Honey Brook Township Planning Commission

Regular Meeting
April 22, 2010
The Honey Brook Township Planning Commission held its monthly meeting on April 22, 2010 at 7:02 P.M.  Commissioners present:  Gary Walkowski, Leslie Siebert, Greg Frederick, Susan Lacy, Stacie Popp-Young, and Chairman Mike France.  The Township Engineers, Mike Reinert and Jennifer McConnell, were present.  Heath Eddy, Director of Planning and Zoning, was present.  Also present was Joe Fenstermacher, member of the Township Board of Supervisors.
Minutes

A motion to approve the March 25, 2010 meeting minutes was made by Greg Frederick, seconded by Susan Lacy.  All in favor.  The motion carried.

Subdivision/Land Development Applications
None for this meeting.
Zoning Hearing Board/Conditional Use Applications

None for this meeting.
Pending Ordinances
Net Lot Area/Net Out Discussion
Mike France noted that, having read the memorandum provided by Mr. Eddy covering this issue, he is not of the opinion that changing the definition of “net lot area” to accommodate individual lots for which the standards create nonconformity is needed.  Mr. Eddy described the memo and defined the main issues regarding a lot line adjustment plan for Curtis Reeves and Howard Brown, previously reviewed by the Planning Commission in the fall.  The issue is primarily with the riparian buffer netted out from the lot area for Mr. Brown’s property.  Mr. France reiterated that he did not support a change to the definition, but that he would be willing to support a variance for the specific case for Mr. Reeves and Mr. Brown.  Mr. France asked if any other members had comments or a difference of opinion, and no one else expressed support for a change to the definition of net lot area.
Mr. Eddy also noted a recent case wherein the application of the net out for steep slopes is also a concern.  In this additional case involving a property on Talbotville Road, the issue is that the area of regulated steep slopes is not only netted out, but that the steep slopes are further factored into the lot area by requiring an increase in the lot area for each new lot as per Section 27-1304.7.  Mike Reinert agreed with the ordinance interpretation and stated that essentially the ordinance “double dips” in terms of steep slope regulations.  Mr. Eddy noted that it was during his meeting with the property owners on Talbotville Road that he found it difficult to communicate this to the owners or their engineer because it appears to regulate the same issue twice.  Mr. Reinert noted that his experience elsewhere is that the steep slopes are typically netted out and then the area is regulated for use in terms of locations of structures, grading, etc. Generally, rather than a set percentage increase in lot area, the requirements strive to ensure there is sufficient area for buildings, parking, septic and wells, drainage fields, and stormwater facilities which usually leads to a minimum of around 1 1/2 acres of space for use, regardless of the minimum lot size in the zoning district.  Mr. Eddy agreed and noted that the current standards should be simplified so that the minimum “good area” is created rather than a formula which may not relate to actual conditions on the specific site.  Mr. France stated that this seemed to be a good strategy, provided it is clear that the area is sufficient to accommodate the needs of daily life without impact to steep slopes.  
Mr. Reeves and Mr. Fenstermacher had arrived late to participate in this discussion, so Mr. France stated to the applicant that the Planning Commission was not willing to support a change to the “net lot area” definition but would support a variance to accommodate the lot line adjustment for Mr. Reeves.  What followed was a back and forth discussion primarily between Mr. Reeves, Mr. France, and Ms. Popp-Young about the purpose of such a regulation.  Mr. Fenstermacher was interested in understanding the application of a riparian buffer to a wetland that was not adjacent to a stream or pond.  The summary of the discussion is that Mr. Reeves believes it is unfair to apply a new standard to a previously subdivided lot in such a manner and that it was unfair/not necessary to net out an area that already has regulations on it restricting its use.  Mr. France and Ms. Popp-Young asserted that the reason to apply this standard was to prevent future subdivision wherein paved surfaces were concentrated in the vicinity of wetlands and other riparian areas.  Mr. Reinert noted that wetlands are subjected to regulation by the Conservation District, the DEP and the EPA.  Ms. Popp-Young discussed the science of wetland buffers and noted that the application of such areas is for the improvement of water quality, which is a failing of the Township at present, and to protect property owners from future problems as a result of development too close to such areas.    
In the end, Mr. France reiterated that the Planning Commission would be supportive of a variance to enable the subdivision to continue.  

Mr. Reinert and Ms. McConnell departed at this point of the meeting.  Prior to their leaving, however, Mr. France asked if they were aware of any specific regulations for addressing water quality from cemeteries as a result of embalming and potential impact on groundwater.  Mr. Reinert stated that he was unaware of any such regulation.

Cemetery Ordinance Revisions

Mr. Eddy reviewed the draft set of cemetery regulation revisions, which arose from a proposal to expand the Pleasant View Road Amish cemetery.  Mr. Eddy noted that the minimum lot standards did not related to existing cemeteries in the Township, and that a conditional use approval process seemed unnecessary for a type of use that could be addressed through a land development review process.  The proposed changes would create a smaller allowance for cemeteries provided they were approved through land development, but retained the conditional use requirement for those 5 acres in size or larger.  The Planning Commission agreed with this.  Mr. Eddy reviewed the rest of the draft provisions and noted the attached sketch of a 1-acre cemetery that could accommodate 50 years’ worth of needs for a local parish.  A significant revision included a provision that requires verification of the depth to the water table, so that burial vaults are not sunk into areas with high water tables.  Ms. Popp-Young suggested adding that this evaluation should also account for the traditional level to the water table should the time of on-site testing occur during a drought.  
Also, the draft standards include requirements for long-term maintenance and financial commitment, noting that the Township currently maintains (e.g. mows) 1-2 cemeteries in the Cambridge area, including 1 that appears to have no ownership according to parcel records at the County.  

The Planning Commission supported these changes, including the change recommended by Ms. Popp-Young.  

Kennel Ordinance Revisions – clean-up from Ordinance #148

Mr. Eddy noted that there were changes requested by Mr. Wertley at the time the ordinance was adopted in December.  These changes included some clean-ups from the provisions that were not made to the original ordinance when the previous Board changed the approval procedure from special exception to conditional use.  The Planning Commission agreed that such clean-ups should be made.  Mr. Wertley’s suggested changes include additional substantive standards changes, which the Planning Commission addressed as follows:
· Minimum Lot Area.  Mr. Wertley thought the minimum of 20 acres for 2 principal agricultural uses (one being a kennel) was too big.  Mr. France noted that a kennel is not an agricultural use but a commercial use, so the standard should not change.  The rest of the Planning Commission agreed.

· Minimum Setbacks.  Mr. Wertley suggested 150 feet.  The Planning Commission retained the existing 300 foot setback, while noting that there really isn’t an effective distance for noise issues.

· Number of Dogs Allowed.  Mr. Wertley thought 80 breeder dogs should be permitted, rather than 50 as currently authorized.  Mr. Fenstermacher noted that 50 seemed like a large number.  Mr. Frederick stated that this was a high density as it is.  Mr. Walkowski stated that perhaps the standard should be 40.  Mr. France agreed that 50 was too high but it was the compromise between his preference (25) and the preference of many of the local kennel operators (75).

· Perimeter Landscaping.  While the Planning Commission understood the reasons for changing from an evergreen buffer to something more flexible, they believed that evergreens provided a more effective sound muffler from outdoor areas, and that such areas would be needed in order for operators to provide better, healthier dog breeds, and in any case the State Dog Law would require outdoor areas.

· Loading.  The Planning Commission agreed to increase flexibility for loading areas for supplies, but not for animals.

Mr. Eddy stated that the revised kennel standards, along with the cemetery revisions, would be codified in draft ordinance.  In consultation with the Planning Commission, this would be circulated via email to members for comment prior to forwarding to the Board of Supervisors.
Other Business

Mr. Eddy noted that he was still working of revisions to landscaping provisions and that alternative energy standards were also in the works.  Mr. Eddy thanked Ms. Popp-Young for additional information on renewable energy requirements and also for low-impact development standards, which could be incorporated to create unified approach to site design, rather than the current “silo-ing” of requirements.  
Correspondence of Interest
No correspondence of interest at this time.
Future Meetings
Wednesday, May 12th – Board of Supervisors Regular Meeting (5:30 pm) [moved to May 19th]
Thursday, May 13th – Planning Commission Workshop (7:00 pm) 
Tuesday, May 18th – Land Preservation Committee Regular Meeting (6:30 pm)

Thursday, May 27th – Planning Commission Regular Meeting (7:00 pm)

A motion to adjourn was made by Stacie Popp-Young, seconded by Greg Frederick.  All in favor.  The motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 8:44 P.M.

Respectfully Submitted,

Heath Eddy, AICP

Director of Planning and Zoning 
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