
 

 

 
Honey Brook Township 

Planning Commission Agenda 
Regular Meeting Approved Minutes 

January 24, 2019 
7:00 p.m. 

 
The Honey Brook Township Planning Commission held its regular monthly meeting on Thursday, 
December 13, 2018, at the Honey Brook Township Building.  The meeting was called to order at 
7:03 p.m. by Susan Lacy, Chairperson.  Commissioners present were Gary McEwen, Terry 
Schmidt, Levi Kauffman, Bob Witters, Troy Stacey and Melissa Needles.  Township Engineer, 
Jennifer Van Dyke, of Technicon Enterprises, Inc. (TEI), was also present. 
 
Absent:   Troy Stacey 
 
Guests:   None 
 
Minutes: 
Upon review of the December 13, 2018 Planning Commission meeting minutes, there were no 
comments.  With no further discussion, the Chair called for a motion to approve the December 13, 
2018 Planning Commission meeting minutes.  The motion was made by Bob Witters and 
seconded by Levi Kauffman.  All in favor.  None opposed.  The motion carried.   
 
Reorganization: 
It was noted that Susan Lacy did not wish to be reappointed as chairperson.   
 
A motion was made by Terry Schmidt, seconded by Melissa Needles, to appoint Gary McEwen as 
Chairperson.  All in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried. 
 
A motion was made by Gary McEwen, seconded by Bob Witters, to appoint Melissa Needles as 
Vice-Chairperson.  All in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried. 
 
A motion was made by Troy Stacey, seconded by Gary McEwen, to appoint Bob Witters as 
Secretary, noting that the Township Engineer will continue to take the meeting notes and draft the 
meeting minutes as was done in 2018.  All in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried. 
 
Gary McEwen assumed the chairperson duties for the meeting. 
 
Subdivision/Land Development Applications 
 
#2018-6, Amos & Elizabeth Kauffman Subdivision Plan (TPN 22-9-28) 
Jennifer Van Dyke noted that the PC has previously seen this plan for a Zoning variance applica-
tion related to having an Amish School on a 10 acre parcel and for a Conditional Use application 
hearing to allow a portion of the play area to be within a Zone 2 riparian buffer.  The proposed plan 
shows the creation of two – 10 +/- acre lots, with one lot remaining agricultural and the other being 
agricultural with a farm-related school.  The review letter comments were discussed with Ms. Van 
Dyke noting the plan complies with the Zoning Ordinance and that a majority of the Zoning / 
SALDO comments were related to notes to be added and driveway details.  The PC discussed 
whether any landscaping was necessary, noting that during prior discussions with the applicant, 
there was a desire to maintain sight distances from the road and adjoining properties for safety.  
Susan Lacy commented that the applicant should consider a few trees for shade and energy con-
servation purposes but ultimately no landscaping was required.  The applicant’s engineer, Tom 



 

 

Tran, noted that they can comply with the provisions of the letter including the stormwater changes 
and indicated that an electronic copy of the revisions had been sent to the Township Engineer for 
review.   
 
With no further discussion Troy Stacey made a motion to recommend to the BOS that they grant 
conditional final plan approval contingent upon compliance with Technicon’s January 11, 2019 re-
view letter.  The motion was seconded by Levi Kauffman, all in favor, none opposed.  Motion car-
ried. 
 
Jennifer Van Dyke noted that she received an electronic submission of the planning module for the 
project and had completed Component 4A which discusses consistency with Township Ordinances 
and Comprehensive plan on behalf of the PC but it requires the signature of the PC Chair.  Terry 
Schmidt made a motion, seconded by Susan Lacy, to authorize Gary McEwen as PC Chair, to sign 
Component 4A of the Planning Module.  All in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried. 
 
 
#2018-2 Edge of the Brook Subdivision Plan (TPN 22-7-65 & 12-4-3)  
Jennifer Van Dyke noted that this subdivision plan seeks to reconfigure existing parcels into three 
lots.  The lots cross the municipal boundary with Honey Brook Borough such that the majority of 
Lot 1 (agricultural use) is in the Township, the majority of Lot 2 (existing residential use) is in the 
Borough and all of Lot 3 is within the Borough.  The Township’s ordinances only apply to lands 
within the Township itself and the Borough is reviewing the plans for conformance with its Ordi-
nances for the lands falling within the Borough.  Chuck Dobson of Inland Design showed the PC 
the plan and went over the proposed lot boundaries / existing conditions.  He stated that they had 
met with the Borough’s Planning Commission and were working out issues with the usage of Lot 3 
which contains an existing stormwater basin for an adjoining development. 
 
Jennifer Van Dyke went over the review letter noting that the proposed subdivision complies with 
the Township Zoning Regulations (under the new ordinance) and indicated that the SALDO com-
ments were mostly minor regarding outside approvals and related to the draft legal descriptions for 
the annexed/consolidated lots.  Ms. Van Dyke noted that landscaping for minor subdivisions is at 
at the discretion of the PC.  The PC felt that with no proposed construction on the property, no 
landscaping was required at this time and any landscaping needs would be addressed at the time 
of development on Lot 1.   
 
With no further discussion Bob Witters made a motion to recommend to the BOS that they grant 
conditional final plan approval contingent upon compliance with Technicon’s January 14, 2019 re-
view letter.  The motion was seconded by Troy Stacey, all in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried. 
 
 
#2019-1 Smucker Fencing Land Development Plan (TPN 22-3-11.1) 
Jennifer Van Dyke noted that the PC has previously seen this plan for a Zoning variance applica-
tion related to front and side yard setbacks for the proposed building and lean-to.  The applicant 
and his consultant, John Pogue of Landvision, noted that the business is proposed as a contrac-
tor’s shop for a fencing company – there will be no retail sales at the site.  Ms. Van Dyke indicated 
that she’s gone over the review letter with the applicant’s consultants and they believe they can 
comply with the items in the letter.  The Zoning review letter comments, as described by Ms. Van 
Dyke, require notes to be added regarding noise and outdoor storage and well as a clarification/re-
vision to the parking calculations and a detailed lighting plan.  With regards to the SALDO, the ap-
plicant has to address minor comments related to parking layout and address sewage needs with 
the Health Department as there is an on-lot system.  The Planning Commission reviewed the pro-



 

 

posed landscaping and felt it provided a suitable buffer along Route 322 and the adjoining Septem-
ber Farm property.  The applicant indicated that they had discussions with September Farm with 
regards to their project and that September Farm requested a few of the trees at the front corner of 
the building be removed for visibility purposes for vehicles traveling west on 322.  The PC did not 
feel a change was necessary but noted that less hemlocks should be used and a comparable spe-
cies substituted.  With regards to the stormwater comments, based upon discussions with the ap-
plicant’s engineer and Technicon, it appears all requirements can be met with modifications to the 
already proposed infiltration bed.   
 
With no further discussion Levi Kauffman made a motion to recommend to the BOS that they grant 
conditional final plan approval contingent upon compliance with Technicon’s January 11, 2019 re-
view letter.  The motion was seconded by Troy Stacey, all in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried. 
 
 
#2019-2 Poplar Realty (Chestnut Ridge) Land Development Plan (TPN 22-8-52) 
The history of this project was explained to the PC by Jennifer Van Dyke including the prior condi-
tional preliminary plan approval for the entire development, the overall development conditional fi-
nal plan approval and the latest Phase 1 conditional final plan approval.  Recently, as the applicant 
(Sam Nemroff, Penn Wynne Homes) was wrapping up the conditions for the Phase 1 develop-
ment, concerns arose with the landowner with regard to his vested rights for Phases 2 & 3.  After 
much discussion amongst the Township Solicitor, the applicant’s attorney and the owner’s attor-
ney, a plan to submit a new final plan showing all three stages (Phase 1, 2 and 3) was formed.  
The intent is to record the full plan which would create all the lots but to defer the development of 
Phases 2 and 3 including addressing of certain administrative items such as posting of financial 
security, etc. 
 
Ms. Van Dyke further commented that the submitted plans only depicted Phase lines on the record 
plan and the balance of the plan set (including grading, utilities, landscaping, etc) did not properly 
reflect the proposed phasing.    The plans must clearly depict what the development looks like at 
the end of Phase 1, end of Phase 2 and then the items to be completed in Phase 3.  The develop-
ment, at each the end of Phase 1 and end of Phase 2, must be self-sustainable assuming Phase 3 
never gets built out.  The review letter details these requirements. 
 
Ms. Van Dyke indicated that based upon the proposed Phase lines shown on the record plan, the 
PC should provide input on the phasing itself and well as the proposed recreational facilities in 
each stage.  

- The PC was agreeable to the Phasing concept but noted that this is not typically the 
way phased final plans work.  Ms. Van Dyke indicates that the review letter contains 
comments regarding notes that must be put on the plans, deed restrictions and agree-
ments with regards to the lots being created in Phases 2 & 3 with regard to develop-
ment, sale, etc until all conditions are met.   
 

- The PC discussed the proposed recreational facilities.  They agree with the western trail 
portion & multi-purpose field in Stage 1, Tot Lot and Basketball in Phase 2, and balance 
of trail in Phase 3.  They want the street and sidewalk in front of Tot Lot to be con-
structed in Phase 2 in conjunction with the tot lot to provide parking/access.  They also 
questioned whether these recreational facilities will be private or public.  Ms. Van Dyke 
indicated that she believes it was noted as private in some of the agreements (but it will 
be confirmed and appropriately noted on the plans) 

 
- With regards to the trail, Bob Witters asked if the trail was moved away from the one 

existing development.  Ms. Van Dyke noted that there’s notes on the plan to address 



 

 

moving the trail once a limited wetland study is provided by the applicant; Other topics 
brought up include trail material – Gary McEwen discussed a new trail material that is 
more durable and less maintenance intensive that the applicant may want to consider in 
lieu of the stone dust.  Also, the Planning Commission would like to see a decision 
made now, as to future ownership of the trail.  Currently there’s a standing offer of dedi-
cation on the plans but the Planning Commission had concerns about people buying 
homes under the premise of private recreational facilities and then later it being opened 
up to the public.  The Planning Commission felt the new trail committee should review 
the proposed trails and provide a recommendation to the BOS of public/private.    

 
- In discussing the open space, recreational facilities and ownership/use of these ameni-

ties, the term “Conservation Easement” was a hot topic.   Ms. Van Dyke indicated that 
is was more of an agreement on usage of the land rather than a typical “conservation 
easement” and that the open space is to be managed by an HOA according to draft 
documents submitted when Phase 1 was going through the process.  Those documents 
will be reviewed/approved by the Solicitor’s office prior to recording of the plans.  Some 
members wanted to know if they could see a copy of the declarations, conservation 
easements, etc. 

 
i. They wanted to know exactly what “Conservation Easement” means for this 

development and who it would be in favor of --- 
ii.  It appears that the Conservation Design option in the old ordinance would 

use the Conservation easement term and allow it to be in favor of an HOA 
and mean more that it can’t be sold, there’s certain restrictions on use of the 
land but that doesn’t match the definition of Conservation Easement in the 
old or new zoning ordinance.   

iii. The Planning Commission feels the term “Conservation Easement” as it re-
lated to the developments under the Conservation design option should be 
clarified –for a development like this, it shouldn’t be a true “Conservation 
Easement” like one that would be executed with natural lands trust, etc --- 
they feel the HOA (if that’s the party responsible) should be able to add lim-
ited improvements such as a gazebo, bins to store equipment near the 
fields, a storage shed for supplies, etc…just have some flexibility in the fu-
ture. 

iv. The Planning Commission would be acceptable to a conservation agency 
taking control of the areas of sensitive features like wetlands, etc. 

v. The Planning Commission asked if there is any type of yearly inspection of 
the open space areas – Ms. Van Dyke indicated she wasn’t aware of any but 
if so it would be outlined in the declarations/easement documents. 

vi. The Planning Commission asked how the people buying into the develop-
ment will know what the HOA will be responsible for…and the terms of the 
conservation easement, etc.  Ms. Van Dyke noted this is outlined in the HOA 
documents. 
 

Susan Lacy asked whether there is really a need for more houses in the area, noting some existing 
houses in the area are taking awhile to sell and asked about impacts to schools with this and the 
proposed development at Brandywine Terrace.  Gary McEwen indicated that the schools have suf-
ficient capacity to accommodate the growth. 

 
No action was taken on the plans 
  



 

 

 
Zoning Hearing Board/Conditional Use Applications – None 
 
Pending Ordinances - Zoning Amendments – microbreweries, wineries, commercial vehicles. 
 
The draft Zoning Amendment was discussed.  The Planning Commission had the following com-
ments on the Ordinance: 

1) Winery – Outside Events – the Planning Commission felt more requirements are necessary 
including how the required number of parking spaces is calculated, provisions for sewage, 
limitations or how maximum number of people will be set, noise standards (can a PA sys-
tem be used, what types of amplified sounds, actual bands, for any events that may be 
moved indoors – setting of building capacity; etc);  Melissa Needles indicated that East 
Bradford has regulations that may assist in drafting more comprehensive regulations for 
Honey Brook Township.   
 

2) PC Item: The term “Barrel” used in the brewery definitions should be defined (ie how many 
gallons is in a barrel --- Bob Witters said there’s 31 gallons in a beer barrel) 
 

3) The parking regulations on residential lots now appears to exclude certain types of “work” 
vehicles that are currently prohibited.  They believe that one vehicle (with the exception of 
trash trucks, combined tractor trailers and/or just the trailer part) should be permitted to be 
kept (such as school bus, PECO line truck, or other contractor like vehicle that may exceed 
the weight but not be an “offensive” vehicle in terms of looks / noise / turning radius 
etc).  They feel it is a big ordinance change that will affect many residents in the Township 
that is being “generated” by one complaint.  Also they said Lot area size should be consid-
ered --- if someone has 10 acres, who cares what’s parked there, but if they have ¼ acre it 
may be a larger issue. 
 

4) They also would like to see Conservation Easement language revised to correctly reflect 
situations such as Poplar Realty and required restrictions on open space lands.   
 

Bob Witters made a motion, seconded by Gary McEwen that the zoning amendments should be 
revised as follows and they would like to see the amendment again inclusive of any additional 
items that are being discussed: the commercial truck should be kept at one (but prohibit trash 
trucks, combined tractor trailers and the trailer part itself), outdoor events requirements supple-
mented for items such as determining required parking, maximum capacity and sewage, clarifying 
brewery barrel size, and addressing the Conservation Easement language. 
 

 
Other Business  
 
1369 Walnut Road (Isch) Subdivision – There is a proposed lot line change plan before Honey 
Brook Borough, but a portion of the one lot falls within the Township.  The applicant has requested 
that the Township defer the review to the Borough whereas there is no development proposed and 
no impact to the Township.  The Planning Commission had no opposition to deferring the plan, and 
a motion was made by Troy Stacey, seconded by Levi Kauffman to defer the plan review to Honey 
Brook Borough.  All in favor, motion passed.   
 
 
Correspondence of Interest - None 
  



 

 

 
Upcoming Meetings - All dates subject to change 
- January 28th – Zoning Hearing Meeting #2018-12 (Ivan & Barbara Fisher, 7:30 pm) 
- February 7th – Board of Supervisors Workshop, 7:00 pm 
- February 13th - Board of Supervisors Regular Meeting, 7:00 pm 
- February 14th  – Trail Study Committee, 7:00 pm  
- February 21st – Park and Recreation Board Regular Meeting, 7:30 pm 
- February 28th – Planning Commission Regular Meeting, 7:00 pm 
 
Adjournment 
With no further business, the Chair called for a motion to adjourn.  The motion was made by Troy 
Stacey, seconded by Terry Schmidt. All in favor. None opposed. The meeting was adjourned at 9:46 
pm. 
 
The next Planning Commission meeting will be February 28, 2019. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Jennifer Van Dyke 
Township Engineer 


