
TOWNSHIP OF LOWER MAKEFIELD 
ZONING HEARING BOARD 

MINUTES – OCTOBER 4, 2016 
 
 

The regular meeting of the Zoning Hearing Board of the Township of Lower 
Makefield was held in the Municipal Building on October 4, 2016.   
Chairman Bamburak called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m. 
 
Those present: 
 
Zoning Hearing Board: Paul Bamburak, Chairman 
    Jerry Gruen, Vice Chairman 
    Keith DosSantos, Member 
    James McCartney, Member 
 
Others:   Steve Ware, Keystone Municipal Services 
    David Truelove, Township Solicitor 
    Maryellen Saylor, Township Engineer 
    Edward Zanin, Zoning Hearing Board Solicitor 
    Jeff Benedetto, Supervisor Liaison 
 
Absent:   Anthony Zamparelli, ZHB Secretary 
 
 
APPEAL #16-1763A – ARTIS SENIOR LIVING, LLC 
 
Mr. Zanin marked the Exhibits as follow:  Exhibit A-1 – Application, Exhibit  
A-2 –Applicant’s outline of relief, Exhibit A-3 – Three page set of Plans, Exhibit  
A-4 – October 4, 2016 Traffic engineer letter, Exhibit A-5- October 3, 2016 Traffic  
engineer letter, Exhibit A-6 – Summary of the Planning Commission meeting of  
August 22, 2016, Exhibit B-1- Proof of Publication in the newspaper, Exhibit B-2 –  
Copy of Notice that is required to be posted, Exhibit B-3 – Copy of the surrounding  
neighbors who received Notice, Exhibit B-4 – Affidavit of Posting received from the  
Appellant. 
 
Mr. Murphy, attorney was present with Mr. Max Farentino, representing the  
Applicant and Mr. Eric Britz, Project engineer who were sworn in.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated this Application started out eight to nine months ago when they  
introduced several Sketches which have been the subject of public discussions with  
the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.  Mr. Murphy stated after  
those discussions and modifications to the Plan, the formal Application that is  
before the Zoning Hearing Board this evening was filed.  Mr. Murphy stated the  
Township requires that any Special Exception Application be presented to the  
Planning Commission, and this was presented to them after it was filed for a review  
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and comment by the Planning Commission on the Special Exception portion only. 
He stated the Planning Commission did endorse the Special Exception.  Mr. Murphy  
stated if they receive the relief being requested tonight, the next step would be the  
processing of the normal Land Development Plans  with engineering reviews and  
then going back to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. 
 
Mr. Britz stated he works for Bohler Engineering, and has been a licensed engineer 
in Pennsylvania for seventeen years.  He reviewed his education and professional 
experience.  The Board accepted Mr. Britz as a licensed civil engineer.  Mr. Murphy 
asked Mr. Britz if he has been to the property that is the subject of tonight’s  
Application, and Mr. Britz stated he has and he was involved in the preparation of  
the Plans that accompanied the Application. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated the property is unusually configured, and he asked Mr. Britz to 
describe the property for the Board.  Mr. Britz showed the Plan which is a colored  
version of the Plan that accompanied the Application.  He stated to the  north of the 
property is Stony Hill Road, to the southwest is I-95, and the property comes into  
the point where Stony Hill Road crosses over I-95.  Mr. Britz stated to the east of the  
site is a Residential development that was recently constructed.  Mr. Murphy stated 
there are really four sides of the property even though it is not apparent, and  
Mr. Britz agreed.    Mr. Britz stated on the south end of the property there is a fourth 
leg, and Mr. Murphy stated it is approximately 76’ in length. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated the property is a compilation of four different properties, and 
and Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated they  have highlighted in the Application  
the multiple properties that are going to be assembled to make up the project with 
the total acreage of the assembled four parcels is 5.72 acres, and Mr. Murphy agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked what natural resources as the term is defined in the Township  
Ordinance exist on the property.  Mr. Britz showed the Natural Resources Plan  
which was submitted with the Application.  He stated the only natural resource that 
is on the Lot is some woodland area which he showed in the center of the Lot and  
is approximately one quarter acres of woodlands.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated the four different properties are all Zoned R-1, and Mr. Britz  
agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated in the Lower Makefield Zoning Ordinance a nursing 
home, as this project is being defined as, identified as a Special Exception, and 
Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy noted Section 200-15B4  which highlights the  
requirements of the Special Exception.   
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Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Britz to review the nature of the improvements which are  
proposed for the property.  Mr. Britz stated there are a few structures that are 
located near the eastern/southeastern border of the property which will be 
removed, and they are proposing a new 33,552 square foot one-story building  
which will be a senior living facility for memory care.  He stated they will have 
seventy-two beds.  He stated they are also proposing forty-three parking stalls 
and dual access to Stony Hill Road.  He stated the access to the north would be a  
right-in/right-out access, and the access to the south would be a full access 
driveway.  Mr. Britz stated within the property they will have sidewalk that  
wraps around the building to allow for movement by the residents.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked how stormwater will be managed, and Mr. Britz stated it  
is conceptually designed to have a combined infiltration/detention basins in  
the northern and southern corners of the property. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Farentino to describe for the Board the nature of the  
facility and why it is designed as it is and what other improvements are proposed 
immediately outside the perimeter of the building for the benefit of the residents. 
Mr. Farentino stated he is Vice President of Artis Senior Living which has been in  
operation for five years.  He stated they are a Bainum Family Company, and the  
Bainum Family started in the Senior Housing business with their first nursing  
home in 1959.  He stated Bainum is no longer involved in the HCR Manor Company. 
Mr. Farentino stated five years ago they formed Artis Senior Living to exclusively  
focus on memory care assisted living.  He stated what they are developing is the  
fifth generation of the memory care building.  He stated they are proposing a  
single-story, 33,500 square foot facility with seventy-two beds.  He stated the  
building will have four “houses” with a central core.  He stated each wing contains 
the resident rooms, its own living room, dining room, and pantry/kitchen.  He stated  
the central core contains common spaces for all of the residents; and these spaces  
include the arts and craft room, the community room, a beauty/barber space, and a  
health room.   
 
Mr. Farentino showed the front portion of the building which is the only public 
space of the facility; and this area contains a conference room, reception area,  
and office space.  He stated there is a doorway that leads to the resident areas 
which is a key padded and locked door.  He stated the residential space allows the 
residents to have controlled freedom.  He stated the building will be surrounded on  
three sides by a fence, and there will be pathways/walkways/gardens that surround  
the building which are just as integral as the inside spaces are to the residents. 
He stated there are gardening and other outside activities planned for the residents. 
He stated there are also private sitting areas where family members can sit with  
their loved ones.  Mr. Farentino stated they prefer single-story on a site like this  
since it gives the residents free access, and they can wander through the building.   
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Mr.  Murphy stated the residents are all memory challenged, and Mr. Farentino  
agreed that it is a facility that will care for individuals with Alzheimer’s and other  
forms of dementia.  He stated the programming, facility, and design are all geared 
toward caring for those individuals.  He stated each individual wing is themed and 
painted its own color.  He stated typically the “neighborhoods” are named after local 
landmark, and each has its own distinct porch which is queuing for the residents so 
that they can find their way back to their neighborhood.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated one of the Special Exception requirements from Section  
200-15B4 is that the proposed Special Exception needs to have adequate access to 
abutting roadways and that there will not be any adverse impact by virtue of  
the access, and Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated Mr. Britz had described 
previously that the current Plan contemplates two points of ingress/egress off 
of Stony Hill Road, and Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated originally the Plan 
that was discussed with the Township nine months ago only contemplated one 
single point of access, and Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated over the course of  
conversations with the staff and the Township traffic consultant, the current access 
points as shown on the Plan are what has been recommended; and Mr. Britz agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated the Zoning Hearing Board has already received two letters  
from the Township traffic consultant which have been marked as Exhibits A-4 and 
A-5.  Mr. Murphy stated those letters confirm that in the opinion of the Township 
traffic consultant the project will have minimal impact on traffic and that there  
are recommendations in those letters about traffic-calming devices that the  
Applicant is to consider during the course of the Land Development process with 
the Township, and Mr. Murphy stated they have agreed to consider those. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked if the project is intended to be served by public water and public 
sewer, and Mr. Britz stated it is.  Mr. Murphy stated they have confirmed that  
despite the other public sewer issues that are prevalent in the area, public sewer  
capacity exists and is available for this project; and Mr. Britz agreed.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Britz to describe whether the parking and loading areas 
on the Plan will be adequately illuminated and arranged to protect the traveling  
public from any adverse impact as well as to neighboring properties; and 
Mr. Britz stated during the Land Development phase, the Plan will be designed to 
meet the Township Ordinance requirements for lighting. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated the last requirement for the Special Exception is to make sure  
there is adequate off-street parking proposed.  Mr. Britz stated the Plan  
contemplates forty-three parking spaces, and the Ordinance requires forty-two  
parking places for this type of use and size; and they are not seeking a Variance 
from the parking requirements. 
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Mr. Murphy stated it appears that they have equaled or exceeded and satisfied all 
of the objective criteria in the Ordinance to qualify for a Special Exception, and  
Mr. Britz agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated there are a number of Variances requested one of which is  
seeking relief from the impervious surface requirements.  Mr. Britz stated since 
this property is in the R-1 District, the Ordinance requires impervious coverage no  
greater than 17%; and they are proposing 24.3%.  He stated to help minimize this  
they propose use of pervious pavement for all the proposed parking stalls as well as  
for the pedestrian path that wraps around the building.  He stated you are permitted  
to count 50% of the pervious paving toward pervious and 50% toward impervious. 
Mr. Britz stated the reason they are requesting the relief is because they have a very  
small lot, and also the right-of-way has a huge impact.  Mr. Britz showed the right-of- 
way off of Stony Hill Road which is a very large right-of-way, and it is almost all  
green area between the property and the cartway itself.  He stated this is also the  
case with I-95 and there are fifty-two feet of green area between the property and  
that cartway.  He stated if you incorporated all of the green area surrounding the  
property in their calculations, they would be under the 17%.  He stated the Stony  
Hill Road right-of-way at this location is even larger than required by the Code  
which is 120’, and the 120’ would bring the right-of-way to a location he showed on  
the Plan; and the right-of-way is even larger than that along the majority of Stony  
Hill Road.  He stated in addition there is a portion of the road to the east of the site 
that is being dedicated which is on the corner that does not count toward their  
calculations, and that is almost all green area except for a small sliver where the  
driveway crosses at the corner. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated the issue of the impervious is directly related to the next item 
of relief which he does not recall ever dealing with, and that is the relationship  
between impervious and pervious ratios on the site.  Mr. Britz stated the Ordinance 
requirement is that the sum of all of the other impervious coverage not including 
the pervious paving and the total of the pervious paving cannot exceed 1.25 times 
the maximum allowable impervious coverage.   
 
Mr. DosSantos stated in the request for relief Section 22.50.4C(2) has been cited, but  
he does not see that Section in his copy of the Ordinance.  Mr. Bamburak stated they  
added pervious paving to the Ordinance so the Zoning Hearing Board probably has  
outdated books.  Mr. Zanin stated that Section was added in 2014.  Mr. DosSantos  
stated his copy is dated 2009.  Mr. DosSantos stated the Zoning Hearing Board  
should have been provided with updated Zoning books, and he asked Mr. Ware to  
provide the Board with updated copies.  Mr. Ware stated he believes that it is  
correct on the electronic version on the Website. 
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Mr. Britz stated he believes the intent of the requirement was to limit the amount of  
pervious pavement being proposed to credit toward pervious area.  He stated they  
are exceeding that number because they were trying to decrease their impervious  
coverage as much as they could in coordination with the Township engineer early  
on in the process.  He stated they have come up with some ideas to help decrease  
that number, and this was one of them to install pervious paving as much as they 
could.  He stated their number is 1.66 versus the 1.25 that is allowed. 
 
Mr. Gruen stated he felt it was not just the reduced impervious surface, that number 
was put in there so you are not going to get “McMansions” and not overbuild on the  
Lot.   
 
Mr. DosSantos stated they are running afoul of that Section in order to comply with 
the impervious, and Mr. Britz stated they were trying to come as close as they could  
although they still need a Variance from both Sections of the Ordinance.   
Mr. DosSantos stated they are trying to effectively mitigate the impervious impact 
by adding the pervious paving, and Mr. Murphy stated they are looking for a little 
more credit for the pervious than what would otherwise be allowed. 
 
Mr. Bamburak asked if the pervious pavement requires maintenance; and Mr. Britz 
stated it will require vacuuming at various times of the year especially in the fall,  
and when it is sealed, it should be sealed with the materials that the manufacturer  
calls for.  Mr. DosSantos asked if there is a staff in place to take care of that; and 
Mr. Britz stated there will be a program put together in their Post-Construction  
Stormwater Management Plan that will identify the maintenance requirements for  
this, and that will be provided to the owner, and they will discuss that with them to  
make sure they understand the requirements.  Mr. Farentino stated their building  
has a Facilities Manager available at the building and who is also on call 24/7. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated typically the use of porous materials works best in smaller  
situations such as this where there is not shopping center type traffic where there  
is constant turning, etc.  Mr. Murphy stated there is porous paving in the parking  
lot at his office, and it works because there is not constant traffic going in and out.   
He stated it is softer than typical macadam so it does start to degrade somewhat if  
there are a lot of frequent sharp turns.  Mr. Murphy stated this location is a good  
sample size for a parking lot where it can be used effectively.  Mr. Murphy stated in  
larger settings they have porous paving stalls, but the drive aisles are impervious.   
He stated at this location there will not be that much heavy traffic which is why they  
are proposing to do it all in pervious paving.   
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Mr. Gruen stated the problem with the drive aisles is in the winter when they sand  
the roadways, this is typically when it gets clogged up.  Mr. Murphy stated at his  
location they have had it for eleven years, and it still works well.  He added they  
do have a program where they vacuum it a few times a year especially in the fall.   
 
Mr. DosSantos asked Ms. Saylor if she is familiar with the process and has reviewed  
it as it relates to this Plan, and Ms. Saylor stated she has. 
 
Mr. Gruen asked if this will be blacktop and not porous pavers, and Mr. Murphy  
stated it will appear to be traditional macadam blacktop. 
 
Mr. Gruen asked the number of employees; and Mr. Farentino stated there are three  
shifts, and the peak shift has seventeen employees, and that shift runs from 7 a.m. to  
3 p.m.   He stated there are ten to eleven employees during the shift from 3 p.m. to  
11 p.m., and there are six to seven employees overnight to 7 a.m. 
 
Mr. DosSantos asked if they anticipate the seventeen employees during the busy  
shift will park in the parking stalls shown on the Plan, and Mr. Farentino stated they  
will. Mr. DosSantos stated there will be seventy-two beds, and he asked if there are  
activity days when they expect to get a contingent of family members that would  
overflow with the seventeen employees.  He asked if there is a contingency plan for  
overflow parking.  Mr. Farentino stated the forty-three spaces they are proposing is  
higher than the IT Standard for General Assisted Living which ranges from ½ a  
space to .6 spaces per bed, and they are at the higher end of that spectrum trying to  
meet the intent of the Township’s Ordinance.  He stated they do not feel there will  
be a problem during the shift change time.  He stated on a general basis visitor  
traffic is not as extensive as you might think, adding it is difficult to visit those with  
Alzheimer’s which is the reality they see throughout their facilities.  Mr. Farentino  
stated at the Grand Opening they would make arrangements off site at a Church or  
School since Grand Openings do generate more traffic than they have capacity, and  
they would then valet people in.   
 
Mr. Gruen asked about any special events aside from the Grand Opening; and  
Mr. Farentino stated there is one of these facilities near his home, and since his son  
volunteers there he sees it a lot, and he has found that on Mothers Day and Fathers  
Day family members often take their loved ones out to a restaurant so there is not  
one activity that would overload the facility.   
 
Mr. Gruen asked if they are expecting to have volunteers working at this facility;  
and Mr. Farentino stated Girls Scouts and Boy Scouts might come there as  
volunteers.  Mr. Gruen asked where they would park, and Mr. Farentino stated  
typically they are dropped off by their parents as they do not drive.   Mr. Gruen  
stated when you drive past Sunrise which is nearby, there are cars parked in the  
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driveway and on the road as there is never enough parking.  Mr. Bamburak stated he  
has never seen anyone park on the road in front of Sunrise.  Mr. Farentino stated he  
does not know the specifics of that facility other than it is a general assisted living  
facility and there may be residents living there who still drive; however, none of the  
residents at the Applicant’s facility will drive.  Mr. Murphy stated one wing of  
Sunrise is dedicated to memory care, and the balance is traditional assisted living.   
 
Mr. Benedetto stated with regard to the relief being requested for the ratio, he does  
not see how they could get down to 1.25 unless they shrank the size of the building. 
Mr. Benedetto stated he feels the Supervisors should look into this in the Ordinance  
as it seems it would be very difficult to meet the standard.  He stated he believes the 
Environmental Advisory Council was involved with this Ordinance.  Mr. McCartney 
asked if someone from the Environmental Advisory Council could speak to them on  
why they came up with this calculation, and Mr. Bamburak stated he feels it was  
because they wanted it to all stay green.  Mr. Gruen stated he would have liked to 
have received a report from the EAC as the Zoning Hearing Board is supposed to  
get a report from them because that area is very sensitive as far as water. 
He stated in the past they have heard that the water table is very high in this area. 
Mr. Gruen stated under the Ordinance he feels the Zoning Hearing Board is  
supposed to get a report from the EAC as to their recommendations; however, 
Mr. Bamburak stated he has never heard of that.  Mr. Gruen stated they have it  
before, and they had it for the Hospital, and they are always supposed to get a  
report from the EAC.  Mr. Murphy stated he was not aware of this.  Mr. Bamburak 
stated he does not remember that either, although he knows for a Special Exception 
they have to  have the Planning Commission weigh in.  Mr. Murphy stated the EAC 
does submit a review during the Land Development process.  Mr. Truelove stated  
there is no requirement for a Special Exception that the EAC has to weigh in. 
Mr. Gruen asked if the EAC has reviewed the Plan at all, and Mr. Murphy stated 
they will review it during the Land Development process.   
 
Mr. Bamburak asked if any Board member has a problem making a decision on the  
impervious surface recognizing that they do not really understand the reason for  
the ratio, and Mr. McCartney stated he does not want to make a decision on  
something he does not understand.  Mr. Murphy stated they are asking for relief to  
exceed the ratio that porous bears to impervious given the specifics of this site and  
the Testimony recognizing that they do not understand the rationale for it and  
whether or not it was the right number to effect the balance they are trying to reach.   
He stated that is  a legislative issue that should be considered by the Board of  
Supervisors whether or not that number makes sense.   
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Mr. Murphy stated the next Variance request is identified in Paragraph 4D of his  
outline, and he referred to Sheet #2 of the Plan which is the Natural Resource Plan.   
Mr. Britz showed the quarter acre of woodlands in the center of the property  
between the existing buildings that are to be removed.  He stated there are  
additional woodlands along Stony Hill Road, the majority of which will not be  
disturbed with the exception of a swath in the middle to allow for the driveway  
access.  Mr. Murphy stated the relief they are seeking is to disturb the small pocket  
of woodlands in the center of the site, and Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated  
those trees that are there now are designed to provide a buffer between the various  
several residential homes that are on the site today, and Mr. Britz stated they are  
between them and the farm field. 
 
Mr. Gruen asked what kind of trees are there; however, Mr. Britz stated he did not  
know the exact make up of the trees, but during Land Development they will have to  
identify them on the EIA Report.  He stated the size of the trees are as large as a 28”  
caliper tree with the rest being 10”, 6”, and 18” caliper.  Mr. Gruen stated it is  
basically a secondary growth.  Mr. Gruen stated he knows that they have an  
extensive landscape design, and Mr. Murphy agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy noted the next matter of relief which relates to the reverse frontage 
setback.  Mr. Britz stated this is a triangular site with two frontages, one along  
Stony Hill Road and another along I-95.  He stated the I-95 corridor requires  
a 120’ setback, and Stony Hill Road requires a 100’ setback.  He stated there is a  
side yard along the eastern property line which requires 50’ setback and a rear  
yard along the short 76’ “leg” which requires a 100’ setback.  Mr. Murphy stated 
the relief requested is from the front yard setback from I-95, and Mr. Britz 
showed on the Plan the location of this “pinch point.”  Mr. Murphy stated they do 
comply with the front yard setback from Stony Hill Road.  Mr. Murphy stated the 
building is pushed back as far off of Stony Hill as the Ordinance requires, and  
Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated where it intersects with the other front yard 
setback along I-95 is where the one corner of the building is in relation to the  
ultimate right-of-way, ad Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated the colored Exhibit  
also highlights the actual distance between the edge of the traveled portion of  
I-95 and where the building is, and Mr. Britz stated that dimension is 111.5’. 
Mr. Britz stated the required right-of-way is 120’.  Mr. Murphy stated the area  
between the edge of the traveled portion of the cartway and where this property is  
located is heavily wooded, and Mr. Britz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated there is also a  
difference in elevation as well between the traveled portion of 95 and where the  
building will be set, and Mr. Britz stated the difference in elevation is approximately  
8’ to 10’.  Mr. Gruen stated he feels it is actually 20’.   
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Mr. Murphy stated the last issue deals with loading berths as the Ordinance, given a  
building of this nature, would require two loading berths.  Mr. Murphy asked for an  
explanation of how deliveries are made to this building and why they do not need  
traditional loading berths as the Ordinance would expect.  Mr. Britz stated once they  
open the building it will be fully furnished so the only loading facility they would  
need would be for trash enclosures, and he showed where that will take place.   
Mr. Farentino stated food, etc. will come to the side access which goes directly to the  
kitchen and it would be handled by a box truck.  He stated other deliveries would be  
UPS, FedEx, etc.  He stated there will be no back of the building so service deliveries  
to the kitchen will be off to the side, and everything else is through the front door  
such as mail, medical deliveries, etc.   
 
Mr. Gruen stated this property is part of the Village concept that the Supervisors had 
in mind, and he asked if the Planning Board and Supervisors recommended this  
project.  Mr. Benedetto stated this property is outside of the TND District so it is not  
subject to the Overlay; however, as to the vision of Edgewood Village, the  
Supervisors made some recommendations and the Applicant made some changes. 
Mr. Murphy stated the business owners in the Village including Mr. McCaffrey,  
Mr. Troilo, and others have all endorsed this project.  He stated they had meetings  
with them to show them the Plan as it is at the entrance to Edgewood as you come  
over the I-95 bridge, and everyone that has seen it has been in favor of the  
re-purposing of this difficult corner on an oddly-configured piece.  Mr. Murphy  
stated it is going to provide a great ratable for the Township that does not exist  
there today.  He stated the business people feel that the employees and visitors may  
patronize other businesses in the Village when they are there so they feel this is a  
complimentary use.      
 
Mr. DosSantos asked if the seventy-two beds is a static number and if they anticipate 
in the building envelope as proposed they could handle more than the seventy-two 
beds; and Mr. Farentino stated it cannot.  Mr. DosSantos asked if they are individual 
rooms, and Mr. Farentino stated they are all singles.  He stated there are eighteen 
rooms per wing.   
 
Mr. Benedetto stated there was a point raised by some of the Supervisors about 
another memory care facility when they have others in the Township; however, 
it was a unanimous vote as this was a challenging piece of land, and the Applicants 
were very receptive to the changes recommended by a number of the Supervisors. 
Mr. Benedetto stated the businesses  in that area have also indicated that this use 
would attract employees from Artis to the Village.  Mr. Truelove stated the  
Supervisors did look very closely at both the original and the revised Sketch Plan. 
Mr. Truelove stated the Applicants came back in with a revised Sketch that  
addressed concerns expressed previously by the Supervisors.    He stated given the 
limitations of the site, it may not be usable for a lot of other uses, and this is one that 
would seem to be appropriate.    
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Mr. Gruen stated ideally he feels it should have been connected to Flowers Field as  
one development; however he does not feel it can as there is still a parcel in  
between.  Mr. Murphy agreed that there is one out parcel between the DeLuca/ 
Troilo project and this project.   
 
Mr. Gruen asked for more specifics about the location of the driveways on  
Stony Hill Road.  Mr. Murphy stated there is a full access drive to the south which is 
directly across from the Day Care Center, and the one to the north is aligned with  
the greenhouse driveway.  Mr. Britz stated this lay out was discussed in depth with 
the Township traffic consultant, Mr. Worsta.   
 
Mr. Gruen asked if the parking spaces will be 10’ by 20’; and Mr. Britz stated they 
will, and they have asked for no relief from that. 
 
Mr. Gruen stated with regard to the landscaping they have indicated the use of  
boxwoods, and he feels they should take this out since Pennsylvania does not 
allow for importing boxwood plants into the State now since there is currently  
a blight.  He stated this is also the case for the beech tree they have shown. 
 
Mr. Truelove stated he believes everything has been addressed. 
 
There was no one present wishing to speak on this Application. 
 
Mr. DosSantos stated they discussed this is the fifth generation of this kind of  
building, and he asked how it has evolved and improved.  Mr. Farentino stated the 
founding members of Artis Senior Living all came from Manor Care.  He stated some  
of the improvements are in the internal center core and what they are doing with  
the common spaces.  He stated initially there was just one great room in the back 
and now there is a separate arts and crafts room and a separate community room. 
He stated there have been changes to the HVAC systems as well.  He stated the  
rooms now accommodate full size beds, and there are some changes as to where 
the nurses’ stations are located.  Mr. Farentino stated the building is designed from  
the inside out to care of these individuals.    Mr. DosSantos asked if there is a medical 
staff on site, and Mr. Farentino stated there is an RN and/or an LPN on staff 24/7. 
 
Mr. DosSantos asked if there is anticipation of a lot of ambulance traffic or  
emergency EMT type traffic coming through; and Mr. Britz stated most issues that 
arise can be handled by the RN or LPN unless it is a life-threatening situation when 
they will have to call an EMT.   He discussed how the internal walkways are  
designed so that there is a arm hold which residents can grab onto it if they need to  
as they walk around.   
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Mr. Gruen asked about the fencing, and Mr. Farentino stated it is 7’ high with a 1’  
lattice that surrounds three sides of the building.  He stated they have moved  
away from a wood fence to a vinyl fence.  Mr. Gruen asked if they will install 
greenery around the fence to soften it, and Mr. Murphy showed the rendering of 
the landscaping.  Mr. Gruen asked Mr. Ware if a 7’ fence is permitted, and Mr. Ware 
stated it is.  Mr. Gruen asked if 7’ is permitted in the front, and it was noted it is not 
in the front. 
 
Testimony was closed. 
 
Mr. DosSantos moved and Mr. Gruen seconded  to approve the relief as requested  
subject to compliance with the 10/3/16 and 10/4/16 letters from Traffic 
Planning & Design.  Motion carried with Mr. McCartney opposed. 
 
 
CANCEL OCTOBER 18, 2016 MEETING 
 
There being no items on the Agenda, Mr. DosSantos moved, Mr. McCartney seconded 
and it was unanimously carried to cancel the October 18, 2016 meeting. 
 
 
There being no further business, Mr. DosSantos moved, Mr. McCartney seconded 
and it was unanimously carried to adjourn the meeting at 8:40 p.m. 
 
      Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
 
      Paul Bamburak, Chairman 


