
 

LOWER SAUCON TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

February 25, 2021 
               
 

The Township Building remains closed to the public. 
This meeting will be held through a Zoom teleconferencing link. 
Information to join the meeting will be provided on our website. 

 
I. OPENING          REVISED 

A. Call to Order- 7:00 p.m. at Lower Saucon Town Hall, 3700 Old Philadelphia Pike 
B. Roll Call 
C. Pledge of Allegiance 

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENT/CITIZEN AGENDA ITEMS 

 
III. REORGANIZATION 

A. Election of Chair 
B. Election of Vice Chair 
C. Election of Secretary 
D. Designation of Planning Commission Meeting, Time, Place and Date for 2021 

 
IV. BUSINESS ITEMS 

A. Edelman Minor Subdivision #MIN 01-21 – Daniel & Elizabeth Edelman – 1816 Reading Drive 
exp. 04/28/21 - REMOVED 

B. Lehigh University Master Minor #MIN 02-21 – Lehigh University – Seidersville Road  
exp. 04/28/21 

 
V. MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS ITEMS 

A. Approval of Minutes – December 17, 2020 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENT/CITIZEN NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 
 



       
 

MEMO 
 

To:   

X Planning Commission  X Police Chief 

X Township Engineer  X Fire Chief / Fire Marshal 

X Township Solicitor  X Public Works Department 

X Zoning Officer  X Environmental Advisory Council 

X Lower Saucon Authority  X Saucon Valley School District 

X Parks & Recreation Board   Other 

 

From: Molly Bender, Zoning Clerk  

Date: January 28, 2021 

Subject: LEHIGH UNIVERSITY MASTER MINOR #MIN 02-21 

 Seidersville Road 

 
Attached herewith, please find the following: 
 

 
PC HEA SOL 

ZON 

OFF 
LSA P&R 

POLICE/

FIRE 
EAC P. WORKS SVSD OTHER 

Subdivision/Land Development 

Plans 
X X X X X X X X X X  

DEP Planning Module            

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan 

& Narrative 
           

Stormwater Management Plan            

NPDES Permit            

PennDOT Application            

Application X X X X X X X X X X  

Plan checklist, cover letter, and/or 

waiver request letter 
X X X X        

Statement of Intent/Project 

Background 
X X X X X X X X X X  

Aerial Photo Plan            

Deed X X X X        

CD  X  X        

 
Please review and advise.  Please have your comments to the Township by February 18, 2021.  The next scheduled 

Council meeting is February 25, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

 
 

LOWER SAUCON TOWNSHIP 

3700 OLD PHILADELPHIA PIKE 

BETHLEHEM  PA  18015 

(610) 865-3291 
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NUMBER OWNER PARCEL ID DEED

1 USCA CONSTRUCTION INC

Q6 3 64

2004-1 322074

2 JON & TRINETTE HERNANDEZ

Q6 3 120

2004-1 305832

3 MICHAEL J & BARBARA A FALCO

Q6 3 121

19991 068959

4
LISA S & STEVEN T WILLIAMS

Q6 3 122

2012-1 297726

5 CRAIG A & LORI A KERN

Q6 3 123

19991 128779

6 CHRISTOPHER L & ANNE G ROTH

Q6 3 124

19991 123376

7 HUMA SHUJA

Q6 3 125

2018-1 063462

8 EVA M MAYER

Q6 3 126

2017-1 251882

9 ANIBAL GONZALEZ

Q6 3 127

2005-1 051890

10 MATTHEW J ERNEY

Q6 3 128

2019-1 087045

11 BLAINE G & NANCY E MORTON

Q6 3 129

2013-1 076137

12 RONALD J & JOANNE T GOGLIA

Q6 3 130

19971 010172

13 SEKAR & MYTHREYI SUNDARARAJAN

Q6 3 131

19971 081155

14 JULIUS H JR & MIRTA LASLO

Q6 3 133

19946 039295

15 LOWER SAUCON TOWNSHIP

Q6 3 96

1999-1 143615

16 VILLAS AT SAUCON VALLEY LLC

Q6 3 8

 2004-1 361400

17 LEHIGH UNIVERSITY

Q6 3A 19A

332 000509

18 JONATHAN R & CHARLOTTE HILL

Q6 1 7A-1

2000-1 033546

19 LEHIGH UNIVERSITY P6 3 3 2013-1 120307

20 RAYMOND DOMINGUEZ

Q7 1 6

653 000082

21 LEHIGH UNIVERSITY

Q7 1 7

781 000171

22  ROBERT T III BROWN

Q7 1 8

2008-1 223432

23 LAWRENCE B & KATHERINE P EIGHMY

Q7 1 1

19971 140586

24 LAWRENCE B & KATHERINE P EIGHMY

Q7 6 3A

19971 140586

25 KATHLEEN S BOWEN

Q7 6 4

2008-1 197315

26 HELLERTOWN BOROUGH

Q7 6 5

2003-1 497708

27 JAMES E & SUSAN M BROWN

Q7 6 5A

464 000499

28 BETHLEHEM CITY

Q7 6 7

N/A

29 RAUL Y MARTINEZ

Q7 9 1-3

2018-1 020715

30 THOMAS J & PATRICIA A HORWATH

Q7 9 1-4

833 000489

31  JENNIFER M TANG-SUTTON & DENNIS P SUTTON

Q7 9 1-5

2018-1 133887

32 ANDREW D & MELISSA P SPEAR

Q7 9 1-6

2002-1 365600

33 ZACHARY E & SAMANTHA M DEILY

Q7 9 1-7

2019-1 038369

34 DAVID K & BEVERLY K KOCHSMEIER

Q7 9 1-8

801 000418

35 BETHLEHEM CITY

Q7 9 2

N/A

36 PHYLLIS E LEIBERT

Q7 9 3

19981 081325

37 CHRISTOPHER A GEYER

Q7 9 4A

2010-1 171457

38 MATTHEW G & CHRISTOPHER W CUMMINGS

Q7 9 4

2007-1 162087

39 LOUIS JR PAVELCZE

Q7 12 1

2006-1 106686

40 TENDAI MAWINDI

Q7 11 4L

2014-1 016053

41 PETER B & STEPHANIE T FALESKI

Q7 11 3

2001-1 286008

42 KENNETH LEE & DENISE CAROL KADE

Q7 11 2

2013-1 188315
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Planning Commission                                    Lower Saucon Township                                     December 17, 2020 

Meeting                                                                        Minutes                                                                       7:00 PM   

 

 
I. OPENING 

 

A. CALL TO ORDER:  The Planning Commission of Lower Saucon Township was called to order with the 

Zoom teleconferencing link on Thursday, December 17, 2020 at 7:07 p.m. with John Noble presiding. 

B.  ROLL CALL:  Present:  John Noble, Vice Chairman; Hazem Hijazi, Secretary; Tom Carocci, Sandy Yerger, 

Scott Kennedy, and Kathy McGovern, Membeers; Jim Young, Zoning Officer; Linc Treadwell, Solicitor; 

Kevin Chimics, Engineer. 

Absent:  Craig Kologie, Chairman. 

C. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT/CITIZEN AGENDA ITEMS  
 

None. 

 

III. BUSINESS ITEMS  

 

A. SAUCON OVERLOOK LAND DEVELOPMENT #LD 04-20 (aka Spring Valley Estates) – PD 

VALLEY LP – 1379 STATION AVENUE - exp. 02/22/21 

 

John Noble stated that this plan has been before us when the development was originally proposed.  We 

actually have given the developer some guidance as far as cul-de-sac lengths, stormwater management and  

sensitive areas and I believe they have tried to address most of those items.  But, at this point there’s a couple 

of people that have possibly not seen it and I’d like to have the developer give an overview on the development. 

 

Present were Rob DeBeer, and he stated that he is from Peron Development and is representing the 

application that’s before the Board tonight for Saucon Overlook.  I’ll give a brief summary and then we can 

go from there.  Jim Illegash and Tom Serpico from Penoni are the civil engineers for this project and they 

can go through some of the comments that require a little more technical conversation.  Saucon Overlook is 

a project that has evolved somewhat and some of you may remember you were on the Planning Commission 

when we first presented this back in February of 2018 as a sketch plan submission.   A quick overview, we 

purchased what is the old Eisenhart farm off Spring Valley and Station Avenue Road.  The property is about 

54 acres and it splits between both Lower Saucon and Upper Saucon Townships and the bulk of the property, 

about two-thirds are in Lower Saucon with the remainder in Upper Saucon.  We appeared with a sketch plan 

back in 2018 with a concept to do what we were hoping to be a more passive type of development.  We 

weren’t looking to extend the municipal sewer line to get more units and actually took a more subtle approach 

and tried to go with fewer but larger lots in the hopes of creating what we thought was more of an estate type 

development there.  It has taken us awhile to get to this point.  We’ve had some engineering challenges.  

We’ve had some site challenges; but, we are excited to be presenting this tonight and hopeful that this would 

be the first step in several steps we have to make to eventually make this project a reality.  After working 

with Lower SauconTownship, we similarly have to go through a process in Upper Saucon Township.  They 

too have jurisdiction because some of the properties are in their Township.  The real quick overview is the 

54 acre farm and we are looking to create 17 buildable lots, 11 of those lots will be located in Lower Saucon 

Township and 6 of those lot will be in Upper Saucon Township.  We did not try to reduce the lot size to 

maximize the density; but, instead tried to create larger lots.  The minimum lot size here is 2 acres with some 

lots up to 4 acres on the plan.   

 

In trying to create a more passive development here, we have somewhat created some challenges here that 

are subject to the waivers that we’ll go through later tonight.  Namely, the cul-de-sac length and the number 

of homes on a cul-de-sac.  This property has access out onto Spring Valley Road and Hafler Road.  But, 
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there’s a section of Saucon Creek that cuts through the property.  So, in our pursuit of trying to minimize the 

impact and not trying to cross the stream and getting into the environmental sensitive area, we have somewhat 

created some of these needs for waivers that we have presented before you that Kevin has commented on in 

his letter.  I think we’ll go through that later.  We are in receipt of letters from staff and consultants.  We are 

largely in agreement with all of them.  A majority of the comments are will comply.  There are a couple of 

discussion topics which we can get into individually and then there’s a series of waivers that we can go over.  

We’ve gotten a lot of interesting feedback as word started to go out that there’s going to be larger buildable 

lots in town.  If you’ve been following the real estate market here in Upper and Lower Saucon Township, 

there just seems to be a real desire for folks to want to live in this general area of the valley; and, we think 

that where we believe this development to come in price point wise, we think that there’s a really nice buyer 

pool for folks who want to live here.  So, we’re excited to bring it to fruition.  One other piece that we’re 

doing here and this also is perhaps has caused some of the challenges is we bought this property from the 

Eisenhart family and has been with that family since the mid 1840’s.  We worked out an arrangement with 

Jerry to acquire the property; but, one of the things he desired and one thing that we agreed to do is that upon 

getting a subdivision and site plan approval here, we are subdividing the three acres of the property that sits 

along Spring Valley Road and giving back to Jerry the farmhouse and the barn structures that are out there.  

The barn dates back to 1859 and it has been in Jerry’s family for a number of years.  Jerry is working to 

restore the barn and wants to create … like the Eisenhart Family retreat, a place where relatives who are 

spread far and wide can come back to visit.  It’s an important thing for us and we’re excited to give that to 

him once we get through the subdivision and can give him the property.  That also kind of contributed to 

some of the challenges we had and the site engineering.  That’s the lowest part of the site, that’s typically 

where you do your stormwater management, it’s where access is and as we talk through it you’ll hear the 

issues that came up in doing so. 

 

We’re largely in compliance with the letters.  We’ll agree to the comments and conditions and are happy to 

go through some of the discussion topics.  I think it’s best to introduce Jim Illegash from Penoni, who’s our 

civil engineer who can help guide through them and then happy to answer any questions that you folks might 

have. 

 

John Noble stated what I wanted to do is to actually go through the Hanover Engineering letter that’s dated 

December 11th and not address every comment in the Hanover Engineering letter but discuss any concerns 

you have. 

 

Rob DeBeer stated sure and that’s a great way to do it.  I’d like to turn it over to Jim and let Jim kind of go 

through  We spent a couple of phone calls this week with Kevin trying to go through some of these open 

items to resolve as much as we could before the meeting.  So, we kind of have a fairly well marked up 

document here so we can go through them.  Jim, I guess let’s skip the waivers and let’s go through any 

discussion topics and you can describe them.  I’m happy to answer questions to the extent they come up and 

we can go from there. 

 

John Noble stated Kevin, if you could also just jump in as Jim goes along here if he’s missing anything that 

you might have a concern on just note it so we can discuss it at that point; and, then we’ll hit the waivers at 

the end. 

 

Jim Illegash stated I’m with Pennoni.  We did have a call with Hanover on Monday to go through this letter 

and we worked through a lot of things.  I don’t think there’s a lot of issues that are outstanding; but, we’ll 

kind of just page through.  The first one I have on my list is SALDO number 12 B. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated before we jump to number 12, can we touch on number 3 with the water service?  I 

believe you guys were copied on the letter from Brad Youst from our office and email about the water service.  

The Planning Commission is probably not aware that they’re proposing public water for this property.  Just 

this past week, the Lower Saucon Authority did some water testing in the area and there’s some low pressure 

since this is kind of at the end of their lines.  So, right now there’s actually not enough pressure to serve the 

entire development.  They can only probably have enough pressure to get up water about half way up the 
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hill.  So, Jim, I don’t know if you guys have talked internally on what you guys are looking at doing on the 

water end. 

 

Jim Illegash stated we did and I was actually going to come back to that issue later.  We spoke to Brad Youst 

and went through a couple of the options and what he explained to us is there’s enough water pressure to 

provide domestic water; but, there’s not enough pressure for fire protection.  So, we discussed that internally 

after we went through the options with Brad.  And, at this point, it’s our intent to provide domestic water to 

the homes which we think is more marketable, it’s more desireable to respective homeowners and then similar 

to if we would have well water for the entire development, that the fire protection would be served in a similar 

manner.  So, if anything would happen in the future, emergency services, that a fire truck pumper would 

come and just handle a fire typical to many developments throughout Lower Saucon that are on well and 

septic.  This is what we’d like to propose. 

 

John Noble asked is this something you want to run by the fire chief just to make sure we’re okay?  Do you 

have any idea how close the fire  hydrant is to that site?  Jim Illegash stated there’s actually a fire hydrant 

right at the bottom on Spring Valley Road.  It’s not very far away. 

 

Kathy McGovern asked how far is that fire hydrant from these homes?  It’s to far.  Jim Illegash stated it 

varies obviously the further you are into the cul-de-sac, it’s a little bit away.  It’s similar, the proposal that 

we have right now, would be similar if we propose well water on the lots.  But, again domestic water is 

available and we think that’s a better service. 

 

Rob DeBeer stated that I did try and reach out to the fire chief today because we do have a review letter from 

him that’s a clean letter saying he’s reviewed the plans and is okay with it.  But, in fairness, that did predate 

the water test that the water authority had done and the information we got from Brad.  So, I do want to reach 

out to him and that is a conversation we do need to have.  As Jim said, what we’re looking to do here is, 

again, the fact that we have water supply here that can service the domestic needs of the homes is a positive 

for us and a positive for the development as it obviously provides more customers to the water authority.  

But, having the capacity issue, not allowing for fire protection, kind of just puts us in the same ballpark as if 

we had proposed doing well and septic as opposed to even extending a municipal water line.  The other thing 

is that in the unlikely and unfortunate event if there were a fire, we would be serviced as any other home 

that’s on a well here.  The fact that our homes are largely on 2 plus acre lots, the chance that there being a 

fire in one home and spreads to another is fairly minimal to the extent that the fire chief is satisfied that their 

pumper tank that they use throughout the Township on other homes is sufficient.  I don’t think that would be 

an issue; but, obviously it’s a conversation we need to have with him.  Again, we just got the information on 

this 2 days ago. 

 

John Noble asked when you originally talked to the fire chief, did the plans show hydrants? 

 

Rob DeBeer answered it did.  So we had assumed that we would have hydrants in here; but, we hadn’t gotten 

the results of the water authority’s pressure testing to determine whether or not they were sufficient.  Again, 

I acknowledge we have a clean letter from him, but it is prior to this new information coming up.  We 

recognize we do need to have a follow up conversation with the fire chief. 

 

John Noble stated obviously you need to get the chief’s clearance on this thing.  Kevin from a standpoint of 

typical developments, if we had something out in a rural area with only wells, there’s nothing in our ordinance 

that requires anything is there? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated nothing that would require it.  I know there has been projects like Long Ridge where 

they required water tanks.  Now here we do have a fire hydrant along Spring Valley Road which if they 

needed to fill pumpers, it’s right there, probably within a half a mile from the furthest home.  I don’t know if 

having separate water tanks would provide any benefit than having a fire hydrant less than  half a mile away. 

 

John Noble stated what you’re saying is as far as water supply goes for a well serviced lot, we’re almost as 

good as we typically get? 
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Kevin Chimics stated yes.  We’re actually a little better because we have that fire hydrant in very close 

proximity to the site if it’s needed to fill pumper trucks. 

 

John Noble stated we just need to get an update from the fire chief on this thing. 

 

Tom Carocci stated as liason to the fire companies, Sandy correct me if I’m wrong, we’ve spent a lot of 

money on tanker trucks over the years.  This is what they’re for. 

 

John Noble stated it shouldn’t be a problem then, it is typical. 

 

Sandy Yerger stated I live off of Easton Road, there’s a cul-de-sac up here that has 10 homes on it and they’re 

all on lot water and sewage, fortunately we haven’t had a fire out here but it wouldn’t be any different. 

 

Haz Hijazi asked about the potable water, so the pressure for that is good.  Is there any concern that in the 

future the pressure will drop and we may have problems with the residences?  Rob DeBeer stated I kind of 

tried to read the water report and it’s all Greek to me.  I’m not exactly certain.  All I know is that in the 

conversation with Brad, the question came up is there enough pressure and capacity to service all the domestic 

needs of the homes in here; and, the answer to that was yes.  It was just the fire protection that there wasn’t 

sufficient.  So, how that changes in the future, I couldn’t tell you. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated my understanding in speaking with Brad, that even for the domestic water, they will 

need to put a booster pump in to supply the entire development.  So, that should be able to handle any water 

pressure issues in the future.  He said there is the slight possibility they could put a booster pump in large 

enough to do fire service; but, that can cause problems when you don’t have that fire pressure and you won’t 

have to much pressure in the lines.  So, he said they would most likely want to limit it to just domestic water.  

And, he said that could be a fairly small booster pump. 

 

John Noble stated I think we got our answer for number 3.  Do you want to continue? 

 

Jim Illegash stated he would like to jump to number 12.  As I mentioned, 12 b refers to noting on the plan 

the existing utility lines 

 

RECORDING STOPPED 

 

Rob DeBeer stated I asked Jim to see what information was available on the Township records.  We looked 

at any other publicly available documents to determine what might be there, previous subdivisions or plans 

and we didn’t find anything, so the last best effort was to send out a letter just politely asking if they could 

mark up a plot plan of their home showing where the locations are.  The responses we got, we put on the 

plan.  I think the responses we did get on Spring Valley show that those systems, the ones that we got, were 

far enough away they were not of concern. 

 

John Noble asked Kevin without looking at the plan, what’s the distance between their infiltration systems 

and any potential property line?   

 

Kevin Chimics stated that safest way is to add it as a waiver. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I’m looking at those two sections and I’m not one hundred percent sure that it requires 

on lot sewer systems and wells.  It looks to me like it’s talking about public stuff. 

 

Jim Noble asked is this a moot point?  Linc Treadwell stated it might be.  I’m looking at 145-33 C 1 – property 

lines, property owners, subdivisions, boundaries, water courses, open space, historic, sanitary sewers, water 

mains and fire hydrants, storm drains, pipes and onlot sewage. 
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John Noble stated so then you’d want to put a waiver on that because you tried to contact everyone but have 

not been able to get responses. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I think you made a good faith effort. 

 

Jim Illegash stated the next item I have is number 20, Rob, you had some correspondence with Linc about 

this.  It’s about combining our proposed lot number 2, which we show as a strictly non-buildable stormwater 

lot with the adjacent lot number 19 which was a buildable lot.  So, that basin would actually be on a lot with 

a homeowner versus an HOA owned lot. 

 

Rob DeBeer stated that this comment comes up twice and if it’s the preference of the Township that rather 

than have sort of an orphan lot that’s owned by the HOA, that this just gets combined with an existing building 

lot.  We’re fine and happy to do that.  Obviously, the responsibility for that basin will fall on the HOA as 

opposed to the individual homeowner.  I don’t have any issue if that’s the preference of the Township. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I think your other basins are on individual lots too. 

 

Rob DeBeer stated yeah they are. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated so we might as well just make it consistent. 

 

John Noble asked the HOA is going to assume all control of the stormwater system on this entire 

development, right?  Rob DeBeer answered that is correct.  I wanted to avoid an HOA for such a smaller 

number of homes in a development; but, it just became impossible.  There’s enough sort of stormwater 

features on here that need some central management and so the HOA is obviously the vehicle that does that.  

The short story is the HOA will be responsible for all the stormwater work. 

 

John Noble asked Linc, is it best to have that on an individual property? 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I think from a Township perspective, we would rather have it on a lot with a house.  

Because what happens to HOA’s as they get older is as the housing units turn over, other people move in and 

stuff starts to get missed. 

 

John Noble stated that being said, should all of the basins be absorbed into lots? 

 

Linc Treadwell stated yes, they are.  Everyone but this one that we’re talking about is. 

 

John Noble stated you’re going to make it into a single lot.  So, it will be a will comply by making it into a 

single lot.  Rob DeBeer answered yes. 

 

Jim Illegash stated the HOA discussion kind of leads into the next number that I flagged which is 26.  I just 

wanted to get the opinion again of the Township on the HOA controlling the stormwater and providing a 

blanket easement versus individual easements for stormwater structures. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated that a blanket is fine. 

 

Jim Illegash stated that’s all I have earmarked for the SALDO comments.  Kevin, do you have anything else 

on your list? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated one quick one that I have marked is number 34, they’re proposing some street lights 

along the development that they’re saying is going to be owned and maintained by the HOA.  I don’t have 

an issue with it.  They don’t seem to be standard PPL street lights.  But it looks like basically they would be 

owned and maintained by the homeowner’s association. 
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Rob DeBeer stated the reason there is we were looking to do, giving the nature of what we’re trying to 

accomplish here, is kind of fancy or old timey lights that are different than the standard PP&L spec light.  I 

don’t think we’ve determined them yet.  Unless, Jim you have them there on the plan.  I’m happy for you 

guys to weigh in and make sure you’re okay with that.  PP&L gives you a handful of standard lights that you 

can do and we wanted to do something a little nicer. 

 

Jim Illegash stated correct and we had shown a more ornamental aesthetically pleasing light fixture on our 

plans. 

 

John Noble asked so that’s another one to make a note that the HOA is responsible for the lighting? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated they do note that on the plan.  It’s just something that we’ll have to make sure gets into 

the documents. 

 

Linc Treadwell asked can we talk about number 41 briefly?  It’s 41 b that talks about the storm sewer pipe 

in Spring Valley Road.  So, it’s going from basin 3 which will be the HOA’s responsibility under Spring 

Valley Road onto private property on the other side.  Am I right?  Is that the right theory? 

 

Jim Illegash answered correct.  We’re proposing to replace the existing inlet and pipe that is at the corner of 

Spring Valley and Station Avenue, crosses under Station Avenue which is a PennDOT road and discharges 

into that existing drainage swale. 

 

Kathy McGovern stated I’m not okay with that.  I am a recipient of that problem.  There is a development 

across the street from us and there’s now four drainage pipes that go from that development to my property.  

And, the debris that comes into my property and makes my property unusable is enormous.  And, it’s a 

problem because PennDOT says it’s not their road and Lower Saucon Township says it’s not their road.  It 

goes to far into my property; so, it’s nobody’s problem but the homeowner’s.  So, I’m not okay with that. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated to address that Kathy, we’ve told the applicant that they need to get permission from 

that property owner.  They need to get an easement from that property owner and I think the LVPC letter 

said the same thing. 

 

Kathy McGovern stated and the property owner should be made aware of who is going to help with the 

overflow and the debris and the problem into his property.  It’s a big problem. 

 

John Noble asked what’s the best way to address the comment number 41 relating to that?  It’s not something 

that we per se because that’s more of a PennDOT and NPDES issue.  Linc Treadwell stated it’s a PennDOT 

issue if it’s a PennDOT road because they need an HOP to go under the road. 

 

John Noble stated right; but, they’re also going to need the NPDES which will show where the water’s going 

to, right?  Jim Illegash answered correct. 

 

Kathy McGovern asked do you know if it’s a PennDOT road or a Lower Saucon Township road?  Linc 

Treadwell answered PennDOT. 

 

Rob DeBeer stated it’s Spring Valley Road and that’s a PennDOT road. 

 

Kathy McGovern stated that PennDOT only maintains within 6 feet.  So, the homeowner needs to be made 

aware. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated in terms of the ownership and maintenance responsibilities, I would prefer that that be 

an HOA responsibility and that the HOA needs to deal with the private property owner on the other side of 

the road if those types of issues come up. 
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Rob DeBeer stated I would not have an issue with making sure of where that discharge takes place being part 

of our stormwater management agreement and becomes another maintenance obligation for the HOA.  So, 

when they’re going out to do the routine and seasonal maintenance of the basins on site, that would be another 

one that they would perform on as well. 

 

Kathy McGovern stated it’s going to help you in the future.  It’s a huge issue.  My value of my property has 

been decreased because of this. 

 

John Noble asked Linc, what’s the best way to handle comment number 41?  Linc Treadwell stated the 

ownership and maintenance is HOA.  The HOA needs to have control over that stormwater facility.  The 

second thing that they need is permission from the property owner that is receiving the water that they’re 

allowed to discharge it there. 

 

John Noble stated those two things, the HOA responsibility for the pipes and also a drainage easement on the 

private property are two recommendations on number 41, right? 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I think the recommendation on the ownership is a recommendation.  The permission 

from the property owner is a necessity, it’s not a recommendation. 

 

Kathy McGovern stated that’s my point, with an informed consent of who’s going to maintain the property 

debris and overflow. 

 

John Noble stated what I’m trying to craft here is what do we do if they’re in will comply with everything in 

Hanover’s letter, what do we do to mortalize this conversation and make it part of our recommendations for 

this thing if it was going to go forward.  Because it’s not in the Hanover letter right now. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I think somewhere else in Kevin’s letter, it says, permission from the downstream 

property owner is required.  Right, Kevin? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated in the stormwater. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated in the stormwater section.  The only thing we need to do with this is maintenance and 

ownership with the HOA. 

 

John Noble stated that number 41, that would be a change to Kevin’s comments. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated 41 b, the last sentence says the Township shall determine the ownership and 

maintenance responsibilities of the storm sewer pipe.  

 

John Noble stated we’re in will comply basically here with the understanding that you’re going to get the 

HOA involved and get that private owner aware of what’s going on with the water. 

 

Jim Illegash stated the last one I’d like to talk about is 64, it speaks to wetland plantings approved by the 

Township.  Our plans shows swales and grass lined swales which are typically approved by DEP in the 

NPDES process and then the basins are seeded with a seed mix which is like a wild flower/rain garden/basin 

seed mix.  So, I just wanted to get the Township’s input on that to see if those are acceptable. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated I think that comments is basin 3, your plan shows two seed mixes, one for the bottom 

and one for the sides.  The way I was reading it, the bottom one looks like it’s just natural grass. And, I think 

the sides were the mix, I guess my concern was the bottom because that area is going to be inundated for 

several days at a time.  So, I think it’s just a matter of making sure that bottom seed mix is wet tolerant. 

 

Jim Illegash stated okay, we’ll check our plant mix. 
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Kathy McGovern asked Kevin, aren’t there some springs in there, there aren’t some wetlands in there?  There 

used to be.  I don’t know if there still are. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated there is that stream that goes through the property at the east end between lots 14 and 

15; and, then there is a natural swale further to the west, but that swale is actually in Upper Saucon Township.  

We’ll cover that when we get to Upper Saucon. 

 

John Noble asked Kevin are you all good with everything else in your letter?  Kevin Chimics answered for 

SALDO, yes.  I didn’t have any other issues and I don’t know if they want to get into anything on the 

stormwater end, a lot of those are more technical in nature. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated item 1 on the stormwater is what we just talked about. 

 

John Noble stated if we’re good with your review letter, we’ve got two letters dated November 16th, one on 

Ordinance 145 and the other on 137 of the SALDO. 

 

Jim Illegash asked can we take a step back, still within the review letter, the zoning comment number 6, our 

original plan we had shown the outlet from the basin being outside the wetland and the riparian buffers.  Our 

new plan we started contemplating what’s required by the NPDES permit; and, we actually drove the pipe 

closer to the stream there on the eastern portion which the Conversation Districts prefer because it allows the 

water that’s being discharged from the basin is obviously a shorter distance to a water body or a stream.  So, 

the comment that we’re looking for feedback is what’s allowable or permitted use within a buffer.  Is pipe 

installation allowable or do we need to look at alternate methods? 

 

Linc Treadwell stated if you read that section of the Zoning Ordinance, it specifically says pipe installation 

is not allowed which is why my question was why did it go from being outside of the riparian buffer to inside 

the riparian buffer.  Was that a requirement of the Conservation District or was it just something you guys 

did because you thought the Conservation District might like it? 

 

Tom Serpico stated that we haven’t submitted to the Conservation District yet.  It’s not a requirement of them 

at this point.  But, having been through this process multiple times, we know what the Northampton County 

is going look for.  So, that’s what we were trying to circumvent that. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I don’t think you want to violate the Zoning Ordinance to get Conservation District 

approval.  So, I think it sounds to me like that’s a discussion item that needs to be discussed with the 

Conservation District because if they’re going to prefer that the pipe discharge be in the riparian buffer, then 

the Township needs to talk to them about that’s not allowed in the riparian buffer. 

 

Tom Serpico stated understood.  We do not want to go for a variance. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I understand that which is why this comment comes up in this letter because on the 

previous set of plans that’s not where it was. 

 

Tom Serpico stated we can take a look and see what we can do to pull that back out. 

 

John Noble stated getting into the waivers, you have two letters here.  Which one do you want to start with 

and explain what exactly you are requesting? 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I think it’s just one isn’t it? 

 

John Noble stated he has two. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I know we got two in the email, but I think they’re the same thing. 

 

Jim Young stated they’re not. 
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John Nobles stated one is SALDO and one is Section 137.  They’re labeled terribly because they have the 

same exact labels on everything.  You got to read into them. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated okay you’re right. 

 

Kathy McGovern asked are we looking at November 16th? 

 

John Noble stated there’s two letters dated November 16th, they’re labeled exactly the same.  You got to get 

into the meat of the letter and see that one is for Ordinance 145 and one is for Ordinance 137. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated when you look at the one for 137 at the bottom it then refers to SALDO modification 

requests again. 

 

John Noble stated it’s just terribly labeled. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated that’s what is confusing because they both say SALDO modification requests. 

 

John Noble stated one’s basically more dimensional in design and one is more stormwater.  So, which one 

do you guys want to start with? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated why don’t we do the SALDO first.  Jim, do you have, I don’t have that letter, but, I 

have the original review letter where I think they’re all contained so I can follow along.  Jim, do you have 

that letter? 

 

Jim Illegash stated I have it, yes. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated why don’t you start with SALDO and let’s go through those and we’ll jump in as need 

be. 

 

Jim Illegash stated the first one under SALDO Section 145 is the request for preliminary/final plan versus 

preliminary and then final. 

 

John Noble stated what I’m going to ask people to do is within your letters, you have justification, if you can 

just read the justification and then if there’s any comment from any of the Planning Commission or Kevin or 

Linc, you can go ahead and speak up.  If there’s no comment, then we’ll proceed to the next one. 

 

Jim Illegash stated what we state in our letter is the modification from this section which respectfully 

requested to allow for the concurrent submission of preliminary/final plan.  The land development plan 

submission has been prepared in compliance with §145-21 and §145-22. 

 

A request from Section 145-33 B(1) which is sheet size.  We state a modification from this section is 

respectfully requested to allow for the submission of plan sheet size 30 inches by 42 inches.  The horizontal 

scale meets the requirement of on-inch equals 100 feet for lots greater than one acre; however, the general 

irregular configuration of the lot requires the requested 30 inch by 42 inch sheet size.  The code allows or a 

24 by 36 or a 36 by 48.  Generally, we don’t like to go up to 36 by 48 because it takes up the room.  That was 

the reason for requesting a 30 by 42. 

 

John Noble stated Kevin, you’ve read all these correct?  Do all the Planning Commission members have this 

in front of them by chance?  Why don’t we do this, just call off the waiver and you don’t have to actually 

read the justification.  If anyone has any questions, we can just go from there to keep it going a little quicker. 

 

Jim Illegash stated number 3 is from Section 145-41B(1) – Proposed streets and public utilities shall be 

extended to the boundary line of the tract.  Number 4 is Section 145-41B(4) which is existing roads adjacaent 
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to the property being developed do not meet the construction standards of this chapter and its Appendix A, 

then in that case, the developer shall provide those improvements. 

 

John Noble asked this relates to Hafler?  Which you want to keep extremely rural? 

 

Jim Illegash answered right.  It’s Hafler and also Spring Valley Road.  Our plans have labeled both, the letter 

for whatever reason missed including Spring Valley Road.  So, we want that to be clear.  I think Hanover 

actually caught that in their review letter. 

 

John Noble asked Kevin, are you okay with that? 

 

Kevin Chimics answered yeah, they’re doing some improvements along Spring Valley right at the road giving 

us a little flare at the intersection; but, we’re not doing the full road frontage improvements.  Which in a rural 

area, it provides no benefit for a short distance. 

 

Jim Illegash stated number 5 is Section 145-42 B(2) – Block depth – residential blocks shall be of sufficient 

depth to accommodate two tiers of lots, except where prevented by size, topography or other inherent 

conditions of property, in which case the Township council may approve a single tier of lots.  Number 6 is 

145-43A(7) – The lot size, width, depth, shape, orientation, and minimum building restriction lines shall be 

appropriate for the location of the subdivision and for the type of development use proposed in accordance 

with Chapter 180, Zoning, and this chapter.  To avoid jurisdictional problems, lot lines shall follow municipal 

boundaries where feasible rather than cross them.  Number 6 Section 145-43 A(8) – The lot size width, depth, 

shape, orientation, and minimum building restriction lines shall be appropriate for the location of the 

subdivision and for the type of development use proposed in accordance with Chapter 180, Zoning, and this 

chapter.  The depth of residential lots should normally be not less than one nor more than three times their 

width.  

 

Kathy McGovern stated I thought a minimum lot in Lower Saucon Township had to be over 2 acres. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated they do meet all the areas; but, generally you want a lot that’s more square in shape or 

rectangular.  In this case there are a couple of lots, just based on the way the road’s laid out where there a 

little narrow and they’re very deep and we have a couple that are real wide and not very deep.  So, there’s 

just a couple of those lots that don’t quite meet what the ordinance asks for there.  They’re very large lots. 

 

Kathy McGovern stated they had to have x-number of feet of road frontage. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated they meet all the required road frontage and widths.  The the lots are, with one single 

road going through the middle, we had some lots that are very deep. 

 

Jim Illegash stated Number 8 – Section 145-45 A – General requirements.  All new streets and widened 

portions of all existing right-of-way intended for public use shall be dedicated to the Township or state.  All 

new streets or roads and widened portions of existing streets or roads shall be designed and installed in 

accordance with the following requirements, unless provided otherwise by this chapter. 

 

Jim Illegash stated that this is parts of Hafler Road and it also gets into your request for a slightly narrower 

road.  Is this an overlap Kevin? 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I think everybody’s okay with not widening the existing roads.  I think the question is 

what’s the new road going to look like. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated 145A we kind of covered under where we talked about Hafler and adding Spring 

Valley.  So, I think we’re good with that one. 
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Jim Illegash stated the next one is 145-45 B(1) – Street Width.  The minimum widths of the right-of-way and 

the paving shall not be less than those of an existing street, of which the new street is to be a continuation, 

nor less than the following: Local Street paving width – 28 feet. 

 

John Noble stated at this point you guys have asked for a 24 foot wide road which is probably a little bit more 

in character with this type of road that’s not a thoroughfare.  I know Kevin, you might have some concerns 

with turning a radius.  What’s the consensus on having a little less pavement out there with a 24 as long as 

we can do it safely with a good turning radius?   

 

Kathy McGovern stated that’s always a concern back there - the turning radius.  When you go back with the 

fire trucks. 

 

John Noble asked are cul-de-sac ends designed with our full road spec, right?  Kevin Chimics answered yes. 

 

John Noble stated that every fire truck has the ability to do a circle turn at the end of all these cul-de-sacs.  If 

you do some overlays on turning radius for trucks, we can make sure that none of these roads have a conflict. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated that I think I would like to hear from the Director of Public Works on his opinion since 

this is going to be a Township road.  So, if he has some issues with snow plowing and stuff like that that he 

wants it a little bit wider, I’d like to know that. 

 

John Noble stated that I think with this waiver, it would have to be contingent upon the DPW’s input. 

 

Rob DeBeer stated obviously we were trying to keep as much disturbance and coverage down by going to a 

more narrow street; but, we didn’t sort of pick the 24 feet out of thin air.  We did look at there are several 

other sort of similar looking developments between 10 and 30 homes or so that have the same type of street 

width that also don’t have curbs, don’t have sidewalks and they’re kind of much more rural and passive in 

nature.  We just tried to mimick those.  I think the biggest concern you have when you cut down this road 

width is parking.  These homes are well back from the main road, they’re all going to have long driveways 

with turnarounds.  The idea that there’s going to be anyone parking on this street is going to be rare if ever.  

And, to your point on the safety, the cul-de-sacs were designed to meet the full turning standard for 

emergency vehicles.  So, to the extent that something were to happen, obviously the emergency vehicles can 

get in and turn around.  And, also Jim correct me if I’m wrong, the right-of-way outside of the road width 

itself is flat for some periods so that way in the event that something does need to get past, there’s no 

impediment to or if a car or tire has to go over a little patch of grass for a small bit of time, there’s no 

impediment there.  Am I right, Jim? 

 

Jim Illegash stated we have about 5 or 6 feet on each side of the cartway, so if emergency services, fire truck 

or ambulance, is coming by, you have the room to pull over and nothing is prohibiting in that. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I don’t think we have a problem with that, I just want to make sure that the guy who 

actually has to plow it and maintain it is okay with it. 

 

Rob DeBeer stated we have the snow bank areas in the cul-de-sacs, right?  Jim Illegash answered yes. 

 

Rob DeBeer stated we agree to have that conversation with the DPW director. 

 

John Noble stated that so dimensionally we would probably find what we need the DPW to just sign off on 

it and being okay.  We’ll just modify this waiver. 

 

Linc Treadwell asked that’s the same for number 10, right?  It’s the same issue?  Rob DeBeer answered 

correct. 
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John Noble stated so 9 and 10 are DPW.  Does anyone on Planning Commission have any questions on 

number 10?  This is for the right-of-way – 50 feet instead of 60 feet.  No questions, then why don’t we go 

onto 11. 

 

Jim Illegash stated number 11 is 145.45 C(1) – Single access streets, cul-de-sac and stub streets.  Single 

access streets shall have a minimum length of 250 feet and a maximum length of 600 feet.  Single access 

streets shall not provide access to more than seven dwelling units or to more than four nonresidential lots or 

businesses with more than 100 employees. 

 

John Noble stated so this is basically them designing from our original guidance back in February in 2018. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I may add the emergency access to give them a second point, second way in and out. 

 

John Noble stated are they any questions, if not next one. 

 

Jim Illegash stated number 12 is 145-45 C(3) – Single access streets, cul-de-sac and stub streets.  Stub Streets.  

To provide an integrated street system, all stub streets of abutting subdivisions shall be incorporated into the 

proposed street system.  Also, stub streets shall be provided to undeveloped land to meet the planning and 

design criteria of this chapter. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the only thing you would look at is maybe the property to the south.  I believe in 

discussing this with the developer that they had actually approached that adjoining property owner and he 

has no intentions of developing his property, so it’s really, does the Township from a planning perspective 

want to look at extending a road.  And, probably in the Lower Saucon area, it wouldn’t be the best place to 

do it.  It’s probably best to do it from the Upper Saucon cul-de-sac because that a little closer to the property 

line. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated we have more problems when we have stub streets than we do when we don’t. 

 

Jim Illegash stated number 13 is 145-45 D(7)(b)[1] -  The centerlines of two streets intersecting a third street 

from the same side shall be separated by 800 feet if any of the streets is a collector road. 

 

John Noble stated this is an issue along Spring Valley, I think you don’t have the land to actually comply 

here period.  This is a hardship and not even close to complying. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the adjoining street across is actually closer to the intersection; so, this one is further 

out. 

 

Jim Illegash stated number 14 is 180-102 C(2)(a) – The plan shall be drawn to a scale of not less than one-

inch equals 50 feet, unless modified by the Planning Commission. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated this is under the site plan for zoning; so, the Planning Commission does have the ability 

to waive these couple small sections in the site plan requirements for zoning.  The scale does meet the 

SALDO. 

 

Jim Illegash stated number 15 is 180-102 C(2){k} – An elevation view of all proposed structures shall be 

provided, unless waived by the Planning Commission. 

 

Kathy McGovern stated elevation views of all structures, these are homes, correct? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated yes.  I think that requirements is geared more towards commercial or businesses and 

things like that. 

 

John Noble stated that they will still need to get building permits for these houses anyway.  That’s it for this 

letter, do you want to go through the next one? 
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Jim Illegash stated sure.  Number 1 on the stormwater waiver letter is 137-13 A(1) – To the extent that a site 

is determined suitable, a volume of stormwater runoff shall be infiltrated during the one-hundred-year storm 

equal to the one-hundred- year pre-development storm runoff volume subtracted from the on-hundred-year 

post-development storm runoff volume. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated Kevin, this is going to start getting really technical.  Is there anything in these 

stormwater waivers that you want to discuss? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated I think I have one or two, just let me flip through my notes here. 

 

John Noble stated that’s a good idea to flip this around and if anyone on the Planning Commission has a 

question on one of these waivers or if Kevin has a question, let’s discuss it. 

 

Scott Kennedy stated I’d like to talk about number 3.  Based on the explanations, it sends an underlying soil 

and geology does not lend itself to multiple basins.  What’s going to happen with this?  What’s proposed? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated typically number 3 is geared more towards when we have road runoff that’s going to 

be kind of concentrated to one basin.  We usually try to limit that.  In this case, we do actually have 4 basins 

throughout the entire site.  They do meet the stormwater BMP loading ratios which is basically how much 

total drainage area and how much impervious drainage area gets to each basin.  Actually, we only have 2 that 

they’re infiltrating.  One is a small rain garden and the other is basin number 2 which is in close proximity to 

the wetland buffer areas.  They’ve done testing and the soil testing out there is not conducive to a lot of small 

basins.  There’s just not a lot of areas where they were able to get the infiltration rates.  We were okay with 

what they were proposing on the drainage area to each basin. 

 

John Noble asked are you comfortable with that answer? 

 

Scott Kennedy asked the other thing, wasn’t there a reference to some karst formation somewhere in one of 

these? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated I know they were requesting a waiver because technically according to the ordinance, 

if you have karst features you were supposed to line the basins.  If you weren’t going to line the basins, you 

need to basically certify that there are no karst features in the area.  Well, there are karst features in the area 

and they do want to infiltrate so they’re asking for a waiver of having to sign that certification. 

 

Scott Kennedy asked isn’t that just a concern with sinkholes? 

 

Kevin Chimics answered right. 

 

John Noble stated on the bright side, we’re not going to own these basins when we’re done. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated they did limit it where two of the basins are spray basins where they will be lined.  So, 

it’s really just two basin areas.  One is the rain garden which is small in size and the other one is near the 

wetland area which will help with the hydrology of the wetland area and the stream. 

 

Kathy McGovern state Number 16 – Appendix A, Section E.1.b - … a public road and/or from one lot and 

being infiltrated on another lot shall meet the requirements of Appendix E.1.b.  What does this mean? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated basically what that section would technically require is that the inlets along the street 

should have water quality features in them.  In this case, we already have grass swales going to the inlets 

which will help filter the water.  That comment is geared more towards public streets with curbing on them 

where you will have some oils and things like that that are on the surface of the roadway that could wash into 

an inlet.  In this case we have grass lined swales that will help filter the runoff before it gets into the bains.  

So, we didn’t object to that waiver. 
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Linc Treadwell asked there’s going to be fencing around basins 2, 3 and 4, is that right? 

 

Jim Illegash answered correct. 

 

Kevin Chimics answered yes.  One item I did want to touch on, we had some concern that the Township’s 

stormwater management ordinance is very dependent on infiltration and it actually requires infiltration 

facilities for every residential property.  In this case, they are asking for a waiver of that.  Just because, again 

they did a lot of testing and the lots themselves aren’t conducive to a lot of infiltration.  We were willing to 

work with them on that condition or with that waiver as long as it’s conditioned that they add a note to the 

plan that states during the individual lot grading plan preparations, they do do some exploration to try to find 

on-lot infiltration for each individual dwelling.  I know that’s something we discussed. 

 

Linc Treadwell asked what number is that? 

 

Kevin Chimics answered it’s number 5 on the waiver request letter.  We don’t object to that waiver; but, we 

would ask that it be conditioned upon them adding a note to the plan that states “During individual lot grading 

plan preparation, that they do some exploration testing on the lot to try to determine if an infiltration facility 

is available.” 

 

Haz Hijazi asked how do you check for compliance at that time? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated what they’re required to do is they actually have to do probes to dig around to see if 

there is the ability to do an on-lot infiltration facility.  So, our office is involved in reviewing the grading 

plans for each unit.  So, that’s something that during the grading plan review process to make sure that they 

do that exploration. 

 

Kathy McGovern stated they have to do a probe according to this; but, they don’t have to do a perc test. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated no, perc tests aren’t required for just residential units.  Just because it’s a little smaller 

in area.  The ordinance only requires the probe. 

 

Linc Treadwell asked does the ordinance prefer infiltration because we don’t have enough ground water in 

Lower Saucon? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated it’s really to try to reduce the run-off. 

 

John Noble stated so at least all the run-off is captured before it actually goes onto another property, correct? 

Kevin Chimics stated yes. 

 

John Noble stated literally almost any lot here has run-off and it goes into a swale. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated correct.  It either goes into a road side swale or a natural swale or it will just follow the 

natural flow of the land to one of the basins. 

 

John Noble stated if we put this note on there even if they’re not able to infiltrate, we’re not going to impact 

another homeowner. 

 

Kevin Chimics answered correct.  The only other one I’d like to discuss is 137-18S which is number 13 on 

the review letter.  The ordinance would require any berm or a basin to be a minimum of 50 feet from a 

property line.  In this case, the lowest point on the site is all around the property lines, so their basins are 

closer than 50 feet.  They do have landscaping around the basins.  I would ask that we add a condition to 

make sure the landscaping is acceptable to the Township.  I know we had talked about doing a site visit with 

Jim or somebody from our office.  There are existing tree rows, we just want to make sure that the landscaping 

they propose fills in any gaps. 
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Scott Kennedy asked how close is it to the road? 

 

John Noble stated the closest one is the Spring Valley Road one. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the one at the corner of the intersection would be the only one that is close to a road. 

 

Linc Treadwell asked we’re more concerned about the neighbors, right Kevin? 

 

Kevin Chimics answered yes.  Basically, just not having a berm run right up to a property line of an adjoining 

neighbor. 

 

John Noble stated so with this thing, you’re okay with the waiver as long as it’s subject to a landscaping 

review? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated correct.  The basin along Spring Valley Road is in more of a cut, so there’s not really 

a berm.  So, it shouldn’t be to visible.  We’ll just make sure there’s enough landscaping there to buffer the 

neighbors. 

 

Kathy McGovern asked if you’re concerned about that one, then why aren’t you concerned about 15?  No 

closer than 100 feet from adjacent property line or right-of-way and shall discharge into a drainage channel. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated on that one, basin 3 is the one at the corner of the intersection, while a discharge is 

closer, it is in a pipe system, that’s the one we’re going to pipe along Spring Valley Road to that discharge 

point.  There we’re going in a pipe system where it’s not discharging other than where they need to get the 

property owners’ consent for that.  Basin number 3, while the discharge point itself is closer to the property 

line, it’s not directed towards the property line; it’s actually directed towards that existing channel through 

the site.  Actually, number 15 we would condition on basin number 4, the rain garden, I know we talked to 

them before about having them look at trying to move the location of that discharge point a little bit away 

from the property line.  I think number 15, we would ask that they condition that one on adjusting the 

discharge point of rain garden 4 to the satisfaction of the Township. 

 

John Noble asked if there is any public out there at all? 

 

Molly Bender stated I don’t see any hands raised. 

 

John Noble asked if there are any comments from the Planning Commission members?  At this point, we 

talked through Hanover Engineering letter and they’re in a will comply and have already discussed a lot of 

stuff.  Is there anything that you want us to say?  The waiver requests I have, we’ve gone over those.  From 

a site design and planning standpoint, they’ve kind of listened to us over the last year and a half in this design 

process.  So, they’ve done what we asked in challenging lot.  At this point, I think we’d probably be looking 

for a motion to move this on with preliminary/final approval subject to the Hanover Engineering letter and 

the waivers.  Linc, should we vote on the Hanover letter first? 

 

Linc Treadwell answered no, let’s do the waivers first. 

 

John Noble stated I’m going to reference this as 2 letters.  One is Ordinance 145 of SALDO and I have a note 

on that waiver request which is dated November 16, 2020 that number 9 and number 10 relating to street 

design have to be reviewed by the DPW.  We have no objections to the dimensions in the right-of-ways; but, 

there still has to be a DPW input.  That’s the only modification I have on those waivers. 

 

Kathy McGovern asked can you read them, please, John? 

 

John Noble stated okay.  
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Number 1 is SALDO Ordinance 145-22. A and 145-33 A – Preliminary Plan – Submission requirement to 

submit Preliminary Plan and Final Plan separately. 

 

Number 2 is 145-33 B(1) – Sheet size shall be 12 inches by 18 inches, 18 inches by 24 inches, 24 inches by 

36 inches or 36 inches by 48 inches, unless otherwise approved by the Commission.  They’re asking for a 

waiver in the sheet size. 

 

Number 3 is 145-41 B(1) – Proposed streets and public utilities shall be extended to the boundary line of the 

tract.  They’re asking for a waiver on that which we’re granting. 

 

Number 4 is 145-41B(4) – When the existing road(s) adjacent to the property being developed does not meet 

the construction standards of this chapter and its Appendix A, then in that case, the developer shall provide 

those improvements.  We’re indicating that we’re okay with the developer not improving the existing roads. 

 

Number 5 is 145-42 B(2) – Block depth.  Residential blocks shall be of sufficient depth to accommodate two 

tiers of lots, except where prevented by size, topography or other inherent conditions of property, in which 

case the Township Council may approve a single tier of lots.  We’re okay with that waiver. 

 

Number 6 is 145-43 A(7) – The lot size, width, depth, shape, orientation, and minimum building restriction 

lines shall be appropriate for the location of the subdivision and for the type of development use proposed in 

accordance with Chapter 180, Zoning, and this chapter.  To avoid jurisdictional problems, lot lines shall 

follow municipal boundaries where feasible rather than cross them.  We’re okay with that. 

 

Number 7 is 145-43 A(8) – The lot size, width, depth,  shape, orientation, and minimum building restriction 

lines shall be appropriate for the location of the subdivision and for the type of development use proposed in 

accordance with Chapter 180, Zoning and this chapter.  The depth of residential lots should normally not less 

than one not more than three times their width.  This site has some challenges on depth orientation, so we’re 

good with that. 

 

Number 8 is 145-45 A – General requirements.  All new streets and widened portions of all existing rights-

of-way intended for public use shall be dedicated to the Township or state.  All new streets or road and 

widened portions of existing streets or roads shall be designed and installed in accordance with the following 

requirements, unless provided otherwise by this chapter.  We’re good that that waiver. 

 

Number 9 is 45-45 B(1) – Street widths.  The minimum widths of the right-of-way and the paving shall not 

be less than those of an existing street, of which the new street is to be a continuation, nor less than the 

following: Local Street paving width – 28 feet.  So, this is subject to the DPW review. 

 

Number 10 is 145-45 B(4)(c)(4) – Street widths.  Local streets shall have a minimum right-of-way width of 

50 feet for single family detached lot subdivision and 60 feet of right-of-way for nonresidential or townhouse 

and multifamily subdivisions or subdivisions with densities of three dwelling units per acre or more.  In 

residential subdivision with a density of less than one dwelling unit per acre, the local streets shall consist of 

at least a total paved width of 28 feet.  This is approved subject to the Department of Public Works’ review. 

 

Number 11 is 145-45 C(1) – Single access streets, cul-de-sac and stub streets.  Single access streets shall 

have a minimum length of 250 feet and a maximum length of 600 feet.  Single access streets shall not provide 

access to more than seven dwelling units or to more than four nonresidential lots or businesses with more 

than 100 employees.  The developer has designed according to our wishes on this; so we’re granting a waiver 

on that. 

 

Number 12 is 145-45 C(3) – Single access streets, cul-de-sac and stub streets.  Stub streets.  To provide an 

integrated street system, all stub streets of abutting subdivisions shall be incorporated into the proposed street 

system.  Also, stub streets shall be provided to undeveloped land to meet the planning and design criteria of 

this chapter.  At this point, we granted a waiver because the only adjacent property owner has indicated no 

desire. 
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Kathy McGovern stated I have to apologize, I don’t know where this stub street is. 

 

John Noble stated it’s where you would design a street to potentially be connected to an adjacent property so 

you can have a continuous street going into an adjacent property that might be developed.  In this case, the 

southern lot is the Koehler lot and they’ve indicated no desire whatsoever to connect in the future. 

 

John Noble continued with Number 13 is 145-45 D(7)(b)[1] – The centerlines of two streets intersecting a 

third street from the same side shall be separated by 800 feet if any of the streets is a collector road.  In this 

case, the streets are designed with a maximum separation, they counted the lot frontage they have on the 

road. 

 

Number 14 is180-102 C(2)(a) – The plan shall be drawn to a scale of not less than one-inch equals 50 feet, 

unless modified by the Planning Commission.  We’ve granted them a waiver on this. 

 

Number 15 is 180-102 C(2)(k) – An elevation view of all proposed structures shall be provided, unless 

waived by the Planning Commission.  We’ve waived that. 

 

John Noble stated that is the letter that is dated November 16th relating Ordinance 145 that’s SALDO, is there 

a motion on this letter.  

 

MOTION BY: Scott Kennedy moved to recommend to Council the approval of the requested waivers 

listed in the Pennoni letter dated November 16, 2020 relating to Ordinance 145-SALDO 

with the aforementioned conditions. 

SECOND BY: Tom Carocci 

 

ROLL CALL: 6-0 (Absent: Craig Kologie) 

 

John Noble stated the second waiver letter is for Ordinance 137 Stormwater.  With these lists of modifications 

and Kevin you will have to correct me if I don’t get it correct.  Number 5 is 137-17 Q, this is All stormwater 

runoff from residential (principal and accessory) structures which have a cumulative square footage of 1200 

square feet or greater shall be infiltrated in an infiltration practice.  Probes shall be performed to determine 

the required vertical separations from limiting zones; however, no percolation testing is required.  We’d like 

a note on the plan indicating that this is contingent upon when the grading plan is submitted for the actual 

building permit of the house, it must include the effort to try to infiltrate these systems. 

 

The other modification we have on this waiver list is Number 13 – 137-18S – The top of slope or toe of 

outside slope of any detention or retention basin shall be no closer than 50 feet from any property line or 

ultimate right-of-way line.  Two of the basins are actually, because they are in low points, are relatively close 

to property lines; so, this waiver is contingent upon the landscaping review by our engineer before approval. 

 

Number 15 is 137-23 K(3) – Any stormwater outlet pipe (including detention basin outlet pipe) or structure 

(including detention basin spillway) that discharges water to the surface of the ground shall be located no 

closer than 10 feet from an adjacent property line or right-of-way7 line and shall discharge into a drainage 

channel, swale or pipe within a drainage easement that has been designed, constructed and/or analyzed to 

receive the water discharge from that outlet.  This is relating to basin number 4, you need to confirm the 

discharge location of that basin. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated correct, they need to move it farther away from the property line. 

 

John Noble stated we’re trying to move it farther from the property line and confirm it with Hanover 

Engineering for its location. 

 

Kathy McGovern asked Kevin, which one is where the water goes off into the owner’s property? 
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Kevin Chimics stated that would be basin number 3. 

 

John Noble stated that discharge is in the Hanover Engineering letter, not the actual waivers. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated they don’t need a waiver for that, they just need some conditions that need to be 

addressed. 

 

John Noble stated I’m looking for a motion on the letter dated November 16th related to our Ordinance 137 

Stormwater. 

 

MOTION BY: Scott Kennedy moved to recommend to Council the approval of the Pennoni letter dated 

November 16, 2020 relating to Ordinance 137-Stormwater with modifications to items 5, 

13 and 15 as previously discussed.   

 

SECOND BY: Sandy Yerger 

 

ROLL CALL: 6-0 (Absent: Craig Kologie) 

 

John Noble stated now we go into the Hanover Engineering letter.  I believe at this point we’ve discussed a 

lot of things in the Hanover Engineering letter dated December 11, 2020; and, the applicant is in agreement 

that he will comply with that letter.  Is there anything that wasn’t spelled out in this letter that is not a will 

comply?  We talked about a lot of stuff, but there was enough verbiage in here that we were comfortable with 

where these things were going. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated yes. 

 

John Noble asked Linc, no problem? 

 

Linc Treadwell answered I’m good. 

 

Kevin Chimics asked can I make 2 additional recommendations that are outside of the letter?  The first would 

be that the applicant would need to satisfactorily address the comments to the satisfaction of Township staff 

prior to the plan being forwarded to Council for action.  The second would be that if for any reason the 

applicant would need any additional waivers in addressing the comments that they would have to come back 

to the Planning Commission for any additional waivers.  We hope they don’t need any and we believe they 

can address everything. 

 

John Noble stated I’m looking for a motion for preliminary/final approval subject to the applicant fully 

complying with the Township staff and the Hanover Engineering letter dated December 11, 2020.  Should 

the applicant need waivers, they would have to come back to the Planning Commission to seek those waivers. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated the plans need to be cleaned up before they go to Council. 

 

MOTION BY: Haz Hijazi moved to recommend preliminary/final approval of Saucon Overlook Land 

Development #LD 04-20 subject to the applicant fully complying with the Township staff 

and the Hanover Engineering letter dated December 11, 2020.  Should the applicant need 

waivers, they would have to come back to the Planning Commission to seek those waivers.  

The plans should be cleaned up before they request to be scheduled for review by Council. 

SECOND BY: Tom Carocci 

 

ROLL CALL: 6-0 (Absent: Craig Kologie) 

 

Rob DeBeer stated thank you for everyone’s time.  We’ll get to work on this and will keep with Kevin and 

Linc and do what we have to do to get over the finish line. 
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B. JOHN’S PLACE LAND DEVELOPMENT #LD 02-20 - JOHN & SUSAN BLAIR – 3725 OLD 

PHILADELPHIA PIKE – exp. 03/08/21 
 

John Noble asked Kevin, you have two letters?  One was related to sewage and the other was related to minor 

something. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated one is our standard land development review and the other is the review letter for the 

Lower Saucon Authority. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated December 10th is the land development review and December 14th is the LSA review. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the LSA review just deals with the sewer and the water for this project is going to be 

City of Bethlehem. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I don’t think there was anything in the LSA letter of note. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated I think it was get the planning module squared away, pay the fees and make sure 

everything is secured in the improvements agreement. 

 

John Noble stated that’s probably going to be a quick will comply.  Is there someone here to give us a quick 

overview.  I know we’ve seen this a number of times and we’ve made a number of comments on the 

infiltration.  You have a watercourse going through there.  I believe at this point most of everyone here is 

familiar with this plan.  Can you just give us a little update on anything that you’ve changed and where you 

are with the plan. 

 

Present were Ben Kutz, engineer with Gilmore & Associates and Attorney Steve Boell.   

 

Ben Kutz stated that John Blair wasn’t able to join the call tonight; so, I’m here representing him.  I think we 

were here before you last month for conditional use application and was formally granted at last night’s 

meeting by Council for the driveway crossing and utility crossings of the tributary.  In the recent months, we 

also had additional variances that were being applied for and obtained from the Zoning Hearing Board which 

was for parking, driveway location and planting screens.  We’ve taken a look at Hanover’s letter and I had 

some conversations with Kevin and Brian either yesterday or the day before just about a few comments.  I 

don’t think that there’s really much alteration that’s been made to the plan.  We are looking at possibly 

widening the radius for the driveway entrance to just improve access for vehicles turning into the property. 

 

John Noble stated do me a favor, instead of getting into the Hanover letter randomly, if you don’t mind, 

taking a look at the Hanover letter and start from the beginning of it and going along in a fashion if Kevin or 

you have any questions or concerns that you need to discuss with the Planning Commission.  Do not go into 

the waivers until we get to the end. 

 

Ben Kutz stated I think I can keep this pretty simple.  I don’t know if you need us to go through each of these 

comments specifically.  The intent is to comply to all of these comments except for the ones where a waiver 

request is noted.  The only ones that are still in discussion are the stormwater management ones.  We’ve been 

told by the conservation district that we should have their technical review letter this month.  Because there’s 

an alternative BMP being proposed which is like that rain garden combined with the subsurface detention 

basins.  The standards used for that alternative BMP stormwater facility differs from that of traditional 

stormwater facilities.  So, in conversation with Hanover and with LVPC, we’ve been holding off on 

addressing stormwater management until we’ve been given more direction from the Conservation District.  

The intent is for all the SALDO comments is to comply and I don’t believe there is anything zoning wise 

remaining. 

 

John Noble asked Kevin, do you have anything on your letter that you had concerns with? 
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Kevin Chimics answered no.  From an engineering standpoint, no.  We feel they can address everything.  

Really, in my mind, the only real discussion item is comment C3 on page 9 which is really more for the 

Planning Commission.  It actually requires an architectural review by the Planning Commisison which kind 

of falls back on you guys. 

 

Ben Kutz stated we have an architectural elevation that was prepared by John Blair, it was one of the 

buildings, but the intent was to have a similar character for both of them which I believe was in the meeting 

packet. 

 

John Noble asked Linc is there any architectural review further on in this process, because these are specs 

that might never be built until John gets tenants. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I was about to suggest that maybe you don’t want to lock yourself into whatever these 

pictures are today because it might change.  So, I think it’s more a question of when you decide finally what 

the building is going to look like, maybe you gotta come to the Planning Commission then just to get that 

approval.  I don’t want to lock you into what those pictures are today and then have you come back later and 

say that’s not what we want to build. 

 

Ben Kutz stated knowing John Blair, that’s probably the preferred route where he doesn’t mind presenting 

that at a meeting like this. 

 

John Noble asked do you want to formalize that as a recommendation that it comes back here or it has to be 

approved by Council?  Linc Treadwell answered no, I think if we’re going to recommend approval here that 

we put in there that the architectural needs to come back when they’re finalized. 

 

John Noble asked so that’s 180-65 1? Linc Treadwell answered correct. 

 

Ben Kutz stated maybe one question I did have which is also under the zoning ordinance section, comment 

one – Site Plan approval is required for the proposed office buildings on Lots 2 and 3 and the single family 

detached dwelling on Lot 1.  I just wanted to get a quick clarification on that site plan approval as it relates 

to the land development application. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated in this instance your site plan and your land development plan are the same plan. 

 

Ben Kutz stated I just wanted to make sure there wasn’t something I was missing. 

 

Lin Treadwell stated that’s just quirk in the Lower Saucon ordinances.  The site plan is there to catch people 

who aren’t technically a land development.  You’re both so it’s the same plan. 

 

John Noble asked if those are the only questions you have, is everything else a will comply? 

 

Ben Kutz answered yes, subject to input from the Conservation District.  But, the intent would be once we’ve 

received that feedback, to discuss with Hanover where maybe there might be a slight conflict in approach. 

 

John Noble asked are you okay with that Kevin?  Kevin Chimics answered yeah, I think we can address it 

through any of the comments that are in the letter. 

 

John Noble stated you’ve got a bunch of waiver requests here.   We’ll probably run this the way we did 

before.  Some of this is the same waivers we just granted.  Is there anything in here Kevin that we need to be 

concerned with or is there anyone on the Planning Commission that has a question? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated I don’t recall there being anything that we objected to or had any concerns or conditions 

that we were looking at. 

 



Planning Commission Meeting 

December 17, 2020 
 

Page 21 of 22 

John Noble stated it’s kind of the stuff we talked about the last couple of times that this project has been 

before us.  Is there anything in here that we haven’t discussed a couple times? 

 

Ben Kutz stated I don’t think this plan has been altered since it was presented at the July meeting.  I thought 

it was reviewed favorably, it was just that they wanted to hold off on making a motion on it. 

 

Linc Treadwell stated I think we discussed them all at a previous meeting, we just tabled it because you 

needed a conditional use and a couple of other clean up items. 

 

John Noble stated so everything in this October 13th letter has been discussed.  Is there anyone on Planning 

Commission that has any questions related to this project?  Do we have anyone in the chat room that wants 

to ask any questions?  Molly Bender answered there’s nobody in the audience or any hands that are raised. 

 

John Noble stated at this point let’s discuss waivers.  There’s the October 13th waiver list.  I’m looking for a 

motion to accept the waivers unless anyone wants me to go over any of them. 

 

MOTION BY:  Tom Carocci moved to recommend approval of the waivers listed in the letter dated 

October 13, 2020. 

SECOND BY: Scott Kennedy 

ROLL CALL:  6-0 (Absent:  Craig Kologie) 

 

John Noble stated that we want to do preliminary/final approval.  The only thing that we want to change in 

the Hanover Engineering Letter at this point is Section C 3 on page 10, Section 180-65.1 where when we 

actually get to the point where there’s going to be a building put on  here, the Planning Commission would 

like to see some elevations for architectural review.  Is everyone okay with everything else in the Hanover 

Engineering letter? 

 

Linc Treadwell stated yes, and the same condition that they clean up the plans before they request to be on a 

Council agenda. 

 

John Noble stated okay.  So, I’m looking for a motion on preliminary/final approval contingent upon them 

cleaning up the plans totally; and, when they actually get to building coming back for architectural review 

by the Planning Commission. 

 

MOTION BY:  Hazem Hijazi moved to recommend preliminary/final approval of the John’s Place Land 

Development #LD 02-20 subject to compliance with Hanover Engineering’s letter dated 

December 10, 2020 with the modification of Section C 3 on page 10, Section 180-65.1 

where when we actually get to the point where there’s going to be a building put on here, 

the Planning Commission would like to see some elevations for architectural review and 

the plans should be cleaned up before they request to be scheduled for review by Council. 

SECOND BY: Tom Carocci 

ROLL CALL:  6-0 (Abesent:  Craig Kologie) 

 

Ben Kutz stated one more topic, the planning exemption mailer, I know that there is a process that the 

Township has.  We had sent a formal capacity request letter to the City of Bethlehem and we got a response 

back, it’s a letter dated September 23rd, I don’t know if the Planning Commission should be acting on that to 

move the planning exemption mailer forward at this time.  Kevin, I don’t know if that’s something you can 

elaborate on and clarify. 

 

John Noble asked Linc, do I have to address the December 14th letter?  Linc Treadwell answered no, that was 

an Authority letter; and, there’s nothing in it.  What’s the DEP mailer issue, Kevin? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated I don’t think we have an issue, because I think the Planning Commission at the July 

meeting approved the planning module request. I think we put that time limit of 5 years on it.  
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John Noble stated that’s right. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated I thought that we may have sent that to DEP.  Do you recall Jim?  Jim Young answered 

I’m pretty sure that was sent. 

 

IV. MICELLANEOUS BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – NOVEMBER 19, 2020  

 

MOTION BY: Sandy Yerger moved to approve the November 19, 2020 Planning Commission minutes.  

SECOND BY: Tom Carocci  

ROLL CALL: 6-0 (Absent:  Craig Kologie)  

 

 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT/CITIZEN NON-AGENDA ITEMS – None  

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

MOTION BY: Kathy McGovern moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:45 p.m. 

SECOND BY:  Sandy Yerger 

ROLL CALL: 6-0 (Absent:  Craig Kologie) 

 

Submitted by: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

John Noble, Vice Chair 
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