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May 14, 2026 
 
David Manhardt, AICP, Director of Community Development 
South Whitehall Township 
4444 Walbert Avenue 
Allentown, Pennsylvania 18104 
 
Re:  South Whitehall Township Project Atlas 
 Major Plan #2025-109 Preliminary Plan Review 

 
Dear Mr. Manhardt: 
 
Please find the following responses in bold addressing comments received February 5, 2026 
 

Township Engineer Review 
 
Planning and Zoning 
 
Comment 1: The Official Map Component 3 shows a proposed Minor Arterial Road from Cedar Crest Boulevard north 

of Ritter Road to Mauch Chunk Road at its intersection with Mechanicsville Road. Revise the site design 
as necessary to accommodate this road, SALDO §312-34.E(1);  

 
Response 1:  The proposed road alignment has been updated to match the Mechanicsville Road 

and Mauch Chunk Road intersection alignment. 
 
 The Official Map is governed by Article IV of the MPC.  Pursuant to Section 406, the 

reservation for public grounds shall lapse and become void one year after an owner 
of such property has submitted a written notice to the governing body announcing 
his intentions to build, subdivide or otherwise develop the land covered by the 
reservation, or has made formal application for an official permit to build a structure 
for private use, unless the governing body shall have acquired the property or begun 
condemnation proceedings to acquire such property before the end of the year. 

 
 The applicant has proposed the road connection where depicted on the preliminary 

plan.  If the Township desires the proposed road connection to be in location as it 
appears on the Official Map and as a minor arterial roadway, then the Township has 
one (1) year from the date of the filing of the preliminary plan in which to acquire the 
property or begin condemnation proceedings to acquire the property. 

 
Comment 2: We recommend the applicant discuss with PennDOT the extent of improvement to Cedar Crest Boulevard 

to the south of the site including the underpass of the existing railroad bridge; 
 

Response 2:  Comment acknowledged.  
   

Comment 3:  There are 2 private roads identified on the plan. Differentiate the roads as necessary (e.g., revise the 
name and clarify the intention of Private Road A which appears to be located on adjoining property). Also, 
the Zoning Note indicates Private Road A to be dedicated to the Township (Drawing C-100). Clarify the 
note as necessary; 

 
Response 3:  Private Road A has been removed from the plans. 

 
Comment 4: Identify any cross lot access easements for the Mallinckrodt Chemical Inc. and Geo Specialty Chemical 

Inc. properties as they do not appear to have roadway frontage; 
 

Response 4: Cross lot access easements are shown on the existing conditions plan sheets.  
 



 

Page 2 

 

kimley-horn.com Two Liberty Place | 50 S. 16th Street, Suite 3300 | Philadelphia, PA 19102 267 687 0150 

 

 

Comment 5:  Discuss with the Township incorporation of the Jordan Creek Greenway Project as part of the site design;  
 

Response 5:  The applicant is proposing a 10’ shared use path along all property frontages as 
well as the proposed roadway through the site. 

 
Comment 6: Provide a lot consolidation plan for the incorporation of three existing parcels, SALDO §312-12.B(42). 
 
 Response 6: A lot consolidation plan has been added to the plan set.  

General 
 
Comment 1:  The following improvements (as applicable) along the property frontage are required along Cedar Crest 

Boulevard, Orefield Road, Mauch Chunk Road, and the Private Road per the SALDO: right-of-way 
dedication, cartway widening, curb, sidewalk, shade trees, concrete monuments, etc. (SALDO §312-
26(a), §312-35(b), §312-36, and §312-40 pertain), and should be shown on the Plans. Per 

  ZO §350-42(t)(3)(A)(ii), revise the ultimate right-of-way along Cedar Crest Boulevard to be 50 feet from 
the centerline and per ZO §350-42(t)(3)(B)(iv), the right-of-way should be 40 feet from centerline for 
Mauch Chunk Road. Any improvements along Cedar Crest Boulevard, Orefield Road, Mauch Chunk 
Road, and the proposed intersections to the site are to be reviewed and permitted by PennDOT as 
applicable. Clearly show any right-of-way areas proposed to be dedicated to the Township along Cedar 
Crest Boulevard, Mauch Chunk Road, Orefield Road, and proposed the private road, SALDO §312-
12.B(25). We note proposed curbing and sidewalk do not appear to be proposed along the full length of 
the property frontages; 

 
Response 1: Right-of-way dedication is proposed along Cedar Crest Boulevard, Orefield Road 

and Mauch Chunk Road. A right-of-way is proposed for the new site roadway if the 
Township accepts the dedication of the roadway. Sidewalk, concrete monuments 
and shade trees are proposed along all site frontages. There is no existing curbing 
along Cedar Crest Boulevard, Orefield Road nor Mauch Chunk Road so none is 
currently proposed. Curb will be proposed along these frontages if requested by 
PennDOT.  

 
Comment 2: Revise the Private Road to meet the required 800 foot separation from Mauch Chunk Road/Mechanicsville 

Road intersection, SALDO §312-35.A(6)(e)[1]; 
 

Response 2:  The proposed site road alignment has been updated to match Mechanicsville Road 
intersection alignment. 800 foot separation no longer applies.  

   
Comment 3:  Permits should be obtained as applicable for any work within the existing wetlands on the site. Also, the 

basis of the wetlands delineation should be noted on the Plans. Confirmation as it pertains to the wetland 
mitigation should be provided from PADEP (if applicable), SALDO §312-12.B(18); 

 
Response 3:  A PADEP Chapter 105 permit application for wetland impacts was submitted to 

PADEP in January 2026. The first round of comments has been received and the 
application will be resubmitted in May 2026. The Waters of the US Report that 
defines the wetland delineation is listed under plan references on the cover sheet.  

 
Comment 4: We note the following street cross section comments: 
 

a. Provide the proposed pavement structures for street rights-of-way including pavement thickness 
dimensions and pavement material labels per the Township Standard Construction Documents, 
SALDO §312-12.B(32); 

 
b. Provide a cross section of Orefield Road. The Township Official Map Component 2 identifies this 

portion of Orefield Road as a Collector Road, SALDO §312-35.B(3)(c); and 
 

c. Revise the pavement structure, right-of-way width, cross-slopes, etc. for the proposed roadway 
(listed as Private Road) to be consistent with the Township Standard Construction Details for a 
Minor Arterial Street, SALDO §312-35.B(3)(b)[1]. 
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Response 4a: Cross sections of Orefield Road, North Cedar Crest Boulevard, Mauch Chunk Road 

are provided. Please note that there is no proposed widening for any of these roads 
so the pavement thicknesses are estimated per PennDOT’s standards.  

 
Response 4b: A cross section of Orefield Road is now included. There is no proposed roadway 

widening, but right-of-way dedication is proposed to allow the Township to widen 
Orefield Road to a Collector Road in the future. 

 
Response 4c: The proposed roadway is designed as a local street which is adequate for the 

amount of traffic expected to utilize the roadway.  
 
 The Official Map is governed by Article IV of the MPC.  Pursuant to Section 406, the 

reservation for public grounds shall lapse and become void one year after an owner 
of such property has submitted a written notice to the governing body announcing 
his intentions to build, subdivide or otherwise develop the land covered by the 
reservation, or has made formal application for an official permit to build a structure 
for private use, unless the governing body shall have acquired the property or begun 
condemnation proceedings to acquire such property before the end of the year. 

 
 The applicant has proposed the road connection where depicted on the preliminary 

plan.  If the Township desires the proposed road connection to be a minor arterial 
roadway, then the Township has one (1) year from the date of the filing of the 
preliminary plan in which to acquire the property or begin condemnation 
proceedings to acquire the property. 

 
 

Comment 5:  Identify locations of proposed concrete reference monuments, SALDO §312-12.B(27); 
 

Response 5:  Proposed concrete monuments are now shown on the site plan.  
 
Comment 6: Graphically show applicable setbacks from the Private Road, SALDO §312-12.B(29); 
 

Response 6: Setbacks from the proposed roadway are shown on the plan.  
 

Comment 7: The plan information is not sufficient to determine whether code-compliant accessible routes from the 
spaces to the buildings are provided. Building first floor elevations, locations and details of site handicapped 
ramps, and detailed accessible route grading from the proposed handicapped parking spaces to the 
applicable buildings are required for review. The Township’s Accessibility Code Official may have additional 
review comments during building permitting. We recommend contacting the Code Official to confirm the 
above comments and any other applicable accessibility requirements. Review with the Code Official the 
details of the ramps, and landings, as well as the locations and exterior grades of accessible means of 
egress; 

 
Response 7:  Grading insets have been provided for all ADA spaces that show ADA compliant 

accessible routes to the main entrance of each building.  
   

Comment 8:  The plans identify proposed gates at the entrance to the proposed buildings and substation. Provide 
information regarding gate operations (e.g., shift changes, queuing, truck impacts, etc.); 

 
Response 8:  The data center will operate with four shifts each day. The available queuing area 

from the proposed site roadway to the main entrance is approximately 777’. This is 
long enough for the queuing of nine tractor trailers or 31 vehicles. The substation 
gate will only be accessed when maintenance to the substation is required which 
will be rarely.   

 
Comment 9: Revise the scale of the Location Map to be no greater than 1” = 1,000’, SALDO §312-12.B(9); 
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Response 9: The scale of the Location Map has been changed to 1’’ = 1,000’. See Sheet C-000. 
 

Comment 10:  Provide One-Call information and identify underground utilities (e.g., gasline, electric, etc.), SALDO §312-
12.B(19); 

 
Response 10:  One call information is provided in the One call symbol.  

 
Comment 11: We note the following as it relates to the profile sheets: 
 

a. Revise the scales of the profile sheets to be 1” = 50’ Horizontal and 1” = 10’ Vertical (scales of 1” 
= 60’ H; and 1” = 6’ V provided), SALDO §312-12.B(34). Further, provide plan and the respective 
profile information on each sheet; and 

 
b. Provide gridlines and vertical curve information on the Private Road Profiles (Drawings C-172 

through C-179, SALDO §312-12.B(31). 
 
 

Response 11:  The profile sheets have been updated to have a horizontal scale of 1”=50’ and 1”=10’ 
vertical scale. Plan and respective profile information are now shown on each sheet. 

 
 Gridlines and vertical information is now shown on the site roadway profiles.  
 

Comment 12: We note the following as it relates to the Zoning Data Table (Sheet C-100): 
 

a. Provide a calculation for the required number of parking spaces, SALDO §312-12.B(8)(i); 
 

b. List the number of employees, SALDO §312-12.B(8)(i); 
 

c. Confirm that the proposed number of parking and queuing spaces satisfies the parking 
requirements, SALDO §312-12.B(8)(i); and 

 
d. Check the PARNUM for the Parcel ending in 560 (appears it should be 2), SALDO §312-12.B(8)(i). 

 
 

Response 12a:  The calculation for the required number of parking spaces is now included on the 
overall site plan sheet. 

 
Response 12b: The number of employees is now listed on the overall site plan sheet. 
 
Response 12c: It is confirmed that the proposed number of parking spaces and queuing spaces 

satisfy the SALDO requirements.  
 
Response 12d: The PARNUM ending in 2 is for the existing cell tower. A parcel number call out for 

the cell tower has been added to the plans.  
   

Comment 13:  We note the following regarding site easements (SALDO §312-12.B(26)): 
 

a. Obtain any easements for work outside the property boundaries (e.g., on property to the south); 
 

b. Identify the status of any existing easements to the site from Cedar Crest Boulevard and/or 
Mauch Chunk Road; and 

 
c. Identify any deed restrictions associated with the cell tower easement. 

 
Response 13a: There is no proposed work outside of the property boundaries.  
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Response 13b: There are existing access easements to the site from both Cedar Crest Boulevard 
and Mauch Chunk Road. Please reference the documents provided for easement 
exception 14 and easement exception 21.  

 
Response 13c: Please reference the documents provided for easement exception 14 and 

easement exception 21. 

 
Comment 14: Check the Sheet Numbering listed on the plans and in the Sheet List Table for consistency (e.g., 

duplicate sheet numbers are shown on individual Plan Sheets as well as the Sheet List Table; total 
number of sheets: 145 listed; 154 counted, etc.). Revise the plan information as necessary, SALDO §312-
12.B(3). Ultimately, identify the sheets to be recorded on the Sheet Index; 

 
Response 14: The sheet numbering has been updated. Sheets to be recorded have been indicated 

on the Sheet Index. 
 

Comment 15:  Identify the North Whitehall Township/South Whitehall Township municipal boundary (and the basis used 
to establish the boundary on the plan), SALDO §312-12.B(21); 

 
Response 15:  Municipal boundary has been provided and labeled as shown on sheet C-050. 

 
Comment 16: Identify the I/RR-2 and the I/NC zoning district boundaries on the Site Plans as applicable, SALDO §312-

12.B(13); 
 

Response 16:  These zoning boundaries are now labeled.  
 

Comment 17: Provide existing and proposed contours within 400 feet of the site, 
SALDO §312-12.B(15), and sidewalks, trails, driveways, streets easements, and right-of-way, etc. within 
400 feet of the site, SALDO §312-12.B(21); 

 
Response 17: Existing and proposed contours, impervious surfaces, and right-of-way within 400 

feet of the site have been provided as shown on sheet C-050. 
   

Comment 18:  Identify a benchmark on the plans, SALDO §312-12.B(16); 
 

Response 18:  Benchmarks are shown on the existing conditions plans around the site perimeter. 
They are labeled as “Target #X – elevation”. 

 
Comment 19: Identify any staging, SALDO §312-12.B(35); 
 

Response 19: No staging is proposed for the development. 
 

Comment 20: Check the graphic scale on Drawings C-121 through C-123. Also, in addition to the graphic scales provide 
written scales on each sheet as applicable, SALDO §312-12.B(1); 

 
Response 20:  The graphic scales on sheets C-121 through C-123 have been updated. The written 

scales have been included under the scale bars.  
 
Comment 21: Discuss with the Township Staff the necessity of providing a Zoning Plan, SALDO §312-12.B(41); 
 

Response 21:  All zoning information is shown and labeled on the site plan. 
 

Comment 22: Revise the proposed grading not to exceed 3 feet horizontal to 1 foot vertical (2.5 feet H to 1 foot V is 
proposed), SALDO §312-35.B(3)(a)[8][a][ii][B]. Also, confirm the proposed contour tie-ins along Cedar 
Crest Boulevard; and 

 
Response 22:  Proposed grading has been updated to not exceed 3:1 slopes. Proposed contour 

tie-ins along Cedar Crest Boulevard have been updated.  
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Comment 23:  Expand the project narrative to specify whether the parcel owner is the same as the applicant, include the 

building sizes, include the number of proposed parking spaces, and include the information required by 
SALDO §312-12.B(40). 

 
Response 23:  The project narrative has been expanded as requested and per the SALDO 

requirements.  
 

Stormwater Management 
 
Comment 1: We received an updated PCSM Plan (January 20, 2026) and have not reviewed this information. All 

comments are based on the information contained on the attached List of Plans Supplement Information; 
 

Response 1:  Comment acknowledged. 
 

Comment 2: The site remains ungraded in the north and west sides of the overall project site, which maintains existing 
low areas and closed depressions. The site should create positive flow from all areas of the site, SMP §296-
18.R(1)(b); 

 
Response 2: The site grading has been updated to create positive flow from these identified 

areas.   
   

Comment 3:  Provide the pre-development hydrograph analysis for POA001 and POA002 in the Report, SMP §296-
17.A. The pre-development hydrograph analysis should consider areas which drain to closed depressions 
as there are several shown on the Pre-Development Tributary Area Plan, SMP §296-17.I; 

 
Response 3:  The pre-development hydrograph analyses for all POA’s are now included in the 

stormwater report. The pre-development hydrograph analysis now excludes areas 
which drain to closed depressions.  

 
Comment 4: A diversion of approximately 30 acres from POA002 to POA001 is proposed. Provide calculations to 

show that the runoff rate and volume from this area will not impact the downstream properties, SMP 
§296-11.F and §296-17.H; 

 
Response 4: The drainage design of the site has been updated and this diversion area has been 

reduced. All required calculations are now included in the report.  
 

Comment 5:  We note the following comments regarding the Tributary Area Plans and their hydrograph analysis: 
 

a. Revise the Pre-Development Tributary Area Plan to show existing cover types (e.g., woods, 
meadow, etc.); 
 

b. Show the Act 167 boundaries for the Coplay Creek and Jordan Creek on the Tributary Area 
Plans, SMP §296-21.B(10); 

 
 

c. Show the proposed 10-foot pedestrian access path on the Post-Development Tributary Area 
Plan, SMP §296-21.B(8); 
 

d. Revise the post-development tributary area delineation to include any off-site drainage areas 
tributary to stormwater management facilities (e.g., Detention Basin #1, Detention Basin #2, 
Detention Basin #5, etc.), SMP §296-17.J; 

 
 

e. Revise the post-development undetained areas to include the tributary area from the 24-inch 
HDPE storm sewer crossing west of the Mauch Chunk Road and Proposed Private Road 
intersection and the 18-inch HDPE storm sewer crossing east of the Cedar Crest Boulevard and 
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Proposed Private Road intersection; 
 

f. Label proposed contour information and revise the post-development tributary area delineations 
to follow the proposed grading (e.g., top of berm along Infiltration Basins #1 and #2, Detention 
Basin #4 tie-ins, etc.), SMP §296-17.C; 

 
 

g. Provide consistency between the tributary area takeoffs (e.g., BMP1 Capture, BMP2 Capture, 
BMP3 Capture, Undetained, etc.) for the Post-Development Tributary Area Plan and the post-
development drainage area calculations in the Report; and 
 

h. Check the SCM ID labels for Detention Basin #2 and Infiltration Basin #1 on the Plans and Post-
Development Tributary Area Plan. It appears that Infiltration Basin #1 should be SCM 003/BMP3 
to be consistent with the post-development drainage areas provided in the Report. 

 
Response 5a:  The pre-development drainage area maps have been updated to show existing 

cover types.  
 
Response 5b: The Act 167 boundaries have been added to the pre-development drainage area 

maps. 
 
Response 5c: The proposed shared-use path is now shown. 
 
Response 5d: All offsite areas that are tributary to SCM’s are shown on the post-development 

drainage area maps. Please note that the offsite areas west of North Cedar Crest 
Boulevard are very small. 

 
Response 5e: These offsite areas are included in the stormwater calculations.  
 
Response 5f: All proposed contours are now labeled. The post-development drainage areas follow 

the proposed grading.  
 
Response 5g: Drainage area takeoffs are consistent throughout the stormwater management 

report. 
 
Response 5h: All SCM labels shown on the plans are consistent with the language in the 

stormwater management report.  
 

Comment 6: Verify the stage-storage calculations for Detention Basins #1 and #2 and provide consistency between 
the post-development analysis and the Plans, SMP §296-18.D; 

 
Response 6:  The calculations have been updated.   
 

Comment 7: The exfiltration rates (cfs) used in the infiltration basin calculations should be checked as they do not match 
the provided infiltration rates (in/hr), SMP §296-15.H; 

 
Response 7: This comment no longer applies as infiltration basins are no longer proposed.   
   

Comment 8:  Confirm that the Infiltration Basins have been designed to provide the storage volume for the full water 
quality volume below the lowest orifice, SMP §296-18.F;  

 
Response 8:  This comment no longer applies as infiltration basins are no longer proposed 

 
Comment 9: Provide a minimum longitudinal slope of 2-percent across all Basin floors, SMP §296-18.R(4)(b); 
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Response 9: SCM003 is the only detention basin proposed and has been designed to have a 2% 
slope. SCM001, SCM002 and SCM004 are all designed to have permanent 4’ deep 
pools and do not require sloping along their floors.  

 
Comment 10:  Revise the Detention Basin #1 basin hydrologic analysis to include the top elevation (384.00) from Outlet 

Structure F14, SMP §296-18.D; 
 

Response 10:  Site design has changed; therefore, this comment no longer applies. 
 

Comment 11:  Confirm the basin bottom elevation for Detention Basin #3 as the Plans provide (427.0) while the Report 
states (426.0), SMP §296-18.D; 

 
Response 11:  Site design has changed; therefore, this comment no longer applies. 
 

Comment 12: Provide consistency between the Plans and Report for the Detention Basin #4 circular orifice size, 
SMP§296-18.D; 

 
Response 12:  Site design has changed; therefore, this comment no longer applies. 
   

Comment 13:  Revise the Detention Basin #2 hydrograph analysis to consider tailwater conditions from Infiltration Basin 
#2. The Infiltration Basin #2 water surface elevation is higher in all design storms than the lowest orifice 
elevation in Detention Basin #2; 

 
Response 13:  Site design has changed; therefore, this comment no longer applies. 

 
Comment 14: Provide justification for the 30% void applied to the Infiltration Basin sub-surface storage calculations, 

SMP §296-18.E; 
 

Response 14: Site design has changed; therefore, this comment no longer applies. 
 

Comment 15:  Provide dewatering calculations to demonstrate that each Detention and Infiltration Basin completely 
drains over a time period of not less than 24 hours, but not more than 72 hours, SMP §296-11.J; 

 
Response 15:  Dewatering calculations have been provided.  

 
Comment 16: Provide liners for the proposed Detention Basins, SMP §296-11.T. We defer to the Township 

Geotechnical Consultant regarding the specifications for the basin liner; 
 

Response 16:  Impermeable liners are proposed in SCM001, SCM002 and SCM004. SCM003 is 
designed as a dry-extended detention basin and is designed to have topsoil and be 
seeded. It is not located in the proximity of any closed depressions.  

 
Comment 17: 17. Provide detention basin warning signs along the proposed basin fencing, SMP §296-18.R(4)(d); 
 

Response 17:  Labels have been added to the existing basin fences, noting the presence of basing 
warning signs. See Sheets C-654 to C-658. 

   
Comment 18:  18. Confirm that the basin access ramps have a maximum slope of 10%, SMP §296-18.R(4)(h); 
 

Response 18:  Basin ramps have been confirmed to have a maximum slope of 10%.  

 
Comment 19: 19. We note the following regarding the storm sewer system and its corresponding calculations: 
 

a. Provide consistency between the Plans and Report for all pipe sizes, pipe lengths, invert 
elevations, top of grate elevations, etc., SMP §296-18.R(2); 
 

b. Provide 100-year storm sewer calculations to ensure runoff intended for stormwater management 
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facilities is captured and contained within the system, SMP §296-17.S; 
 

c. Revise the downstream starting Hydraulic Grade Line (HGL) elevations for the storm sewer 
calculations to begin at the calculated water surface elevations for the downstream condition (e.g. 
Detention Basin #1, etc.). All storm sewer HGL calculations should consider junction losses and 
inlet control at each structure, SMP §296-18.R(2)(f); 

 
d. Provide inlet grate capacity calculations, SMP §296-18.R(2)(j); and 

 
e. Provide applicable headwater calculations for all intake structures adjacent to the right-of-way to 

confirm no encroachment in the right-of-way, SMP §296-18.R(1)(c). 
 

Response 19a: The plans and report are now fully consistent. 
 
Response 19b: 100-year storm sewer calculations are included in the stormwater management 

report. 
 
Response 19c: The downstream HGL’s of pipes that outfall into SCM’s is set to the water surface 

elevation of the design storm at that SCM. All HGL calculations include junction 
losses and inlet control. 

 
Response 19d: Inlet grate capacity calculations are now included in the stormwater management 

report. 
 
Response 19e: Headwater calculations are now provided for all culverts.  
 

Comment 20:  Provide tributary area delineations for the proposed Swales to confirm their calculations, SMP §296-
18.R(3); 

 
Response 20:  Tributary area delineations for the proposed swales are now shown on the inlet 

drainage area map. 
 
Comment 21:  Provide additional water quality calculations in accordance with SMP §296-15.B(2). These calculations 

should consider existing that pervious areas and at least 20% of existing impervious areas should be 
considered meadow in good condition, 

  SMP §296-27.A(2). Additionally, revise the provided water quality volume calculations to include the on-
site tributary areas for each discharge point, SMP §296-15.B(1); 

 
Response 21:  The NPDES PCSM spreadsheet for each POA has been provided in the report and 

provides the requested calculations.  
 

Comment 22: Provide green infrastructure and low impact development practices wherever possible, SMP §296-27; 
 

Response 22:  This has been accommodated to the maximum extent practicable.  
   

Comment 23:  Clarify the limits of the proposed ownership of and maintenance responsibilities for the storm sewer 
system, specifically the structures that appear to be located within the Cedar Crest Boulevard right-of-
way, SMP §296-38.A; 

 
Response 23:  The storm sewer system within the right-of-way of any abutting roads will be 

owned and maintained by PennDOT. 

 
Comment 24: Show drainage easements for the stormwater management facilities on a Plan to be recorded, SMP 

§296-21.B(13) and §296-41; 
 

Response 24: Drainage easements are shown and labeled on the easement plan sheet.  
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Comment 25:  Provide the statements listed in SMP §296-18.R(8) on a Plan to be recorded; 
 

Response 25:  These statements have been added to the coversheet.  
 

Comment 26:  Provide a scale on the tributary area plans, SALDO §312-12.B(12); 
 

Response 26:  A scale has been added to the tributary area plans.  
 
Comment 27: A BMP Operations and Maintenance Plan, describing the proposed procedures identifying the person 

responsible, and noting any applicable easements, should be 
 

Response 27:  Please reference sheet C-652 which lists the operations and maintenance 
requirement of each SCM proposed onsite.  

 
Comment 28: Noting the anticipated revisions necessary to address the comments, and recognizing that revised plan 

have already been sent to the Township, we anticipate additional comments on future plans provided in 
this review. 

 
Response 28:  Comment acknowledged.  
   

Traffic 
 
Transportation Impact Study and Scoping Application Comments for PennDOT’s Consideration 
 
Comment 1: PennDOT has noted that Mechanicsville Road will need to be aligned with the proposed Township 

roadway. Evaluate the intersection of the proposed Township roadway and Mauch Chunck Road (SR 
1017) with Mechanicsville Road (SR 1012) relocated as the fourth leg of the intersection. Include signal 
warrant analysis in the evaluation, including all PennDOT warrants; 

 
Response 1: As requested, the intersection of Mauch Chunk Road (SR 1017) and Mechanicsville 

Road (SR 1012) has been evaluated with the proposed Township roadway as the 
fourth leg to the intersection. Based on available traffic volumes, both four-hour and 
peak hour traffic signal warrants were evaluated at the intersection.   

 
Comment 2: The nearby developments considered for background traffic should include Ridge Farms Full Build and the 

Parkland High School Expansion; 
 

Response 2:  As requested, the no-build traffic volumes have been updated to include anticipated 
traffic to be generated by both the Ridge Farm development and the expansion of 
the Parkland High School.  

   
Comment 3:  Provide an estimate of existing traffic that will divert to use the new road through the site; 
 

Response 3:  As requested, traffic volumes to be diverted to use the new Township roadway 
have been estimated and included in the Forecasted 2030 Opening Year Build 
condition traffic volumes.  

 
Comment 4: The Transportation Impact Study, project narrative and land development plans should be revised to be 

consistent. The square footage of the data centers, location of the proposed Mauch Chunk Road 
intersection, and the future ownership of the proposed roadway are notable discrepancies; 

 
Response 4: The Transportation Impact Assessment has been revised to ensure that the project 

narrative and the development plan are consistent, including the square footage of 
the data centers, location of the new Township roadway intersection and future 
ownership of the proposed roadway.  

 
Comment 5:  The following comments relate to the study area: 
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a. Describe and evaluate the proposed driveway that accesses the new roadway located 
approximately 620 feet east of North Cedar Crest Boulevard; 

 
Response 5a: This driveway has been removed.  

 

b. The intersection of Cedar Crest Boulevard and Suncrest Drive should be added to the study; 
 

Response 5b:  As requested, the intersection of North Cedar Crest Boulevard and Suncrest Drive 
has been added to the study.  

 

c. The unsignalized intersection of Cedar Crest Boulevard and Huckleberry Road should be 
studied with and without the proposed improvements from Ridge Farms; 
 

Response 5c:  As requested, the intersection of North Cedar Crest Boulevard and Huckleberry 
Road has been added to the study, both without and with the improvements 
proposed for the Ridge Farm development.  

 

d. The intersection of Mauch Chunk Road and 18th Street should be added to the study; and 
 

Response 5d:  Based on the decrease in anticipated traffic volumes to be generated by the 
currently proposed data center development, the intersection of Mauch Chunk Road 
and 18th Street was not added to the study.  

 

e. The remaining signalized intersections on Mauch Chunk Road and Cedar Crest Boulevard 
south of the site, up to and including the interchanges with Route 22 should be added to the 
study area. 

 
Response 5e:  Based on the decrease in anticipated traffic volumes to be generated by the 

currently proposed data center development, the remaining signalized intersection 
on Mauch Chunk Road and North Cedar Crest Boulevard, south of the site, were not 
added to the study. 

 
Comment 6: The study intersections on Cedar Crest Boulevard shall be evaluated for the school peak hours; 
 

Response 6: While the school peak hour overlaps with the weekday AM peak street traffic hour, 
the proposed data center development is anticipated to generate minimal traffic 
volumes during the afternoon school peak hour. Therefore, these analyses have not 
been included in the revised Transportation Impact Assessment.  

 
Comment 7: Show calculations indicating how heavy vehicle percentage and peak hour factor are affected at 

intersections where school traffic has been added to intersections that were counted when school was not 
in session; 

 
Response 7:  New traffic volume data has been collected at the study intersections when the 

Parkland High School classes were in session. Therefore, adjustments to the current 
existing traffic volume data were not required.  

   
Comment 8:  The following comments relate to the gravity model: 
 

a. Revise the site traffic distribution gravity model. The following municipalities have the majority 
of their population within 10 miles of the site and should be included in the model: City of 
Bethlehem, Borough of Bath, Heidelberg Township, Weisenberg Township, Borough of 
Fountain Hill, and Borough of Alburtis; and 
 

Response 8a: As requested the gravity model has been revised to include the City of Bethlehem, 
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the Borough of Baht, Heidelberg Township, Weisenberg Township, the Borough of 
Fountain Hill and the Borough of Alburtis. However, based on the location of each 
of these municipalities, no significant change to the proposed trip distribution 
occurred when including these additional municipalities in the model.  

 

b. Revise Table 4 and Figure 5 to be consistent with the gravity model. Shankweiler Road 
to/from the west and Mauch Chunk Road to/from the north need to be added to the gravity 
model. Cedar Crest Boulevard to/from the north and Orefield Road to/from the west are 
inconsistent. 

 
Response 8b:  As requested, Table 4 and Figure 5 have been revised to be consistent with the 

Gravity Model.  

 
Comment 9: The following comments relate to the Parkland High School driveway intersection: 
 

a. The Parkland High School Driveway signalized intersection has unique features to address the 
short but intense traffic associated with the beginning of the school day. The modeling should 
account for this feature in the existing conditions, and similar features or alternative mitigation 
should be provided for the proposed conditions. Note that dual turn lanes into the school are 
not desirable given the internal configuration of the site; 

 
Response 9a: As requested, the analyses for the intersection of North Cedar Crest Boulevard with 

the Parkland High School Driveway have been revised to address the short but 
intense traffic associated with the beginning of the school day.  

 

b. The peak hour factor for the Parkland High School Driveway intersection for the AM peak hour 
may not be arbitrarily changed for the “with development” condition. Adding the driveway will 
not change the peaking characteristics of the rest of the intersection; and 

 
 Response 9a: As the proposed site driveway is no longer planned to be aligned with the Parkland 

High School Driveway, the peak hour factor for the intersection has been maintained 
under forecasted no-build and forecasted build conditions. 

 

c. The proposed local roadway intersection at the Parkland High School Driveway will be 
required to have a footprint compatible with the School Driveway, including through lanes 
aligned across the intersection. 

 
Response 9c: Again, the proposed site driveway is no longer planned to be aligned with the 

Parkland High School Driveway. Therefore, this comment no longer applies. 
 

Comment 10:  The TIS discussion of Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Facilities and/or conclusions should include the 
Jordan Creek Greenway and specific commitments being made by the developer to improve and connect 
portions of the trail. The count data should include pedestrians and bicyclists; 

 
Response 10: The applicant is proposing a 10’ shared use path along all roadway frontages and 

the new site roadway. Any other offsite improvements to the Jordan Creek 
Greenway are independent of this application.  

 
Comment 11: Explain or revise the volumes on Figure 2 at the intersection of Mauch Chunk Road and Mechanicsville 

Road. Provide additional calculations for how the additional school trips are distributed. The distribution of 
additional school trips is also inconsistent at Walbert Avenue; 

 
Response 11: As previously noted, new traffic volume data has been collected at the study 

intersections when the Parkland High School classes were in session. Therefore, 
adjustments to the current existing traffic volume data were not required 

 
Comment 12: The following comments relate to the Synchro analysis: 
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a. The Highway Capacity Manual analysis requires that initial queue be seeded with 1 vehicle for the 

Initial Queue Delay (d3) to be calculated. Adjust the initial queue setting in the analysis to a 
minimum of 1 vehicle or collect and provide data showing that no initial queues are present at the 
study intersections; 

 
Response 12a:  As requested, the signalized intersection analyses included in the Transportation 

Impact Assessment have been revised in order to seed the initial queues with one 
(1) vehicle.  

 
b. Revise the Lost Time Adjust to be consistent with PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 10-10; and 

 
Response 12b:  As requested, the signalized intersection analyses included in the Transportation 

Impact Assessment have been revised in order to ensure the Lost Time Adjust is 
consistent with PennDOT Publication 46.   
 

c. Revise the Critical and Follow-up Headways for unsignalized intersections. Provide calculations 
based on PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 10-11, and Exhibit 10-12, and HCM 7th Ed, Equation 
20-16 and Equation 20-17. 

 
Response 12c: As requested, calculations have been provided based on PennDOT Publication 46 

and the 7th Edition of the Highway capacity Manual for the Critical and Follow-up 
Headways at the unsignalized intersections.     

   
Comment 13:  Revise the required sight distance looking left to use Case B1, as the driver needs to be able to see both 

directions to negotiate a left turn. Also, provide sight distance evaluation for the proposed local road onto 
Cedar Crest Boulevard, the emergency driveway onto Cedar Crest Boulevard, and the proposed site 
driveway onto the proposed local road. Also provide clear sight triangles on the Landscape Plans, SALDO 
§312-12.B(36); and 

 
Response 13:  As requested, the sight distance looking left has been revised to use Case B1 and 

the sight distance evaluation has been expanded to include the intersection of 
North Cedar Crest Boulevard and the proposed new Township roadway.  

 
Comment 14: Provide electronic Synchro files, as not all inputs can be verified from the worksheet printouts, SALDO 

§312-12.A(5). 
 

Response 14: As requested, copies of the electronic Synchro files have been provided with the 
resubmission of the Transportation Impact Assessment.  

 

Land Development Plans 
 
Comment 1: We recommend secondary access to the two northern data center buildings should be discussed with the 

Township Emergency Services; 
 

Response 1: The site layout has been updated and all data centers now have secondary access.  
 

Comment 2: Revise the curb detail (Drawing C-151) to be consistent with the Township Standard Construction Details, 
SALDO §312-35.B(3)(a)[1]; 

 
Response 2:  The curb detail has been updated to be consistent with the Township Standard 

Construction Details. Please See Sheet C-151. 
   

Comment 3:  We note the following regarding the proposed private road through the site: 

a. Provide vertical curves where the change in grade exceeds 1%, 
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SALDO §312-35.B(3)(a)[6]. Also, provide gridlines and vertical curve information on 
the associated Private Road Profiles (Drawings C-172 through C-179, SALDO §312-
12.B(31); 

b. Provide a minimum vertical grade is 1 percent and a maximum vertical grade of 5 
percent (grades of 0 percent and 7± percent are shown) for Arterial Streets, SALDO 
§312-35.B(3)(a)[7]; 

c. Provide stationing on the plan view in coordination with the profiles; 

d. Label roadway centerline horizontal curve radii, SALDO §312-35.B(3)(a)[5]; 

e. Label pavement markings with color and width; 

f. Provide a table of proposed signs with PennDOT designation, legend, and sign; 
and 

g. Indicate the speed limit for the proposed Township roadway. The horizontal curves 
should be adequately sized for the design speed, 
SALDO §312-35.B(3)(a)[5]. 

 
Response 3a:  Vertical curves have been provided throughout the proposed private road where 

appropriate. Gridlines and vertical curve information have been included on the 
profile views on sheets C-161 to C-166. 

 
Response 3b: The private township road was designed to local road standards and not arterial 

road standards. A minimum of 1% grade has been provided throughout the 
proposed private road with the exception location at the intersection of the 
proposed private road and the N Cedar Crest Blvd to allow for a smooth transition 
and no impacts to the cross slope of N Cedar Crest Blvd. 

 
Response 3c: Stationing on plan views and profile views have been provided on sheets C-161 to 

C-166. 
 
Response 3d: A table with the proposed roadway centerline information has been added to plan 

sheets C-161 to C-166. 
 
Response 3e: Pavement marking width and color have been provided on the signing and 

pavement marking plan sheets C-167 to C-169. 
 
Response 3f: A table including the proposed signage along the proposed private road has been 

provided on sheets C-167 to C-169. 
 
Response 3g: The design speed of the proposed private road is 35 MPH. Horizontal curves have 

been designed per SALDO requirements. 

 
Comment 4: The following comments relate to truck turning template information (Drawings C-121 through C-123): 
 

a. Revise the fire truck turning templates to use the largest South Whitehall Fire Truck and show 
access from each direction, as appropriate, at each intersection and traveling through the site; 
 

b. Provide delivery truck templates through the substation area; and 
 

c. Confirm the largest delivery vehicles anticipated for the site. 
 

Response 4a: The fire truck turning template has been updated to South Whitehall fire truck 
standards and the proposed access through the site is now shown as requested. 
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Response 4b: A delivery truck turning movement is now shown going through the substation. 
 
Response 4c: The largest delivery vehicle to the site will be a WB-62. 

 

Policy and Information 
 
Comment 1: Provide a list of all easements/rights-of-way necessary to support the planned development on a plan to 

be recorded that shows the locations of the areas in question with a corresponding legend. The list should 
include identification of the grantor and grantee at the time of plan recording and the type of 

  easement/right-of-way (e.g., sanitary sewer, roadway, etc.). For dedications to SWT, legal descriptions for 
each easement/right-of-way, along with an 8½-inch by 11-inch plan, must be provided for incorporation 
into Deeds of Dedication prior to plan recording; 

 
Response 1:  A table listing the proposed easements has been added to sheet C-170. Please note 

that currently only stormwater access easements are required to support the 
project.   

 
Comment 2: Address any concerns of the Landscape and Shade Tree Commission, 

SALDO §312-12.B(28). Identify any tree protection areas, SALDO §312-34.C; 
 

Response 2:  The Landscape and Shade Tree commission have not yet provided any comments.  
   

Comment 3:  The Township should determine whether open space, or fees in lieu thereof, will be required, and an 
appropriate note added to the plan to be recorded, 

  SALDO §312-34(d) and §312-36(d); 
 

Response 3:  Open space is proposed to be dedicated to the Township. Please reference the 
Open Space plan sheets.  

 
Comment 4: Provide a note listing all required outside agency permits and approvals on a plan to be recorded. These 

Agencies/permits include, but may not necessarily be limited to: 
 

a. LVPC, SALDO §312-12.A(10); 
 

b. PennDOT, SALDO §312-12.A(11); 
 

c. PADEP (on-lot sewage disposal), SALDO §312-12.A(8); 
 

d. PADEP, SALDO §312-12.A(12); 
 

e. An Erosion & Sedimentation Control Plan approval letter from the Lehigh County Conservation 
District, SALDO §312-12.A(13), §312-12.B(39), and §312-39.E; 

 
f. PADEP (Wetlands), SALDO §312-12.A(12), and 

 
g. LANTA, SALDO §312-12.A(14). 

 
Copies of all correspondence, including all data submitted to outside agencies regarding required 
permits and approvals, should be provided to the Township and our office; 

 
Response 4: The requested table has been added to the cover sheet.  
 

Comment 5:  Remove all references to “The Pidcock Company” on the detail sheets as applicable; 
 

Response 5:  These references have been removed.  
 

Comment 6: Address any concerns of the Public Safety Commission. We have not reviewed and would defer to the 
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Township Fire Marshal and emergency response personnel regarding the acceptability of emergency 
access and fire protection requirements; 

 
Response 6: Comments from the Public Safety Commission have not yet been provided by the 

Township.  
 

Comment 7: We defer to the Township Electrical Consultant to review the proposed site lighting. The Design Engineer 
should confirm that the proposed light standard foundations will be adequate to support the proposed light 
standards; 

 
Response 7:  Comment acknowledged. The foundation that will be installed for these light poles 

will be designed by a structural engineer and will be adequate.  
   

Comment 8:  We defer to the Township Geotechnical Consultant for review of all geotechnical aspects of the design 
including, but not limited to, the basin liner details, the sinkhole mitigation details, preliminary site 
investigation, infiltration setbacks, retaining walls, etc.; 

 
Response 8:  Comment acknowledged. 

 
Comment 9: We defer to the Township Sound/Noise Consultant for review of all acoustical aspects of the design; 
 

Response 9: Comments from the Noise Consultant have not yet been provided by the Township.  
 

Comment 10:  The proposed septic beds are located in areas of closed depressions. The applicant should confirm these 
locations are acceptable with the Township SEO; 

 
Response 10: Comment acknowledged. Septic field design will be fully coordinated with the 

Township SEO.  
 

Comment 11: Discuss matters pertaining to the design of water distribution and sanitary sewerage systems with the 
Public Works Department, SALDO §312-12.A(6)(C) and §312-12.A(7)(C); 

 
Response 11:  Comment acknowledged. Water distribution and sanitary sewage systems will be 

coordinated with the Public Works Department.  
 

Comment 12: Provide a signed and sealed professional engineer’s/surveyor’s statement in accordance with SALDO 
§312-12.B(5). Upon submission of plans for recording, all Statements and Certifications shall be signed 
and sealed/notarized as applicable, SALDO §312-12.B(6). Ultimately, provide signature blocks for the 
Planning Commission, Board of Commissioners, Lehigh Valley Planning Commission, and Lehigh County 
Recorder of Deeds. Also, per Lehigh County Recorder of Deeds requirements wherever a Parcel ID is 
shown, an associated suffix (Parnum) should also be included (e.g., 547677593477 1). 

 
Response 12:  The signed and sealed professional engineer’s statement has been added to the 

plans. The requested statements and certification language has been added to the 
coversheet. All parnum suffixes have been added to the plan.  

 

The comments noted above are the result of our engineering review. We have not reviewed items associated with legal, 
geotechnical, lighting, water/sanitary sewerage systems, environmental, building code, public safety, zoning, and other 
non-engineering issues, which should be reviewed by the appropriate Township Staff and Consultants. 
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Township Water & Sewer Engineer Review 
 
Water Comments 

General 

Comment 1: On behalf of S. Whitehall Twp. Public Works Dept., we are requesting that the water extension along N. 
Cedar Crest Blvd. from Ritter Rd. to Suncrest Rd. be located on the west side of Cedar Crest Blvd. This 
would eliminate the need for a Cedar Crest Blvd. water crossing at Ritter Rd.  

 
Response 1:  Water main extension has been relocated to the west lane of N Cedar Crest Blvd 

between Ritter Rd and Suncrest Dr. 
 

Comment 2: On behalf of the Twp. Public Works Dept., we are requesting a 12-inch main loot on Suncrest Rd. to Orefield 
Rd. and to Pheasant Hills Rd. This loop would allow for multiple direction feeding to balance pressures in 
the event of a fire flow event to the site. 

 
Response 2:  A new 8” water main extension has been designed along Suncrest Dr between 

Orefield Rd and N Cedar Crest Blvd. This 8” water main connects to the existing 8” 
water main on Orefield Rd and acts as a looped supply to the 12” water main 
extension running from the original connection at Ritter Rd to the project site. 
Hydraulic modeling of the system confirms that this loop is appropriately sized to 
balance pressures in the event of a fire flow event to the site. 

   
Comment 3:  The proposed meter pit connections should be relocated adjacent to the access drive across from 

Suncrest Dr. to allow for ease of access by Twp. Water Operations Staff. 
 

Response 3:  Meter pit connections relocated adjacent to the site access drive east of N Cedar 
Crest Blvd, across from the intersection with Suncrest Dr. 

 
Comment 4: We are requesting a meeting with the water designer to discuss concerns with fire demands as well as 

domestic usage and line sizing. 
 

Response 4: Completed on 5/1/2026. 
 

Comment 5:  We are requesting domestic and fire flow estimates. 
 

Response 5:  Completed on 5/1/2026. 
 

Water Main Extension Plan and Profiles Sheet Specific Comments 
 
Comment 6: Sheet Number C-79: Page 79 of 145 
 

A. Station 4+00 add a fire hydrant. 
 

B. Station 4+20 add a 12” gate valve. 
 

C. Station 9+00 add a fire hydrant. 
 

D. Station 9+20 add 12” Gate Valve. 
 

Response 6:  Hydrants and gate valves have been added at equivalent locations along the 
updated water main alignment. 

 
Comment 7: Sheet Number C-80: Page 80 of 145 
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A. Station 10+28.44 Remove the 12” gate valve. 
 

B. Station 14+00 add a fire hydrant. 
 

C. Station 14+20 add a 12” gate valve. 
 

D. Station 18+00 add a sampling station. 
 

E. Station 19+00 add a fire hydrant. 
 

Response 7:  Hydrants, gate valves, and sampling station have been added at equivalent 
locations along the updated water main alignment. 

   
Comment 8:  Sheet Number C-81: Page 81 of 145 
 

A. Station 25+00 add a fire hydrant. 
 

B. Station 25+15 add a 12” gate valve. 
 

Response 8:  Hydrant and gate valve have been added at equivalent locations along the updated 
water main alignment. 

 
Comment 9: Sheet Number C- 82: Page 82 of 145 
 

A. Station 29+80 add a fire hydrant. 
 

B. Station 30+00 add a 12” gate valve. 
 

C. Station 35+00 add a fire hydrant. 
 

D. Station 35+20 add a 12” gate valve. 
 

Response 9: Hydrants and gate valves have been added at equivalent locations along the updated 
water main alignment. 

 
Comment 10:  Sheet Number C-83: Page 83 of 145 
 

A. Station 40+00 add a fire hydrant. 
 
B. Station 40+20 add a 12” gate valve. 

 
C. Station 41+00 add a Sampling Station. 

 
D. Station 41+64 add a 2” water line blow off. 

 
Response 10: Hydrants, gate valves, and sampling station have been added at equivalent 

locations along the updated water main alignment. 
 

Comment 11: Sheet Number C-84: Page 84 of 145 
 
  Add the following S. Whitehall Township Standard Construction Detail sheets as revised June 2023: 
 

A. High-volume Flushing Apparatus – SWT-W-9. 
 
B. Sampling Station – SWT-W-11 

 
C. Replace Water Meter/Double Check Detector Assembly and Pit. SWT-W-7 with updated revision 

date of June 2023. 
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Response 11:  The specified details have been updated and/or added to the plan set. 

 

Sanitary Sewer Comments 

General 

Comment 1: Sanitary sewer is proposed to be on lot septic. SSM defers to the Twp.’s Sewage Enforcement Office’s 
Comments on the proposed septic system.   

 
Response 1:  Comment acknowledged.  
 

Comment 2: A sewer planning module will be required to be submitted to the PA DEP . Domestic sewer flows should be 
provided. 

 
Response 2:  A sewer planning module will be submitted to PADEP. Please reference the sewer 

flow memo included in this resubmission package.  
 

Please note that additional comments may be made based upon any re-design and changes to the water and sewer 
utilities. Please contact us should you have any questions or require any additional information regarding our comments. 
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Township Geotechnical Engineer Review 
 

Chapter 296, Stormwater Management 

Comment 1: Chapter 296-11.H: The design of all facilities over karst shall include an evaluation of measures to 
minimize adverse effects. Identify and evaluate the measures being utilized in this proposal. Specifically 
address each of the karst features present within stormwater management areas, including but not limited 
to sinkholes, closed depressions, rock outcrops, quarry holes, and geologic formation contacts. 

 
Response 1:  All stormwater basins have been designed to avoid the karst features listed in this 

comment.  
 

Comment 2: Chapter 296-11.S: Consideration should be given to the design and use of volume controls for stormwater 
management, where geology and soils permit. Clarify if this proposal satisfies the requirements of this 
section. 

 
Response 2:  Spray irrigation is now being proposed to treat the stormwater management for the 

site.  
   

Comment 3:  Chapter 296-11.T: Within areas containing soils identified by the Soil Conservation Service to be sinkhole 
prone, detention basins shall be lined. For the five (5) detention basins proposed, no liner is shown on the 
basin cross sections. A liner system shall be clearly depicted and labeled on these cross sections along 
with specifications for material of construction and installation and a permeability rate which complies with 
the requirement of this section. The applicant is also proposing three (3) infiltration basins. The applicant 
shall formally request a waiver from this section for the infiltration basins. The applicant shall provide a 
justification for this waiver request. The subsurface conditions documented by the site investigations 
should be cited to support this request. All subsurface data developed to date shall be provided for 
review. Additional testing may be required to adequately demonstrate that this requirement can be safely 
waived. 

 
Response 3:  The proposed site layout has changed, there are no longer any infiltration basins 

being proposed. Impermeable liners are proposed at the three wet detention 
ponds. A liner is not proposed at the dry-extended detention basin as that will be 
seeded with topsoil. The dry-extended detention basin is not proposed on top of 
any karst features.  

 
Comment 4: Chapter 296-11.Y: Infiltration for stormwater management is encouraged where soils and geology permit, 

consistent with the provisions of this chapter and, where appropriate, the Recommendation Chart for 
Infiltration Stormwater Management BMPs in Carbonate Bedrock in Appendix D. Compare soil and 
geology conditions, as documented by onsite testing, with the Recommendation Chart and report the 
results. 

 
Response 4: Spray irrigation is now proposed to treat the stormwater runoff from the site.  
 

Comment 5:  Chapter 296-15.G: The applicant shall document the bedrock type(s) present on the site from published 
sources. Any apparent boundaries between carbonate and noncarbonate bedrock shall be verified 
through more detailed site evaluations by a qualified geotechnical professional. This information shall be 
provided in conjunction with the comment below. 

 
Response 5:  All bedrock types onsite are carbonate rock. There are no boundaries between 

carbonate and noncarbonate rock on this site.  
 

Comment 6: Chapter 296-15.H: For each proposed regulated activity in the watershed where an applicant intends to 
use infiltration BMPs, the applicant shall conduct a preliminary site investigation as outlined in Appendix 
G. All required information shall be provided in a stand-alone report, signed and sealed by the qualified 
geotechnical professional responsible for preparing it. The location of special geologic features shall be 
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verified by the qualified geotechnical professional and clearly depicted and labeled on site plans. A copy 
of the map entitled "Sinkholes and Karst-Related Features of Lehigh and Northampton Counties, 
Pennsylvania" (Kochanov, 1987) shall be provided in the report with the subject property boundaries 
clearly depicted on the map. 

 
Response 6: Please see the included geotechnical report.   
 

Comment 7: Chapter 296-15.!(1): Depth to bedrock below the invert of the BMP shall be greater than or equal to two 
feet (2'). Demonstrate compliance with this requirement. Additional testing may be required. 

 
Response 7:  Infiltration basins are no longer proposed for the site.  
   

Comment 8:  Chapter 296-15.1(2): Depth to seasonal high water table below the invert of the BMP shall be greater 
than or equal to three feet (3'). Demonstrate compliance with this requirement. Additional testing may be 
required. 

 
Response 8:  Infiltration basins are no longer proposed for the site. 

 
Comment 9: Chapter 296-15.1(3): Soil permeability as measured by percolation test shall be greater than or equal to 

0.5 inches/hour and less than or equal to 12 inches/hour. Final raw permeability rates for each basin shall 
comply with this requirement. 

 
Response 9: Please see the included geotechnical report that lists the infiltration test results.  
 

Comment 10:  Chapter 296-15.1(4): Demonstrate that all setback distances required in this section are being provided. 
 

Response 10: These setback distances are being provided.  
 

Comment 11: Chapter 296-15.K: For infiltration areas that appear to be feasible based on the preliminary site 
investigation, the additional site investigation and testing as outlined in Appendix G shall be completed. 
Test results shall be compared to the Recommendation Chart in Appendix D to determine if the site is 
recommended for infiltration. It is noted that this office was not contacted to observe the existing testing. 
All soil testing data gathered to date shall be provided in the report, including descriptive logs for all test 
pits completed, type of permeability testing conducted to date, and all field readings and data. Provide 
justification for the type of permeability testing utilized. List the area of the bottom of basin for each 
infiltration facility and demonstrate that the required minimum density for each test type has been 
provided or conduct additional testing per this section. Provide soil auger testing at the required density 
per Appendix G. Only tests that fall within the bottom footprint of the facility shall be utilized to calculate 
the permeability rate for that facility. The rate for the fastest test shall be discarded from the calculation 
when using a test method allowed in the BMP Stormwater Manual. 

 
Response 11:  Please see the included geotechnical report. Please note that infiltration basins are 

no longer proposed for the site.  
 

Comment 12: Chapter 296-15.M: If infiltration BMPs are proposed in carbonate areas, the post-development two-year 
runoff volume leaving the site shall be 80% or more of the predevelopment runoff volume. Demonstrate 
compliance with this requirement. 

 
Response 12:  Spray irrigation is now being utilized to treat the stormwater management for the 

site.  
   

Comment 13:  Chapter 296-15.R: Stormwater BMPs shall not be placed in or on a special geologic feature(s). 
Additionally, stormwater runoff shall not be discharged into existing on-site sinkholes. Clearly depict and 
label the locations of all special geologic features and demonstrate compliance with this requirement. 

 
Response 13:  Stormwater SCMs are not proposed on any special geologic features onsite. No 

stormwater runoff is being discharged to existing onsite sinkholes. Please 
reference the environmental conditions plan sheet C-059.  
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Comment 14: Chapter 296-18.R(4)(b): Detention basins located in residential areas should have very flat slopes Oess 

than 4H:1V) and shallow water depths Qess than 30 inches). All of the basins on this site are designed 
with steeper side slopes and deeper maximum water depths than allowed by this section. The Township 
shall determine the applicability of these requirements to this site given the proximity to several residential 
properties and to a high school. A minimum longitudinal slope of two percent (2%) shall be provided 
across the basin floor. The applicant shall comply with this requirement or formally request a waiver. The 
applicant shall provide justification for any waiver request which clarifies why a noncompliant design is 
being proposed. 

 
Response 14: SCM001, SCM002 and SCM004 are all proposed to be wet retention ponds with 4’ 

permanent pools and do not require a sloped bottom. SCM003 is proposed as a dry-
extended detention basin and is designed with a 2% sloped bottom.  

 

Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance 

Comment 1: Section 312-12.A(S)(a) On-Lot Sewage Disposal Systems: In their letter dated December 3, 2025, the 
consultant has requested a waiver from the requirements of this section to submit the application for 
sewage disposal system report during the Preliminary Land Development application process. The 
applicant requests instead to submit the required report as part of the Final Land Development 
application. It is noted that the section number is incorrectly cited in the waiver request letter. The letter 
states that testing could not be scheduled until January 2026 and that septic field design will not 
commence until testing is completed. Observation of initial testing was coordinated with this office by the 
consultant, and the first round of testing was completed on January 22 and 23, 2026. At that time, the 
consultant and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) representative 
offered their opinion that the remaining testing, including hydraulic conductivity testing and percolation 
testing, would likely take at least several months to complete, based upon site conditions, weather 
conditions, and administrative scheduling. The PADAP representative confirmed that the sewage permit 
for this project will be issued by the PADEP, not the Local Agency, since the system is classified as a 
Large Volume System with projected design flows exceeding 10,000 gallons per day (gpd). 

   
  We do not support the granting of this waiver. The entire project proposal depends on the suitability of 

sewage disposal as currently planned. While the testing completed to date indicates that the area 
proposed for sewage disposal is preliminarily suitable, a large amount of testing remains to be completed. 
No other methods of treatment/ disposal or areas of the site are designated as a back up if the planned 
area is ultimately shown to be unsuitable for sewage disposal. Further, since the permit will be issued by 
PADEP, it is inappropriate to state that the Township Sewage Enforcement Officer certifies that he will 
approve the on-lot sewage disposal system. 

 
Response 1:  Comment acknowledged. The applicant has withdrawn this waiver.  
 

Comment 2: Section 312-12.B(lS): Provide and label the location of all significant features listed in this section or provide 
a note stating which features do not exist on the site. Significant features shall additionally include the 
location of steep slopes, as indicated on the Official Map of South Whitehall Township and confirmed by 
topographic survey. Also to be included as significant features, in addition to those listed (rock outcrops, 
slag piles, quarry holes, springs, and swampy areas), are all karst features including but not limited to 
sinkholes, closed depressions, shallow bedrock pinnacles, underground caverns, and geologic formation 
contacts. It is noted that numerous closed depressions are indicated by the topography provided on the 
plans and are depicted on the Sinkholes and Karst Related Features Map. Also depicted on this map are 
three (3) quarry holes and several bedrock outcrops (at strike and dip reading locations). Finally, the 
presence of numerous karst features such as sinkholes, rock outcrops, and quarry holes was documented 
by this firm during a previous study of the subject property. 

 
Response 2: Please reference plan sheet C-059.   
   

Comment 3:  Section 312-12.B(22): Soil types and mapped limits shall be identified on the plans. This information has 
been provided. All soil types present on the site shall be listed in the Soil Table and Limitations table 



 

Page 23 

 

kimley-horn.com Two Liberty Place | 50 S. 16th Street, Suite 3300 | Philadelphia, PA 19102 267 687 0150 

 

 

provided on numerous plan sheets. 
 

Response 3:  Comment acknowledged.  

 
Comment 4: Section 312-12.B(23): Location of proposed sanitary sewer services shall be shown on the plan. The 

plans depict a lateral pipe running from each building to a collection and conveyance system consisting of 
piping and manholes. This system is then depicted connecting into a feature labeled as "Septic Field Bed 
2". Additional features labeled as Septic Field Bed 1 and Septic Field Beds 3 through 8 are also depicted, 
with no piping connections to or between them. All proposed sewage system components shall be clearly 
depicted and labeled on the plans in full compliance with the requirements of Chapter 274 Part 6 On-Lot 
Sewage Disposal of the South Whitehall Township Code and with Chapter 73 Standards for Sewage 
Disposal Facilities of the Pennsylvania Code. All components shall be shown correctly as to size, 
configuration, location, and type. This shall include building sewer pipes, treatment tankage, connecting 
pipes, dosing tankage, delivery lines, and absorption areas. Quantify the design flows from each building 
and provide justification. All component sizing shall be per State Code based on design flows. All 
absorption area sizing and configuration shall additionally be based on Limiting Zone depths, percolation 
test rates, and topography. On grading plans, all proposed grading for elevated absorption areas shall be 
provided. On planimetric plans, each absorption area shall include an inner rectangle representing the 
limit of the aggregate and an outer rectangle representing the limit of grading (the outermost slope for 
berms). 

 
Response 4: The proposed septic field is shown on the plans. Please note a more detailed septic 

field design plan will be submitted to the Township as a separate plan package, 
which will include all of the above requested information.  

 
Comment 5:  Section 312-35.B.[S][a][ii](B]: Grading shall be done to a maximum slope of one foot vertical to three feet 

horizontal in areas of earth excavation or earth fill. Quantify the grading slopes depicted on the plan and 
confirm compliance with this requirement. It is noted that Grading Plan Note 9 on Plan Sheet 29 states 
"No graded slopes shall exceed 3H:1V". 

 
Response 5:  There is no proposed grading greater than 3H:1V onsite.  

 

General 

Stormwater Management Report 

Comment 1: Section 1.2, states that the proposed site improvements include domestic and industrial wastewater lines. 
Clarify the source and nature of the industrial wastewater along with the disposal location/ method. 

 
Response 1:  The industrial wastewater was listed in error. There is no industrial wastewater 

proposed for the campus and it has been removed from the report.  
 

Comment 2: Pond Reports for Basins 1, 2, and 3 list exfiltration rates for each basin. Clarify the source and significance 
of these figures, as they do not correlate with the infiltration rate values listed elsewhere in the report. 

 
Response 2: This comment no longer applies as infiltration basins are no longer proposed.  
   

Comment 3:  Appendix F Infiltration Testing, Basin 1, address the following: 
 

a. Identify the type of limiting layer in Test Pit 69B and demonstrate that adequate vertical 
isolation distance to the bottom of the basin is provided. 
 

b. Clarify the different values listed for the geometric mean, the corrected value, and the 
design infiltration rate. 

 
Response 3:  This comment no longer applies as infiltration basins are no longer proposed 
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Comment 4: Appendix F Infiltration Testing, Basin 2, address the following: 
 

a. Identify the type of limiting layer in Test Pits 29B and 30B and demonstrate that adequate 
vertical isolation distance to the bottom of the basin is provided. 
 

b. It appears that the calculation of the geometric mean utilized all five (5) tests. Per the BMP 
Manual, the fastest test is to be discarded from the calculation. This will still apply if 
additional testing is conducted. 

 
c. Clarify the different values listed for the geometric mean, the corrected value, and the 

design infiltration rate. 
 

Response 4: This comment no longer applies as infiltration basins are no longer proposed 
 

Comment 5:  Appendix F Infiltration Testing, Basin 3, address the following: 
 

a. Identify the type of limiting layer in Test Pit 144D and demonstrate that adequate vertical 
isolation distance to the bottom of the basin is provided. 
 

b. It appears that the calculation of the geometric mean utilized all four (4) tests. Per the BMP 
Manual, the fastest test is to be discarded from the calculation. This will still apply if 
additional testing is conducted. 

 
c. Clarify the different values listed for the geometric mean and the corrected value/design 

infiltration rate. 
 
 

Response 5:  This comment no longer applies as infiltration basins are no longer proposed 
 

Land Development Plan Set 

Comment 6: Sheet 1OS and others: Berm & Cut Off Trench Detail, address the following: 
 

a. For the designation of the maximum permeability of the core material, provide the correct 
format for the scientific notation of the number value. 
 

b. The notes state that density tests should be completed by the geotechnical engineer of 
record. Provide the name and contact information for the project geotechnical engineer. 
This person should confirm acceptance of all specifications cited in this detail, including 
those for density and permeability values. 

 
c. The notes and detail title reference a cut off trench, but this feature is not found in the 

detail. Please clarify. 
 
 

Response 6a: The units of the permeability have been updated and are now correct.   
 
Response 6b: A seventh note has been added to this detail noting the geotechnical engineer of 

record and their email address.  
 
Response 6c: The detail title has been updated to remove the reference to cut off trench.  
 

Comment 7: Sheets 119, 121, and 123: planting soil is proposed for SCM Numbers 2, 4, and 6 (the infiltration basins). 
Clarify the need/purpose for this material. 

 
Response 7:  This comment no longer applies as the SWM design has been updated.  
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Comment 8:  Sheets 119, 121, and 123: Planting Soil Specifications Note 8 contains specifications for geotextile, which 

is not shown on the cross sections. Please clarify if geotextile is proposed. 
 

Response 8:  Impermeable liners are proposed for SCM001, SCM002 and SCM004. SCM003 does 
not have any geotextile or liner proposed. 

 
Comment 9: Sheet 120: Detention Basin Cross Section table, the top elevation for Detention Basin SCM 003 is listed 

as 412.75 but is labeled as 412.00 on the plan view and elsewhere. 
 

Response 9: This comment no longer applies as the SWM design has been updated. 
 

Comment 10:  Sheet 122: Detention Basin Cross Section table, the bottom elevation of Detention Basin SCM 005 is 
listed as 426.00 but is labeled as 427.00 on the plan view and elsewhere. 

 
Response 10: This comment no longer applies as the SWM design has been updated. 
 

Comment 11: Sheet 123: Infiltration Basin SCM 006, on the plan view, the basin top of berm and bottom elevations do 
not match the contouring or the information in the Basin Detail table. Also, in the table, the bottom of 
planting soil elevation is the same and the basin bottom elevation. Please clarify. 

 
Response 11:  This comment no longer applies as the SWM design has been updated. 
 

Comment 12: Sheet 124: Basin SCM 007, the top of berm and bottom of basin elevations don't match the information on 
Sheet 107. 

 
Response 12:  This comment no longer applies as the SWM design has been updated. 
   

Comment 13:  Sheet 125: Basin SCM 008, on the plan view, the values for top of berm and basin bottom appear to be 
reversed. In the Basin Cross Section table, the bottom elevation does not match the figure provided 
elsewhere. 

 
Response 13:  This comment no longer applies as the SWM design has been updated. 

 
Comment 14: Multiple sheets: A generic cross section is provided for each basin. Provide sections for each basin which 

reflect the actual proposed grading both inside the basin and beyond the top of berm to indicate whether 
the berm is in cut, fill, or even grade at the section line. For each basin provide a longitudinal section and 
one (1) or more cross sections to adequately cover the basin. Provide both existing and proposed grades 
on all sections. All sections shall be drawn to an appropriate horizontal and vertical scale. Provide 
specifications for subgrade preparation on each section (compacted or scarified as appropriate for type of 
basin, free of large coarse fragments and organics, etc.). 

 
Response 14: Each basin detail sheet now includes two sections that are specific to that basin.  
 

Comment 15:  Proposed basin cuts range up to approximately twenty-nine feet (29') in Basin SCM 
 001. Provide any subsurface exploratory data developed to date in areas of proposed deep cuts in all 
basins to determine any possible conflicts between the basin bottom and bedrock or seasonal high water 
table. Additional testing may be required. Provide specifications and details for remedial measures to be 
employed to address any such conflicts. 

 
Response 15:  Please reference the included geotechnical report.  

 
Comment 16: Provide sinkhole investigation and remediation details, notes and specifications on the plans. The notes 

should include the procedures for actions to be taken and notifications to be made upon sinkhole 
discovery. For the sinkholes which currently exist on the site, address the timing of remediation by 
notation and inclusion in the Sequence of Construction. 
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Response 16: Sinkhole remediation details have been added to the PCSM detail sheets.  The 
sinkhole details list the proper notes to be followed. A note has been added to Stage 
1 and Stage 2 sequence of construction that any sinkholes encountered or created 
during construction are to be immediately repaired.  

 
Comment 17: Sheet 67: Utility Plan Standard Note 2 states "Sanitary sewer service is provided by the South Whitehall 

Township". Revise this note to indicate that private onlot sewage disposal is proposed. 
 

Response 17:  Utility Plan Standard Note 2 updated to indicate the sanitary sewer service is 
provided by private onlot sewage disposal. See Sheet C-400. 

   
Comment 18:  Sheet 76, Standard Sanitary Sewer Notes: Revise as appropriate to reflect requirements for onlot 

systems and inspection and approval of construction by the Township Sewage Enforcement Officer. 
Remove all references to the "sewer authority". 

 
Response 18:  The Standard Sanitary Sewer Notes have been updated as requested.  

 
Comment 19: Sheet 78: It is noted that a sand mound cross section is provided. Upon completion of all soil testing, full 

plan locations, design details and specifications for all sewage system components shall be provided in a 
separate, stand-alone plan set. 

 
Response 19: Comment acknowledged. This will be provided upon completion.  
 

Comment 20:  Sheet 110 and others: Clarify the proposed grading and stormwater drainage in the location of the 
proposed sewage absorption areas. It appears that the grading will create a closed basin that stormwater 
will be fed into at several points. Following completion of sewage soil testing and the design of the 
absorption area fields, add the proposed grading required for construction of elevated absorption areas 
and use contouring, flow arrows, and spot grades to demonstrate how stormwater will drain to outlets 
without ponding in low areas. Note that only grading associated with construction of the sewage 
absorption areas will be permitted in this location. 

 
Response 20:  Proposed grading in this area has been updated.  

 
Comment 21: The locations of the existing sewage systems serving the existing buildings on site shall be investigated 

and depicted on the plans. All tanks shall be pumped by a licensed waste hauler and a copy of the 
pumping slip shall be provided to the Township. All tanks shall be properly abandoned. This work shall be 
coordinated with and observed by the Township Sewage Enforcement Officer. These requirements shall 
be provided in notes on the plans. 

 
Response 21:  The existing conditions plan have labels for septic lids at both residential homes 

along North Cedar Crest Boulevard. A note has been added to sheet C-050 with the 
requested language.  

 
Comment 22: It is noted that for design flows exceeding 10,000 gallons per day, the onlot sewage system is classified as 

a Large Volume System and must be permitted by the PADEP. This shall be noted on the plans. The 
Township shall be copied on all correspondence with the PADEP. 

 
Response 22:  The proposed flow for the site is now 9,990 GPD. This comment no longer applies.  
   

Comment 23:  Sheet 115 and others: For the Sequence of Construction note block, fill in specific project information 
where place holders are currently found. 

 
Response 23:  Site specific information has now been filled in. 

 
Comment 24: Sheet 116: For the O & M Procedures, fill in specific project information where place holders are currently 

found. Clarify the note block regarding an underground basin using storage chambers and remove if not 
applicable. 
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Response 24: Site specific information has now been filled in. 
 

Comment 25:  Clarify if any retaining walls are proposed for this project. If so, clearly depict and label them on the plans. 
 

Response 25:  Retaining walls are not proposed for this project.  
 

Comment 26:  Provide the plan location of all subsurface exploration/investigation (test pits, geotechnical borings, 
geophysical imaging, etc.) and a copy of all reporting. 

 
Response 26:  Please reference the included geotechnical report. Subsurface exploration areas 

are now depicted on the PCSM plans.  
 

We trust that this is the information that you require. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this 
information, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 
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Township Lighting Consultant Review 
 

The plan as submitted does conform to the latest Township Ordinance.  

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 
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Township Land Use Economist Review 
General 

Comment 1: While the ESI analysis does identify prospective revenues to be received by the township and local 
school district, nowhere in the report is data associated with public service costs (expenses), as required 
by the above referenced zoning ordinance. Absent the identification of prospective service costs, the 
analysis cannot be considered a fiscal impact analysis. 

 
Response 1:  This was not included in the original study’s scope as an Economic Impact Study 

was prepared. A Fiscal Impact Study is now included within the updated report. 
 

Comment 2: It is unclear how the proposed data center’s taxable value is determined, as there isn’t detailed development 
budget within the report; nor is there an explanation of the taxable value approach used (e.g., cost 
approach, comparable approach or income approach to value). 

 
 Further, and of critical importance, the real property tax value estimated is significantly overstated as, and 

according to Rob Hopkins, the county’s assessment of the property would likely fall within its warehousing 
category with some office component, given there are no data center tax assessment categories in 
existence for Lehigh County. As such, the real property valuation would be one- to two-hundred million, at 
most, as opposed to the 2.2 billion identified in the ESI report (According to Mr. Hopkins, no one from ESI 
contacted his office to determine how best to calculate taxable value). 

 
Response 2:  Additional detail to our approaches has been added within the updated study to 

clarification. We reached out to the Lehigh County Assessment office and spoke to 
Mr. McDevitt for his estimate. We use this as the basis for the report and have shared 
copy of this section with him for confirmation. 

   
Comment 3:  The calculated estimate for the Earned Income Tax (EIT) appears to be inaccurate, as the EIT for South 

Whitehall Township is one-percent, with half this amount accruing to the township and the remaining half 
to the school district. In the table on page four exhibiting the projected EIT during the construction period, 
and during the first year’s operation, the EIT share to the township represents approximately 95-percent 
of the total estimated, with five-percent accruing to the school district. It’s unclear how ESI arrives at this 
calculation. 

 
Response 3:  The original analysis reflected the distinction between resident and non-resident 

EIT collections. Under Pennsylvania Act 32, school districts may only collect the 
resident portion of the EIT, while municipalities may collect non-resident EIT up to 
their adopted rate. Because our original analysis assumed that only approximately 
5% of workers would reside within South Whitehall Township, the resulting split 
allocated a much larger share of EIT revenues to the Township through non-
resident EIT compared to the Parkland School District which cannot collect EIT 
from non-residents . 

 
In the current iteration of the report, we have taken a more conservative approach. 
Given the likelihood that many non-resident workers already reside in 
municipalities with an existing EIT, and therefore their home municipality’s tax 
would generally take precedence, we only include the resident portion of the EIT in 
our estimates and exclude assumed non-resident EIT collections. The resident 
versus non-resident worker assumptions were based on an analysis of commuting 
patterns using LEHD OnTheMap data. 

 

 
Comment 4: While the report shows a business privilege tax being collected during the permanent operation period, 

it’s unclear as to how the figure ($140,000 during the first year of operation) was derived. The business 
privilege tax (one and a half mills) is based on gross receipts of the facility. There is no mention in the 
report as to what the gross receipts will be. 
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Response 4: The updated report explains this calculation more explicitly.   
 

Comment 5:  As with the business privilege tax, there are no assumptions given about how the EIT or local services 
taxes (LST) are derived. For example, EIT is paid to the community in which a worker lives and not where 
they are employed. The study makes no mention as to how many workers at the data center facility will 
also live in South Whitehall Township which is material to determining the EIT estimate. 

 
Response 5:  The Earned Income Tax (EIT) analysis reflects the distinction between resident and 

non-resident EIT collections under Pennsylvania Act 32. While EIT is generally paid 
to a worker’s municipality of residence, if a worker resides in a municipality that 
does not impose an EIT, the worker may instead remit the non-resident portion of 
the EIT to the municipality in which they work. In this case, the worker would only 
pay the Township portion of the tax rather than the full combined EIT rate shared 
between the Township and the school district. For example, a non-resident worker 
would remit the Township portion of the EIT (0.6%) rather than the full 1.1% 
combined rate. 

 
The analysis considered this distinction in estimating EIT revenues. The estimated 
share of workers residing within South Whitehall Township was based on an 
analysis of commuting patterns using LEHD OnTheMap data (assuming a resident 
worker percentage of roughly 5 percent). As discussed above, the current iteration 
of the analysis takes a conservative approach by excluding assumed non-resident 
EIT collections and only including the resident portion attributable to South 
Whitehall Township residents. 

 
 

In conclusion, and based on the above findings, the ESI fiscal analysis falls short of satisfying South Whitehall Township’s 
requirement for identifying “municipal revenues and expenses,” and, accordingly, the Township should seek to have this 
analysis properly redone. 
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Public Works Department Review 

General 

Comment 1: What are the fire suppression systems demand for each building? 
 

Response 1: Each data center has a fire demand of 2,250 GPM. The admin building has a fire 
demand of 1,500 GPM. The warehouse building has a fire demand of 2,250 GPM.   

 
Comment 2: Water line on Ritter to be placed on center line of Ritter. 
 

Response 2:  Water line on Ritter Rd has been relocated to the south lane of Ritter Rd in order to 
minimize traffic impacts for the duration of construction and any future 
maintenance. 

   
Comment 3:  Water line on Cedar Crest to be placed on West side of Cedar Crest Blvd. 
 

Response 3:  Water main extension has been relocated to the west lane of N Cedar Crest Blvd 
between Ritter Rd and Suncrest Dr. 

 
Comment 4: Open trenching in Cedar Crest Blvd will require PennDot approval. 
 

Response 4: Noted. PennDOT permit approval for open trenching in Cedar Crest Blvd has been 
factored into project schedule prior to start of work. 

 
Comment 5:  Hydrants to be placed every 500’ on Ritter and Cedar Crest Blvd. 
 

Response 5:  Hydrants placed every 500’, at comparable locations to the stations specified by 
Township Water & Sanitary reviewers. 

 
Comment 6:  Fire and domestic need to be two taps. 
 

Response 6:  Site connections revised to show two taps, one for fire and one for domestic. 
 

Comment 7: Provide water allocation per building. 
 

Response 7:  Shared on 5/1/2026. 
   

Comment 8:  All Storm water infrastructure will be private. 
 

Response 8:  Comment acknowledged. 

 
Comment 9: Fencing to be placed around all detention and infiltration ponds. 
 

Response 9: Fencing is proposed around all stormwater facilities.  
 

Comment 10:  Auto valve to be installed in domestic meter pit. 
 

Response 10: Noted in revised plan set. 
 

Comment 11:  Any redesign can trigger new comments. 
 

Response 11:  Comment acknowledged.  
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Fire Marshall Review 

Comment 1: A “sound attenuation wall” is shown to surround the exterior area that contains the proposed generation 
equipment adjacent to the building. Clarification on the wall is needed including wall height and cross-
sectional details of grade levels on both sides of the wall. 

 
Response 1:  The sound walls proposed around the generators will be 16’ tall. The grade around 

the sound walls will be a maximum of 2% for the first 5’ outside of the fence.  
 

Comment 2: Access/egress doors in the sound attenuation wall to/from the exterior of the walls are only shown at the 
west and east ends of the walls. There are no access/egress doors along the north and south sides of the 
walls (along the north and south (long) sides of the buildings). In regards this access/egress condition, I 
have the following comments. 

 
a. It seems unlikely that egress from the buildings can be accomplished at only the east and west 

ends of the building. Due to building length east to west, it would seem that egress travel distance 
requirements would necessitate egress from the north and south sides of the buildings into the 
generation equipment area bounded by the sound attenuation walls. As such, additional egress 
doors would be required along the north and south sides of the walls. Please advise how PA 
Uniform Construction Code egress requirements will be provided out of the buildings and through 
the sound attenuation walls. 
 

b. Regardless of egress requirements, emergency services personnel need to be able to access the 
generation equipment area from the exterior of the sound attenuation walls. Please provide 
additional access doors along the north and south sides of the sound attenuation walls to provide 
emergency access to this area. 

 
Response 2:  Egress doors are now proposed along all generator yard sound walls.  
   

Comment 3:  Please provide the details of the type of the proposed generation equipment to be installed, i.e. – 
Diesel/gas prime mover or Battery Energe Storage System (BESS). 

 
Response 3:  The generators will be diesel-powered and will have belly tanks.  

 
Comment 4: The wrong fire department vehicle and associated dimensions are used on the C-121 Truck Turn Plan – 

Fire. Please contact the Pidcock Company for the correct fire truck turning detail utilized by the township. 
 

Response 4: The correct fire department vehicle is now being utilized.  
 

Comment 5:  The fire apparatus turning details are not shown for the hydrants in the parking lot areas between the 
buildings. Please provide fire apparatus turning radius details into all areas where fire hydrants are 
provided. 

 
Response 5:  The fire apparatus turning details are now shown for all hydrants.  
 

Comment 6: Township SALDO requirements state that fire hydrants shall be installed so that no portion of an occupied 
building is more than 300 feet from a fire hydrant. The center areas of all of the buildings exceed the 300-
foot distance requirement. Please revise to provide that fire hydrants are provided within 300 feet of all 
areas of the buildings. 

 
Response 6:  The proposed buildings have shrunk in width and all portions of the buildings are 

now within 300’ of a fire hydrant.  
 

Comment 7: Please provide an estimate of the gallons per minute (GPM) that will be required for each building’s water-
based fire protection systems, including if fire pumps will be required to provide adequate system flow 
and/or pressure. This estimate will be used to determine if a tank for building fire protection water supply 
will be required for the site. 
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Response 7:  Each data center has a fire demand of 2,250 GPM. The admin building has a fire 

demand of 1,500 GPM. The warehouse building has a fire demand of 2,250 GPM. Fire 
pumps are not currently anticipated to be needed.  

   
Comment 8:  Vehicle access gates are shown in the property security fence. Please provide details of the gates and 

provide a means for emergency vehicles and personnel to open the gates. 
 

Response 8:  Details for the gates have been added to the site detail sheets. Both gates will be 
sliding gates and will have knox boxes at them. The main entrance will have a 
guard 24/7. 

 
Comment 9: Please revise the plans to indicate that Knox Boxes will be provided for each building. 
 

Response 9: A note has been added to each building indicating that a knox box is required and 
location of the box is to be coordinated with the Township fire marshal.  

 
Comment 10:  The buildings shall be subject to an Emergency Responder Communication Coverage Signal Strength 

review in accordance with the requirements of the Pennsylvania Uniform Construction Code. 
 

Response 10: Comment acknowledged.  
 

  



 

Page 34 

 

kimley-horn.com Two Liberty Place | 50 S. 16th Street, Suite 3300 | Philadelphia, PA 19102 267 687 0150 

 

 

Landscape and Shade Tree Commission Review 

This plan will be submitted to the Landscape and Shade Tree Commission for their review at a future meeting. 

A follow-up memo will be provided to the applicant after their review. 
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Parks and Recreation Board Review 

This plan will be submitted to the Parks and Recreation Board for their review at a future meeting. 

A follow-up memo will be provided to the applicant after their review. 
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Lehigh Valley Planning Commission Review 

Site Suitability and Land Use 
 
Comment 1: Noise: The proposed site layout orients the yards containing generator equipment away from Parkland 

School, and sound attenuation walls are also proposed along the generator equipment areas. These 
noise abatement design features support public health and welfare (of Policy 5.3). Pre-and-post-
construction professional noise studies should be conducted to verify both perceived and low frequency 
noise levels at a maximum of 55 decibels measured at the project property line per LVPC’s 
recommendation, or at a level acceptable to the Township. 

 
Response 1:  A noise study has been provided to the Township that is compliant with the Planned 

Innovation, Research, and Technology (PIRT) Zoning Overlay District code of which 
this site is located in.  

 
Comment 2: Visual: The buildings should be aesthetically designed to minimize the visual impacts of the scale of 

buildings on neighboring properties. While the generator equipment yards indicate they will be enclosed by 
the sound attenuation walls, the LVPC encourages the Township to request renderings from the applicant 
that illustrate what the facility will look like from different roadways and vantage points. Additional vegetation 
along the development areas could further reduce visual impacts and ‘promote context-specific design 
solutions’ (of Policy 5.4). 

 
Response 2:  Architectural elevations are being provided to the Township.  
   

Comment 3:  Lighting: The project utilizes full cutoff and fully shielded light fixtures in compliance with the Township 
Zoning Ordinance, and site lighting designed to prevent glare and lighting spillover onto adjacent 
properties, which minimizes environmental impacts of development (of Policy 3.2). 

 
Response 3:  Comment acknowledged.  

 
Comment 4: Air Quality: Because data centers rely on continuous mechanical cooling systems that exhaust significant 

amounts of waste heat, heat exhaust can create localized temperature increases that exacerbate heat 
stress in warmer months. These impacts can worsen long-term if development of additional paved 
surfaces continues in the area long-term. The LVPC recommends the applicant assess potential heat-
exhaust impacts from mechanical systems that may affect nearby development or pedestrian areas (of 
Policy 3.4). 

 
Response 4: CFD models will be conducted to determine heat output from MEP equipment.   
 

Emergency Services 
 
Comment 1: During partner agency engagement in the review process, the Township noted that emergency responder 

training on serving the development is anticipated, given the scale of the site and proposed buildings and 
the unique electrical, mechanical, and security characteristics of data centers. The LVPC encourages 
continued coordination between the applicant, Township and local emergency service providers to ensure 
adequate site design that supports preparedness and response capabilities. The applicant should provide 
fire, Emergency Medical Services, and police departments with detailed information on site access, 
security protocols, hazardous materials storage, backup power systems, and any specialized equipment 
such as battery energy storage systems. Emergency responders should be consulted on the adequacy of 
access points, turning radii, hydrant placement and fire-suppression systems, and should receive 
appropriate training or orientation prior to occupancy. This coordination is essential to safeguard 
responders, protect critical infrastructure, and ensure that the facility can be safely and effectively served 
during both routine incidents and large-scale emergencies (of Policy 5.1). 

 
Response 1:  Special training is not required. Coordination with local emergency responder 

agencies will take place prior to temporary occupancy with the applicant’s 
operations staff. 
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Environment and Utility Infrastructure 

Comment 1: Mapping provided by the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (Bureau of 
Topographic and Geologic Survey) indicates the extensive presence of karsts in the form of surface 
depressions throughout the site, as well as surface mines towards the southwestern property boundary. 
Karst conditions can result in subsurface instability and warrant careful considerations for large-scale 
land-intensive development with heavy structural loads. Hyperscale data centers involve significant 
concentrations of structural and equipment loading, which has the potential to exacerbate subsurface 
voids or contribute to land gradually caving in throughout the area. 

Additionally, karst systems are highly sensitive to stormwater management practices and utility 
installation. Improperly managed infiltration, altered groundwater recharge patterns, or leakage from 
underground utilities may further increase the risk of sinkhole formation. Given these conditions, LVPC 
strongly recommends comprehensive geotechnical and hydrogeologic investigation of the site to inform 
building placement, foundation design, stormwater management, and utility infrastructure. Consideration 
of these factors is critical to minimize impacts of development to support public health, safety, and welfare 
(of Policy 3.2). 

Response 1: The stormwater management for the site has been designed with Karst systems in 
mind. The buildings will be designed to mitigate any potential risks or impacts 
from Karst systems.  

Comment 2: The project’s full electrical demand and long-term impacts on the regional power grid is being coordinated 
between the Applicant and PPL Electric. The project proposes the addition of a substation to support 
electricity distribution to each proposed building as well as additional infrastructure upgrades. These 
upgrades are being funded by the Applicant, which alleviates the burden on taxpayers and other grid users 
and promotes fiscal health and sustainability (of Policy 4.6). 
 
As this project progresses, the applicant should provide detail on how the facility will align with industry 
energy-efficiency standards, including anticipated Power Usage Effectiveness (PUE) targets, energy-
management audits, and reporting practices as they are identified. Additionally, once the Applicant identifies 
the proportion of its energy use that will be met through renewable sources, that information should also be 
provided to support understanding of the project’s long-term sustainability and its alignment with regional 
clean energy goals (of Policy 3.4). 
 
Response 2: A Power Usage Effectiveness memo is included with this resubmission. At this time, 

the applicant, is considering all forms of electricity generation for the site. This 
includes renewable and carbon free sources. As site development progresses, the 
applicant will finalize the procurement process and ultimately sign power purchase 
agreement(s) to support the site electricity consumption. 

 
Comment 3: The submitted Environmental Impact Assessment identifies that Tier 2-emission standards backup 

generators are proposed on site. The LVPC strongly recommends that Tier 4 backup generators be utilized 
instead, to minimize air quality impacts (of Policy 3.2). The Applicant should provide the Township with 
detailed specifications on emissions controls and fuel storage safety measures such as spill-prevention and 
secondary containment to ensure public health and environmental safety. The Applicant should also provide 
a generator-testing plan that outlines the frequency, duration, and timing of tests to be shared with 
surrounding property owners and tenants and the Township to adequately evaluate and/or prepare for 
potential noise disturbances (of Policies 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4). 

 
Response 3: Tier 4 backup generators will be utilized instead of the Tier 2 generators previously 

proposed. The Environmental Impact Assessment has been updated to indicate this. 
All required PADEP permits to install generators onsite will be obtained.   
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Comment 4: The project is currently proposing an air-cooled system, which requires much less water usage and disposal 
on-site compared to other cooling technologies. The submission should clarify whether the system 
incorporates water-reuse or heat-recovery measures that could further reduce overall consumption. 

 
Response 4: Neither water-reuse or heat-recovery measures are currently planned, however 
please note the cooling system is closed loop.  

   
Comment 5: Any future change to the proposed cooling system that requires greater water withdrawal or wastewater 

discharge would raise significant concerns. Increased water demand could place additional stress on 
local water supplies and would be particularly challenging to accommodate in an area with extensive karst 
geology. The Applicant should model water use under various scenarios, such as drought-stage, summer 
months, and any peak-stress conditions and demonstrate the long-term reliability of the proposed water 
supply based on the cooling system as described. Continued coordination with the Township as the water 
provider, as well as Lehigh County Authority, is recommended to evaluate potential infrastructure needs 
and confirm that the ultimate approach to system cooling does not result in adverse impacts to existing 
users or regional systems. 

 
  Response 5: The proposed cooling system will not be changing in the future so there will be no 

increased water demand.   
 
Comment 6:  The plans depict eight septic field beds located in the northern portion of the project site, and sanitary 

sewer lines direct wastewater from each building to discharge in the septic field area. The adequacy of 
this design requires the proposal’s discharge gallons per day to be assessed. If septic fields are to remain 
the method for disposal, primary and secondary fields should be identified. Due to the extensive presence 
of karst geology on the site, it is paramount that the project wastewater disposal system be designed to 
minimize impacts to groundwater resources, in order to protect the quality and quantity of surface water 
and groundwater (of Policy 3.2). 

 
Response 6:  Comment acknowledged. The system will be designed to take the Karst geology 

into account.  
 

Transportation 

 
Comment 1:  A new township roadway is proposed to be constructed in concurrence with the proposed data center 

connecting Cedar Crest Boulevard opposite the Parkland High-School driveway and to Mauch Chunk 
Road just south of the existing Mechanicsville Road Intersection. The LVPC recommends coordination 
with the school district to minimize potential traffic interactions between students, guardians, and school 
buses and the traffic generated from the site. 

 
Response 1:  This roadway connection has been shifted to line up across from Suncrest Drive. 

This comment no longer applies.  
 

Comment 2: Aspects of the site plan can be improved to better ensure adequate transportation access and movement. 
There appears to be substantially more passenger vehicle parking spaces than typically required for data 
center land uses. The amount of provided parking should be re-evaluated and right-sized to minimize 
impervious surfaces (of Policy 2.2). Once the appropriate amount of passenger vehicle and commercial 
truck parking spaces is determined, any resulting changes to the site plans should clearly separate these 
traffic movements to minimize conflicts. 

 
Response 2:  The provided parking has been reduced to account for the total employees of the 

campus.  
   

Comment 3:  Any truck traffic generated from the site will most likely be traveling South from the site to Route 22. They 
will cross over Jordan Creek on North Cedar Crest Boulevard. The bridge over the Jordan Creek is in 
‘Fair’ condition according to the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation Bridge Conditions Map. The 
bridge over Route 22 at the interchange of Cedar Crest Boulevard is also in ‘Fair’ condition. These 
bridges should be closely monitored to ‘provide a safe, well-maintained transportation network’ (of Policy 
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2.2) by making sure they do not fall into ‘Poor’ condition with the addition of the new trips generated by 
the development. 

 
Response 3:  The only truck traffic anticipated for the site is during the construction phase of 

the project and the construction sequencing has not yet been determined at this 
time. Therefore, routing to the site can be such that it avoids the bridges over 
Jordan Creek and Route 22. However, if use of this route is determined to be the 
preferred route to the site, the condition of the bridges will be monitored during 
construction. Please also note that these are PennDOT bridges and are designed 
to accommodate the loads anticipated to be generated by the site.  

 
Comment 4: Sidewalks are proposed along all road frontages of the project site, which supports pedestrian safety and 

reducing fatalities towards zero (of Policies 5.1 and 5.3). The LVPC recommends including safe 
connections to proposed buildings and parking lots, with bicycle racks at each building, to support 
alternative transportation options and offer a seamless network for employees to safely commute to work 
using alternative modes (of Policies 2.2, 2.3 and 5.3). 

   
  Electric vehicle charging capacity should be provided for both commercial and passenger vehicles (of 

Policy 2.5). 
 

Response 4: EV parking is now proposed at every building.  
 

Comment 5:  The Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority (LANTA) does not serve the project site or vicinity 
and currently has no plans to extend service to the area in the future. However, as the Lehigh Valley 
grows and potential for additional development in the vicinity remains, more people will need access to 
public transit. The developer should consider implementing the infrastructure for a future bus stop such as 
a concrete pad and benches along the frontage of the sidewalk on the new township road, potentially at 
the intersection of the Parkland High School Rd which would provide access to both the school property 
and the proposed site. The benches would still be able to be used even when there is no service from 
LANTA (of Policy 2.3). 

 
Response 5:  If required by LANTA for future service, they will be installed at the time of the 

future need.  
   

Comment 6: The Parks, Recreation and Open Space plan of FutureLV identifies a Proposed/Conceptual Commuter 
Trail through the project site, which runs along Jordan Creek to the West, connects to Parkland High 
School and the project property, and then rejoins Jordan Creek to the East along the Whitehall Township 
border. The included sidewalks throughout the site support fulfilling this trail, however the LVPC strongly 
recommends including sidewalk along the northeastern property boundary along Mauch Chunk Road to 
further facilitate closing gaps in the region’s trail network (of Policy 2.1). 

 
Response 6:  The requested sidewalk has been added.  
 

Comment 7: North Cedar Crest Boulevard between Ritter Road and Walbert Avenue is identified as a Congested 
Corridor, where existing traffic conditions already present operational challenges. Given the scale of the 
proposed development, the construction phase is likely to generate commercial vehicle traffic at a level that 
would further affect corridor performance. The LVPC strongly recommends requiring construction traffic 
information such as anticipated truck volumes, designated routing, and hours of operation to adequately 
plan for and minimize traffic demand. 

 
Response 7:  Comment acknowledged.  

 

Attachment 1: Act 167 Drainage Plan Review 

Comment 1: North arrows and scale bars need to be added to the pre- and post-development drainage area maps. All 
offsite areas that drain onto the site need to be included in the calculations, especially significant areas 
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north of the site up to and beyond Orefield Road and/or Mauch Chunk Road. Complete topographic 
contours and elevation labels need to be provided to determine offsite areas contributing to the site. Pre-
development drainage area boundaries need to be checked and revised as needed to be consistent with 
existing contours. Examples of inconsistency include the boundary between drainage areas 1 and runoff 
to the existing wetland adjacent to Orefield Road, plus an area that drains to North Cedar Crest 
Boulevard currently mapped to drainage area 1. Pre-development time of concentration paths and 
calculations are needed as are complete hydrograph calculations. Existing closed depressions on the site 
need to be evaluated for their impacts on pre-development runoff peaks and volumes. The woods pattern 
obscures the topographic contours/labels on the pre-development drainage area plan. A pre-versus post-
development analysis of drainage area 4 should be provided to prove there will not be an increase in 
runoff crossing the property line. Complete topography needs to be provided for drainage area 4 on the 
drainage area maps. 

Response 1: North arrows and scale bars have been added to the drainage area maps and all 
offsite area that flows onsite is shown on the drainage area maps and included in the report’s 
calculations. Additional topographic contours have been added to the plans. All pre-development 
drainage areas are consistent with the existing contours. Pre-development time of concentration 
paths are provided in the HydroCAD model and are labeled on the pre-development drainage area 
maps. The drainage areas that flow to closed depressions have been analyzed and have been 
removed from the pre-development drainage analysis. A pre-versus-post development analysis of 
drainage area 4 is not required as the drainage area does not change in size or cover from pre to 
post conditions.    

Comment 2: Post-development drainage areas also need to be checked and revised to be consistent with proposed 
contours. An example is stormwater basin boundaries not aligned with the tops of berms. Proposed 
contours need to be tied in with existing contours as appropriate. A minimum time of concentration of 6 
minutes should be used with the soil-cover-complex methodology. 

The drainage areas and stormwater facilities shall be named consistently between the drainage area 
maps, calculations, and the plans (i.e. storm water control measure versus best management practice 
versus infiltration or detention basin). The acreages shown in the calculation tables and in the model need 
to be checked and revised for consistency. The outflow culverts for all basins are inconsistent between 
the calculations, outlet control structure details, and the basin blowup plan view shown in the post 
construction stormwater management detail sheets (culvert slope, length, and size of pipe). The top of 
berm and basin bottom elevations for best management practice 6 and infiltration basin 3 are inconsistent 
between the stage storage calculation, basin details, and basin blowup plan view shown on plan sheet C-
659. Infiltration basin 2 appears to have a tailwater effect on dry extension detention basin 2 for the 2-
year through 100-year rainfall events. There are several concentrated discharge points/pipe outfalls 
directed offsite being created on the site. Adequate downslope conveyance needs to be demonstrated for 
these concentrated discharges. The spillway details shown on the post construction stormwater 
management details sheets are labeled as sediment basin emergency spillways. It should be confirmed 
the spillway characteristics shown on this table accurately represent the spillway of each basin in the final 
post-development condition. 

Response 2: The post-development stormwater management design has been updated to 
accommodate the new site layout. All above comments have been addressed with the new design, 
plans and reports.   
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Lehigh and Northampton Transit Agency (LANTA) Review 

General 

For Project Atlas, LANTA does not currently serve that portion of N Cedar Crest Blvd, and we have no plans to serve the 
site in the near or distant future. Although the project site will not have transit service, the pedestrian network is always 
appreciated in the plan. I sent the project engineer and LVPC the same response. 

For Huckleberry Rd, although we have an existing stop ID 5977 located farside of Huckleberry at the NW corner of the 
project site, the proposed PennDOT 309 Betterment project had proposed relocating our stop to nearside in the future. 

Thanks again for sharing the plans. Any questions please let me know. 
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South Whitehall Planning Document Review 

Township Official Map 

Comment 1: The Township Official Map identifies existing woodlands and steep slopes within the subject property. 
While depiction on the Official Map does not prohibit woodland disturbance, it reflects the Township’s 
long-term intent to preserve these environmentally sensitive areas where feasible. If preservation of these 
sensitive areas is unattainable through site design or potential acquisition, the applicant shall explain how 
the proposed plan addresses the loss of mapped woodlands in the required Community and 
Environmental Impact Statements. 

 
Response 1:  The Environmental Impact Statement has been updated to address woodland and 

steep slope area disturbance. 
 

Comment 2: This project is located in an area underlain with karst geology. All earth disturbances shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Township Engineer and Geotechnical Consultant as applicable. 

 
Response 2:  Comment acknowledged.  
   

Comment 3:  The Official Map depicts an unnamed tributary traversing the eastern end of the subject property. 
Stormwater discharge to this watercourse shall be reviewed and approved by the Township Engineer in 
compliance with Chapter 296 Stormwater Management of the Township Code. 

 
Response 3:  Comment acknowledged. Although this tributary is shown on the Official Map, 

please note that the existing topography does not support its existence.  

 
Comment 4: The Official Map depicts a proposed Minor Arterial Road starting at the entrance of Parkland High School 

on N. Cedar Crest Boulevard, traversing west to east across the subject property, and terminating at a 
new aligned intersection at Mauch Chunk Road and Mechanicsville Road. This project proposes a new 
“private” roadway starting at the entrance of Parkland High School on N. Cedar Crest Boulevard, 
traversing west to east across the subject property, and terminating at a “T” intersection on Mauch Chunk 
Road, approximately 350’ south of the intersection with Mechanicsville Road. 

 
a. The submitted Traffic Impact Study and PennDOT Scoping Meeting Application state that the 

proposed road will be a “Township Road”, yet the Project Narrative and plan sheets reference the 
road to be private. The applicant shall provide clarification as to whether “Private Road A” will be 
publicly traversable and/or whether the intent is to ultimately dedicate this road to the Township. 
Further comments on the road design discrepancies are provided by the Township Engineer. 

 
 

Response 4: The proposed roadway will be publicly traversable and will be a public roadway if 
accepted for dedication by South Whitehall Township. If the roadway is not accepted 
for dedication, it will be a private roadway.  

 

Parks & Recreation Plan 

Comment 1:  No park or recreation facilities are currently proposed as part of this land development. The plan will be 
forwarded to the Parks and Recreation Board to review the proposed open space dedication in relation to 
Section 312-36(d)(4) of the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance. 

 
Response 1:  Comment acknowledged.   
 

Comment 2: Goal #1 of the 2023 South Whitehall Township Parks & Recreation Plan expresses the need to develop 
and maintain a well-balanced system of active and passive activities within the Township’s parks and trails 
system. 
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a. Recommendation A.5 of the plan recommends the Township seek additional open space and/or 
park facilities in the Jordan Valley to address a lack of facilities in the northeast portion of the 
Township. Specifically, the plan talks about prioritizing park and recreation improvements in this 
area to serve new residents or those from smaller surrounding neighborhoods. As mentioned, no 
park or recreation facilities are currently proposed as part of this large land development. 

 
Response 2:  A new trail loop is proposed off of the shared-use path along Mauch Chunk Road 

that contains benches for recreation.  
   

Comment 3:  Goal #4 of the 2023 South Whitehall Township Parks & Recreation Plan encourages the continued 
development of the Jordan Creek Greenway as a recreational and open space spine through the 
Township. 

a. This project proposes a 10’ wide asphalt walkway throughout the property, as required by the 
Planned Innovation, Research, and Technology (PIRT) District Overlay. This walkway follows the 
standard trail designs for the Jordan Creek Greenway. 

b. The Township is currently working with Parkland School District to construct the Jordan Creek 
Greenway to the intersection of N. Cedar Crest Boulevard and the entrance to Parkland High 
School. The applicant should coordinate with the Township and PennDOT on pedestrian crossing 
needs as part of the Highway Occupancy Permit review. 

 
Response 3:  A driveway is no longer proposed at the intersection of Cedar Crest Boulevard and 

the high school. The proposed shared use path along Cedar Crest Boulevard 
proposes connections to the existing crosswalks at the High School entrance.  

 

South Whitehall Landscapes Plan 

Agricultural Resources 

Comment 1: The South Whitehall Landscapes plan identifies the subject property as a significant concentration of 
prime farmland, which had previously been farmed in a rotating single-crop season for decades. The 
Landscapes plan talks about the continued detrimental loss of farmland to development and its impact on 
local agriculture. Agricultural Resources Goal #1 encourages the protection of existing farmland as a 
critical step to preserving agricultural resources in the Township. The applicant should identify if there are 
any opportunities to protect existing farmland with the Township as part of this project. 

 
Response 1: The southeast corner of the site is proposed open space to be dedicated to the 

Township. The Township may utilize this land for agricultural purposes if it chooses.    
 

Comment 2: Agricultural Resources Goal #2 talks about encouraging a variety of agricultural opportunities at various 
scales. Understanding the high-quality agricultural soils on the subject property, the applicant should 
discuss whether there are any opportunities to support smaller-scale agriculture or agricultural-related 
business with this project. 

 
Response 2:  The proposed development use is a data center that will not involve any agricultural 

operations.  
 

Natural Resources 

Comment 1: As stated above, woodlands and steep slopes are documented in the center of the proposed project on 
the Township Official Map. Both of these resources are explicitly identified as natural resource priorities in 
the 2024 South Whitehall Landscapes plan. If preservation of resources is not feasible, the applicant shall 
further identify this project’s impact on these resources in the project’s Environmental Impact Statements. 

 
Response 1:  The Environmental Impact Statement has been updated to address woodland and 

steep slope area disturbance. 
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Historic Resources 

Comment 1: The subject property contains the following sites listed on the South Whitehall Township Historic 
Resources Inventory: 

a. SWT-0039: Pennsylvania Standard Barn (2700 Block of Mauch Chunk Rd.) 
 

b. SWT-0043: Four-Bay Brick House c. 1850 (2839 Cedar Crest Blvd.) 
 

c. SWT-0132: Farmstead (Peach Tree Lane) 
 

These sites are currently listed as Class IV Resources. No restrictions are currently placed on these 
properties, but the Township would appreciate the opportunity to discuss any possibilities for 
preservation. 

 
Response 1:  SWT-0043 and SWT-0132 will both be removed as part of this redevelopment. The 

applicant proposes to restore SWT-0039 and will dedicate it to the Township. 
 

Open Space 

Comment 1: The South Whitehall Landscapes plan emphasizes the need for open space to be defined and intentional. 
Nine (9) classifications of open space specific to South Whitehall are described in the Landscapes plan, 
with guidance on use, maintenance, and public access. The open space dedication proposed as part of 
this land development does not exhibit specific intent, nor are any details provided regarding access or 
long-term management. Staff encourage the applicant to review the open space chapter of the South 
Whitehall Landscapes plan to help guide a more productive conversation on the proposed open space 
dedication. 

 
Response 1:  The applicant is proposing open space in the southeast corner of the site along 

Mauch Chunk Road and will dedicate this area to the Township. As this area will be 
dedicated to the Township, long-term management will be the responsibility of the 
Township.  

 
Comment 2: Section 5.3 of the Economic Cornerstone document indicates the JERAS Corporations interest in potentially 

donating open space in excess of 100 acres along the Jordan Creek. If this potential open space donation 
is intended to be dedicated as part of this land development project, more details need to be provided. 

 
 

Response 2:  The applicant and property owner remain open to discussions regarding the 
potential donation of 100 acres along the Jordan Creek independent of this land 
development application. 

 

Transportation Plan 

Comment 1: Phase I of the Township Transportation PLAN addresses traffic safety and active transportation needs in 
the Township. 

 
a. The following intersections in the vicinity of this project have been identified as Problem 

Intersections from a traffic safety standpoint: 
 

i. N. Cedar Crest Boulevard and Orefield Road 
 

ii. Mauch Chunk Road and Orefield Road 
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iii. Mauch Chunk Road and Mechanicsville Road 
 
The Township Engineer shall provide comments on the project’s impact to these intersections based on 
review of the submitted Transportation Impact Study. 
 

b. The Jordan Creek Greenway is identified as a critical gap in the Township’s Active Transportation 
Network and in the regional trail network known as THE LINK. 
 

i. The proposed 10’ wide walkway helps close portions of this gap and supports pedestrian 
circulation throughout the site. To support future commuting options, the applicant should 
consider adding bike racks to the outside of the facility and benches throughout the 
property along the walkway. 

 
ii. Connecting the 10’ wide walkway to the southern portion of the property at the railroad 

helps facilitate future connections to close the remaining gap in the Greenway. 
Understanding the scale of this project and connections to neighboring properties, the 
applicant should coordinate with the Township on an opportunities to expand this 
connection to property owned by the JERAS Corporation south of the railroad. 

 
iii. To facilitate future pedestrian connections in conjunction with the Jordan Creek 

Greenway and the growing Active Transportation Network, the 10’ wide walkway should 
continue along Mauch Chunk Road to the eastern end of the property, as required by the 
PIRT Pedestrian Zone. 

 
Response 1a:  Comment acknowledged.  
 
Response 1b: Benches have been proposed along the shared-use path of the proposed site 

roadway. There is no space in the underpass along Cedar Crest Boulevard to expand 
this connection to the south. The 10’ shared-use path has been extended along 
Mauch Chunk Road to the eastern end of the property.  

 
Comment 2: Phase II of the Township Transportation PLAN proposes reclassification of Township roadways based on 

current functionality and surrounding character. The Township will review the proposed road in context with 
this plan. 

 
 

Response 2:  The review comments on the proposed roadway classifications have not yet been 
provided.  

 

Comprehensive Plan 

Land Use Goal: Provide a variety of land uses that can be supported by necessary infrastructure, preserve critical 
resources, and uphold the existing character of South Whitehall 

This project encompasses several land use types identified in the Comprehensive Plan: 

Comment 1: Natural Resources are identified on the subject property. Previous comments have addressed the 
majority of these resources, but more information and analysis may be required to determine consistency  

 
Response 1: Please confirm what additional information and analysis may be required. No 

updates have been made.  
 

Comment 2: The Comprehensive Plan envisions a portion of the project within the Jordan Valley Land Use Type. The 
goal of the Jordan Valley is to preserve the rural and historic character of the Jordan Valley by: 

 

• Preserving natural resources and important landscapes through incentives and cooperation with 
landowners 
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• Enhancing crossroad villages with attention to the surrounding landscape 

• Encouraging the continuation of active agriculture by allowing uses consistent with operations of 
working farms 

• Incentivizing the utilization of Conservation Subdivisions for future land development. 
 

The Jordan Valley supports the following Place Types: 
 

• Open Space 

• Agriculture 

• Rural 

• Conservation Subdivision 
 

This project is an industrial use submitted under the Planned Innovation, Research, and Technology (PIRT) 
Overlay District. By design, the PIRT District is intended to require Conservation Subdivision-style design 
for permitted industrial uses. Staff encourage the applicant to review comments from the Township 
Engineer and Township Zoning Officer to achieve compliance with the PIRT District. 

 
Response 2:  Comment acknowledged. The applicant is working with the Township engineer and 

Township Zoning Officer to meet the requirements of the PIRT district.  
   

Comment 3:  The Comprehensive Plan envisions a portion of the project within the Industrial Land Use Type. The goals 
of this land use type are: 

 

• Require buffers to be proportionate to the degree of impact and intensity of development 

• Consider transit and multimodal connection to support industrial employees 

• Coordinate development along transportation routes that can appropriately accommodate traffic 
impacts and require necessary transportation improvements 

 
  The Industrial land use supports the following Place Types: 
 

• Open Space 

• Agriculture 

• Conservation Subdivision 

• Regional Employment Center 

• Industrial 
 

This project is submitted as an industrial use through a Conservation Subdivision-design required by the 
PIRT District. The PIRT District requires extensive buffers proportionate to the use, in this case a Data 
Center. While there are not current plans from LANTA to extend bus service to this location, staff 
encourage the applicant to consider bus service as a future option, particularly as this zone continues to 
develop. This project is bordered by roads under PennDOT District 5-0 jurisdiction, requiring the project to 
be submitted through the PennDOT Highway Occupancy Permit (HOP) process. This process requires 
the applicant to demonstrate anticipated traffic impacts and provide appropriate mitigation if necessary. 

 
Response 3: If PennDOT requests bus stops during the HOP process, they will be addressed at 

that time.  
 

More information/review is required to determine consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 

The comments provided herein do not relieve the Applicant of the responsibility to comply with all applicable 
Township ordinances. The Township reserves the right to identify additional planning or ordinance-related 
issues as the review progresses. 
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Zoning Review 

Zoning Officer Comments 

1. General 

Comment 1.1: Project consists of three (3) tax parcels and four (4) tax parcel identification numbers (PINs): 
548803901857-1, 548813031059-1, 548824698560-1, and 548824698560-2. Final Parcel configuration 
should be clarified in a lot consolidation on the plan. 

 
Response 1.1:  A lot consolidation plan sheet has been added to the plan set.  
 

2. Use Compliance - §350-48(d)(2) Data Center: 

Comment 2.2: This project is submitted as a Data Center under the provisions of §350-33 Planned Innovation Research, 
and Technology (PIRT) Overlay District. Zoning compliance will be reviewed in accordance with the Data 
Center provisions of §350-33. 

 
Response 2.2: Comment acknowledged.  

 
   

Comment 2.3:  Economic Impact Statement states that 440 permanent workers are intended to staff the data center 24/7 
at full buildout. Approximately 166 spaces are proposed per building, with a total buildout of 966 spaces. 
Applicant shall provide more details on whether any buildings are intended to be operational during 
construction to confirm individual building parking needs while accounting for construction-related parking. 

 
Response 2.3:   Excess parking was proposed before. The number of parking spaces for the 

campus has been reduced to 316.  

 
Comment 2.4: A truck turnaround is proposed on the western side of the secure access driveway outside of the security 

gate. A truck staging parking space for temporary truck queuing shall be added to the eastern side of the 
secure access driveway to prevent truck stacking at the gate and allow for a clear aisle for emergency 
vehicles. The Township Public Safety Commission shall weigh in on any required additional 
fire/emergency vehicle parking outside of the security fence. 

 
Response 2.4: A truck staging parking space has been added at the security entrance.  
 

3. Use Compliance - §350-48(c)(11) Coordinated Development: 

  
Comment 3.1:  This project is submitted as a Data Center Campus. Clarification should be provided as to whether this 

project is submitted also as a Coordinated Development. Projects submitted as Coordinated Development 
shall also comply with the following requirements. 

 
Response 3.1:   This is a coordinated development as there are two principal uses on the lot, data 

centers and the existing cell tower. The admin building, warehouse building and 
substation are all accessory uses to the data centers.  

 
Comment 3.2: Parking requirements will be subject to §350-48(d)(2)(D), but allow for a reduction of 15% for office, 

security, and data center operations if determined this project is a Coordinated Development. Storage 
and loading areas shall meet the requirements of §350-48(d)(2)(D)(iii). 

 
 

Response 3.2:  The applicant understands that is a 15% parking reduction is allowed, however for 
their operations, the reduction does not suit their needs. The 15% parking reduction 
has not been applied to this development. 
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Comment 3.3: No architectural scheme was submitted. Applicant shall provide architectural scheme to determine 
compliance. 

 
 

Response 3.3:  Architectural elevations are included with this resubmission package.  
   

Comment 3.4:  Phasing and anticipated construction schedule shall be provided to determine compliance. 
 

Response 3.4:  Construction phasing is not currently proposed for this project. An anticipated 
construction schedule is included in the resubmission package.  

 
Comment 3.5: Project is submitted as a unified site plan under one applicant/equitable owner. Requirement satisfied. 
 

Response 3.5: Comment acknowledged.  
 

Comment 3.6:  Project is submitted as a single tract. Proposed driveways have been reviewed in accordance with §350-
42(d). Parking space requirements have been reviewed in accordance with §350-48(d)(2)(D) and §350-
48(c)(11)(D). Parking dimensional criteria has been reviewed in accordance with §350-48(o)(2). 

 
Response 3.6: Comment acknowledged.  
 

Comment 3.7:  Project is submitted as a single tract. Setbacks shall comply with §350-33(g)(1). 
  Proposal includes a road connecting Cedar Crest Boulevard and Mauch Chunk Road. The road is labeled 

as “Private Road A”. Clarification should be provided if the description refers to the ownership of the road 
or refers to the proposed access and traversing of said road. If the road is intended for public access, 
then the above condition applies. Therefore, setback requirements frontage requirements consistent with 
§350-33(g)(2) would apply. 

 
Response 3.7:  The proposed roadway will be public if the Township accepts it for dedication 

otherwise it will be a private roadway. PIRT setbacks are shown along this 
proposed roadway.  

 
Comment 3.8:  No signage is currently proposed on the plans. 
 

Response 3.8:  A monument sign is now proposed at the main entrance.  
 

4. Planned Innovation, Research, and Technology (PIRT) District §350-33: 

This project is submitted as a Data Center under the provisions of §350-33 Planned Innovation Research, and 
Technology (PIRT) Overlay District. The following comments regard consistency with provisions of the PIRT Overlay 
District under §350-33(g) Special Use Type – Data Center. 

Comment 4.1: An owner’s consent shall be required as a condition of land development approval. 
 

Response 4.1: Comment acknowledged.  
 

5. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(d) Permitted Primary Uses: 
 
Comment 5.1:  Coordinated Development of Data Centers are permitted in the PIRT District, subject to the requirements 

of both the PIRT District, the underlying use (Data Center), and §350-48(c)(11) Coordinated 
Development. Clarification shall be provided by the applicant to confirm this project is submitted as both a 
Coordinated Development and Data Center application. 

 
Response 5.1:   This is a coordinated development as there are two principal uses on the lot, data 

centers and the existing cell tower. The admin building, warehouse building and 
substation are all accessory uses to the data centers. 
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Comment 5.2:  Project is submitted as a Data Center Campus under the PIRT District with building footprints that exceed 
the maximum permitted as a Conditional Use. 

  This proposal shall be reviewed under the regulations listed in §350-33(g). 
 

Response 5.2:  Comment acknowledged.  
 

6. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(e) Permitted Accessory Uses: 
 
Comment 6.1:  An existing cellular communication facility (cell tower) is located on the subject property. Construction of 

the proposed roadway creates a potential nonconformity and safety concern regarding the cell tower 
safety zone. Appropriate safety zone setbacks shall be incorporated into the road design and be reviewed 
by the Township Public Safety Commission. Safety zone setbacks shall equal a distance equal to at least 
100% of the height of the tower (§350-48(c)(5)(E)(vi)[2][c]). 

 
  Additionally, applicant shall provide any building restriction covenants or easements surrounding the 

existing cell tower for review. 
 

Response 6.1:   The proposed roadway alignment has been updated and thus this comment no 
longer applies. The covenants and easement language of the cell tower are 
included in this resubmission package.  

 

7. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(g) Special Use Type – Data Center: 
 
Comment 7.1:  Proposal includes 6 buildings in excess of 150,000 sf. Therefore, those buildings are each subject to a 

maximum footprint of 500,000 sf and a minimum lot size of 10 acres. The proposal is for a campus setting 
under the Coordinated Development provisions (§350-48(c)(11) Coordinated development). Coordinated 
Developments allow two or more permitted uses under a unified site plan and architectural scheme. The 
aggregate minimum lot size for 6 data center buildings would then be 60 acres. 

 

(1) Design Standards. All Data Centers in the PIRT District shall follow the architectural and design standards 
specified below. Graphical depictions and guidance on these standards are provided in Appendix D: 
Planned Innovation, Research, and Technology (PIRT) District Design Guidelines. Compliance with these 
standards shall be approved by the Township, prior to the issuance of any Zoning Certificate of Use. 
 
Response 7.1:  Architectural elevations that comply with the PIRT architectural and design 

standards are included in this resubmission package.  
 

8. PIRT Compliance, Design Standards, Pedestrian Zone § 350-33(f)(2)(A) 

Comment 8.1: Pedestrian zone is required on Cedar Crest Boulevard and Mauch Chunk Road. Clarification needs to be 
provided if “Private Road A” will allow public access. If “Private Road A” will be publicly accessible, a 
pedestrian zone will be required and shall be depicted on the plan. 

 
Response 8.1:  Private Road A will remain a private road however it will allow public access. A 

shared use path and pedestrian zone are depicted on the plans for Private Road A.  
 

Comment 8.2: No intersections are present on the Orefield Road frontage; therefore, a pedestrian zone shall not be 
required.3 

 
Response 8.2:  Per a conversation with the Township, a pedestrian zone is still preferred along 

Orefield Road and one has been proposed.  
   

Comment 8.3:  Shade trees shall be required wherever the Pedestrian Zone is required. Please add shade trees to the 
Pedestrian Zone between “Private Road A” and the southern property lines on both Cedar Crest 
Boulevard and Mauch Chunk Road. 

 
Response 8.3:  The requested shade trees have been added to the plans.  
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Comment 8.4: If “Private Road A” is determined to be publicly accessible, shade trees shall be required between the 

road and the proposed buildings within the Pedestrian Zone. 
 

(i) Trail/Walkway. A minimum 10-foot-wide pedestrian trail/walkway shall be constructed in the pedestrian zone 
between the row of shade trees and fence row. The trail/walkway shall be constructed in accordance with the 
latest version of the Township's standard construction documents. A public access easement shall be 
dedicated to the Township, granting public use of the trail/walkway on private property. This trail/walkway 
shall satisfy any sidewalk requirements in the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance. 

 
Response 8.4: A pedestrian zone is now shown along this shared-use path. The requested shade 

trees have also been added the plans.  
 

Comment 8.5:  A trail/walkway shall be required along Mauch Chunk Road from the intersection of “Private Road A” and 
Mauch Chunk Road to the southern property line near Seiples Station Road. 

 
Response 8.5:  The requested walkway has been added.  
 

Comment 8.6:  “Farm-Style” fence is shown along all proposed asphalt walkways. Farm-Style fence shall also be 
required along Mauch Chunk Road from the intersection of “Private Road A” and Mauch Chunk Road to 
the southern property line near Seiples Station Road between the previously mentioned trail/walkway and 
the rest of the property. 

 
Response 8.6:  The requested fencing has been added.  

 

9. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(g)(2)(B), Data Center. Design Standards, Transition Zones. 

(i) Purpose. The transition zone is intended to preserve existing viewsheds, farmland, natural landscapes, and/or 
to provide pollinator habitat between the Pedestrian Zone and the buffer zone. The transition zone shall 
prioritize preserving existing farmland wherever possible. 

(ii) Location. Between the pedestrian zone and the buffer zone. In instances where the space between the 
pedestrian zone and the buffer zone is less than 100', a transition zone shall not be required and the applicant 
shall follow the landscaping requirements in § 350-33(g)(2)(B)(iii). 

Comment 9.1: The applicant has not demonstrated clear intent to establish a transition zone along Cedar Crest 
Boulevard or Mauch Chunk Road between the Pedestrian Zone and Buffer Zone. The applicant should 
consider moving the Buffer Zones closer to the build-to line (Principal Structure Setback), to allow for a 
Transition Zone of either farmland, or a Managed Natural Area. Staff encourage the applicant to review 
the PIRT District Design Guidelines for guidance on Transition Zones. 

 

(iii) Landscaping requirements. 
 
[1]  Where preserving farmland is not possible, the transition zone shall be designed as a Managed Natural 

Area as identified in the 2024 South Whitehall Landscapes plan and adhering to the following guidelines: 
[a]  Intentionally designed or improved to enhance or maintain wildlife habitat, water quality, and/or 

biodiversity. 
  
[b]  Landscaping shall be designed in a way to maintain natural resources and provide visual aesthetics from 

the pedestrian zone, i.e., wildflower meadows, grasslands, woodlands, constructed wetlands, or natural 
stormwater management systems. 

[c]  Plant material shall consist of diverse species native to Pennsylvania. 
 
[d]  A landscape plan shall be prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect (RLA) and submitted for review 

by the Township Landscape and Shade Tree Commission. 
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Response 9.1:  A 20’ transition zone is now proposed and landscaped.  
 

Comment 9.2: A detailed landscape plan prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect shall be prepared specifically for 
the Transition Zone or incorporated into the overall landscape plans for the Buffer Zones. The details of the 
landscape plan shall be submitted for review by the Township Landscape and Shade Tree Commission. 

 
Response 9.2:  The transition zone is now shown and planted on the landscape plans.  

 

10. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(g)(2)(C), Data Center. Design Standards, Buffer Zones. 

(i) Purpose. The buffer zone is intended to provide a visual screen and auditory buffer between the principal 
structures and the property line and public roadways. 

(ii) Location. Between the build-to line (or edge of setback) and either the transition zone, pedestrian zone, or 
property line, whichever is closer. 

Comment 10.1:  If “Private Road A” is determined to be publicly accessible, a Buffer Zone shall be required between the 
Transition Zone and the security fence or build-to line. 

 
(iii)  Buffer Zone Option A. Landscaping. Where space allows, a landscaped buffer shall be required to screen 

the nearest principal structure from the pedestrian zone or the property line where a pedestrian zone is 
not required. The landscaped buffer shall provide a visual barrier of at least 18 feet higher than the 
elevation of either the pedestrian zone or property line through one of the following ways: 

 
[1]  Existing topography and vegetation subject to the approval of the Township Landscape and Shade Tree 

Commission. 
 
[2]  Combination of an earthen berm and dense vegetation planted on top and the front face of the berm, with 

the cumulative height of both the berm and vegetation being at least 18 feet or higher. For example, a six-
foot tree planted on a 12-foot berm or an eight-foot tree planted on a 10 foot berm. 

 
[3]  Dense vegetation planted without a berm if natural topography or the size of the vegetation at planting 

provides a visual barrier of at least 18 feet. 
 
[4]  Landscaping requirements. 
 
 
[a]  A landscape plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect (RLA), shall be submitted to the 

Township Landscape and Shade Tree Commission for review and approval. 
[b]  All new plant material shall be of nursery stock and grown under the same climatic conditions at the 

development site within the appropriate hardiness zone. 
  
[c]  Evergreens. Two staggered rows of evergreen trees at least six feet in height at time of installation shall 

be planted, either on top of the berm or at the rear of the buffer zone if a berm is not required. Rows shall 
be offset in order to achieve maximum visual screening and trees within a row shall be spaced at an 
interval of one tree per 15 feet or less. 

 
[d]  Canopy trees. Canopy trees shall be planted interspersed along the front face of the berm or in front of 

the evergreens if a berm is not required. 
 
[e]  Ornamental trees. Ornamental or "flowering" trees shall be planted between the canopy trees and either 

the pedestrian zone or the property line. Trees shall be at least two inches in caliper when planted and 
spaced at an interval of one tree per 40 feet, either in a row or staggered. 

 
[f]  Shrubs. Shrubs shall be dispersed throughout the landscaped buffer to break up the visual plan. Shrubs 

shall be a combination of evergreen and deciduous species, with a minimum of 50% being evergreen. 
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Response 10.1: A transition zone and buffer zone are both now proposed along the proposed site 
roadway.   

 
Comment 10.2: Applicant shall provide more complete cross sections to confirm an 18’ visual barrier from all sections of 

public roadway. 
 
(iv) Buffer Zone Option B.- Retaining wall. Where space is limited between either the property line or pedestrian 

zone and the principal structure, retaining walls may be utilized under the following guidelines: 
 
[1] Retaining walls shall be located as close to the pedestrian zone or property line as possible. 
 
[2] A decorative split rail or horse rail fence shall be erected at the top of the retaining wall. 
 
[3] Dense evergreens or shrubs shall be planted behind the split rail fence as vegetative screening. 
 
[4] The combination of retaining wall and vegetative screening shall cover at least 18 feet above the elevation 

of either the adjacent pedestrian zone or property line. 
 

Response 10.2: Cross section exhibits have been included in this resubmission. A screening height 
of 18’ is achieved through the implementation of a 12’ tall berm and 6’ tall plantings.   

   
Comment 10.3:  Staff recommend applicant consider Buffer Zone Option B between “Private Road A” and the principal 

structures. 
 

Response 10.3: The applicant is utilizing Buffer Zone Option A along the proposed site roadway 
as there is enough space to utilize this buffer zone type.  

 

11. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(g)(2)(D) Data Center. Design Standards, Perimeter Fences and Walls. 

Comment 11.1: Security fencing details are shown on Sheet C-152. Add plan note to confirm style, size, and color in 
accordance with §350-33(g)(2)(D)(i)[1]. 

 
(ii) In lieu of or in addition to security fencing, solid security/perimeter walls shall be permitted. 
 
[1]  Security/perimeter walls visible from public roads or thoroughfares shall be constructed of either stone or 

masonry. 
 

Response 11.1:  The detail has been updated to include the requested information. 
 

Comment 11.2: No security walls are shown on the plan. Confirm there is no need for a guard shack or additional structures 
for security personnel. 

 
(iii) Entrance gates visible from a public road shall not include barbed wire or razor wire. 
 

Response 11.2: No security walls are proposed for the site. There is a perimeter security fence that 
is proposed. The main site entrance does include a guard shack which is now shown 
on the plans.   

   
Comment 11.3:   Provide details on the proposed gate appearance and operations. Gate operations shall be reviewed with 

the Township Public Safety Commission to determine emergency response needs. 
 

Response 11.3: Gate details have been added to the plan. There will be a guard at the main 
entrance 24/7. The campus operations will have four shifts each day.  

 
Comment 11.4: A truck queueing analysis may need to be provided for the area outside of the security gate. 
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Response 11.4: Truck trips to the site will be minimal and thus a truck queuing analysis is not 
required. The available queuing area from the proposed site roadway to the main 
entrance is long enough to fit nine tractor trailers.   

 

12. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(g)(2)(E) Data Center. Design Standards, Facades. 

(i) Primary facade: The primary facade refers to the main exterior or wall of a building that faces a public road, public 
thoroughfare, or dissimilar land use (i.e., residential, commercial, etc.). 

(ii) Primary facades shall include a visual vertical break at least every 150 linear feet. 

(iii) Primary facades shall have a defined base and cap, with a change in material, color, and/or projection to 
distinguish it from the main body of the facade. 

(iv) The roof edge on a primary facade shall include a decorative roof parapet of at least 42 inches in height to help 
visually screen rooftop equipment. Decorative roof parapets shall be exempt from the maximum building height 
specified in the dimensional table. 

(v) Main building entries located on primary facades shall either project or recess from the facade plane or feature a 
change in building material. 

(vi) Buildings with multiple primary facades shall utilize consistent architectural treatments, styles, materials, colors, 
and details. 

Comment 12.1:  Provide architectural plans of the building façade to determine compliance. 

Response 12.1: Architectural elevations are included in this resubmission package.   

13. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(g)(2)(F) Data Center. Design Standards, Site Design. 

(i) All ground-level ancillary equipment shall be located behind the buffer zone as to not be visible from a public road 
or thoroughfare. 

(ii) Any ground level ancillary equipment (including substations) that cannot be hidden behind the buffer zone shall 
be screened from public roads or thoroughfares through the use of a vegetative buffer or screen wall. 

[1] Buffer requirements. Dense evergreens shall be planted in a manner that provides eight feet or higher screening 
around three sides of the ancillary equipment. 

[2] Screen wall requirements. Decorative screen walls of either a natural material or made to look like a natural 
material shall be erected in a manner that provides eight feet or higher screening around three sides of the 
ancillary equipment. 

Comment 13.1:  Proposed substation is located behind Buffer Zone B-C but only shielded from one side. Additional 
buffering or construction of a screen wall shall be required to shield the southern side of the substation 
from vehicles traveling northbound on N. Cedar Crest Boulevard. 

 
(iii)  Loading docks, dumpsters, waste facilities, and/or utilities shall be located behind the buffer zone. 
 

Response 13.1: The site layout has been revised now allowing the substation to be shielded fully 
from North Cedar Crest Boulevard as well as the proposed site roadway.    

 
Comment 13.2: All proposed loading docks and waste areas are located internally to the site. 
 
(iv) Any rooftop mechanical equipment, including, but not limited to condensers, generators, and/or cooling 

equipment shall be visually screened using a solid or louvered sound wall containing soundproofing 
materials designed to absorb noise. Rooftop sound walls shall incorporate consistent styles and/or colors 
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of the primary facade. Rooftop sound walls shall be reviewed as ancillary equipment when considering 
height limitations. 

 
Response 13.2: All rooftop equipment shall be screened.    
   

Comment 13.3:  Identify any rooftop mechanical equipment and sound walls. 
 
  Response 13.3: There will be chillers on the rooftops of the data centers for building cooling. 

There will be 18’ tall sound walls on the rooftops and 16’ tall sound walls around the generator 
yards.  

 
(v)  Data center lighting standards. 
 
[1]  Lighting installed for outdoor use shall not emit more than the recommended  
  standard established in the current Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) Handbook. 
 
[2]  Luminaires emitting more than 1,000 lumens shall be fully shielded and shall not emit more than 5% of 

their total lumen output above 80 degrees from nadir. 
 
[3]  Along property lines facing non-industrial uses, the illumination level emitted from the data center (i.e., 

light trespass) shall not exceed 0.05 horizontal footcandle beyond the buffer zone. 
 

  

 
Comment 13.4: Photometric plans have been submitted. Lighting Standards will be reviewed for compliance by the 

Township’s Lighting Consultant. 
 

Response 13.4: Comment Acknowledged.  
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14. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(g)(3) Data Center. Noise Control. 

(A) Average continuous noise generated by a data center under the PIRT (including principal structures, 
accessory structures, and/or ancillary equipment) during normal operations shall be limited to maximum 
decibels levels at the property line in accordance with the following table:

Maximum Continuous Noise Levels at Property Line* 

Facing Residential/Commercial/Institutional Uses Facing Industrial Uses 

57db 67db 

*Measured as the average dB over a 24-hour period 
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(i) These restrictions shall not apply to intermittent noise or impulsive noise from either 
routine maintenance or emergency situations. 

(B) Routine maintenance in the form of backup generator testing shall be limited to Monday 
through Friday between the hours of 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM, excluding any recognized 
federal holidays. Testing of backup generators shall occur in cycles, only allowing for up 
to 25% of the backup generators to be running at one time. 

Comment 14.1: Post-construction noise monitoring plan shall memorialize anticipated maintenance 
frequency and notice requirements. 

 
  Response 14.1: This plan will be coordinated with the Township once the 

anticipated maintenance frequency is determined.   
 
(C)  Upon submission of a Land Development Application, the applicant shall provide a 

Pre-Construction Noise Study to be reviewed by Township staff and any Township 
Boards/Commissions/Councils or consultants deemed necessary to review and 
comment. The Pre-Construction Noise Study shall be prepared by a licensed 
professional engineer, specializing in acoustics or an engineer Board Certified by the 
Institute of Noise Control Engineers. The Noise Study shall use best practices and 
predictive acoustic modeling including sound source location and directivity, and 
barrier effects of building and topography, to provide the following information: 

 
Comment 14.2: The credentials of the noise study author should be confirmed to meet the 

requirements of this section of the Ordinance. 
 

Response 14.2:   The noise study author is a professional engineer who 
specializes in acoustic studies and analyses.  

 
(i) Description and measurements of existing ambient noise at a minimum of three 

locations at the property line. Existing ambient noise measurements shall be described 
and identified as the average decibel (dB) at each location over a 24-hour period. 

 
   

Comment 14.3:  Measurements only taken at two locations. Township noise consultant shall review 
and comment on noise measurement methodology. 

 
  Response 14.3: Additional measurements were collected and are summarized 

in the revised noise study. 
 
(ii)  Identification of noise-sensitive locations within 500 feet of the property boundary 

(i.e., schools, hospitals, residential areas).  

 
Comment 14.4: Noise-sensitive locations shall be more explicitly mapped, depicted, and described in 

the report. 
 
  Response 14.4: There are noise sensitive locations to the north of the site 

(residential homes and commercial businesses), noise sensitive locations to 
the west (Parkland High School and residential homes) and noise sensitive 
locations to the east (residential homes). The report has been updated to list 
these.  
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(iii)  Modeled expected continuous noise generated from all principal structures, 

accessory structures, and ancillary equipment at full operational load. 
 
Comment 14.5:  Continuous noise is modeled for full operation of proposed chillers and substation. 

Township noise consultant shall review and comment on modeling methodology and 
inputs. 

 
Response 14.5: Noise anticipated from continuously operating equipment has 

been modeled and is included in the updated study.  
 
(iv)  Modeled expected maximum intermittent noise generated from standard equipment 

testing and maintenance, including testing of backup generators in one 25% cycle. 
 

 
Comment 14.6: Modeling only includes noise from chillers and substation. Applicant shall provide 

modeling for generators at all allowable testing/maintenance periods. 
 
  Response 14.6: Noise from anticipated generator testing is included in the 

revised noise study. Based on the Code, noise from generators during 
emergency situations are expected to be exempt from the noise level limits, but 
this scenario was included to be conservative. 

 
(v)  Modeled expected maximum impulsive noise generated from emergency situations 

(i.e., the use of all backup generators, alarms, etc.) 
 

Comment 14.7: Emergency operations were not considered in the noise analysis. Applicant shall 
provide modeling for all generators in operation at one time. 

 
Response 14.7: Based on the Code, noise from generators during emergency 
situations are expected to be exempt from the noise level limits, but this scenario 
was included to be conservative. General information for typical noise mitigation 
strategies is included in the revised noise study, but specific recommendations 
are not included since the modeled noise levels are not anticipated to exceed 
the established noise level limits. 

 
(vi) Identification of specific mitigation strategies to reduce or maintain continuous noise 

levels in accordance with the maximum permissible noise levels in the above table. 
(i.e., sound dampening, equipment location, operational adjustments, etc.). 
   

Comment 14.8:  Applicant shall clarify that all additional sound abatement measures utilized in the 
modeling for Figure 5 are included in the latest land development proposal. 

 
  Response 14.8: Sound abatement measures utilized in the modeling are 

labeled on the land development plans. 
 
(vii)  A statement on the anticipated impact of low frequency noise on any surrounding 

noise-sensitive locations. 
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Comment 14.9: Pre-Construction Noise Study is being reviewed for compliance by the Township’s 
noise consultant 

 
Response 14.9: Comment acknowledged.   
 

Comment 14.10: Applicant shall provide more details on low frequency noise impacts on noise-
sensitive locations. 

 
Response 14.10: A general write up of low frequency noise is included in the 

revised noise study. 
 

Comment 14.11: Any changes to the land development plans shall require modification to this study. 
 
 

Response 14.11: Comment acknowledged.  
 
(D)  All ancillary equipment (either ground-mounted or roof-mounted) shall be enclosed 

on at least three sides by sound/vibration dampening walls. These walls may also 
serve as a visual barrier to comply with § 350-33(g)(2)(F). 
 

Comment 14.12: Identify any rooftop mechanical equipment. Noise from rooftop mechanical equipment 
shall be incorporated into the Pre-Construction Noise Study in addition to ground-
mounted generators depicted on the plans. 

 
Response 14.12: Noise anticipated from continuously operating equipment was 
modeled.  

 
(E) Prior to land development approval, the applicant shall provide a post-construction 

noise monitoring plan that shall demonstrate the data center's compliance with the 
maximum average continuous noise levels permitted at the property line. Said plan 
shall be reviewed by the Township and terms of the monitoring shall be agreed upon 
as conditions of the land development approval.   
   

Comment 14.13: Post-construction noise monitoring plan shall identify proposed equipment 
maintenance cycles and be agreed upon as conditions of land development approval 
with the Township. 

 
Response 14.13: This plan will be coordinated with the Township once the 

anticipated maintenance frequency is determined.    

 

15. PIRT Compliance: §350-33(g)(4) Data Center. Community and Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

(A) Upon submission of a Land Development Application, the applicant shall provide a 
Community and Environmental Impact Statement to be reviewed by Township staff and any 
Township Boards/Commissions/Councils or consultants deemed necessary. The statement 
shall include: 

(i) A narrative description of the nature of the proposed on-site activities and operations, 
anticipated hours of operations, anticipated frequencies and types of vehicle trips generated, 
and anticipated types of materials/equipment stored on site. Information obtained from any 
required Transportation Impact Statements/Analyses may be summarized here. 
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Comment 15.1: Provide more details on the proposed staffing of the data center, including the need 
for office vs. technical personnel, anticipated shifts, and security. 

 
Response 15.1: Each data center will employ 80 personnel each day over four 

equal shifts of 20 personnel. 18 of the 20 personnel on each shift 
will be technical employees with the other two personnel being 
security employees. The admin building will have 80 employees 
each day, all of which will be office staff, with the ability to handle 
a maximum of 49 visitors per day. The warehouse will employ 30 
personnel, all of which will be office staff.    

 
Comment 15.2: Provide more details on whether fuel for generators will be stored onsite. 
 

Response 15.2: Yes, each backup generator will have a belly tank underneath 
for fuel storage.   

   
Comment 15.3:  Transportation Impact Statement will be reviewed by the Township Engineer. 
 
(ii) An evaluation of potential impacts of the proposed use, both positive and negative, upon: 
 
[1] Emergency services and fire protection. 
 

Response 15.3: Comment acknowledged.   

 
Comment 15.4: Applicant shall provide more information on whether special training is needed for 

emergency responders at this facility. 
 

Response 15.4: Special training is not required. Coordination with local 
emergency responder agencies will take place prior to temporary 
occupancy with the applicant’s operations staff.  

 
Comment 15.5:  Given the potential scale and critical infrastructure role of the proposed facility, 

please describe how the proposed facility’s design and security practices are 
intended to limit potential off-site impacts to adjacent properties in the event of an 
unplanned disruption or emergency condition. 

 
Response 15.5: If there is an unplanned disruption of power, the emergency 

backup generators will be utilized until the primary power 
source is restored. No offsite impacts are anticipated. Each site 
entrance will have a knox box allowing for emergency 
responder access to the site and the main entrance to the site 
will have a guard that will also provide access as needed.   

 
Comment 15.6:  Further comments to be provided by Fire Marshal and Public Safety Committee 
 
[2]  Water supply. 
 

Response 15.6: Comment acknowledged.    
 

Comment 15.7: The Economic Cornerstone report mentions other facilities are operated with ultra-
efficient waterless cooling systems. Please confirm the proposed cooling system for 
this facility in more detail. 
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Response 15.7: The cooling system will be a closed-loop, air-cooled chiller plant. 

Chiller plant will be optimized for efficiency by operation at 
higher temperatures. 

   
Comment 15.8:  Applicant shall provide anticipated Power Usage Effectiveness (PUE) ratios for this 

facility at full buildout. 
 

Response 15.8: The power usage effectiveness (PUE) ratio for the campus is 
1.4. Each block of power can provide up to 3.5 MW of power, but 
that only 2.5 MW of power is being directed to the IT loads, 
which equals a PUE of 1.4. Please reference the PUE memo 
included with this resubmission. 

 
Comment 15.9: Applicant shall address concerns of water drawls on surrounding water pressure or 

any potential impacts to surrounding wells. 
 

Response 15.9: The proposed development is not proposing any wells onsite 
and will not have an impact on any surrounding wells.  

 
Comment 15.10: The Community Impact Analysis states the facility will utilize 2,000 GPD for each 

building, with a total 12,000 GPD at full campus buildout. Please provide more 
information as to the anticipated use of this water. Coordination with the Township 
Water and Sewer Engineer is encouraged. 

 
Response 15.10: The facility will utilize 9,990 GPD of water. The water will be 

used for domestic purposes.  
 

Comment 15.11: Further comments to be provided by the Township Water and Sewer Engineer and 
Public Works Department. 

 
[3]  Sewage disposal. 
 

Response 15.11: Comment acknowledged.  
 

Comment 15.12: Applicant shall provide more information on any greywater disposal, including 
potential condensate from chillers, HVAC systems, or the like. 

 
Response 15.12:  The majority of the condensate is generated at the DOAS and 

RTUs and is intended to spill to the rooftop and then to storm 
from there.  Within the building, there is some condensate at split 
systems and DX CRACs which are intended to spill to sanitary 
waste. Loads are expected to be low due to dry environments 
inside the building.  There is also humidifier discharge (which is 
NOT condensate, though sometimes incorrectly thought of as 
such), which will be routed to sanitary sewer and not storm since 
it can contain high amounts of minerals/chlorine. 

 
   

Comment 15.13: Further comments to be provided by the Township Water and Sewer Engineer and 
Sewage Enforcement Officer. 
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[4]  Solid waste disposal. 
 

Response 15.13: Comment acknowledged.  

 
Comment 15.14: Confirm the location of proposed dumpers/waste areas. 
 

Response 15.14: Each data center has a proposed dumpster/compactor 
enclosure within the loading dock area in the center of the 
building. The proposed warehouse building has a proposed 
dumpster/compactor enclosure within its loading dock area. The 
proposed admin building has a proposed dumpster enclosure in 
the plan southeast corner of its parking lot.  

 
Comment 15.15: Further comments to be provided by the Public Works Department. 
 
[5] School facilities and school district budget. 
 

Response 15.15: Comment acknowledged.  
 
Comment 15.16: School District Budget impacts are to be reviewed by the Township’s Economic 

Impact consultant. 
 

Response 15.16: Comment acknowledged.    
 

Comment 15.17: Impacts to Parkland High School from traffic, noise, emissions, or general operations 
shall be addressed. 

 
[6] Municipal revenues and expenses. 
 

Response 15.17: Please reference the environmental impact study, economic 
impact study, noise study and traffic study for these concerns. 
The required emissions permits will be acquired from PADEP as 
part of the project process.   

   
Comment 15.18: Municipal Revenues and Expenses are to be reviewed by the Township’s Economic 

Impact consultant. 
 
(iii)  An evaluation of possible environmental impacts and proposed mitigation strategies if 

necessary relevant to the following: 
[1]  Air quality. 
 

Response 15.18: Comment acknowledged.  

 
Comment 15.19: Applicant shall provide details on any air quality permits required for this type of 

facility, including permits necessary for the backup generators. 
 

Response 15.19: The applicant will be submitting a Plan Approval Application 
for a minor NSR source. The permitted equipment will include all 
backup generators. This application will be submitted to PADEP 
in May 2026.  

 
Comment 15.20: Applicant has indicated Tier 2 backup generators will be utilized. Due to the 



Page 62 

 

 

kimley-horn.com Two Liberty Place | 50 S. 16th Street, Suite 3010 | Philadelphia, PA 19102 267 687 0150 

 

 

proximity to a school and adjacent residential properties, applicant shall respond to 
why the generators are not designed to Tier 4 standards, considering the amount of 
generators required and the frequency of regular testing/maintenance. 

 
[2]  Surrounding soil quality. 
 

Response 15.20: The backup generators will be tier 4 generators. The 
environmental impact statement has been updated to indicate 
such. 

 
Comment 15.21: Project has been submitted to Lehigh County Conservation District for review.  
 
[3]  Surrounding water quality. 
 

Response 15.21: Comment acknowledged.   
 

Comment 15.22: Applicant shall provide more information to the Township on potential wetland 
mitigation progress. 

 
[4] Groundwater sources. 
 

Response 15.22: The PADEP Chapter 105 permit for wetland impacts was 
initially submitted in December. Comments have been received 
and the application is being resubmitted in mid-late May.  

   
Comment 15.23: Applicant shall coordinate with Township staff and Township Water and Sewer 

Engineer on any potential needs for water sources other than the Ritter Road water 
line extension. 

 
[5]  Wildlife habitat.  
 

Response 15.23: No other water sources besides the Ritter Road extension are 
needed for the development.  

 
Comment 15.24: Applicant shall provide PNDI screening and follow-up correspondence with 

appropriate agencies. 
 

Response 15.24: The PNDI review and associated clearance letters are included 
with this submission.  

 
Comment 15.25: Further comments on the Community and Environmental Impact Statements shall 

be provided by the Township Environmental Advisory Council. 
 

Response 15.25: Comment acknowledged.  
 

Comment 15.26: Applicant shall provide information on the proposed amount of electrical power this 
facility will utilize at full buildout. 

 
Response 15.26: The substation capacity is 1 gigawatt of power. Only 70-90% 

of the available power is currently planned to be utilized.  
 
Comment 15.27: Applicant shall summarize the plan to bring power to the site and any coordination 
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with electrical distribution utilities.  
 

Response 15.27: There has been extensive coordination with PPL to bring power 
to the site. This coordination began in the fall of 2025. PPL is 
planning on building a new substation just north of 4359 
Huckleberry Road, Allentown, PA 18104. This substation will sit 
between their existing 500 kV and 138 kV transmission lines in 
this location. From this new proposed substation location, new 
transmission lines will run east parallel to Iron Bridge Road 
across the Jordan Creek, and then across the intersection of 
Ritter Road and Cedar Crest Boulevard to the substation onsite.  

 
Comment 15.28: Applicant shall address whether onsite electrical generation can be considered. 
 

Response 15.28: There is no current plan for onsite electrical generator outside 
of backup generators required for emergency situations.    

   
Comment 15.29: Applicant shall address whether renewable energy (wind, solar, geothermal, etc.) 

can be utilized for site power.  
 

Response 15.29: There is no current plan to utilize renewable energy for site 
power.  

16. Off-Street Parking. §350-48(o)(2) 

(A) Definition: An off-street area consisting of parking spaces, access lanes, and other 
passageways such as, but not limited to, fire lanes (excluding those approved as unpaved 
stabilized turf areas), vehicular turn-around areas, queuing and existing lanes for drive-
through services, drop off and pick up areas, and loading and unloading areas. 

(E) Additional Regulations: 

(iii) Design and construction. 

[1] Design standards. 

[g] No parking area shall provide for more than 25 vehicle spaces in any row without 
being separated by planting strips at least 10 feet in width or planting aisles with a minimum 
area of 162 square feet. 

Comment 16.1:  Provide dimensions of the landscape islands. Per §350-48(o)(2)(E)(iii)[1][g] the 
planting strip should be a minimum of ten (10) feet wide. 

 
Response 16.1: All landscape islands are 10’ wide from back of curb to back of 

curb.    
 

The comments provided herein do not relieve the Applicant of the responsibility to comply with all 
applicable Township ordinances. The Township reserves the right to identify additional zoning or 
ordinance-related issues as the review progresses. 

  



Page 64 

 

 

kimley-horn.com Two Liberty Place | 50 S. 16th Street, Suite 3010 | Philadelphia, PA 19102 267 687 0150 

 

 

Mechanical Noise Study Review 

Comment 1: As a general comment, Metropolitan Acoustics recommends that the developer 
provides a revised sound propagation study addressing the bulleted items below. 
The revised sound propagation study should also be updated to include any changes 
in project development scale, design, or equipment. Further, any forthcoming revised 
development plans should show specific locations for major pieces of equipment 
(chillers and generators) as well as an equipment schedule/list. 

 
Response 1:  The revised noise study is attached for review/use. 
 

Comment 2: On page 6 of the Kimley Horn report, Table 1: Long-term Noise Measurement Data 
presents the 24-hour LAEQ sound level, average daytime LAEQ sound level, average 
nighttime LAEQ sound level, and maximum hourly LAEQ sound level, for 
measurements conducted at two property line locations. 

 
 Metropolitan Acoustics recommends that as part of the revised report mentioned 

above, an appendix is provided that presents the overall hourly LAEQ sound level for 
each hour of the measurement period. Further, the appendix should include the 
associated LEQ octave band data for each hourly LAEQ from 63 Hz to 8 kHz. 

 
Response 2: Noted. This information has been prepared/provided.   
   

Comment 3:  The Noise Analysis section of the Kimely Horn report, specifically page 8, discusses 
the equipment and associated sound data that was utilized for their sound 
propagation (SoundPlan) model. The report concentrates on chillers, generators, and 
transformers. Page 8 mentions, “A reference sound power level of 100 dB(A) was 
used for the chillers, based on noise emission data for the Daikin AWV026B chiller 
model. This value reflects operation at 88.9% load. While the specific location and 
type of chiller equipment may change with the final layout, if chiller equipment with 
similar noise emissions to the Daikin AWV026B chiller at 88.9% load is used, sound 
levels at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors are expected to remain consistent with 
this analysis. 

 
  Metropolitan Acoustics recommends that as part of the revised report mentioned 

above, an appendix is provided that presents all equipment sound power data (or 
sound pressure level at a known distance) in octave bands (63 Hz to 8 kHz) used for 
the “Noise Analysis”. The appendix should be specific as to the equipment 
make/model, equipment load parameters, and type of enclosure (where applicable, 
e.g., generators) for which sound data is being presented. 

 
Response 3:  Noted. The noise emission information for the chillers was 

added to the body of the report. 
 
Comment 4: The Kimley Horn report does not seem to address several items under Part (3)(C) of 

Section 350-33 in the Township of South Whitehall Code, including: 
 

i. Description and measurements… of three locations at the property line. 

• Note: The Kimley Horn report is limited to two locations (LT1 and 
LT2). 

iv. Modeled expected maximum intermittent noise generated from... testing of 
backup generators in one 25% cycle. 
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v. Modeled expected maximum impulsive noise generated from emergency 
situations… 

vii. A statement on the anticipated impact of low frequency noise on any 
surrounding noise-sensitive locations. 

 
  Metropolitan Acoustics recommends that as part of the revised report   
  mentioned above, the referenced items are addressed. 
 

Response 4: Additional measurements were collected and are summarized in 
the revised noise study. Noise from anticipated generator testing 
is included in the revised noise study. Based on the Code, noise 
from generators during emergency situations are expected to be 
exempt from the noise level limits, but this scenario was included 
to be conservative. A general write up of low frequency noise is 
included in the revised noise study. 

 
Comment 5:  While the Kimley Horn report provides a prediction of overall sound levels throughout 

the site and surrounding properties, it does not provide a spectral analysis. 
 
  Metropolitan Acoustics recommends that as part of the revised report mentioned 

above, an additional section in the report is provided that compares the predicted 
sound levels in octave bands to the existing measured sound levels in octave bands 
(from 63 Hz to 8 kHz) at locations labeled “LT1” and “LT2”. 

 
Response 5:  This information is included in the revised noise study. 
 

Comment 6: Metropolitan Acoustics intends to conduct a site visit to measure existing background 
sound levels at up to four (4) property line locations surrounding the site for 
approximately 72-hours. 

 

• We anticipate the site visits will occur in late April/early May. 

• The developer (or AHJ) will provide written authorization for access 
as well as detailed instructions on how to enter/exit the site. 

• The following figure shows the approximate locations for sound 
measurement locations, subject to change based on field conditions 
at time of site visit. 

 
Response 6:  Noted. 

 

Please contact me at 267-807-3284 or Andrew.Lohr@kimley-horn.com if you should have any 

questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Andrew Lohr, P.E.  


