
 
Honey Brook Township 

Planning Commission Agenda 
Regular Meeting Approved Minutes 

February 28, 2019 
7:00 p.m. 

 
The Honey Brook Township Planning Commission held its regular monthly meeting on Thursday, 
February 28, 2019, at the Honey Brook Township Building.  The meeting was called to order at 
7:00 p.m. by Gary McEwen, Chairperson.  Commissioners present were Susan Lacy, Troy Stacey, 
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:   None 
 
Guests:   None 
 
Minutes: 
Upon review of the January 24, 2019 Planning Commission meeting minutes, there were no 
comments.  With no further discussion, the Chair called for a motion to approve the January 24, 
2019 Planning Commission meeting minutes.  The motion was made by Bob Witters and 
seconded by Troy Stacey.  All in favor.  None opposed.  The motion carried.   
 
Subdivision/Land Development Applications 
 
#2019-3 Paul Blank Subdivision Application, Meadville Road (TPN 22-6-17 & 22-6-18) 
 
Jennifer Van Dyke noted that this is a request to defer review of the lot annexation plan to 
Salisbury Township, Lancaster County, similar to the request received last month to defer a review 
to Honey Brook Borough.  The intent is to annex 40 acres of a 90 acre lot to an existing 10 acre lot.  
A small sliver of both the existing 90 acre lot and the 10 acre lot fall within Honey Brook Township 
but all existing development is in Salisbury Township.  There are no proposed improvements 
associated with this plan.  With no further discussion, a motion was made by Melissa Needles, 
seconded by Levi Kauffman to defer the plan review to Salisbury Township.  All in favor, motion 
passed 
 
#2019-2 Poplar Realty (Chestnut Ridge) Land Development Plan (TPN 22-8-52) 
 
Jennifer Van Dyke noted that since last month’s meeting the plans had been revised to more 
clearly depict the improvements to be constructed in each of the three phases.  She noted that in 
general the phasing concept appears to work, however there were a few key concerns noted in the 
review letter.  First, it was noted that the applicant was showing the Stage 3 roadways to be 
graded to subgrade and water / sanitary utilities installed as part of Stage 2.  Technicon had 
concerns about the grading of these streets prematurely and impacts to their future suitability as 
public streets.  The water / sewer lines in the Stage 3 street area must be installed in Stage 2 in 
order to serve Stage 2 but the applicant’s engineer has agreed that they can simply trench in the 
lines rather than fully grading the streets, thus limiting disturbance in the area.  The second issue 
was that by extending the street in front of the tot lot as requested at the last meeting, there is now 
a need for a temporary cul-de-sac to be shown in Phase 2 to allow for proper turnaround and to 
qualify the streets for liquid fuels if Phase 3 were to not be constructed.  The applicant was seeking 
alternatives to providing this cul-de-sac and suggested relocating the tot lot as was discussed at 
the January PC meeting.  The PC concurred that the tot lot can/should be relocated to the 
recreational area in the front of the development, near the basketball court where there are other 
recreational facilities and parking available.  While discussing recreational facilities, it was noted 
that by recording all three phases at this time, the proposed recreational facilities are set, and any 



change in these facilities would require future approval by the PC / BOS.  Third, all of the 
stormwater basins are proposed to be installed in Stages 1 and 2.  However, there’s a few areas of 
Stage 3, that prior to the Stage 3 grading effort, may not reach the basin that it is designed to drain 
to in the post-development condition.  The applicant’s engineer has indicated that they will review 
the grading and provide either temporary grading in these areas or show the basins can handle the 
runoff based upon existing pre-development grades. 
 
The applicant is requesting a few deferrals of administrative items for Stages 2 and 3 including 
posting of financial security and water and sewer authority final approvals for Stages 2 and 3.  
Jennifer Van Dyke noted that by recording this plan, all 128 lots will be created and that there are 
notes on the plan restricting the sale, use and development of lots in Stages 2 and 3 until certain 
conditions are met including posting of the financial security and the water / sewer approvals.  
However, she noted that the applicant must, prior to recording the plan, provide proof from the 
sewer authority that all 128 EDUs are guaranteed to be reserved for this development.  It was 
noted that no building permits for lots in Stages 2 and 3 will be issued until the improvements are 
secured as required by the MPC.   
 
 Bob Witters asked about the status of moving the trail away from the neighboring development 
and the applicant noted that this will be explored as part of Stage 1 and there are notes on the plan 
and funds in the security related to this.  When asked about a timeframe for the project, the 
applicant indicated a desire to complete this allotting about 2 years for each Stage.  Gary McEwen 
noted that Lot 37, a corner lot, is slated for Stage 2 but only a portion of the lot frontage 
improvements are slated for Stage 2 while the southern side of the lot abuts a Stage 3 roadway.  
He informed the applicant that depending on the type of loan a buyer has, the bank may require all 
improvements along the lot to be installed.  It was noted that any change to the improvements to 
be installed could be handled during the construction process.  Asked if he can otherwise comply 
with all provisions of the review letter, beyond the items discussed tonight, the applicant indicated 
he could. 
 
With no further discussion, a motion was made by Troy Stacey, seconded by Melissa Needles, to 
recommend to the BOS to grant conditional final plan approval to the project based upon: 
 

1) Compliance with the Technicon February 27, 2019 letter 
 

2) Relocation of the Tot Lot to the recreational area at the front of the development 
 

3) Deferral of the posting of the Stage 2 & 3 financial security until prior to issuance of 
building permits for these stages. 
 

4) Deferral of final water and sewer approvals / agreements / posting of security for Stages 
2 & 3 until prior to issuance of building permits for these stages. 
 

5) Providing proof of reservation with the sewer authority of all 128 required EDUs for the 
whole project prior to recording of the plan. 

 
All in favor, none opposed, motion passed. 

  



 
 
Zoning Hearing Board/Conditional Use Applications  
Mobile 3 Realty, LLC Conditional Use 2018-2 to expand the existing Manufactured Home Park 
(MHP) and Variance Application 2018-10 to permit excess disturbance of Class I Woodlands, 
Forest Interior Habitat, Precautionary Slopes, and Prohibitive Slopes and the use of prohibitive 
slope areas for dwelling / street purposes. 
 
The applicant, Herb Fisher, was not present, however his design team including engineer Tim 
Brennan from Nave Newell, attorney Gregg Adelman, forester Mark Gallagher from Princeton 
Hydro and land use planner Dennis Gehringer were present.  Brandywine Conservancy 
representatives, Rob Daniels and Kevin Fryberger, were also in the audience as they reviewed the 
applicant’s tree study methodology and proposed replacement plan at the request of the Township. 
 
Attorney Adelman introduced the project noting that this is a proposed redevelopment of the 
existing Brandywine Terrace property.  He explained that since purchasing the property out of 
bankruptcy, the current owner has worked with the Township to significantly clean up the property 
and remove condemned and unfit units as they were vacated.  While the park is approved for 
approximately 42 units, less than 20 remain occupied on-site at this time.  Under this proposed 
redevelopment plan, the applicant intends to increase the number of units from 42 to 113, which is 
less than the allowable number of units based upon lot density calculations.  There will be 
stormwater management controls and landscaping installed, which the current park has none.  The 
existing community septic system will be discontinued and the development will be connected to 
public water and sewer.   
 
The attorney continued to describe the proposed woodland disturbance and the proposed forest 
stewardship plan in lieu of replacement plantings.  A historic aerial was shown that indicated that 
the woodland area proposed to be disturbed was at one time farmed up until the 1970s/1980s and 
then once farming was abandoned the forest regenerated itself.  They intend to maintain the oldest 
part of the forest and protect that area with deer fence, remove invasive plants and plant additional 
plantings within the preserved forest area to enhance the forested headwaters and restore the 
understory of the forest. 
 
A discussion ensured about the proposed plan.  The Planning Commission had a number of 
comments related to the expansion of the park that the applicant responded to including: 

-There are already a lot of MHPs in the Township, more than the Township’s fair share.  
What is the market need for these units as there is not a high degree of industry in the 
Township to provide jobs for these residents? 

 
-The existing park has been an eyesore and source of criminal and other issues in the past. 
 
-What assurance will there be that the park will have funds down the road to repair the 
private streets and maintain the common elements of the MHP? 

 
-What was the findings of the fiscal impact study, particularly schools, and what about the 
social impact of the development on the community?  The tax base for a MHP is 
significantly less than the taxes would be on a comparable single-family home community.  
Furthermore, there is no police department in the community to manage issues within 
MHP and the Township has a history of crime coming out of MHPs.  The first thing you 
see when you come into Honey Brook Township from the east is MHPs. 

 
-What exactly is being “enhanced” in a forest on a MHP property and what is the purpose of 
the fencing? 

 



-The proposed fencing will likely be damaged over time and need repairs, who will ensure 
this? 

 
-Is protecting the Brandywine a concern from improper dumping a concern? 

 
Attorney Adelman provided the following comments in response to the PC’s questions through the 
discussion.   

-The prior Zoning Ordinance, under which this submission was made, allows MHPs by 
Conditional Use and the newly adopted Zoning Ordinance allows MHP by right, so the 
Township has zoned this area for this type of use.  Furthermore, the applicant is only 
proposed about 80% of the allowable density and 60% of the allowable impervious 
coverage.  The PC then noted that there had been other plans for this property based 
upon the Rocklyn Station overlay and other sketch plans over the years.  The design 
engineer also noted that they were asked by another applicant to do a sketch plan for 
single-family dwellings but it wasn’t economically feasible given the constraints of the land.   

 
-The attorney noted that the applicant is part of a group that owns/operates other MHPs 
and that the intention is to redevelopment this into a sustainable community and to 
properly maintain it.  With sufficient units to generate revenue, they intend to have on-site 
management but no security force has been discussed.  The 113 units shown is the 
minimum the applicant feels is necessary to generate enough revenue to properly operate 
and maintain the MHP.  It was noted by the Township Engineer and PC Chair that the 
Township now does annual MHP inspections to help ensure the continual maintenance of 
the MHPs. 

 
-The park will be under single ownership and there will be park oversight on the types of 
units that can be placed in the park.  The lot sizes meet Ordinance requirements. 

 
- The applicant is open to discussion on the forest stewardship plan and the Township’s 
Ordinances allow for a range of replacement options including planting of replacement 
trees/shrubs, fee-in-lieu, forest stewardship and other plans.  The actual means of 
“replacement” would be finalized during the land development process. 

 
- They are enhancing the forest to restore the forest understory which helps reduce 
stormwater runoff, provides a richness to the forest and habitat for certain wildlife and bird 
species. 

 
-There will be gates in the fencing for access and woodland maintenance.  There will be a 
long term forest maintenance plan to be followed which will require continual maintenance 
of the deer fence.  Once the new growth is sustainable, the fence can be removed.   

 
-The applicant is trying to achieve a balance between finding a way to make this property 
better and eliminate the continual eyesore / Township problem while balancing the 
environmental impact. 

 
Gary McEwen, PC Chair, asked for the applicant to focus the discussion now on the requested 
variances.  The discussion was then turned over to the design engineer Tim Brennan.  He 
indicated that the applicant has been doing its due diligence on the environmental aspects of the 
project whereas these hearing applications were submitted in September but we are just now 
discussing the zoning relief with the Township boards.  The applicant is requesting three variance 
related to steep slopes: 
 

- Section 27-1303.5.C(1) Precautionary Slope (15-25% slopes) Disturbance (30% 
allowable, 33.55% proposed) 



- Section 27-1305.C.(2) Prohibitive Slope (25% +) Disturbance (0% permitted, 18.69% 
proposed) 

- Section 27-1303.6 Permitted Uses  in Areas of Prohibitive Slope (to allow dwelling and 
street construction) 

 
The applicant’s engineer, Tim Brennan, indicated that these slopes may be man-made based upon 
the historical agricultural use of the property but they can’t clearly prove that.  It was noted that if 
the slopes were man-made, then zoning relief would not be necessary.  The applicant will research 
USGS maps and/or historical Chester County topography layers to try to clearly determine the 
genesis of these steep slope areas.  Gary McEwen asked how they intend to grade the steep 
slope areas to accomplish the development as proposed.  It was noted that detailed grading had 
not been done but would be addressed during the land development process.   
The variance requests for the woodland disturbance was then discussed.  The following variances 
are being requested: 
 

- Section 27-1306.1.B Class I Woodland Disturbance (15% permitted, 50.8% proposed) 
 

- Section 27-1306.1.D Forest Interior Habitat Disturbance (10% permitted, 25.6% 
proposed) 

 
Tim Brennan indicated that the area being disturbed is the newer woodland that was self-
regenerated after years of agricultural use.  Again, there was a need to balance the number of 
units to have a sustainable MHP against environmental impacts.  The long-established woodland 
which serves as forested headwaters is intended to be preserved along with the riparian buffers for 
the Brandywine.  The applicant is also agreeable to providing right-of-way to the Township for their 
“rails to trails” project along the old railroad bed on the property.   
 
The Planning Commission asked Brandywine Conservancy what they thought of the proposed 
woodland disturbance and replacement stewardship plan and why the Township should grant the 
variance.  Kevin indicated that he had walked the property and was on-site during part of the 
applicant’s tree studies.  He indicated that the Township’s ordinances allow the applicant to 
request the variance and that is the process they are following.  He feels that the condition of the 
woodland is not as severe as the applicant has indicated.  The woodland disturbance will result in 
a fragmented woodland and create more edge habitat.  While he cannot quantity the impact of the 
woodland disturbance, there will be some impact on the woodland habitats. 
 
With no further discussion or questions, Gary McEwen indicated that the PC had to consider their 
positions on the applications.  Jennifer Van Dyke indicated that the Zoning Hearing was scheduled 
for March 18th, so the PC needed to provide any comments to the BOS / ZHB tonight.  As for the 
Conditional Use Hearing, that is scheduled for April 10th and the PC could table their 
recommendations on that application until their March PC meeting.  The PC voted to defer 
comments on the Conditional Use application until their March PC meeting where they would 
hopefully have the results of the Zoning Hearing to base their comments and recommendations on.  
Motions were then considered for the Zoning variance applications and it was decided that the 
variances with regard to steep slopes would be considered in one motion and then another motion 
would be made for the variances associated with woodland disturbance. 
 

- A motion was made by Troy Stacey, seconded by Bob Witters, to support the two 
variances (listed above) related to woodland disturbance.  There were 6 “no” votes and 
one “yes” vote (Stacey), motion failed. 
 

- A motion was made by Troy Stacey, seconded by Bob Witters, to take no position on 
the two variances (listed above) related to woodland disturbance.  There were 5 “no” 
votes and two “yes” votes (Stacey, Witters), motion failed. 
 



- A motion was made by Melissa Needles, seconded by Susan Lacy, to take a position of 
against the two variances (listed above) related to woodland disturbance.  There were 6 
“yes” votes and one “no” votes (Stacey), motion passed. 
 

- A motion was made by Troy Stacey, seconded by Bob Witters, to support the three 
variances (listed above) related to steep slope disturbance.  There were 5 “no” votes 
and two “yes” vote (Stacey, Bob), motion failed. 

 
- A motion was made by Troy Stacey, seconded by Susan Lacy, to take no position on 

the three variances (listed above) related to steep slope disturbance.  There were 6 
“yes” votes and one “no” vote (Lacy), motion passed. 

 
Pending Ordinances - None 

 
Other Business - None 
 
Correspondence of Interest - None 
 
Upcoming Meetings - All dates subject to change 
- March 7th – Board of Supervisors Workshop, 7:00 pm 
- March 13th - Board of Supervisors Regular Meeting, 7:00 pm 
- March 14th  – Trail Study Committee, 7:00 pm  
- March 18th – Zoning Hearing Meeting #2018-10 (Mobile Realty 3, LLC Variance Hearing), 7:30 
pm) 
- March 21st – Park and Recreation Comp Plan Committee Meeting, 6:30 pm 
- March 21st – Park and Recreation Board Regular Meeting, 7:30 pm 
- March 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 Melissa 
Needles, seconded by Terry Schmidt. All in favor. None opposed. The meeting was adjourned at 9:18 
pm. 
 
The next Planning Commission meeting will be March 28, 2019. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Jennifer Van Dyke 
Township Engineer 


