
SPRINGFIELD TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

                                                                                Meeting Minutes 

Meeting Date: July 11, 2024 

  

Meeting Time: 7:30 P.M. (E.D.T.)  
  

Meeting Place: Township Municipal Building, 50 Powell Road, Springfield PA 19064 

  

Members Present: Mr. Gorgone, Mr. Dutton, Mr. McManamy, Mr. Kutufaris, Mr. Heness, &  

Mr. Markunas 

                   Absent: Ms. Schramm 

         

       Also Present: 

 

Eric Johnson, PE, Pennoni Associates, William J. Cervino, Zoning Officer, 

Adam Matlawski, Esq., and James J. Byrne, Esq., Township Solicitor. 

  
Roll Call Vote on 

Motion: 

 

Mr. Gorgone 

Mr. Dutton 

Mr. McManamy 

Mr. Heness 

Mr. Markunas 

Mr. Kutufaris 

 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

 

Approval 

of Minutes: 

A motion was made by Mr. Dutton, second by Mr. McManamy to approve the 

corrected meeting minutes dated January 4th and approve the May 2nd, 2024, minutes 

as submitted.   

 

The Planning Commission did not convene a meeting on March 7, 2024.  The 

Planning Commission did convene a meeting on January 4th & May 2nd, 2024.  The 

meeting minutes were approved with the correct meeting dates.   

 

 THE MOTION WAS APPROVED. 

  
•  The first order of business was the Preliminary/Final Subdivision and Land 

Development Plan for Commonwealth Real Estate Investors.  Mr. Vincent Mancini, 

Esq., Mr. Michael Ciocco, P.E., S.E.O., and Albert Federico, Traffic Engineer, were 

present to represent the applicant.  

 

Mr. Mancini, Esq., gave an overview of the plans as submitted and indicated the 

following: 

 

• In receipt of the Township Engineer’s comments, dated July 10, 2024, and 



most of the comments are not an issue.  

• The property is 6.73 acres and zoned A residential.  

• Property is bound by the East by Woodland Avenue, North by Green Briar 

Park, West by Pennsdale Park and to the South by B.J.s Wholesale Club. 

• The proposed development is a cul-de-sac with sixteen residential lots.  

• Each lot will have a single-family detached dwelling. 

• Not proposing high density or commercial uses, just a residential community. 

• Will be seeking several waivers.  

• The property sits on steep slope.  Approximately 9,000 S.F. of the property is 

very steep slopes.  The remainder of the site is steep slopes.  

• There are no dwellings proposed on the very steep slope, but there are many 

dwellings that are proposed on the steep slope. 

• Very steep slopes go from 25% and up and steep slopes go from 15-25%. 

Most of the steep slopes are 20%.  

• Steep slopes are not a prohibitive roadblock for this proposed project.  

• A Homeowners Association will be responsible for the maintenance of the 

retaining wall and stormwater retention area.  

• The road and culvert will be offered for dedication to the Township.   

 

Mr. Ciocco, P.E. gave an overview of the plans submitted and indicated the 

following: 

 

• Notification was sent to abutting property owners.  (Provided return receipt 

cards)  

• 6.73 acre piece of property located next to the B.J.’s property.  

• Proposing a 600 feet plus cul-de-sac off of Woodland Avenue.  

• Cul-de-sac will provide access to 16 new single-family dwellings. 

• Public water and sewer is proposed.  

• Proposing a storm-water management detention and infiltration basin 

towards the front of the site on Woodland Avenue.  

• Proposing seepage beds for each lot.  

• A retaining wall is proposed towards the Northern side of this site. The 

highest point of the wall is 20 feet tall.   

• The landscaping plan shows tree plantings along the roadway.  

• Will consider additional buffer planting trees along the proposed residential 

properties and the B.J.’s property.  Will revise the landscaping plan.  

• A PennDOT Highway Occupancy Permit for access onto Rt. 420 is required. 

• A DEP permit for the stream crossing is required. 

• Will provide additional street frontage and lot width for cul-de-sac lots. 

• Would like verification on patios that are in the setbacks.   

• Because the proposed development is in a floodplain area the applicant has to 

obtain a special exception.  

• Additional stormwater management techniques with regards to flooding.  



• Will provide additional information with regards to the Flood Hazard area.  

• There will be a Homeowners Association created that will be responsible for 

the easements, retention wall, etc.   

• Waivers are requested for areas of very steep slope and steep slopes.   

• Will change the Cul-de-sac to measure 625 feet from the center line on 

Woodland Avenue.   

• Will request a meeting with the Fire Marshall regarding the emergency 

access to get some clarification. 

• Will do more research regarding the preservation of 12” caliper trees and will 

hire an arborist.  

• Will design a retaining wall that will not be on or go across the property lines 

of the abutting properties.   

• Proposing walk out basements and by doing this we will move less dirt.  

• A preliminary plan was submitted to get feedback.  

• Will put together an itemized list regarding the Environmental Assessment 

Report.  Will outline a number of items with regards to that section of the 

code, i.e., how we deal with steep slopes, traffic, environmental issues, 

stream crossing, etc.   

• Will make the proper adjustments and have them ready for when the 

applicant resubmits.   

• Will provide all requested studies.     

• Will provide drawings of the retaining wall.  

• Will get a detailed analysis of the stream; currently we are using FEMA 

flood insurance rate map for this information. 

• Provide additional landscaping along the top of retaining wall to shield the 

existing properties.  

• If the applicant gets township approval, the project should be complete 

within eighteen months from the approval.   

• Received county review letter dated June 20, 2024.  (copy provided) 

 

Al Federico, Traffic Engineer, did a traffic evaluation of the site access and the traffic 

generated by this development and indicated the following: 

 

• The development is off of Rt. 420, a somewhat busy Road.   

• The property is between two very large retail spaces that generate a lot of 

traffic.  

• Baltimore Pike is to the North and the Morton Train tracks to the south 

which also slows traffic down.  

• This project of 16 dwelling units should generate 14 vehicle trips in the am 

hour and 15 vehicle trips in the pm hour.  

• This study was done at the peak morning and peak evening hours.  

• This development should be a level c with regards to traffic impact which is 

acceptable. It complies with the standards. 



• Traffic studies/counts were done in 2017 and 2023 pursuant to a PennDOT 

traffic station.    

• AM in 2023 1,129 vehicles 8-9am done in July  

PM in 2023 done in July  

The 2017 am peak (8-9) in November and the 2017 pm peak (5-6) in 

November were higher than the 2023 counts.   

• The 2017 volumes were used because they were higher than the 2023 

volumes. 

• Presented the worst-case scenario and it complies with the Code.  

• Since the pandemic and remote work, the traffic has declined some, it is still 

shifting, and we are not sure if the traffic situation will remain like this.  

• Trying to keep the dwellings out of the very steep slope areas, the driveways 

and roadways will be in the very steep slopes.   

 

Planning Commission Comments and Concerns: 

 

• Major traffic concerns.  

• Stormwater Management Concerns. 

• Flooding Concerns.  

• Will the HOA be responsible for the maintenance of the retention pond, and 

other properties such the emergency access, open space as well as easements, 

culvert, etc.  

• Concerns with the Twenty-foot retention wall.  

• Would like to see soil profiles specific to where the retention wall is 

proposed. 

• Concerns with the excessive cut and fill of the very steep and steep slopes.  

• Per the steep slope conservation district regulations, a waiver is only granted 

in specific instances.  With regards to the extent of this project, the granting 

of waivers may be excessive.  

• The environmental impact this project would have on the community. 

• Provide drawings/plans of the wall for review? 

• The retaining wall location, and its proximity to the abutting property lines? 

• Traffic impact from the development. 

• Construction Vehicles & impact this project will have. 

 

 

Eric Johnson’s, P.E., Comments and Concerns: 

 

• The distance of the cul-de-sac road is measured from the center line of 

Woodland Avenue.    

• The traffic study was submitted as part of the applicant’s application with the 

Preliminary plan.   

• Rt.420 is a very busy road. 



• Since the development will require a new intersection on a state road, the 

applicant will have to meet all of PennDOT’s requirements. The applicant 

will need to provide a traffic study for PennDOT’s approval. 

• In reviewing the Delaware County review letter, there is no mention of steep 

slopes.   

• The items noted in the County’s review letter are addressed in the Township 

review letter.    

• The Delaware County Planning Commission is an advisory committee, and 

they review all Subdivision Land Development Applications.   

• The Township review letter is much more extensive than the County Review 

letter.  

• With regards to steep slopes, under 15% is considered flat land, between 15-

25% is considered steep slope and over 25% is considered very steep slopes.  

• This property has areas of very steep slopes and steep slopes.  Both are 

running through the center of the property.  Steep slope waiver approvals are 

very critical to this application and ultimately will have to get approval from 

the Board of Commissioners. 

• All properties within a municipality have to exit on to a public right of way.  

• Granite Run is one unified development, one owner.   

• Every property must have frontage and direct access to a public road.   

 

 

Bill Cervino’s Comments and Concerns: 

 

• Patios are accessory structures and when they are attached to the principle 

building, they must meet the same setback as the principle building.  If an 

accessory structure is detached, it must have a separation distance of 10 feet 

from the principle building.   

 

Public Comment: 

 

• Mrs. Kelly, 976 Springhaven Road, opposed to the project.  Run off, erosion 

and the impact it will have on her property.  Settlement of her property due to 

the retaining wall.  How will her house be protected against this project.  

Will be able to see the BJ’s property due to the tree removal.   

• Mrs. Owens, 984 Springhaven Road, opposed the project.  Impact on 

wetlands.   Run-off and soil erosion due to the removal of vegetation.  Loss 

of wildlife; increased traffic; noise and air pollution; quality of life.   

• Mr. Williams, 988 Springhaven Road, opposed to the project. Impact on their 

homes. The height of the fence on the wall.  Persons may come onto her 

property, a liability.  

• Mrs. Goldsborough, 980 Springhaven Road, opposed to the project.  Impact 

on their homes due to rock removal.  Run off and erosion due to the removal 



of the wooded area.   

• Mr. & Mrs. Palfy, 999 Rocklyn Road opposed to the project. The location of 

the retaining wall and who will be responsible for its maintenance.  

• Ms. Allison, 984 Springhaven Road, opposed to the project. Environmental 

impact, due to the project.  Loss of wildlife and endangered animals.  

• Ms. Fasciocco, 939 Rocklyn Road, opposed to the project.  Environmental 

and erosion concerns.  Traffic concerns.  Noise from commercial property.  

Loss of natural buffer.   

• Mrs. Flamini, 993 Rocklyn Road, opposed to the project.  Environmental 

impact of the project due to the loss of wooded area, increased run off to 

flood plain, loss of wildlife and the blasting of rock.  The land should be 

protected.  

• Ms. Crew, 795 Bradford Terrace, opposed to the project.  Flooding impact.  

Stream constantly backed up at Rt. 420 & Church’s  property.  Traffic 

concerns.  Maintenance of water way behind her home and surrounding area.  

• Mr. & Mrs. Shegda, 969 Greenbriar Lane, opposed to the project. Traffic 

concerns; removal of steep slopes; increased flooding.  B.J;’s site currently 

floods.  HOA fees will not cover the cost of maintenance/replacement of the 

retaining wall.  Preserve the open space.   

• Mr. Stewart, 785 Bradford Terrace, opposed to the project.  Traffic concerns; 

stormwater run-off.  Flooding on B.J.s property.   

• Mrs. Weist, 766 Bradford Terrace, opposed to the project.  Use the B.J.’s site 

to access the development.  Donate the land to Springfield Township.  

 

      Motion: Mr. Dutton made a motion to table the decision to accept the plans as presented 

subject to reciprocal of the forty-eight responses and waivers requested by our 

Township Engineer and also request that the developer take into consideration the 

concerns of the neighbors regarding access, geology, erosion, and flood plain,  

second by Mr. McManamy and carried.   

   Roll Call Vote on 

                   Motion: 

 

Mr. Gorgone 

Mr. Dutton 

Mr. McManamy 

Mr. Heness 

Mr. Markunas 

Mr. Kutufaris 

 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

 

 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

 

 THE MOTION WAS APPROVED 

  

•   Mr. Gorgone entertained a motion to adjourn. 

 

 

 

 



           Motion: Mr. Markunas made a motion second by Mr. McManamy and carried to adjourn the 

meeting.  

 

Roll Call Vote on  

Motion: 

 

Mr. Gorgone 

Mr. Dutton 

Mr. McManamy 

Mr. Heness 

Mr. Markunas 

Mr. Kutufaris 

 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

■   AYE 

 

 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

□   NAY 

 

 THE MOTION WAS APPROVED MEETING ADJOURNED AT 10:30 PM  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


