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North Cornwall Township 

Joint Planning Meeting 

Minutes for April 26, 2011 
 
Call to Order: 
 

The April 26, 2011 joint planning meeting of the North Cornwall Township Board of Supervisors and Planning 
Commission was called to order by Mr. Heister at 6:37pm with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  The meeting 
was held at the Neversink Fire Company Social Hall.  The meeting was duly advertised and properly posted. 
 
In attendance were Ralph D. Heister, III, Chairman, Ammon Peiffer, member, Mark Maria, Bob Gearhart, Rob 
McNamee, Harold Kreider, Ellie Salahub Eirich, David DiDonna, Jim Caldwell, Harry Roth and Robin Getz.  
Jennifer Eirich and Kip Kelly were absent. 
 
Township residents/property owners in attendance per the sign in sheet were Vicki Kreider, Bryan Kreider, Maryann 
Kreider, Larry Bowman, Tom Long, Randy Ebersole, Peggy Brown, Ed Copenhaver, Paul Miller, Mike and Pat 
Harbaugh and Alan Etter.    Others in attendance per the sign in sheet were Andrea Gillhoolley, Lebanon Daily 
News.  It was also noted that people were in attendance who did not sign in as requested. 
 

Discussion: 
 

Mr. Heister stated the reason for this meeting is to continue our review of the Second Draft of the proposed Zoning 
Ordinance.  He stated that people were asked to submit any written comments to the Board by March 1 and at the 
last meeting we continued the process of working through those letters and spending time on discussion as 
necessary.  He then turned the meeting over to Mr. Roth to continue with the additional remaining letters of concern. 
 
Mr. Roth stated that he went through several letters at the last meeting and as a result has compiled and will 
maintain a running list of those requests/concerns. 
 
Mr. Roth then began by addressing comment letters that were received picking up where we had concluded at the 
prior meeting. 
 
Lebanon County Planning: 
 
Mr. Roth commented that 90% of the content was the same as the first review, however since it was important 
enough for them to take the time to write the letter he felt it just as important to respond accordingly. 
 

1. Definition of Alley including the right-of-way to differentiate.  Mr. Roth commented this should be a 
function of SLDO. 

 
2. Municipal use to include public water and sewer facilities.  Mr. Roth commented this would not be the case 

as it applies to this ordinance. 
 

3. Lot coverage as it deals with all impervious area.  Mr. Roth commented that the building coverage deals 
with the building only.  What the county is mentioning is an old methodology and that practice would 
consume parking area.  It is better to regulate the overall coverage and then work in the building into the 
mix. 

 

4. 720 square foot principal use setbacks.  Mr. Roth commented that most municipalities are adopting some 
upset number.  The principal structure defines the yard where accessory buildings do not have that ability. 
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5. Front Yard Setback.  Mr. Roth commented that in order to control the accessory structure issues in the front 
yard it is better to use and rely on the building line as the determiner.   

 

6. The number of Lots in the AG zone.  Mr. Roth clarified that would be affirmative as it is based on the size 
of the farm. 

 

7. Section 200.H.4.a appears to conflict with the Township’s SLDO.  Mr. Roth commented that he would 
recommend the continuance of utilizing shared driveways where possible. 

 

8. Mr. Roth commented that this item was eliminated in prior discussions. 
 

9. Mr. Roth commented that this item was eliminated in prior discussions. 
 

10. Section 311-regulating litter provisions.  Mr. Roth commented that this was related to chronic uses that are 
known to generate litter such as fast foods or convenience stores which would now require some type of 
litter clean-up plan. 

 

11. Noise Standards.  Mr. Roth commented that we had revised for leniency earlier. 
 

12. Adaptive reuse of AG buildings.  Mr. Roth commented that it must be compatible to AG use and that 
applicant must satisfy the listed criteria. 

 

13. Adult Use/Methadone Treatment the concern over where they could be used in the Township in view of the 
setback requirements.  Mr. Roth commented that much thought went into this as we are required to provide 
a location for such use.  It is permitted within a specific location that won’t necessarily be easy to develop 
but is available. 

 

14. Mr. Roth concurred that this needs to be corrected. 
 

15. Discussion of outdoor furnaces.  Mr. Roth commented that at some point in time the thirty year language 
would be likely to change as time goes on. 

 

16. Mr. Roth agreed this should be done. 
 

17. The ordinance would exceed the Historic Site Protection provisions of state and federal criteria.  Mr. Roth 
agreed that it would exceed those agencies.  But the language offers incentives.  Dr. Maria questioned who 
makes that decision.  Mr. McNamee commented that it could be a recognized site not necessarily just a 
building.  Ms. Salahub has a listing and will provide it to the Township for review. 
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18. That item would be removed. 
 



19. Mr. disagrees in that the M.P.C. gives a 45 day review period. 
 

20. The sign permit issue is up to 90-days review which is statutory state wide. 
 

21. AG Holding area is shown as a Suburban Neighborhood in the County Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Roth 
commented that he would not agree with this statement in view of the potential change. 

 

22. Question concerning the O & I designation with the Springwood property.  Mr. Roth commented that it was 
deliberate. 

 

23. Commented to the change of zoning for Shadow Creek.  It was agreed that since it was developed under the 
current AG regulations it would remain AG 

 

24. Mr. Roth stated that no one needs to read it in its entirety each time.  They only need to read the relevant 
sections.  He admits it is long, but that is for a reason.  Mr. Heister commented that he thought the detail 
makes it easier to understand and limits the need for interoperation from either staff or the board members 
and the need to have recall if the same subject comes up six years from now. 

 

Bruce Kreider questioned if you have a historic building that is not on a list how do you protect it?  Mr. Roth 
responded that in some cases a comprehensive inventory is required.  Generally the County Historic Commission 
has such inventory information but unfortunately in many cases it is over thirty (30) years old and they sometimes 
do not like to share information that is that dated.  Mr. Heister commented that there may be cases where residents 
want to register their property. 
 
Dr. Maria wanted to discuss the Zoning Map and informed those in attendance that this was part of discussion at 
their last Planning Commission Meeting.  Since it was again raised by the County comments he just wanted to 
review it to have a philosophical understanding of why Spirngwood was not designated in accordance to their plans.  
Mr. Heister responded that although the Township has a legal document that does not necessarily guarantee it will 
be built.  Currently they are facing $20 ½ million dollars of offsite improvements.  If Springwood walks away we 
might need to bear that burden.  Until Springwood builds the board thought the designation of O/I was the best 
protection they could offer the residents of the community.  He would foresee changing the zoning designation of 
other properties once their project takes off.   
 
There was much discussion concerning the road improvements and whether or not neighboring municipalities were 
included in those discussions.  Ultimately Penn Dot will be in the driver’s seat with what will be required.  The 
thought was that an O/I district would have less of an impact than commercial but as with everything there are 
always pros and cons to both sides of the debate. 
 
Dr. Maria inquired as to the thought process with keeping Shadow Creek and Aubrey Way area agricultural.  It was 
again noted that since those developments were built under the current AG requirements and since the properties 
were purchased as such it made sense to let them remain as an AG area. 
 
 
 

Page 3 from Joint Meeting of 4/26/2011 
34 

 
 

 
Dr. Maria requested for educational purposes if someone could summarize the AG holding area since we no longer 
have the TDR component in the mix.  The discussion involved the original intent of this particular district and the 
thought that through the Regional Comprehensive process we might be able to share a receiving area and the use of 
TDR’s can at that time be reinvestigated.   It is a good concept for the farming community and something Mr. 
Heister felt important to give the farmers some relief. 
 
Mr. Roth questioned where we go from here since there is active farming in those proposed areas that included the 



TDR provision.  Now that the TDR’s are gone it still makes sense to keep it when we revisit at some point.  Mr. 
Heister requested he put something in writing and let the farming community members review it along with the 
Planning Commission and have them offer some feedback.  He wants to see it remain as AG Holding, but thought 
there might be some options to relax the setbacks that would serve as common ground.   
 
Mr. Gearhart commented that he is aware of all who live in this area and didn’t see a threat of development and 
thought the zoning should remain as is. 
 
Mr. Peiffer commented that he wanted to point out that his land was divided into two zoning districts with the 
majority being in the AG Holding and approximately fifteen acres in the Rural Residential.  He understands it 
appears to be the transition piece but it would now be ineligible if the TDR’s ever came back into play. 
 
Mr. Gearhard agreed and suggested it remain in the AG Holding area which would be consistent.  All agreed. 
 
Mr. Harold Kreider commented that he felt it unfair that the farming community had to be penalized with a 200’ 
setback and everyone else only a 100’.  Mr. Roth commented that he can farm to the property line just not place a 
building. 
 
The next letter was a new letter received from the Lebanon Valley Chamber: 
 

1. Noted typographical errors, which Mr. Roth will correct. 
 

2.  Provided a reference for parking garage standards which Mr. Roth will review. 
 

3. Commented on the vehicle size for repair services.  Following discussion it was agreed to increase the 
weight size to 30,000 GVW. 

 

4. Additional comments to the vertical build option.  Following discussion is was agreed to disagree on this 
provision. 

 

5. Banking restrictions.  Following discussion Mr. Roth agreed that this could be an issue especially along 
422 where you are attempting to create an environmentally friendly rear yard and a pedestrian friendly 
front yard.  He commented that we make a realistic and practical compromise along 422 and abandon the 
number of lanes to three as suggested. 

 

Mr. McNamee commented that he was disappointed that there were multiple “quoted” comments and yet the 
speaker was not listed.  He was disappointed by this tactic.   
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The next letter was received from Stan Stubbe: 
 
Mr. Roth explained that the Township Manager had met Mr. Stubbe who is with the PA Outdoor Lighting Council.  
As a result of this meeting Mr. Stubbe reviewed the 2nd Draft of the ordinance and offered a few comments.  The 
most significant was dealing with a different way to measure the lighting standards set which he felt would provide 
better transitional efforts in areas. 
 
Following discussion it was agreed that the modified language be provided to Springwood for final comment. 
 
The next letter was received from Dr. Ann Hayes: 



 
Mr. Roth stated that some of the content was commentary and he would focus on the comments that were of issue. 
 
-All buildings will need to comply with the new zoning.  Mr. Roth clarified that is not the case with the ordinance as 
written. 
 
-Concerned that Township are exempt from the requirements of the Ordinance.  Mr. Roth clarified that since 
Township conduct all business types through public meeting the exemption status is common language. 
 
-pointed out some contradictory provisions.  Mr. Roth will correct. 
 
-Was concerned that the industrial area would allow pig or mushroom farms and would like to see that language 
stricken.  Mr. Roth commented that we cannot remove this as a use; we can however regulate it to make sure that the 
developer understands they would need to comply with any state or federal environmental quality issues.  It was also 
noted that this district is an existing manufacturing district since 1972. 
 
-Felt the AG standards were too restrictive.  Mr. Roth feels they are reasonable. 
 
-Concern with the provision of an ornamental pond exceeding 15’.  Mr. Roth explained that anything over 15’ is 
now classified as a manmade lake and currently requires DEP permitting. 
 
-Commented on Shadowcreek and Creekside zoning.  Mr. Roth stated this was already discussed. 
 
-Concerned that medical/nursing homes are allowed in the R-1 zone.  Mr. Roth stated the purpose of this allowance. 
 
-Concerned over the need for sidewalks and this would be an imposition for existing properties.  Mr. clarified that 
this would apply to new construction/change of use. 
 
-Concerned with the lack of including bicycling lanes.  Mr. Roth stated this is a design standard that needs to be 
included in the SLDO update. 
 
-Commented on the wisdom concerning the 100’ setback in the AG zone. 
 
-Fast food and the need for repairs/expansion since they are now a non-conforming use would they need to tear 
down and rebuild.  Mr. Roth explained that they can expand (under current zoning) their use by 50%.  Many of the 
lots would not accommodate that additional space; however they would be allowed that expansion. 
 
-Was happy the 25% parking restriction in the front yard was eliminated. 
 
-Concerned that the industrial zone is located so closely to the schools. 
 
-Commented that people were opposed to the Wal-Mart due to traffic impacts, but she feels the industrial zone will 
be worse. 
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-Concerned that certain uses near the Tuck Business Park would have an adverse impact. 
 
-Felt the landscaping requirements would make the costs higher. 
 
-Thought the sign requirements were too restrictive. 
 
-Objects to the Green Roof language and wants and reference removed. 
 
-Objects to the Grading Plan provisions.  Mr. Roth noted that this piece was already eliminated. 
 
-Objected to section 318 concerning the projections of buildings in that the size was too small.  Mr. Roth explained 
that this portion should not be exempt from the requirements as it is setting the threshold. 
 
-Thought the landscaping requirements were too strict. 



 
This concluded the written comments received concerning the second draft. 
 
Mr. Heister asked for any comments from those in attendance. 
 
Mr. Ebersole commented that the historic structure could be a blessing or a curse on a property.  He noted that he 
has to be on a certified preservation program.  That this could be established but at this time it does not exist and 
further on page 346 it outlines who makes that determination. 
 
Mr. Ebersole responded to Mr. McNamee’s earlier comment concerning the anonymous comments within the 
chamber letter and informed him that they wished not to be identified as they were concerned of retribution by 
Township staff that they needed to continue working with. 
 
Mr. Heister was disturbed by this allegation and told Mr. Ebersole in no uncertain terms that if this is an issue it 
needs to come to the board. 
 
Mr. Ebersole commented that the vertical build concept was uncharacteristic to surrounding areas and a detriment to 
development for businesses such as Sears, K-Mart or Lowes. 
 
Mr. Heister responded that we must be efficient with our remaining lands.  He felt that Springwood would draw and 
noted that we have approved plans on file for 1,000 new homes.  Our census increased by over 1,000 since the last 
time. 
 
Mr. Caldwell commented that they had a similar situation in another Township he represents in which the 
developer’s pushed back so hard the board finally gave in.  Ironically the first set of plans included two multi-story 
stores. 
 
Mr. Ebersole commented on the fact that the Springwood lighting standards would be relaxed.  He was corrected in 
that the method of measurement will now be consistent with Industry Standards.  The standards were not being 
relaxed. 
 
Mr. Peiffer commented that he was not appreciative to the Chamber letter comment that we have lots of rural land 
available for commercial growth and development and questioned when do we admit that we are using up our 
agricultural lands?  We are simply attempting to be pro-active not reactive.  When the land is gone then it will be too 
late to have an opportunity to make this decision.   
 
Mr. Roth concluded that he will prepare the new AG Holding languages and get that out post haste.  He will then 
wait for appropriate feedback and at that point he would expect to be able to launch into the 3rd draft revision(s).  He 
is looking for a decision and direction. 
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Mr. Heister responded that that direction will come from the Board possibly by their May 3, 2011 scheduled 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Roth commented that he will await that direction. 
 
With no other business to come before the board the meeting was adjourned at 8:54M by motion of Ralph, seconded 
by Ammon with all voting in favor. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Robin L. Getz 
Recording Secretary 
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