
PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 The public meeting of the North Cornwall Township Planning Commission was held on Tuesday, 
November 23, 2010 at the North Cornwall Township Offices located at 320 South 18th Street, Lebanon, 
PA at 7:00PM.  The meeting was duly advertised and properly posted.  In attendance were: 
 
Commission Members: 
Rob McNamee Bob Gearhart Ellie Salahub Mark Maria Jennifer Eirich 
 
Township Officials: 
Jim Caldwell Robin L. Getz  Ammon K. Peiffer, Jr. Harry Roth 
 
Public: 
Per Sign in sheet 
 
1. Dr. Maria called the meeting to order at 7:00PM with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
2. Minutes 
 The minutes of the meeting of October 27, 2010 were brought to the floor for discussion.  Dr. 

Maria asked if there were any deletions or corrections to the minutes at this time.  None being 
heard, Mr. Gearhart moved for the approval of the minutes of the October 27, 2010 meeting.  Mr. 
McNamee seconded the motion.  Vote was unanimous. 

 
3. Plan Briefing/Subdivision Plan-Frederick Chevrolet 
 Mr. Gearhart presented the plan to the commission explaining that this is to be a simple 

subdivision plan as required by the franchising authority.  There was discussion concerning the 
modification of the driveway to realign it with Isabel Drive.  The commission reviewed the 
Lebanon County Planning Department dated October 29, 2010 and the draft letter prepared by 
Rettew dated November 23, 2010.  Motion was made by Mr. McNamee to move it to an action 
item and further made recommendation to the Board for approval.  The motion was seconded by 
Mrs. Eirich.  The vote was three in favor, one abstention and one recusal. The plan will move to 
the Board of Supervisors. 

 
4. Discussion-Zoning Pieces Referred to the Commission 

Mr. Roth opened with the history of this process.  There have been several public meetings with 
significant input.  At the last meeting he was authorized by the Board to prepare the second draft 
document.  He informed the commission that he has most of the corrections made with the 
exception of the most recent comments.  He is not sure what time line the Board is looking at but 
it is not his understanding that this next process it to be prolonged and he is in a position to get the 
second document finalized fairly quickly. 
 
Mr. Gearhart thought the items they are getting they would review thoroughly by comparing the 
old document to the new document especially where the parking requirements are concerned.  It 
was his understanding that the parking lots are too big and the commission would be looking into 
that to make sure they were less impervious.  He was hoping they could do this review by 
example. 
 
Dr. Maria echoed the concerns of the process.  He felt the biggest piece being the appearance of a 
complete and unified front.  The process must have complete transparency and public 
participation.  He commented that he has taken some heat during the first time around and does 
not want a repeat performance. 
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Ms. Salahub commented that she thought theses continued discussions are waylaying the process.  
She was concerned that looking at the old ordinance was a waste of time and that it was her 
understanding that we wanted to get away from piece-mealing.  We have gone through the 
process, gotten public comment and addressed what she felt were many of the concerns. 
 
Mr. Peiffer commented that due to cost he was hoping there would not be multiple re-writes.  If it 
takes 6 or 9 months he is ok with that as long as it is a reasonable time frame for moving forward.  
As it stands the Board voted to move the second draft forward. 
 
Mr. Roth provided the outline of the process as he saw it.  Further he explanted that we are still in 
the first round.  In some cases it is his experience that it is the planning commission who does the 
work, sometimes the planning commission and board and sometimes the staff and/or consultant.  
In our case the Board has taken the lead.  There was a lot of soul searching through the 
Springwood process and an understanding that it was time to move forward. He has met several 
times with members individually and the Board was consistent in moving these seven items to the 
planning commission to work through.  He suspects the board will again want to have a crack at it 
before it goes public and then the entire process will begin again with advertising, posting, 
circulation and public meetings.  Hopefully we nail it and get to where everyone can largely 
support the document and get through the process of approval.  Further, almost immediately as is 
generally the case you would immediately do a clean-up to handle typos and similar issues. 
 
Mr. Buzby commented that as a representative of the Chamber they have probably provided the 
most comments and he is hoping to have ample time to review the next draft.  He would like the 
opportunity to look at is again as well. 
 
Mr. Roth provided a guideline of seven pieces that he considered the commissions input necessary 
in moving forward. 
 
Additional comments/discussion concerning the zoning amendment(s) was as follow: 
 

• There was consensus as to how to proceed 
• Noted the second draft would have the specific changes highlighted 
• Agreed that item #2 was an emotional item at the hearings and are amenable to allow six 

events per year for two consistent days.  Also make it clear that items will be removed at 
the close of each day. 

• Agreed that item #5 should allow a 25’ height restriction with the specification of a one-
story only building. 

• Agreed to include provisions for item #6 in line with what the M.P.C. provides 
• Agreed that item #7 should include language to allow sheds, but not mandate them as was 

suggested. 
• Agreed that item #3 should allow parking of one recreational vehicle/trailer not permitted 

beyond the front line of the structure as a matter of safety.  There was concern that parking 
beyond the house set back created multiple site distance concerns.  It was also noted that 
the proposed ordinance allows for a utility trailer as well in addition. 

 
The commission then reviewed two of the more intense items, being item #1-parking and item #3-
Carbonate Geology. 
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Mr. Roth commented that Mr. Gehringer took a shotgun approach to everything.  Further, he had 
the opportunity to speak with Mr. Gehringer following the last meeting he attended to request 
specifically what he was looking to accomplish.  He was looking at the URL prospective of design 
which Mr. Roth feels is incorrect that he views this more of a suburban not urban community. 
 
Other comments on parking included: 
 

• Looking at reducing the impervious coverage. 
• Provide designated areas for oversized vehicles 
• Review minimum and maximum caps for allowable parking percentages 
• Maintain current 5% interior landscaping 
• Consider elimination of curbing to utilize landscape islands as BMP’s 
• Allow applicant to submit alternate parking plan 
• Clarified that special exception is a right much different than variance appearances with 

the Zoning Hearing Board 
• Since the industry standard of 9 X 18 parking is small; consider a 4 1/2 ‘ radius verses the 

current 5’ 
• Maintain a schedule of one landscape aisle per four rows 

 
It was agreed that Mr. Gearhart will prepare some actual situations based on both ordinances for 
comparison to review by the next meeting. 
 
The final piece for discussion was the Carbonate Geology segment.  Mr. Roth included for 
discussion a copy of this piece that was taken directly from the Palmyra, North & South 
Londonderry Township draft. 
 
There was discussion as to how this process currently works.  Following minimal discussion the 
commission concurred that at the time of the submission of plans a geologist should seal the report 
concerning the soils and their ability to handle development.  The Township engineer would then 
review the sealed report and either agree to the methodology or have it returned for additional 
information or deny the application as the case may be.  Ms. Getz commented that she had 
concerns that by minimizing this section we must be careful not to create language that would be 
too subjective that would defeat the purpose.  Mr. Gearhart commented that some of these pieces 
are now a requirement under the Conservation requirements specifically a part of the NSPDES 
permitting. 
 
Mr. Buzby commented that he thought this evening was productive discussion however he would 
have preferred that everything came back to the planning commission not just seven items. 
 
Dr. Maria requested the language of the new zoning district that would apply to the County Club 
and surrounding area(s). 
 
Mr. Roth informed him that Supervisor Heister and he had met with representatives to review the 
drafted language a few weeks ago, but have not received a response that he is aware of.  Ms. Getz 
clarified that the meeting was not a public advertised meeting but was held at the request of the 
Country Club. 
 
Dr. Maria was not content that the line of communication still seemed to continue as an issue.  He 
felt that the planning commission should have been able to review the proposed language and  
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weigh in.  Mr. Roth would seek permission to release the information to the members via the 
manager. 

 
5. Announce next meeting. 
 

Dr. Maria entertained discussion concerning the next meeting.  Specifically an assurance that there 
would be a quorum since the schedule fell between the holidays.  It was agreed to hold the next 
meeting a week later being Wednesday, January 5, 2011 at 7PM and requested the change be 
advertised as such. 
 

4. Adjournment 
Meeting adjourned at 9:38PM on motion of Mr. McNamee, seconded by Mr. Gearhart with vote 
was unanimous 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Rob McNamee 
Secretary 
 
slw 


