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North Cornwall Township 

Joint Planning Meeting 

Minutes for July 14, 2010 
 
 
 
Call to Order: 
 

The July 14, 2010 joint planning meeting of the North Cornwall Township Board of Supervisors and Planning 
Commission was called to order by Mr. Heister at 6:08PM with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  The meeting 
was duly advertised and properly posted. 
 
In attendance were Ralph D. Heister, III, Chairman, Ammon Peiffer, Jr., Mark Maria, Bob Gearhart, Ellie Salahub, 
Rob McNamee, Jim Caldwell, Rettew Associates, Stacey Winterstein, Administrative Assistant, Harry Roth, Roth 
Plan and Tom Long, Public Works Director. 
 

Discussion: 
 

Mr. Heister began by giving a brief history of what’s been going on with regards to zoning, where we are going and 
timelines we are looking at.  This proposed Zoning Ordinance has been in the works for a long time, dating back to 
1999 when the Comprehensive Plan was done.  The current ordinance is not a good ordinance for the Board, 
developers or tax payers.  Urban Research and Development had come in at the time to do an overview and the 
Board adopted an ordinance regarding Ag Preservation.  A few years ago Natural Lands Trust came in and also 
looked at the ordinance and made suggestions.  Some of the suggestions were incorporated into this ordinance.  Mr. 
Heister feels that some of things that Natural Lands Trust suggested went a bit too far and he feels they struck a nice 
balance as to what was incorporated. 
 
Mr. Heister gave an overview of the Springwood Litigation which started about 2 years ago.  The Board entered into 
negotiations with the developer which was when Rettew and Roth were retained to help work through a lot of the 
discussions.  There were no standards at the time but now there are.  It was at that time that the Board decided it 
made sense to rewrite the Zoning ordinance and it didn’t make sense to continue doing piece meal.  The issues that 
were brought up by the Planning Commission have been addressed and Mr. Heister feels they will be pleased with 
the new document.  He also wanted to make sure they knew their previous work on Ordinance 251 was not for 
naught.  This new document is very consistent and provides developers with clear rules.  He also feels it’s very fair 
and will provide developers with incentives.  He felt very strongly that the way we were going under the previous 
ordinance we were just throwing good money after bad.  The Conditional Use process has been killing us financially 
and this new ordinance addresses this issue.  His hope is that by the 28th Planning Commission meeting, the 
Commission will be prepared to recommend approval of this ordinance, a public hearing can be held in late August 
and it will be ready to adopt by the September Board meeting.  Harry Roth stated that it will be better to adopt it 
now and go back later and make amendments.  He feels we need to get the ordinance on the books as not to give 
developers an opportunity to defeat the purpose of the book.  Mr. Heister feeling there are things in the new 
ordinance that developers will want to take advantage of, there are many incentives.  He feels it is more financially 
responsible to adopt this so new plans will be submitted under this ordinance and he feels developers will like this 
ordinance. 
 
Mr. Heister asked if there were any questions or concerns at this time.  Mr. Gearhart stated he has read through some 
of the new ordinance and it is a lot to digest and understand.  He has some questions, but he’s not sure what 
questions to ask at this time.  Mr. Long inquired about the enforcement of this ordinance and if he and Mr. Yeagley 
will have someone to ask if there are questions on interpretations.  Mr. Heister commented that it is a lot, but that we 
were missing a lot.  Mr. Caldwell stated that once everyone is familiar with the language, it is very comprehensive 
and there is not much that wasn’t answered.  Dr. Maria inquired if any surrounding municipalities have documents 
similar to this one or if this one is more comprehensive. 
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Mr. Roth introduced the document and gave overall objectives of it.  He stated they contemporized the ordinance 
and it includes state of the art language and techniques.  It also incorporates legal precedents.  This book also deals 
with things that were worked on in Ordinance 251 and it codifies things, targeting the inconsistencies within the old 
ordinance.  There is very little ambiguity in this ordinance and there are things that are deliberately subjective.  
There were things put in intentionally so that a negotiation process will occur.  It will also simplify the process for 
the developers and the Planning Commission. 
 
Mr. Roth then went through sections of the proposed ordinance.  He stated the table of contents is very specific as 
this is a 400 page document and it will be easier to find what you’re looking for.  He then moved on to Article 1 – 
Background Provision.  These are the Zoning rules.  There are explanations as to how to interpret things, what to do 
when there is conflict and how to proceed if a decision is overturned.  It also includes information on uses that are 
not provided for, how to deal with the special exception process and an interpretation of the zoning map. 
 
Article 2 deals with the zones.  This deals with rural land uses in a rural manner and urban land uses in an urban 
manner and deals with a wide range of accessory uses.  He then explained Transferrable Development rights and 
that it should be thought of as play money.  It gives the Township the ability to say to the farmer they can sell land 
for development to commercial owners who will purchase these from the farmer.  Ms. Salahub inquired who the 
developer’s will approach and about compensation.  Mr. Roth stated that 1 TDR is equal to 2 acres and explained 
about conservation easements.  This will allow for limited development and will address future re-subdivision of 
lots.  When the new comprehensive plan is finished, we may see more changes.  Mr. Gearhart inquired about a 
property that is currently zoned residential but used and maintained as agricultural.  They want to stay on the farm 
and keep the farmhouse and barn as well as 10 acres of land.  They would like to sell the remaining as Ag.  Mr. Roth 
explained they can do that, they can subdivide a maximum of 2 acres if used for residential or a minimum of 10 
acres if used for a farm. 
 
Mr. Roth then discussed the R-1 zoning which is suburban residential.  They have taken a new strategy to this are 
which will provide a penalty for a standard subdivision as opposed to Conservation by design or Traditional 
Neighborhood Design.  These types of designed are tightly developed with would give more control.  Conservation 
by Design and Traditional Neighborhood developments are meant to preserve open spaces.  Dr. Maria inquired if 
developers will be able to sell homes in a development such as these and will they be economically feasible.  Mr. 
Heister stated they will maximize yield and keep open spaces.  Dr. Maria inquired if they will now be able to ask for 
certain things under the new zoning.  Ms. Salahub inquired that if it gets to a point the Township feels they are at 
maximum build-out, can we say stop.  Mr. Roth stated that land is a commodity, not a resource. 
 
Mr. Roth explained that the multi-family residential zone is very similar to suburban.  The mixed-use zone is 
primarily to make use of existing buildings with limited uses such as small businesses.  Traditional Neighborhood 
Design is an over in the R-1 and R-2 zones. 
 
The next zone discussed is Highway Commercial which is the strip along Route 422.  It provides for older and new 
land uses.  There is a better landscaping plan, a lot of which came from Ordinance 251.  The main goal of this is for 
the restoration of the 100 year floodplain and better, cohesive streetscapes.  Revitalizing in this area was decided 
against as there is too much value left in these properties.  There was discussion on a separate redevelopment 
ordinance to happen in the future.  It is not something that is needed right now and there was no time to put it 
together. 
 
Mr. Heister stated that he would like Mr. Roth to work with the Planning Commission regarding concerns and 
questions they may have.  Mr. Gearhart inquired why the land Springwood intends to build on is being re-zoned to 
O & I.  He was told that will mean they are bound by their design that has been agreed upon.  Mr. Gearhart was 
concerned that if they look to a lending institution for assistance building commercial uses on a piece of land that is 
not zoned commercial, they may run into a brick wall.  Also in the commercial zone they have taken a radical 
approach to building.  It the building is greater than 75,000 square feet, it must be built in 2 stories, if it is greater 
than 150,000 square feet it must be built in 3 stories and include a 2 story parking garage.  However, if they put a 
green roof on the building, that does not count towards their square footage.  They can have a building up to 150,000 
square feet if they have a green roof.  It was discussed that some of the language is deliberately subjective in order to 
allow for wiggle room.  Developers will be allowed to do certain things if they meet certain architectural standards 
as outlined. 
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Industrial was discussed in that small scare operations will be able to be built by right but large operations will need 
either a special exception or a Conditional Use.  Mr. McNamee inquired where these standards originated.  Ms. 
Salahub inquired if developers will be allowed to go ultra modern with building designs and can a planned be turned 
down if the Commission doesn’t like what the architect has designed.  She also had a concern regarding having huge 
areas of asphalt and no trees.  Mr. Roth stated there is very detailed information in this ordinance regarding 
landscaping. 
 
Design standards were then discussed.  These will promote an integrated pattern of development.  There are general 
provisions that will apply universally to all zones.  Mr. Gearhart commented on clear sight triangles and minimum 
set-backs and that in some instances it will be difficult for them to be compatible.  Mr. Roth stated that PennDOT 
standards are incorporated into the ordinance.  Mr. Gearhart inquired if these apply at signalized intersections.  Mr. 
Long inquired if these apply in parking areas.  Mr. Roth stated that this ordinance does not impose clear sight 
triangles at access drives.  Dr. Maria inquired if there was any particular part that Mr. Roth and the Supervisors 
struggled with during the process that they would like the Commission to look at and if there is anything they should 
concentrate on.  Mr. Roth suggested they rely on things they know or things they have had problems with and look 
in the ordinance to see how they are dealt with.  Mr. Caldwell commented that this ordinance has information on 
landscaping between streets and buildings which there was previously a lot of discussion on. 
 
Dr. Maria inquired how signage has been addressed, particularly flashing and animated signs.  Mr. Roth stated there 
are very specific regulations regarding Dynamic Message Display Signs.  They will be allowed in a way that is not 
distracting.  It was determined that the message can change 1 time from the time you first see the sign until you pass 
it, allowing for each motorist to see 2 messages.  Ms. Salahub inquired if they took into consideration how long it 
will take a motorist to process a message.  Lighting standards were then discussed.  Ms. Salahub inquired about up 
lighting and reducing the lighting after certain hours.  Mr. Roth stated there are provisions for security lighting. 
 
Mr. Roth stated the Land Development process will be more comprehensive.  More information will be required to 
be provided.  Ms. Salahub inquired about noise regulations and if the regulations will provide for hours of operation.  
Mr. Gearhart inquired about non-conforming uses, specifically Wengert’s Dairy and regulations that will be 
imposed on them in regards to expanding their operation. 
 
Mr. Roth then reviewed Article 4 pertaining to Specific Criteria.  He feels the most important thing in that section 
will be Conservation By Design.  Article 5 pertains to Environmental Protection.  An example which he used was if 
someone wants to install a 2 tier shed, they must prove that it does not interfere with natural features.  If someone 
brings in a plan, a natural features inventory must be provided.  Article 6 is regarding Transferable Development 
Rights and primarily contains a lot of legal information. 
 
Article 7 was discussed with regards to Non-conformities.  They discussed the amortization of non-conforming 
signs and that the owner will be given a certain amount of time in which to replace these signs.  Outside storage and 
the definition of junk was also discussed.  Article 8 pertains to rules of the Zoning Hearing Board.   
 
Article 9 was discussed in regards to Administration.  It includes rules the Zoning Officer must follow as well as 
permit procedures including the issuance of a Use and Occupancy permit.  It also outlines how to amend the 
ordinance and the map.  It explains Conditional Uses and contains several forms.  Mr. McNamee inquired if they are 
looking for the Commission to recommend this in its current form.  Dr. Maria stated he understands it as the Board 
is looking for a Commission recommendation to approve this ordinance after which amendments can be made and 
then the Commission can recommend the approval of the amendments.  Mr. Gearhart stated he noticed that the 
Copenhaver property was changed from R-1 to Ag which doesn’t really matter because the land is now preserved 
but he inquired if they were notified of the change.  Mr. Roth stated that since they are looking to adopt this as an 
entire ordinance, individual property owners do not need to be notified and properties do not have to be posted.  Dr. 
Maria inquired what a property owner will need to do if they wish for their property to be rezoned.  Mr. Long 
inquired about the junk section of the ordinance, specifically junk cars and standards. 
 
Dr. Maria commended Mr. Roth on his work on this project. 
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Mr. Gearhart asked for an update regarding current development.  Mr. Heister stated that Meadowlane Farms was 



granted an extension until September.  We are also looking to have the Snitz Creek Park on Oak Street done by late 
summer/early fall.  Ms. Salahub inquired what happens if the developer of Meadowlane Farms can’t develop, will 
the park still go in there.  Mr. Caldwell stated that the agreement provides for certain things whether they develop or 
not.  Mr. Heister then stated that Royal Oaks still has a few things to flush out. 
 
The continued work to the treatment plant was discussed.  Mr. Caldwell was asking for direction at this time as he 
was contact and asked if the Board and Commission would consider a waiver of the preliminary plan process.  
Seeing as it’s a public entity and they are trying to save tax payer money, they would be inclined to entertain that 
request.  Mr. Long also stated that the plan is to take one building down and replace it with another and it will all 
occur within the confines of the already fenced in are.  The Commission and Board members in attendance agreed 
that should be fine. 
 
Dr. Maria made motion to adjourn at 8:49PM.  Mr. Heister seconded the motion.  Vote was unanimous. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Robin L. Getz 
Recording Secretary 
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