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North Cornwall Township 

Joint Planning Meeting 

Minutes for October 27, 2010 
 
 
 
Call to Order: 
 

The October 27, 2010 joint planning meeting of the North Cornwall Township Board of Supervisors and Planning 
Commission was called to order by Dr. Maria at 6:10pm with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  The meeting 
was duly advertised and properly posted. 
 
In attendance were Ralph D. Heister, III, Chairman, Kip Kelly, Vice-chairman, Ammon Peiffer, member, Mark 
Maria, Bob Gearhart, Ellie Salahub, Rob McNamee, Harold Kreider, Jennifer Eirich, Jim Caldwell, Harry Roth and 
Robin Getz. 
 
Due to a quick transition from the Budget Work Session combined with a change of location, sign in sheets were not 
available.  Recognized in the audience were:  Tom Buzby, Dennis Gehringer, Perry Hilbert, Andrea Gillhooley, 
John Salahub, John Gross, Tom Siegel, Fred Wolfson, Fred Tomco, Donna Brandt, John Norris, Nancy Gingrich, 
Jeff Steckbeck, Kristen Yeagley, Tom Long, Ed Copenhaver and Larry Bowman.  There were five other people in 
attendance that Ms. Getz did not recognize. 
 

Discussion: 
 

Dr. Maria began by stating that this joint meeting as he understood was to obtain the intent of the Board.  He stated 
that it is his hope that they move forward with the process and receive the necessary criteria.  He further commented 
that he would not be tolerant of any emotional comments as they would not help in the forward motion of the 
process. 
 
Mr. Heister advised that he met with Mr. Roth, Mr. Caldwell and Ms. Getz on October 20, 2010 and addressed 
many of the remaining items.  As a result Mr. Roth compiled a list of those items which can be reviewed this 
evening. 
 
Dr. Maria commented that in summary, there were a number of directions we can go at this time. 
 
1. Throw out the entire ordinance and start over. 
2. Take the time to pull out what is reasonable and productive and then take the time to work through what is 

remaining. 
3. Pull out particular items and take more time to work through those specifically. 
4. Work through the Regional Comprehensive Plan first which is probably 18 months out. 
5. Realizing we need the time to get any one of those things adjusted, we could just work through Ordinance #251 

as we have been doing as a fix for now and then move forward with amending the Zoning. 
 

Mr. Heister stated that in speaking for himself only, dumping what has been done to date is not an option.  He would 
lean towards option two.  Additionally, that is probably what we have been doing for the last three meetings and 
would look to continue with some changes knowing that some are substantial and some are not.  He felt it would be 
a waste of money to go back and that, frankly, we are close to having a good document.  He acknowledged that he 
knew full well that it may need to be changed again at some time in the future.  He would also look to have the 
SLDO brought into line as well. 
 
Dr. Maria inquired as to any feedback them, as the Planning Commission, would be getting.  If there were any items 
that would be placed on hold for the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Mr. Heister responded that following discussion it was believed that the TDR Receiving area would be a prime piece 
that would need to be reevaluated at the Comprehensive level, that maybe they could make a better determination as 
to other or additional areas to be considered. 
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Dr. Maria inquired if there were any other sections that would be deferred to the Comprehensive Plan.  For 
edification purposes he then explained what the comprehensive plan is and what is currently happening with the 
regional planning phase.  There was further discussion concerning the comprehensive plan. 
 
Mr. Heister commented that the Township will benefit by the cost savings alone.  He didn’t feel there would be a 
change largely from the existing plan.  He stated that there needs to be a vision of where we want to be and with the 
combination of an aligned Zoning ordinance and a current comprehensive plan we should be fine. 
 
Dr. Maria again inquired if it is not a good idea to delay at this time. 
 
Mr. Kelly commented that we cannot extract certain pieces of this Ordinance, that that was the problem with the 
current ordinance and it has ended up as a patchwork of inconsistency. 
 
Dr. Maria stated that he was voicing the community concern, not necessarily his own position.  He was looking for 
direction of where we are going from here.  Further, that any rewrites we are doing, we can move forward and we 
must do so with an open process. 
 
Mr. Heister stated that the purpose is to lay out the issues; address them; with the next step being something 
tangible.  Ultimately people may disagree.  We need the second draft version to see and review those changes and 
move forward.   
 
Mr. Kelly commented that it doesn’t make sense to throw out this document.  He reminded everyone that it was 
intended to be done since 2000 but never moved forward.  This is the seventh public meeting we have held.  We had 
three meetings that were advertised, not to the degree the Chamber helped us with, for which he thanked them, but 
advertised none the less.  We discussed every piece which Mr. Roth had the time to digest. 
 
Mr. Heister continued that changes were made based on comments received that made logical sense. 
 
Mr. McNamee commented that he wanted to avoid tailoring the ordinances to individual situations but to make the 
changes based on the general affect to all residents. 
 
Mr. Heister agreed that we will get multiple opinions but ultimately must make the best decisions. 
 
Mr. Peiffer agreed that starting over is not negotiable. 
 
Dr. Maria commented that we need to know what needs to be modified and how we are going to do that. 
 
Mr. Heister commented that we will continue with the reviews and work towards the second draft. 
 
Dr. Maria wanted to be sure of the process and wanted the Board to commit to taking all of the time necessary to 
reach a good document. 
 
Mr. Peiffer commented he was willing to take the time to go through it. 
 
Perry Hilbert commented that the comprehensive plan has to do with land use only and this whole nuisance stuff 
was something the Supervisors came up with. 
 
Mr. Kelly commented that Mr. Roth was the best Planner in the area.  He has done over forty ordinances and creates 
what he believes to be long term planning. 
 
Dr. Maria inquired if they could take the time to have Mr. Roth help them through the process. 
 
Tom Buzby interjected that they have retained a consultant to do the review and even though he has provided a 
commercial piece they have more to say in the other areas. 
 
Mr. Heister instructed him to provide those comments electronically and we will go through them. 
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Mr. Buzby commented that as a township resident he was not happy with the idea of moving as quickly as possible 
to finish.  Further, he also resented the characterizations that the Zoning was “yours” (the Board) or “Harry Roth’s” 
and where does the community fit into this. 
 
Dr. Maria interjected that this type of logic does not move things forward. 
 
Ms. Salhub commented that there have been issues since the first comprehensive plan in that the zoning was never 
changed as required.  Now we need to play catch up. 
 
Dr. Maria commented that many don’t agree with the process.  As Chairman of the Planning Commission he wants 
to move to get a document. 
 
Mr. Roth began, by again stating that he had met with Mr. Caldwell, Mr. Heister and Ms. Getz to work through the 
remaining items including those posted by residents during the breakout sessions. 
 
Mr. Roth noted that following his contact with members of the Board he was prepared to address the following:  
(public comments will follow his recommendations) 
 
1. Section 224.H-Delete the requirement that no more than 25% percent of the parking spaces may be located 

within the front yard within the OI Zone. 
2. Retain the required “Amber Alert” notification for dynamic message signs but eliminate the required 

community service display, Section 322.C.32.D.  The Township would still encourage participation but would 
not require it. 

3. Lengthen the time that a sign may be displayed after a use ceases from 3 months to 12 months in Section 
322.C.4. 

4. Section 310.F.1-Eliminate the requirement that lights be “downcast”.  Also eliminate regulations governing the 
highlighting of buildings and the display of holiday lighting. 

5. Exempt outdoor storage and display areas of commercial uses from the required use of “dimmer” security 
lighting in Section 310.F.9. 

6. Permit business signs to remain lit overnight in Section 310.F.9 and 310.F.11.J. 
7. Amend the permanent sign regulations in Section 322.D.3 and 4 to facilitate one common freestanding sign of 

up to 64 square feet and permit each principal use to have one freestanding sign of up to 16 square feet that is 
located away from the street and closer to the entrance to the building of each principal use in the OI Zone. 

8. Reduce the required front yard setback from 30 feet to 10 feet for roadside stands. 
9. Rezone the “Miller” farm and Shadow Creek subdivision from the proposed R-1 Zone back to the AG Zone as 

is currently zoned and under which the subdivision was created. 
10. Permit the storage of a personal single-axle utility trailer as an accessory use to a residential use in the rear yard, 

in addition to the storage already permitted under Section 315.X.3. 
11. Correct the size of commercial trucks to be parked within the AG Zone to exceed 11,000 pounds in Section 

315.Y. 
12. Revise Section 476.F so that no vehicle can be stored in a jacked up position for any length of time unless 

located within an enclosed building. 
13. Amend Section 900.A.3 to indicate that the Zoning Officer cannot enter a property unless he/she has been 

invited, has obtained a search warrant, or the subject property has an active zoning permit or zoning certificate 
of use and occupancy. 

14. Amend the definition of “Family” to remove reference to “related” persons in No. 4 dealing with group homes 
protected under the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988. 

 
In addition to these changes, the Chairman asked for explanation on some of the substantial suggestions that were 
rejected as follows: 
 
1. Permit continuous display of temporary signs-The Township does not believe that the continuous display of 

temporary signs is warranted.  Continuous display implies a permanent sign which is already permitted for each 
use.  Temporary signs are meant to accommodate periodic special events and not general advertising or ongoing 
sales campaigns. 
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2. Move environmental regulations to the SLDO-Many of the restrictions imposed on sensitive environmental 
features relate to land use, not infrastructure coordination and design.  The MPC delegates land use regulation 
to the Zoning Ordinances.  Also, local officials do not want to facilitate the granting of wholesale waivers of 
environmental protection under the SLDO; variances under the Zoning Ordinance require more consistent 
reasoning for protection of environment. 

3. Required Individual Grading Plans-Section 308 requires that proposed developments provide grading plans at 
the time of zoning permit application.  When the use has been approved as part of a subdivision or land 
development, the grading information will be readily available from such plans.  Other uses will require the 
preparation of topographical survey map.  This will help to prevent adverse stormwater impact from one 
property to the next. 

4. Manure Spreading should be Prohibited Saturday PM and Sundays-The Township believes that farmers are 
subject to conditions that are beyond their control such as weather and regulations that often dictate when 
certain activities must occur.  The Township does not want to further interfere with such practices which would 
probably be stricken by the ACRE legislation. 

5. Allow more yard sale signs-recent court cases do not allow for the Township to impose specific restrictions on 
signs based upon the sign type.  Therefore, if the Township were to permit more than one yard sale sign, it 
would be required to permit the same number of any such signs.  The Township believes that more than one 
sign per residence would produce a cluttered appearance, unwelcomed by many residents. 

6. Required sidewalks-Sidewalk requirements within the Zoning Ordinance are tied to the requirements within the 
SLDO, therefore, any use that would require SLDO approval would be required to provide for sidewalks.  
Sidewalks are only required in the “urban” areas. 

7. Too restrictive landscaping materials-Approved vegetation in Section 321.E only applies to required 
landscaping strips and screens specified throughout the Zoning Ordinance.  The list does not apply to personal 
plantings at one’s home.  However, the noxious and invasive species lists defined in Section 113 do apply 
throughout the Township. 

8. Zoning Officer determines number of TDRs-The Zoning Ordinance determines the number of TDRs granted, 
the Zoning Officer only interprets and verifies calculations.  The Board of Supervisors has the right to amend 
any section of the Zoning Ordinance including the TDR requirements but only in accordance with the MPC and 
via a public hearing process. 

 
In addition to the preceding comments and explanations and those that were shared at the last meeting, Mr. Roth 
believes that we still must consider the comments received from Lebanon County Planning, the in house review by 
William Yeagley, and the verbal request received from the Dairy regarding nonconforming expansion of their 
facility as authorized under previous zoning amendment No. #231. 
 
Finally, Mr. Roth has had the opportunity to have the ordinance reviewed by a land use attorney in another 
community and would like the opportunity to present some additional changes based upon that review. 
 
Comments as a result of the items reviewed by Mr. Roth: 
 
Tom Long stated that he currently is parking a tandem axel with a boat that you can’t even see and wanted to 
confirm that a single axel was all that would be permitted. 
 
Mr. Tomco inquired what the foundation was for not more than four non-related persons. 
 
Donna Brandt inquired what we are trying to protect with that language. 
 
Kristen Yeagley stated that it will be at a cost to the homeowner to do a survey for minimal disturbance and inquired 
if the Board would consider an exemption for anything under 500’ of disturbance. 
 
Mr. Gehringer stated what the current proposed ordinance is stating concerning this item and thought maybe we 
could refine the area of disturbance definition. 
 
Nancy Gingrich inquired that if we modified the language would we still need a permit. 
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Donna Brandt commented that with several pieces, we are going over our boundaries and getting into somewhere 
we don’t belong. 
 
Ed Copenhaver stated that for several years he has permitted a non-profit organization to post and the way it sounds, 
that practice would not be permitted. 
 
An unknown person inquired as to how this deals with political signs. 
 
Mr. Gehringer stated that on page 195 under the examples it includes political signs which we have no jurisdiction 
over by the provision of permit requirements. 
 
Mr. Kelly requested that we continue through our Zoning Officer’s comments.  He further requested that we not 
discuss anything that has been dealt with previously. 
 
Mr. Roth continued with Mr. Yeagley’s list as follows: 
 
1. Under Section 113 change definitions recognizing the Uniformed Construction Code to include All Adopted 

Codes. 
2. Under section 201.K (chart) make all residential accessory structure to a maximum height of 20’ 
3. Under Section 435 consider the Homeland Security Requirements regarding fences and Barbed wire fences in 

the R-2 districts. 
4. Under Section 453 allow no home occupations (no-impact) and no sheds or a maximum size shed in 

Manufactured Home Parks. 
5. Under Section 464 recommended all Outdoor Furnaces only be allowed in the A districts. 
6. Under Section 473 stated that the setback is suggested at 10’ and should be 15’ in the residential areas and that 

all pools comply with all building codes. 
7. Under Section 900.A recommend all complaints must be in writing to be accepted for investigation. 
8. Under Section 901 requests that all Zoning permit time lines match the 2 year time line to be consistent with the 

UCC/Building Permit requirements. 
9. Also commented that the “junk” segment conflicts with the approved Property Maintenance Ordinance. 
 
Comments as a result of Mr. Yeagley’s outline: 
 
It was agreed that there were certain aspects of Mr. Yeagley’s comments that were not completely understood as to 
intent and where they originated.  Conversation will need to take place with him to get a clearer understanding of 
these issues. 
 
Mr. Roth then reviewed the open items that were not previously covered from the Lebanon County Planning review 
letter as follows: 
 
1. Consideration should be given to including public water and public sewer entities under the definition of 

“municipal uses”. 
2. The definition of “lot coverage” requires adding all impervious areas to the lot coverage calculation.  They may 

prove challenging with day to day enforcement activities, if all impervious surfaces are included such as private 
parking areas, sidewalks, etc. 

3. Questioned the basis of the maximum accessory building size to 720 square feet. 
4. Typical planning practices permit schools (public and private) and cemeteries within the Agricultural Zoning 

Districts. 
5. Noted that the AG Holding area location is already illustrated as a “suburban neighborhood” in the 2007 County 

Comprehensive Plan.  Further an illustrated intent for R-1 is currently listed in the NCT Comprehensive plan as 
a TND/Village Zoning area. 

6. Commented that AG Holding forcing the wide lot option would dictate the house be to one side of the lot. 
7. Commented on what affect the Industrial Zoning would have with the Springwood project. 
8. Commented on Section 323 and that it should be coordinated with current provisions within the Township’s Act 

537 Plan. 
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9. Commented on Section 420.B that it seemed unnecessary for co-located communication antennas, erected upon 
existing structures, to be subject to the SLDO plan approval. 

10. Recommended the wetland banking area be depicted on the Natural and Cultural Features Map. 
11. Recommended that the recently approved Master Plan for Nonmotorized Trail Connections should be 

referenced within the Ordinance where deemed applicable. 
 

Mr. Kelly requested that the pieces that the Planning Commission should be working on be forwarded to them. 
 
Mr. Gearhart inquired that if the environmental piece was to remain in Zoning, if the Planning Commission could 
review certain pieces. 
 
Ms. Salahub commented that K-Mart has been removing trees and not replacing them in the islands and she wanted 
to make sure that the maintenance of these trees be included in the rewrites. 
 
Dr. Maria commented that it is a process and they will continue working through it. 
 
Nancy Gingrich inquired as to where the Rural Residential piece is. 
 
Tom Buzby inquired if they had reviewed the Forestry comments he forwarded and if they were going to revisit that 
piece as well. 
 
Mr. Heister announced that additional zoning meetings will be determined at the Board’s November 9th meeting 
with advertisement and posting to the web as soon as they are set. 
 
Dr. Maria made motion to adjourn at 8:26PM.  Mr. Kelly seconded the motion.  Vote was unanimous. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Robin L. Getz 
Recording Secretary 
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