the specifics.  Mr. Gruen asked if they took  
into consideration the fact that there could be three to four funeral processions going  
through these intersections every day; and Mr. O’Brien stated they looked at the peak  
commuter period which is 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., and in his  
experience typically funeral processions do not occur during those periods.   
 
Mr. Gruen asked about an ambulance trying to get into the Hospital, and Mr. O’Brien  
stated most of the intersections in the study area currently have emergency preemption  
which means when an emergency vehicle approaches the intersection either they have a  
button to press or it would go off automatically based on the sound of the sirens, and the  
light would turn green for the approach the emergency vehicle is going on.  He stated this  
will enable emergency vehicles to continue through the intersection unopposed.   
 
Mr. Gruen stated it was testified that the Hospital will be very unique in that it will be  
lower square footage, but intense type of service.  He stated Mr. O’Brien indicated he did  
his study of the traffic based on square footage.  Mr. Gruen asked if they allowed for the  
possibility that the square footage does not equate to the number of people actually  
working at the facility.  Mr. O’Brien stated they did look at other information as well  
including trip generation based on the number of beds and number of employees; and the  
number they used based on square footage gave the highest trip generation.  He stated in  
the past they have compared trip generation counts they had conducted at other hospitals  
to what ITE projects, and in most cases the ITE projection gives higher numbers than  
what they actually count at these other facilities, so he feels the trip generation number is  
conservative.   
 
Mr. Gruen asked for further information about the helicopter pad, but Mr. O’Brien did  
not have information on this. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated during the recess, he provided Mr. Truelove with information he  
had requested at the last Hearing, and he asked if Mr. Truelove has any questions related  
to this.   Marked as T-1 is a Traffic Study with a cover memorandum dated 10/21/08 and  
attached is a multiple-page document identified by Jamar Technologies, Inc. which is a  
traffic study for the existing Frankford Hospital located in Falls Township.  Mr. O’Brien  
stated Jamar Technologies is the firm that sells them the software and the machines.  It  
was McMahon Associates who performed the work.  Mr. O’Brien stated the date of the  
study was 8/8/08.  Mr. Truelove stated there is a grid that shows the numbers for peak  
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hour data and there are two boxes in the grid – Hospital with a Note #1 which are the  
study numbers conducted by McMahon and the comparable on the second box is the ITE  
projected number for that same size facility, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove  
stated the size is 250,000 square feet, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove stated  
according to the study the weekday morning peak hour was 263 vehicles and the  
weekday afternoon peak hour was 256 vehicles, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove  
stated if they took this information and compared it to the projections for the Lower  
Makefield facility they would reflect the differences, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.   
Mr. O’Brien added that he does not believe that the traffic counts for the existing site are  
necessarily representative of the proposed site.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated during testimony Mr. O’Brien referenced PennDOT information and  
indicated that there is an average increase of traffic of 15% to 20% in December, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated this is his estimation based on generic PennDOT studies and not  
specific to the 332/Stony Hill Road location.  Mr. Truelove stated in response to a  
question, Mr. O’Brien used the term, “average conditions,” and he asked the source for  
“average conditions.”  Mr. O’Brien stated he was referring to December numbers being  
15% to 20% higher than average,  and this is based on information from PennDOT.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated PennDOT was also the source for the 2.4% growth rate, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove stated the 2.4% is County-wide in Bucks County, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Truelove stated this would include traffic measurements and  
growth from areas in the northern part of the County, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.   
Mr. Truelove stated there could be a roadway in Springfield Township which would be  
factored into the calculations along with 332 to come up with the 2.4% growth, and  
Mr. O’Brien agreed. 
 
Mr. Toadvine noted T-1 is entitled Memorandum to Brian Sundermier of the MRA  
Group from Kenneth D. O’Brien of McMahon Associates, Inc. dated 10/21/08.  It is a  
memorandum of a traffic study performed on 8/8/08 for the Frankford Hospital location  
in Falls Township.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Smolow used the term “aggregate delay” which he has never  
heard used previously in cross-examination of a traffic or transportation engineer; and he  
asked Mr. O’Brien if this is a term that traffic engineers customarily utilize, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated it is not.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if this term has any meaning to him  
as a traffic engineer, and Mr. O’Brien stated it does not.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated  
Mr. Smolow asked Mr. O’Brien about certain isolated movements that he picked out of  
the data contained in the Traffic Study which is Exhibit A-6.  He stated he focused his  
questions only on certain specific traffic movements and focused on periods of delay that  
were experienced there, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if the Zoning  
Hearing Board wanted to compare one of those movements Mr. Smolow focused on  
which was a movement with development to a period of delay at the same intersection for  
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the same movement without development how would they do this; and Mr. O’Brien  
stated there are detailed worksheets available in the Appendix and they contain the delay  
for each movement.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked what Section of the Appendix was  
Mr. O’Brien referring to when Mr. Smolow was questioning him in this regard, and  
Mr. O’Brien stated he looked at Appendix G which is without development and  
Appendix H which is with development conditions.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated if they  
wanted to look at the right hand turning movement off the Newtown By-Pass onto Stony  
Hill Road without development in 2009, they would look for this intersection in the  
Appendix and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated at the top of each of the  
pages are a series of letters, and Mr. O’Brien stated these indicate the specific movements  
and noted EBT stands for eastbound through, EBR stands for eastbound right, WBL  
stands for westbound left, etc.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated the columns also show Level of  
Service and approach delay, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated they can  
look at the intersection with development and compare it to the similar worksheets  
showing the information for without development, and Mr. O’Brien agreed.   
 
Mr. Brian Zappala was sworn in and stated he is a principal in the firm of Bohler 
Engineering and is responsible for the branch operations of the Pennsylvania offices with  
approximately 85 employees.  He stated he has a B.S. in Civil Engineering and has been  
practicing engineering since graduating from Lafayette.  He is a registered engineer in the  
States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia.  He has been  
registered in Pennsylvania for fifteen years and employed by Bohler for nineteen years.   
He is a member of various professional associations related to civil engineering.  During  
his nineteen years at Bohler he has personally been involved in civil engineering for all  
types of commercial, industrial, institutional, and residential projects ranging in size from  
½ acre to 100 acres.  He stated as an engineer he has had experience in all aspects of  
project design.  Exhibit A-8 was marked which is a summary of Mr. Zappalla’s  
professional experience in the field of civil engineering, his education, professional  
licenses, and professional associations.  Mr. VanLuvanee offered Mr. Zappala as an  
expert in the field of civil engineering. 
 
Mr. Truelove asked Mr. Zappala if Bohler has a Traffic Division, and Mr. Zappala stated  
they do not.  Mr. Truelove asked if they have a Planning Division, and Mr. Zappala stated  
they do not have a formal Planning Division. Mr. Truelove asked if he is a certified  
traffic engineer, and Mr. Zappala stated he is not.  Mr. Truelove asked if he is a certified  
planner, and Mr. Zappala stated he is not.   
 
Mr. Koopman stated Mr. Zappala’s resume does not include a list of representative  
clients, and asked if Bohler represents any Pennsylvania municipalities in Bucks or  
Montgomery Counties, and Mr. Zappala stated they do not.  Mr. Koopman asked if  
Bohler generally represents developers, and Mr. Zappala agreed.   
 
Mr. Zappala was accepted as an expert.   
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Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if he has been qualified to testify as an expert  
previously, and Mr. Zappala stated he has on more than one occasion before both  
governing bodies of Municipalities and Zoning Hearing Boards. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if he has been personally involved in the Frankford  
Hospital project as it relates to the proposed development of the Hospital facility at the  
corner of the Newtown By-Pass and Stony Hill Road, and Mr. Zappala stated Bohler has  
been involved in the project from the beginning working with Frankford and various  
professional sub-consultants working for Frankford in the development of the  
Applications before the Zoning Hearing Board.  Mr. Zappala stated he has been involved  
in every aspect of the job itself attending meetings with Frankford and their architectural  
staff and project managers reviewing the intent and scope of the project and how it will  
be facilitated through development on the subject property.  He is familiar with the  
property that is the subject of the Application and has personally visited the property  
several times. He is familiar with the provisions of the Lower Makefield Township  
Zoning Ordinance which he felt were relevant to the work his firm was called upon to  
provide.  He has also reviewed the Township’s Subdivision and Land Development  
Ordinance to the extent necessary in order to prepare the Plans that were prepared with  
respect to the project. Mr. Zappala stated his firm prepared the Plan that was identified as  
“Zoning Plan” which was submitted with the Special Exception Application.   
 
Mr. Zappala was asked what steps his firm took to gather information related to the  site  
prior to preparing the Zoning Plan..  Mr. Zappala stated thy prepared a base plan for the  
property.  He noted the survey from the sub-consultant, Control Point Associates, from a  
boundary and topographical standpoint and used this in conjunction with other references  
and resources to provide a base map of the property.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked for a  
definition of a base plan, and Mr. Zappala stated it includes boundary information,  
topographic information, review of soil maps, floodplain mapping, if applicable, and  
other site constraints that would be available on record and/or through sub-consultants. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if an analysis was performed of the property to determine  
presence or absence of wetlands, and Mr. Zappala stated it was preformed by DelVal  
Soil, and they did submit a report.  He stated there was an initial report done by DelVal  
Soils and it was updated as of today as they had been out in the field with the Army  
Corps of Engineers to do a jurisdictional determination on the property.  The most recent  
report was marked as Exhibit A-9.  Mr. Zappala stated Exhibit A-9 is a letter to his office  
dated 10/21/08 and in the body of the letter it states, “Based on the on-site evaluation, we  
believe that no portion of the site would be classified as a wetland or regulated waters by  
the Army Corps of Engineers or PADEP.  This opinion was consistent with the  
preliminary opinion he had received prior to preparing the Zoning Plan.   
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Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if he relied on the report in preparing the Zoning  
Plan and subsequent Plans which he prepared, and Mr. Zappala stated he did. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-51 of the Zoning Ordinance contains regulations that  
Require protection of certain natural resources that are identified and described in that  
Section, and Mr. Zappala stated he is familiar with these regulations.   Mr. Zappala  
stated after the Special Exception Application was filed in addition to the updating of the  
report by DelVal, his firm did additional site investigation for the specific purpose of  
identifying resources requiring protection under the Zoning Ordinance; and they went  
back to the site to look at various site features that may or may not be applicable to the  
Natural Resource Protection Standards.  He stated they wanted to determine whether the  
features were relevant to be preserved.  He has prepared an updated Plan which was  
presented this evening and marked as Exhibit A-10.  It is entitled Sketch Plan, and the  
purpose of the Plan is to give the Zoning Hearing Board the latest information based on  
the most recent review of the site features.  The Plan is dated 10/13/08 and consists of  
three sheets.  The first sheet is the overall Site Plan, the second sheet is the Natural  
Features Plan, and the third sheet is a Topographic Plan.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee noted Exhibit A-10, and asked if the horizontal geometry of the project  
- the lay out of the buildings and parking – changed from the Plan (Exhibit A-3)  
previously filed, and Mr. Zappala stated it did not.  Mr. Zappala showed a slide of the  
Overall Site Plan – Sheet 1 of 3 from Exhibit A-10.  He noted the building, parking and  
drive aisles, lawn areas, stormwater management areas, and areas of additional BMPs for  
stormwater management.  He stated they could supply smaller size copies of this slide  
which is colorized.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the Zoning Ordinance requires 100% protection of land within a  
100 year floodplain as defined by the LMT Flood Insurance Rate Map and by Section  
200-54 of the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if there are any  
floodplains on the site as defined by the Flood Insurance Rate Map, and Mr. Zappala  
stated there are not.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if he formed a professional  
opinion as to whether there are any areas of the site that are in the Floodplain Overlay  
District as defined in Section 200-54 of the Zoning Ordinance, and Mr. Zappala stated  
there are no areas on the site with respect to that particular Overlay. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the Zoning Ordinance also requires protection of floodplain soils  
abutting the Delaware River Floodplain, and he asked if any portion of this site is in the  
Delaware River Floodplain or abutting the Delaware River Floodplain; and Mr. Zappala  
stated there is not.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if he has formed a professional  
opinion as to whether there are any ponds either natural or manmade on the site, and  
Mr. Zappala stated there are none.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if he or his firm determined  
whether there were any wetlands or Waters of the Commonwealth on the site, and  
Mr. Zappala stated while they did not personally, they did obtain the report from DeVal  
Soils that was identified as Exhibit A-9 which addressed that issue. 
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Mr. VanLuvanee stated the Zoning Ordinance also discusses under certain circumstances  
requiring a wetlands/water course buffer, and he asked Mr. Zappala if he has formed a  
professional opinion as to whether there were any wetlands or water course buffers  
required under the Zoning Ordinance applicable to this site.  Mr. Zappala stated there are  
no wetlands or Waters of the Commonwealth on the site as generated by the response  
from DelVal and therefore there are no buffers associated with those features required on  
this property.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-51B4E of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth certain  
site specific criteria and states that if any of those criteria exist, the Township shall  
require an independent Environmental Impact Assessment, and asked if Mr. Zappala  
reviewed the criteria and made a determination on whether they applied to this  
Application such that an EIA would be required.  Mr. Zappala stated they reviewed the  
criteria, and none of the criteria are applicable to this particular site.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the Ordinance as amended recently Ordinance #364 regulates the  
disturbance of steep slopes of Class I, Class II, and Class III, and he asked if  
 
Mr. Zappala based on studies performed, formed a professional opinion as to whether  
there were any steep slopes present on the site that required protection under the  
provisions of Section 200-515B of the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Zappala stated in their  
opinion, there are no slopes on this site that would fall as regulated under this Section.   
He stated they have come to this conclusion based on the fat that the slopes ion the site  
that would exceed 8% are clearly manmade slopes and the Zoning Ordinance section  
relates to natural slopes and natural features so they do not feel that Section is applicable.   
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if there were any particular aspects of the Ordinance that led him  
to the conclusion that it refers to natural slopes as opposed to manmade slopes, and  
Mr. Zappala stated as you go through the Natural Resource Protection standards in the  
Ordinance, it is clear that the Ordinance was drafted to distinguish between natural  
features and manmade features.  He stated this is evidenced by the fact that the pond  
regulations are referred to as natural and manmade so that when it was the intent of the  
Ordinance to regulate a manmade feature, that feature was specifically called out for as a  
required feature to be regulated. Mr. VanLuvanee stated under “steep slopes” there is no  
specific reference to “manmade,” and Mr. Zappala stated it does not include manmade. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked how he would characterize the areas of the site that have a slope  
in excess of 8%.  Mr. Zappala noted the Sketch Plan Natural Features Plan which is Part  
of Exhibit A-10, and he stated on Sheet 2 the topography and soil characteristics are  
shown.  They have also provided photos of certain areas.  He stated they have designated  
the natural resources outlined in the Ordinance and whether they are applicable or not to  
the site.  He stated with respect to slopes there are certain areas on the site that would  
exceed 8% and there are others that are too small and do not meet the minimum space  
criteria.  He stated the areas along the center of the site, Slope Area A, is a combination  
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of slope Category I and II, but as seen in Photographs 8 and 1, these are areas that are  
clearly manmade slopes to provide a small terrace from one section of the field to  
another.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if there are agricultural fields, and Mr. Zappala stated  
they are.  He also noted Slope Area B in the northwest corner, and Slope Area C in the  
southwest corner of the site; and these slopes are established along a minor berm that has  
been graded by the farmer in these areas, and it is clearly a manmade feature.  He noted  
Photographs #4 - #7 relate to these features.  He noted Slope Area E which is a manure  
pile which is not a regulated slope.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked from the bottom to the top of these slopes, what would be the  
highest grade differential they would find; and Mr. Zappala noted Sheet 2 which shows  
2’ contour intervals which is a requirement within the Ordinance to verify slope  
topography; and there are a few areas where there is a 4’ differential in the slope area; but  
most of the areas are 2’ intervals. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if there are any natural features that he would describe as a hill,  
and Mr. Zappala stated there are not, and in general the site has a gradual topography  
generally sloping from the east to the west.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the Zoning Ordinance also regulates disturbance of woodlands,  
and Mr. Zappala stated he is familiar with the definition of woodlands under the Zoning  
Ordinance.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if he formed a professional opinion as to whether  
there were woodlands present on the site based on the site investigation done by his firm,  
and Mr. Zappala stated there are two areas shown on Sheet #2 of 3.  He showed one area  
which is exempted based on the type and number of trees and the canopy in the area and  
this is the small area located on the western property line.  He also noted Woodland Area  
A which is .042 acres; and in their opinion, this area would qualify as woodlands.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-52 requires that the Applicant perform site capacity  
calculations to determine the intensity of use to which a specific property can be put.  
Mr. Zappala stated his firm did provide these calculations in accordance with this Section  
and these are shown on the right hand site of Sheet #1 of the Sketch Plan. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated under Site Capacity Calculations and above the Table, there is a  
Note which states “See Sheet #2 of 3 for details” so he assumes that what is shown on  
Sheet #1 is a summary of the information on Sheet #2, and Mr. Zappala agreed.   
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if Mr. Zappala feels the figures contained within the Table of  
Natural Resource Calculations accurately identify the total Natural Resource Land in  
acres that is presently on the site and the total Natural Resource Land that relates to each  
of the resources, and Mr. Zappala agreed it does.   
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Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if he feels this property can be identified in the  
manner shown by Frankford Hospital on the Sketch Plan in compliance with the Zoning 
Ordinance regulations that relate to natural resource protection, and Mr. Zappala agreed.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated in order to determine maximum building coverage under the  
Zoning Ordinance, you must first determine net buildable site area, and Mr. Zappala  
agreed and stated it is 40.439 acres.  Mr. Zappala stated based on a net buildable site area  
of 40.439 acres, the maximum permitted building coverage which could be developed on  
the site would be 14.153 acres, and the proposed building coverage as shown on the  
Sketch Plan is 4.348 acres.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated in addition to the Natural Resource Protection Standards and the  
Site Capacity Calculations, both of which apply to all uses, there are also Zoning  
regulations governing development in the O/R District, and he asked if Mr. Zappala has  
reviewed Section 200-49 to determine those Zoning regulations that would apply to  
permitted used in the O/R District; and Mr. Zappala stated he has.  Mr. VanLuvanee  
asked if the O/R requirements are also shown on the Sketch Plan, and Mr. Zappala stated  
they have been shown in the Table in the upper left hand corner of Sheet #1.  He stated  
they also show site design requirements, and there is a column of requirements within the  
O/R District.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked the minimum lot area for a tract that is going to be  
developed for a permitted use in the O/R District, and Mr. Zappala stated it is 25 acres,  
and this site has a total lot area of 41.178 acres, with the gross lot area to the ultimate  
right-of-way line being 40.65 acres; both of which are greater than 25 acres.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked the required minimum lot width for a tract of land in the O/R  
District; and Mr. Zappala stated there is an either/or requirement in the O/R District – a  
200’ requirement of 40% of the maximum tract depth which would give them a  
requirement of 540’ of lot width.  The provided lot width is 1,414’.  This is the 332/ 
Newtown-Yardley Road frontage.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked the minimum front yard in the  
O/R District; and Mr. Zappala stated it is 100’.  He stated at this tract they have two front  
yards – Stony Hill Road and 332, and the front yard along Newtown-Yardley Road/332 is  
154’ and the setback along Stony Hill Road is 516’ substantially in excess of the  
requirement.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked the side yard requirements for the O/R District;  
and Mr. Zappala stated it is 75’ unless you abut a Residential District which they do not.   
They have one side yard which is the western property line, and the distance shown  
is 164’.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked the minimum rear yard in the O/R District; and  
Mr. Zappala stated it is 75’.  He stated the rear yard is the southern property line which  
is 457’.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if the Ordinance provides for a maximum percentage of building  
coverage, and Mr. Zappala stated it does and the maximum percentage of building  
coverage is 35%, and as shown on their Sketch Plan, the percent coverage is 10.75%. 
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Mr. VanLuvanee asked if there is a maximum lot coverage also known as impervious  
surface coverage permitted by the Ordinance in the O/R District; and Mr. Zappala stated  
the maximum permitted is 65%, and the total lot coverage of the proposed development  
as shown on the Sketch Plan is 45.8%.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-50 of the Zoning Ordinance contains supplemental  
regulations that apply to all uses in the O/R District, and Mr. Zappala stated they have  
reviewed this Section of the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if the proposed  
use will be conducted only within enclosed buildings except for storage and loading  
operations, and Mr. Zappala agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if all buildings and uses will  
be served by central or public water and sanitary sewer facilities, and Mr. Zappala  
agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked from what source will water be obtained, and  
Mr. Zappala stated it will be obtained from Pennsylvania American Water.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked from what source will sanitary sewer service be obtained, and  
Mr. Zappala stated it will come through the Lower Makefield Township Sewer Authority  
through the conveyance lines of Bucks County Water and Sewer Authority to be treated  
by the City of  Philadelphia.   
 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-50EC of the Zoning Ordinance provides that the  
buffer yard requirements of Article 16 must be met, and he asked Mr. Zappala if he has  
reviewed these requirements; and Mr. Zappala stated he has.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if  
he has formed a professional opinion as to whether any buffers are required under those  
standards set forth in Article 16, and Mr. Zappala stated the only buffer that will be  
required would be a 10’ parking buffer.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-50F of the Zoning Ordinances requires that the  
parking requirements of Sections 200-78 and 200-79 be satisfied, and he asked if he has  
reviewed those provisions; and Mr. Zappala stated he has.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if they  
have provided parking calculations on the Sketch Plan, and Mr. Zappala stated they are  
shown just below the Site Design Requirements.  Mr. Zappala stated he feels the number  
of parking spaces provided satisfies the parking requirements of Sections 200-78 and  
200-79.  Mr. Zappala stated they have provided 26 ADA spaces throughout the site.   
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if he feels the number of parking spaces including the ADA  
spaces meet the requirements of the Ordinance for the Hospital and medical offices that  
are proposed, and Mr. Zappala stated he feels that they do.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated there  
are two separate uses, and the parking calculations indicate how Mr. Zappala arrived at  
separate calculations for each of the uses.   
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Mr. VanLuvanee noted Section 200-50G of the Zoning Ordinance which requires loading  
and service areas to be designed in accordance with the requirements of the standards for  
off-street loading in the Zoning Ordinance found in Sections 200-80 and 200-81, and  
Mr. Zappala stated he has designed these loading areas and shown them on the Plan in  
accordance with these requirements.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee noted Section 200-50H of the Zoning Ordinance provides that there  
should be not more than one roadway for access and one for egress for each 300’ of road  
frontage along a major street or for each 150’ measured along intersecting streets where  
the property is a corner lot.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if the proposed points of ingress and  
egress shown on the Sketch Plan satisfy the requirements of Section 200-50H, and  
Mr. Zappala stated they do. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-68 18 of the Zoning Ordinance defines the term,  
“Hospital,” and sets forth certain additional Zoning criteria applicable to a Hospital use;  
one of which is a minimum net lot area of 10 acres, and Mr. Zappala stated this site  
satisfies this requirement.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated it also requires a minimum lot width  
of 400’, and Mr. Zappala stated it does excess 400’.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated it also  
requires a minimum front yard of 100’, and Mr. Zappala stated it does exceed 100’ for  
each of the two front yards.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated it also requires a minimum side yard  
of 100’ for a Hospital, and Mr. Zappala stated it does show a side yard that meets or  
exceeds this requirement.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated it requires a minimum rear yard of  
100’, and Mr. Zappala stated what they have shown meets or exceeds that requirement. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-68 18 also requires that access to a Hospital be from  
a Collector or Arterial Highway, and Mr. Zappala stated this site does meet that  
requirement. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the Special Exception Section of the Zoning Ordinance, Section  
200-98A3 sets forth general provisions for a Special Exception, and Mr. Zappala stated  
he has reviewed these.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated Sub Section A states that the Zoning  
Hearing Board should make a determination as to whether the use is consistent with the  
spirit, purpose, and intent of the Comprehensive Plan, and he asked Mr. Zappala if he has  
reviewed Comprehensive Plan; and he stated he has.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if based on  
his review does he believe the proposed use is in accordance with the spirit, purpose, and  
intent of the Comprehensive Plan, and if so can he cite any specific provisions of the  
Comprehensive Plan; 
 
 
 
 
 
 



October 21, 2008             Zoning Hearing Board – page 27 of 30 
 
 
Mr. Truelove objected adding he does not feel it is within this Witnesses’ purview to  
testify to this; and feels it is the ultimate question for the Zoning Hearing Board to  
determine.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated while he agrees, he heard Mr. Truelove state at an  
earlier Hearing that he felt the Applicant had to provide testimony as to each of these  
criteria; so that if Mr. Truelove is stating that this a determination of the Zoning Hearing  
Board, he would accept this.  Mr. Truelove stated he feels Mr. VanLuvanee needs to  
prove this, but he is not sure that this Witness is the person to testify to this evidence  
presented.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated he does feel that the Comprehensive Plan speaks for  
itself and it is a matter that the Zoning Hearing Board would determine based on the  
overall testimony. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he would allow the question. 
 
Mr. Zappala stated the Comprehensive Plan in this area of the Township is very specific  
as to the uses that are contemplated; and it specifically designates this tract of land and  
the ground surrounding it as O/R – Office Research; and this particular use was allowed  
by Special Exception so he feels that it clear that the Township contemplated that a  
Hospital could go at this location.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Sub Section A3A of Section 200-96 also states that the Zoning  
Hearing Board should determine whether the use would be in conformance with  
applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordnance and the Subdivision and Land  
Development Ordinance.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if he has reviewed the  
provisions of the SALDO, and Mr. Zappala stated he has.    Mr. VanLuvanee asked in  
preparing the Sketch Plan which has been presented, did Mr. Zappala follow any criteria  
found in SALDO; and Mr. Zappala stated they followed the criteria of Section 178-17  
which establishes criteria for a Sketch Plan.   Mr. VanLuvanee noted the criteria  
identified as A through Q, and asked Mr. Zappala if he reviewed each of these and feels  
this Sketch Plan contains all of the information required for a Sketch Plan; and  
Mr. Zappala stated it does.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee noted Section 200-98A3C of the Zoning Ordinance indicates an  
Applicant should provide Certificates of Adequacy from the suppliers of public water and  
sewer service; and asked Mr. Zappala if his firm made inquiries and obtained  
certifications with regard to public water and sewer.  Mr. Zappala stated they did and  
this information was put in the form of a report which was marked as Exhibit A-11.  This  
report is entitled “A Utility Analysis for the Proposed Hospital” and is dated 10/21/08. 
Mr. Zappala stated the analysis goes through not only a water service for the site but also  
sanitary sewer service toward establishing anticipated daily flow rate as well as taking  
that rate and reviewing it with the Township Sewer Authority, Bucks County Water and  
Sewer Authority, and the City of Philadelphia.  Within the body of the analysis is  
correspondence from the Bucks County Water and Sewer Authority dated 9/15/08 which  
indicates that there is capacity within the Neshaminy Interceptor for the gallonage  
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projection of 76,500 per day.  He stated they have also provided information which  
shows they sent documentation in terms of Preliminary Planning Modules to the Lower  
Makefield Township Sewer Authority to the attention of Mr. Hank Hoffmeister and this  
was provided subsequent to phone conversations with Mr. Hoffmeister with respect to the  
available capacity for a project of this size.  He stated there is also e-mail correspondence  
with representatives of Bohler Engineering with the City of Philadelphia Water  
Department with respect to the fact that there is adequate capacity for the discharge from  
this site to be treated by the City of Philadelphia.  He also noted the letter dated 4/23/08  
from the Pennsylvania American Water Company where they have indicated that the  
proposed location is within their Franchise area, and they will serve the project. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Section 200-98A3D provides that the Zoning Hearing Board  
should determine if the site will be adequately illuminated and that lighting will be  
arranged so as to protect the highway and the neighboring properties from glare or  
hazardous interference.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if Bohler prepared a Lighting Plan, and  
Mr. Zappala stated they did and this Plan was marked as Exhibit A-12.  Mr. Zappala  
stated this Lighting Plan is dated 5/30/08  He stated the Plan was prepared to give the  
Board a general feel for how lighting could be provided on the site.  He stated the  
Ordinance is very specific in terms of type of illumination, with a maximum mounting  
height of 20 feet.  He stated they have provided for an illumination grid and a grid of the  
½ foot candle line and 1 foot candle lines throughout the site so that the Board can have  
an understanding that this site can be adequately illuminated.  They will direct the  
fixtures toward the interior of the site with shoebox style fixtures which would direct  
light down to the pavement surface as well as provide for the required average  
illumination throughout the site to provide for a safe and efficient lighting plan.  He  
stated this Lighting Plan does not yet contemplate areas of the project where they would  
be taking it to a more security level lighting in the late evening hours, where they could  
take the lighting in a certain area and go to a 50% illumination.  He stated this Lighting  
Plan contemplates all the lights on at the same time.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if the  
lighting on the Lighting Plan has been arranged in such a way so as to protect the  
highway and neighboring properties from glare and hazardous interference, and  
Mr. Zappala stated it has.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated one of the key concerns of any development is the ability to meet  
applicable stormwater management requirements, and he stated he assumes an NPDES  
Permit will be required, and Mr. Zappala agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Zappala if  
he is familiar with the Lower Makefield Township Subdivision and Land Development  
Ordinance including the amendments to the Ordinance promulgated by Ordinance #363  
as they relate to the design standards for stormwater management that will apply to this  
project when it is in the Land Development phase, and Mr. Zappala stated he is.  He  
stated his firm has done preliminary studies and performed such additional evaluations of  
the proposed project which he felt were necessary in order to form an opinion as to  
whether Bohler will be able to design a stormwater management system in conformity  
with the regulations of SALDO and applicable County, State, and Federal requirements.   
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Exhibit A-13 was marked and is entitled “Stormwater Management Analysis” dated  
10/13/08.  He stated while they do not feel a formal stormwater management analysis and  
design was required at this point in time, he wanted to make sure the Board knew they  
did look at the site with respect to drainage and he wanted to give the Board an idea of  
the magnitude of stormwater management that would be potentially necessary for the  
project and the ways they can accommodate that and be able to prove that the site can be  
designed in accordance with SALDO.  He stated the report includes a project description;  
and based on preliminary estimates, they anticipate approximately 600,000 cubic feet of  
storage will be required on the property to meet the Ordinance criteria.  He stated they  
believe that there are areas on the site that are adequate to handle this type of stormwater  
management.  He noted the Sketch Plan Sheet #3 which shows the areas they are  
considering for surface stormwater management, best management practices throughout  
the site, areas for infiltration, and sub-surface stormwater management.  Although not  
formally designed, Mr. Zappala stated they feel the areas are adequate to handle the  
projected stormwater management.  He stated the report gives a guide to existing  
drainage patterns on the site and the types of stormwater management that would be  
necessary.  He added the requirements of the Township are quite stringent, and they will  
have to take the site back to meadow conditions which is substantially less run off pre- 
development than what exists today.   He stated for the five to ten year storms, they need  
to take it to 50% of the pre-development run off as meadow.   He stated DelVal has done  
extensive infiltration testing throughout the site, and they got varied infiltration rates  
from .25 inches to 15 inches per hour depending on how deep you go.  He stated they  
also included a section with respect to Low Impact Development, and they feel the  
project can meet these requirements.  He stated they also meet the requirements for  
impervious surface permitted.  The report also includes conceptual stormwater  
management facility examples beginning on Page 7 including infiltration examples and  
photographs of ways they could do infiltration on the site and other areas of bio-retention  
and stormwater management facilities.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance also contains  
design standards for driveways, sidewalks, off-street parking spaces, parking lots, etc.  
and he asked Mr. Zappala if they have reviewed those requirements; and he stated they  
have and he feels they comply with the design requirements with respect to the horizontal  
geometry. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated they will reserve cross-examination of this Witness until the next  
meeting of the Board on this matter which will be December 2, 2008 at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated he would like to offer his Exhibits A-1 through A-13 at this time. 
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Mr. Smolow stated he objects to the traffic studies – Exhibits A-6 and A-7, and given the  
hour, he will state his objections in more detail at the next Hearing.  He stated he feels the  
evidence that was established shows that the factual assumptions that were made by  
Mr. O’Brien in preparing his report were not based on the evidence that he testified to.   
He does not feel the reports are valid and feels they are “junk science” and not suitable  
for admission.  Mr. Malinowski stated Exhibits A-6 and A-7 were admitted as Exhibits  
earlier.  Mr. Smolow stated he does not feel they were admitted and were only identified. 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated he did not review the last transcript so in an abundance of  
caution, he offered them all again.  Mr. Toadvine stated assuming they were not admitted  
previously, Mr. Smolow is objecting to the admission of Exhibits A-6 and A-7. 
Mr. Malinowski overruled the objection and agreed to accept the Exhibits.   
 
Mr. Truelove stated he has been advised that one of his potential Witnesses may not be  
available on December 2 and he may need to change who will testify that evening. 
 
Mr. Gruen moved, Mr. Bamburak seconded and it was unanimously carried to continue 
the matter until 12/2/08 at 7:00 p.m. 
 
There being no further business, Mr. Gruen moved, Mr. Bamburak seconded and it was 
unanimously carried to adjourn the meeting at 10:10 p.m. 
 
      Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
      David Malinowski, Chairman 
 


