
Tinicum Township Planning Commission Minutes 
February 25, 2020 

 
Members Present:  
 
David Upmalis, Carl Ruthardt, Neil Sullivan, John Clement, John Cole and MJ Frumin 
 
Absent:  Joy Von Glueck 
 
In attendance: Tinicum Township Supervisor Rich Rosamilia 

 
Call To Order 

 
Public Comment:  
 
Neil Sullivan (having recused himself) presented a preliminary sketch for a 15-acre property for sale at  
295 Hollow Horn Road, seeking feedback from the Commission for a proposed subdivision of three 
separate parcels: a 2-acre lot with the existing farmhouse and barn, an 8-acre lot for new construction, and a 
5-acre lot for new construction. It was generally agreed that such a plan would meet current ordinances, 
although given current setbacks for the existing barn and the house, as well as the fact that the property 
falls within the Critical Recharge overlay, variances and/or a granting of Conditional Use would likely be 
required. It was further recommended that alternative options be explored, such as a subdivision of only 2 
parcels, or a subdivision with a minimum lot size of 3 acres.  

 
Approval of Minutes: 

 
Motion by Neil Sullivan and seconded by MJ Frumin to approve the minutes of the Planning 
Commission Meeting of January 28, 2020. Unanimous vote to approve. 

 
New Business: None 

 
Old Business: None 

 
Discussion: 
 
1. A discussion of the ordinances and overlays that govern Tinicum’s watersheds and whether action is 
needed to address a potential lack of consistency. In particular, standards established for both the Tohickon 
Creek Watershed and the Tinicum Creek Watershed appear to vary from those established for other 
watersheds in the Township. It was decided that further research is necessary and that a request would be 
made of the Township to provide a history of how the different standards were developed and if there is a 
compelling reason as to why they are not equally applied to all watersheds in the Township.  
 
2. A discussion of whether the Township should institute a time limit on variances, which currently run 
with the land and do not expire. Various scenarios were discussed where the lack of a time limit on a 
variance for a particular property could create an unfair and/or unreasonable situation for neighboring 
properties, especially as ownership, environmental factors, and ordinances change over time. It was 
generally agreed that a time limit on variances is desirable. The Commission recommended further 
discussion to explore: 1) what the ideal timeframe for deadlines would be; 2) whether there should be a 
renewal process; and 3) which variances, if any, should run with the land.  

 
Motion to Adjourn by MJ Frumin, seconded by John Cole. Unanimous vote to approve.  

 


