
 

Planning Commission                                    Lower Saucon Township                                               May 26, 2022 

Meeting                                                                        Minutes                                                                       7:00 PM   

 

 

I. OPENING 

 

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

on Thursday, May 26, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. in Town Hall at 3700 Old Philadelphia Pike, Bethlehem, 

PA, with John Noble presiding. 

B.  ROLL CALL: Present: John Noble, Chairman; Sandy Yerger, Tom Carocci, Douglas Woosnam, 

Craig Kologie and Chris Nagy, Members; Jim Young, Zoning Officer; Linc Treadwell, Solicitor; 

Kevin Chimics, Engineer. 

Absent were Hazem Hijazi, Vice Chairman & Linc Treadwell, Solicitor. 

C. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT/CITIZEN AGENDA ITEMS  

 

None 

 

III. BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

A. MARTIN MINOR #MIN 03-21 – Marshal & Deborah Martin – 3675 Hickory Hill Road -  

exp. 07/17/22 

 

Present were Stan Wojciechowski, Engineer and Deborah Martin, owner. 

 

John Noble stated that you guys have been before us before; but I was not there at that meeting but 

I think you were given some guidance.  We have two Hanover Engineering letters, one dated the 

17th of May and the other the 19th.  You got them, right?  Stan Wojciechowski answered yes. 

 

John Noble stated I’m going to ask Kevin if there’s anything outstanding in those letters that we 

need to be concerned with and then we’ll have you go over them and highlight the things that you 

have questions or concerns on. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the first item in our letter would be the water and sewer service to lot 1.  I 

know there’s some discrepancies on the plan whether it has a sewer system, are the going to 

connect to the public sewer, is there a well, are the planning to connect to the public water system.  

They need to just clarify exactly what’s existing  

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated currently the house is being lived in by – Deborah Martin interjected 

my son – your son and they have public water and they have a septic system.  The intention would 

be to take it to sanitary sewer, public sewer.   

 

Kevin Chimics asked you do realize there’s not a public sewer line in front of the property right 

now?  Stan Wojciechowski stated we would have to extend it, correct.  Kevin Chimics stated your 

other option would be to do some tests for a secondary on-lot septic system.  So, that’s kind of up 

to you and is your choice.  Stan Wojciechowski stated that’s going to be worked out. 

 

John Noble stated ideally that’s done before you subdivide the property.  It’s clarified. 
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Stan Wojciechowski stated the big concern is Hickory Hill Road is a state road, so, as to running 

sanitary sewer, you have to go through PennDOT HOP permitting for a utility extension and the 

Lower Saucon Authority will have to review it and approve it. 

 

Craig Kologie asked have they done any sewage planning?  Stan Wojciechowski answered not yet.  

We were waiting to get the base idea together that we’re okay with the plans and then we were 

going to seek the actual planning module and also the approvals that we’ll serve letters to. 

 

John Noble stated from a Planning Commission standpoint, you’re not looking from 

preliminary/final right now because you’re not quite sure that your comfortable.  Stan 

Wojciechowski stated that’s what we would like to discuss. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the other question is regarding any dedication of right-of-way.  I know we 

have a PennDOT deeded right-of-way.  It’s a little unclear on you plans whether you propose to 

dedicate anything or are you just showing the ultimate right-of-way line as setbacks. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated we’re showing the ultimate right-of-way line for the setbacks.  The 

question is does the Lower Saucon ordinance require the dedication of that area? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated it is not required.  I guess you really need to determine is if you’re just going 

to follow the PennDOT right-of-way.  Stan Wojciechowski stated correct, that’s what we would 

propose. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the other option if you want to, the Township would accept the area between 

the PennDOT right-of-way and the ultimate right-of-way it would just be accepted as an easement.  

It would not be based on a simple fee. 

 

John Noble asked if any of those easements in those detention basins?  Kevin Chimics answered 

not, they’re set back far enough from the ultimate right-of-way.  John Noble asked from a sewer 

stand point, that was the only issue you had? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the other one, you will be required to do the natural resource table on your 

plan identifying what’s existing, what you’re proposing, the area that’s going to be disturbed and 

what’s going to remain.  So, we will need that natural resource table on the plan.  One other issue is 

that I know you’re requesting a waiver from doing the berm because you’re on a collective road; 

but, there is a requirement there also along with that that you do have to do additional 20 feet to the 

front yard setback.  That will need to be shown on the plan.  There is some additional stormwater 

testing that still needs to be done.  Stan Wojciechowski stated that’s why we’re here tonight. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the ordinance does require an addition.  You have done the preliminary and 

you have to do the follow-up.  Stan Wojciechowski stated correct.  Kevin Chimics stated on the 

geo-technical testing for that.  You will need some confirmation that the lot 2 basin meets the 

setback from the adjoining property.  There’s a garage and a house near the property line which 

aren’t shown on the plans.  So, we’re just going to need those shown on the plans to make sure that 

we can confirm that the setbacks for the infiltration.  Also, you are in the carbonate geology area of 

the Township and you will be required to do a carbonate geology study.  Stan Wojciechowski 

stated we have already started that.   

 

Kevin Chimics stated those were the main issues of our review letter. 
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John Noble stated the two letters.  Kevin Chimics stated the other one is the Lower Saucon 

Authority which are basically water and sewer issues.  They did in fact answer the question on lot 1 

that they are connected to public water and that’s going to continue.  With the sewer, they will have 

to go through with the planning for running the line, they’ll have to go through the planning 

module process to get the sewer approved for lot 1.  Lots 2 and 3 there is a sewer line that already 

exists in front of those properties; so, it’s just a matter of running a lateral for those properties. 

 

John Noble stated if we create the subdivision, we really need to know what’s going on with the 

sewer for lot 1 or there has to be a back up system at this point. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated they kind of explained that they’re going to do the public sewer.  John Noble 

stated I’m saying that that’s choice.  It’s got to be in writing on the plan.  One of the two items have 

to occur and if it’s a backup system it has to be tested before it’s actually subdivided to make sure 

they have the land to do it. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated actually we had a slightly different approach for tonight.  What we 

would like to do is ask for a recommendation of approval for the SALDO waivers that are required 

and deferrals that we want to request so that we can number 1 work at some of the stormwater 

management ordinance comments which may disappear depending on what deferrals and waivers 

are granted tonight or recommended tonight for Township Council to approve.  The concern is that 

the biggest one which would be a deferral from the sections of the ordinance requiring that the 

improvements be installed prior to the plans being recorded.  We were here last year and we asked 

about a provision to discuss having the basins, there are two individual basins one on each lot, that 

it would be appropriate because we don’t know the size of the houses.  We don’t know whether 

somebody is going to be putting in a pool, we don’t know if somebody is going to have a big wrap 

around porch, so what we were suggesting was to have a basic stormwater design but that the 

actual implementation of those basins be at the time that the properties get developed.  I was 

talking to Mrs. Martin today and her desire would be to hold onto the front parcel, lot 3, and to 

have that developed with either one of her family members in the future.  That could be 10, 15 or 

20 years down the road.  So, we would like to ask for a deferral for the improvements to be handled 

for at least for the basins at the time that the actual houses are being constructed so that we can then 

identify what the requirements would be based on what they have.  We would even be willing as 

much to say that that could be a deed restriction that would be put onto the deeds that says there 

would be a stormwater management ordinance at the time of request and not today. 

 

John Noble stated we have a little bit of gray area of legality here. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated there’s two options you can do, when they go to build the lots they are going 

to have to do an individual lot grading plan.  So, we could cover the stormwater management 

review at that time.  The other option is we could require them to do an improvements agreement 

and post some security to cover those facilities and then when they are built they can be released.  

Either way, they’re going to have to do the lot grading plan and there will be a stormwater 

management and lot grading plan done at that time.  There are notes on the plan that they are 

required to do an individual lot grading plan for the development of each lot.  Stan Wojciechowski 

stated correct. 

 

Craig Kologie asked are the improvements independent for each lot or do the basins depend on 

each other? 
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Kevin Chimics stated that each lot can stand alone individually.  

 

Craig Kologie stated so basically you’re demonstrating feasibility under a scenario.  Kevin Chimics 

stated they’ve assumed a certain amount of impervious cover for the driveway, the house and some 

additional impervious cover like a patio, pool, etc.  If, particularly lot 2, is the one that has a house 

that is far in the back.  If they decide to push that house even further back, you can have a longer 

driveway and it could be a much larger house.   

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated then they would be required to obtain an NPDES permit at that point 

too.  We’re sensitive to that and that’s why we’re suggesting to just put a deed restriction in.  As far 

as the idea of having security, Mrs. Martin really doesn’t have the money to do it. 

 

Craig Kologie stated as long as the basin on lot 3 isn’t dependent on what is going on with lot 2, I 

think that’s a reasonable request. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the plan was set up and the design was done that each lot basin stands 

individually, based on stormwater, E&S, grading. 

 

John Noble asked is on the improvement for the lateral for the sewer on lot 1, what happens if they 

don’t get that lateral and now they will need another infiltration? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated I would think if the plan is to have public sewer allotment for lot 1, that 

should be done up front. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated a way to possibly to overcome that would be to see if there is a second 

infiltration bed on that lot and then you have an option of connecting to the lateral. 

 

John Noble stated if we approve the subdivision and they don’t get the lateral because they have an 

issue with PennDOT and the system fails and there’s no other place on that lot, what’s going to 

happen? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated that we would make it a condition that they somehow show how they’re 

going to do either a secondary system or the public sewer. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated so we either show the secondary system area or we may even do both 

and show both on the plans. 

 

John Noble stated I think you’re going to have to show it as a back up in case for reason you don’t 

do the lateral.  We’re predicating this whole thing on the fact that you would be connecting to 

sewer but if you give us the back up of having a septic. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated I would actually make the plan not necessary to have to do the sewer 

right up front.  And, if she wants to do the sewer in a year after it’s done, it can be done a year after 

as opposed to up front. 

 

John Noble stated that wouldn’t prevent the subdivision of the other lots.  What’s your second 

waiver? 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated the second deferral request would be from requiring PennDOT 

driveway, water service and sewer laterals provided as part of the final plan approval.  That would 
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be inconsistent with what you had just mentioned as far as for lot 1.  Again for lot 3, lot 2, even if 

we get approval for the HOP today, I don’t know that you’re planning on starting construction on 

the house for at least one or two years or maybe even longer. 

 

Deborah Martin stated I would really like one year. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated the other lot there is again no desire to do that; so, we’d have to have an 

HOP that would just be renewing every year until such a time that it would be done.  We would be 

amenable to put a note on the plan stating that a highway occupancy permit is required pursuant to 

Section 420 of Act I 1945 PL1242 – 428 notice to state highway law before a driveway access to a 

state road is permitted.  That would be a condition on the final plan that’s recorded so that anybody 

who would pick it up would know that they have to get the permit in order to get access to the 

property. 

 

John Noble asked it’s a relatively straight road there, isn’t it?  Kevin Chimcs answered it is.  But, I 

would have some concern that we’d be creating a lot that technically doesn’t have an access to a 

PennDOT road.  John Noble asked what would be the reason not, sight triangles?  Kevin Chimics 

stated sight distance, sight triangles, etc. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated we could show that the existing sight triangle that it meets the standards 

for PennDOT sight distance.  That can be shown on the plan. 

 

Craig Kologie stated I think it’s important to show feasibility, right.  And, that’s what that would 

do; and, if that permit would expire, so be it.  At least you’re demonstrating feasibility of the ability 

to do the subdivision.  Stan Wojciechowski asked are you saying to get the permit?  Craig Kologie 

stated I think it would make sense to get the HOP. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated at least for the driveway.  The sewer and water connections can wait.  Stan 

Wojciechowski stated so we would ask for the waiver to be just for the water and sewer permits as 

far as it relates to the two laterals for lots 2 and 3.  Kevin Chimics stated yeah, because until you 

know exactly where they’re going to be.  I wouldn’t have an issue with holding those off until you 

are ready for the building permit. 

 

John Noble stated the second waiver is for the driveway HOP and we’re okay on the laterals for 

water and sewer. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated the next one is the waiver request for 145-43 A (5) which requires the 

lots to be generally square or generally rectangular in shape and the “L” shaped, flag shaped, 

triangular lots be avoided.  The waiver request is because of the uniqueness of this property 

whereas there’s the out parcel that’s in the middle and the property kind of wraps around behind the 

back.  There really is no way to not include something like that into this requirement.  In fact, the 

way we have divided it, we are trying to preclude further development on this property. 

 

John Noble stated you would probably have some frontage issues on top of that.  I wasn’t here 

during the first conversation so I’m going to defer this conversation to those that were here. 

 

Chris Nagy stated we did discuss this in the first conversation and it was my recollection that the 

uniqueness of this entire lot there was really not much you could do.  John Noble asked so it was 

addressed at the time?  Chris Nagy answered yes.   
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Kevin Chimics stated they have made some changes since the first submission.  I think the big 

thing was there’s that piece that’s already cut out and you talked about continuing that property line 

which they have done for lot 3 to the back.  While it’s not square, it’s trapezoidal in change. 

 

John Noble stated so they’ve gone along with the guidance they received back in the first meeting.   

Stan Wojciechowski answered yes. 

 

John Noble stated let’s go onto number 4. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated the next waiver would be from SALDO 145-43A (8), this is the 

requirement that the lots normally be not less than 1 or more than 3 times their width.  Again, this 

is because of the unique shape of the lot and the way that we want to divide it to preclude further 

development.  Chris Nagy stated I think you’ve followed the spirit of what we recommended 

before. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated the fifth one would be a partial waiver regarding the construction of a 

three foot high berm.  We would show the additional 20 foot on the front yard setback; but, we’re 

asking for the waiver of the actual berm to keep the openness of the existing lot and the existing 

character of the area as well as we would ask for a waiver of the easement that would be there to 

preserve that berm. 

 

John Noble stated this is a discussion we have quite often with developers doing this kind of thing.  

I don’t know if anyone has an objection here; but it is quite typical to eliminate the berm.  Kevin 

Chimics stated the property does kind of slope up from the road, so by having a 3 foot berm it’s not 

really going to do much. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated the last one would be a waiver from the section of the Ordinance 

requiring that the existing features within 500 feet of any part of the subdivision be shown on the 

plans.  Again, since all of the property is going to be watered and extend sewer for lot 1, this would 

not have any affect on any of the neighboring properties that would be within 500 feet.  So, we ask 

for that waiver. 

 

John Noble stated this is a conversation we had a little bit before.  The infiltration basin you have 

on lot 3, I believe, there’s a possibility that it’s too close to the neighbors.  Stan Wojciechowski 

stated we will have to move that.  John Noble stated what I’m getting at is I wouldn’t anticipate a 

blanket waiver on 500 feet; but, more of a focus waiver on the directions that are not relevant to the 

stormwater at this point.  That’s my biggest concern. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated that’s not a concern. 

 

John Noble stated I don’t know if there’s a way we can give him a waiver in a certain area, but 

there’s impact areas that should be analyzed a little bit more.  Kevin Chimics stated grant the 

waiver with the exception of the requirements to show that they can meet the stormwater and the 

setback requirements. 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated that they would be the extend of the SALDO waivers we would be 

looking for to be approved by Township Council prior to moving forward with the plan. 

 

John Noble stated the understanding is that you’re not really looking for preliminary or final at this 

point, you’re only looking for waiver recommendations.  Stan Wojciechowski stated correct, 
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because she needs to know whether she should be moving forward with this.  We’ve already 

expended quite a bit of her money on both land development and and review fees.  So, we want to 

make sure before we go any further it’s not going to be something that’s going to wind up being 

cost prohibitive for her. 

 

John Noble stated we’ll look at these waivers and talk about them.  Is there anyone in the audience 

who has any comments?  There’s nobody in the audience.  Is there anyone on the Planning 

Commission that has any comments?  No members of the Commission had any comments. 

 

John Noble stated then I’m going to look for a recommendation on the waiver sent to us dated May 

26th from Barry Isett & Associates. 

 

John Noble stated the approval is subject to the items we discussed regarding your 6 waiver 

requests on your deferral letter. 

 

Item 1 is for improvements and is subject to the analysis of whether you do a full blown HOP 

permit for the lateral sewer or you do an infiltration test to confirm that Lot 1 can stand on its own 

with sewer 

 

Item 2 is the referral for the HOP permits, however, we’d like to see the driveway permits so that 

we know that we have feasibility on lots 2 and 3; but the water & sewer deferral are okay 

 

Stan Wojciechowski stated so we amend this statement to be just for the water and sewer.  John 

Noble stated just for the water and sewer, not the driveway for lots 2 and 3. 

 

Items 3, 4 & 5 can stand as written 

 

Item 6 is the requirement of 500 feet for all the delineation; however, we’d like you to still to 

delineate everything that’s related to the stormwater requirements of the basins. 

 

 

MOTION BY:  Doug Woosnam moved to recommend approval of the waivers listed in the Barry 

Isett & Associates letter dated May 26, 2022 subject to the following conditions 

and amendments: 

 

Item 1 – SALDO Sections 145-22.C(2)(b); 145-34.D(6) and 145-35A is for a deferral 

from infrastructure improvements and is subject to the analysis of whether you do a 

full blown HOP permit for the lateral sewer or you do an infiltration test to confirm 

that Lot 1 can stand on its own with sewer. 

 

Item 2  - SALDO Sections 145-34.D(2) and 145-44.B is for the deferral for the HOP 

permits for the driveway, water service and sewer lateral be provided as part of the 

Final Plan approval.  It is recommended that the driveway permits should be obtained 

so that we know that we have feasibility on lots 2 and 3.  The deferral for the HOP 

permits for the water and sewer are recommended to be approved. 

 

Items 3, 4 & 5 – SALDO Sections 145-43.A(5); 145-43.A(8) and 145-43.B(2) are 

recommended for approval as written. 
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Item 6 – SALDO Section 145-33.C(1) is the requirement to show existing features 

within 500 feet delineation.  It is recommended that the developer delineate 

everything that’s related to the stormwater requirements of the basins. 

  

 

SECOND BY: Chris Nagy 

ROLL CALL: 6 ayes – 0 nays – 1 absent (Hijazi) 

 

Stan Wojciechowski asked do the waivers need to be approved by Township Council? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated that they will at some point. 

 

Craig Kologie stated I think it would be unusual for them to approve a waiver before the plan.  

Basically, you’re getting from us that we don’t have any issues with what you asked for. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated it may be just a matter of appearing before Council and at least going over 

them and making sure Council doesn’t have an objection; but, they probably wouldn’t approve 

them until they need to approve the plan. 

 

 

B. 1970 BRIDGE LANE SKETCH PLAN #SK 01-21/Meghan & Stephen Weber – 1970 Bridge 

Lane 

 

Present were Rick Roseberry, Engineer and Steven Weber, property owner. 

 

Rick Roseberry stated this is a follow up to the sketch discussion that was held last year.  I wanted 

to give you an update and it sounds like we want to proceed with an application for a variance to 

the Zoning Hearing Board.  So, we wanted to give you an update on the discussions we’ve had.  

This is a piece of property and it’s currently 7.9 acres and is located on Bridge Lane which is a 

private roadway.  The intent is to subdivide off 1 lot to build a single family home.  Since the last 

meeting, we had a meeting with the fire chief and there’s a memo that was provided to the Planning 

Commission with recommendations just to clear the growth around the access roadway and to cut 

the trees so they have a minimum clear height of 12 feet. 

 

A second recommendation since there is a stream that crosses the entrance of the private driveway 

that after any significant flooding event, that an inspection of the culvert be performed to make sure 

that there wasn’t any stream scour.  If the owners agree to that suggestion, he did not see any issue 

with constructing another residence on Bridge Lane. 

 

John Noble asked when you went to the fire chief, were you indicating that you were going to 

increase the number of houses on here or just assess the existing conditions? 

 

Rick Roseberry stated the discussion was for the construction of a house and he actually 

commented on here “I do not see an issue with erecting another residence on Bridge Lane”.   

 

Tom Carocci asked who’s going to inspect the bridge? 

 

Rick Roseberry stated our office could inspect the bridge.  Tom Carocci stated not for every 

flooding event. 
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Rick Roseberry stated the next thing I wanted to get into is that the applicant has actually discussed 

the private roadway and did the deed research on the property.  The roadway and the parcels that 

exist are now part of a subdivision plan that was recorded in 1977.  So, they’re taking the next step 

and have an agreement to do a private road maintenance agreement with all the property owners 

which would share responsibilities for maintenance for upkeep and access.  The culvert which is 

part of that road can be incorporated into that maintenance agreement; so, it’s almost like a 

homeowner’s association.  I think we can adequately address those concerns and agree to those. 

 

John Noble stated I know you’ve presented us with a couple of pieces of information here; but, 

when you were here last, the basic premise of adding another house on the other side of the creek 

on a proficiently designed driveway at this point really wasn’t received to well.  I don’t if anything 

you’ve said really has changed a lot.  Typically if we did this kind of thing where you’d have five 

houses on there, we’d have you design a cul-de-sac that was conforming. 

 

Rick Roseberry stated I’m not sure that we still want to pursue the variance because we would need 

to have a variance for not having a lot on a public roadway.  We do feel that the public health and 

safety concerns associated with this application have been addressed by way of this maintenance 

agreement and discussions with the fire chief.  So, we do think that we’ve addressed those items 

adequately. 

 

John Noble stated I think you’ve touched on some of those.  I don’t want to speak for everyone up 

here, but inspecting a bridge after every storm with an independent body is a very tough thing to 

do.  Living on the Saucon creek, I don’t know how many times the creeks in this town flood to a 

level where they go over bridges.  You’re kind of getting into private agreements which is 

something we tend to frown on because somehow the Township gets dragged into some of the 

enforceability of these things.  This is why we design bridges that are designed to have floods flow 

underneath them. 

 

Rick Roseberry stated the fact is the road and the bridge exist right now and the fact is it’s not 

being inspected and there’s no agreements in place.  This is actually going to be an improvement 

by having the legal mechanisms put into place. 

 

John Noble asked are there four houses there now?  Rick Roseberry stated there’s three now and 

this will be the fourth.  John Noble asked are all the owners here of those houses?  Rick Roseberry 

answered no. 

 

John Noble asked if the other owners of the houses were here.  There were 2 owners present.  John 

Noble stated that there are two of the three homes represented currently.   Is everyone here in 

favor?  I’m not getting hands up. 

 

Joshua Hannon stated he owns 1946 Bridge Land and we do not have an agreement on addendum 

or modification to what this gentleman mentioned there.  It’s just the opposite.  When approached 

by John, we explained to him we would not be in favor of this and we suggested improvements to 

that which John rejected. 

 

John Noble asked improvements to the roadway?  Joshua Hannon stated correct, because like you 

said earlier, it’s an extended driveway.  It barely fits three houses on it let alone a fourth house.  

That’s one of the concerns we brought up when John told us he was going to do this. 

 

Stephen Weber asked so what would you like us to extend the road wider? 
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Joshua Hannon stated we talked about widening the road.  We talked about fixing the bridge.  We 

gave a list of improvements that would need to be made for us to consider this. 

 

John Noble stated this is not really the forum to go back and forth.  The concerns being expressed 

right now are basically the exact same concerns that we originally had.  We didn’t feel that the 

driveway, roadway or whatever you’d like to call it was adequate to serve the houses.  I have the 

same concerns I had the last time we talked about this. 

 

Tom Carocci asked the gentleman provided you a list of what you wanted him to do, widen the 

road, etc.  Joshua Hannon stated that’s correct, for us to even consider the option.  We have an 

updated deed agreement that’s part of our deed that was dated 1989 and in that it states there will 

be no further subdivisions of the properties.  So, if you weren’t aware of that either, John has a 

copy of this as well. 

 

John Noble stated as a body, we don’t get involved with deed restrictions and that kind of thing.  

That’s a legal issue. 

 

Craig Kologie stated they can’t adhere one of these parties to this restriction.  That would be a 

private action that you would take. 

 

Joshua Hannon stated before it would be presented to this Board, there should be a minimum 

consensus and agreement on the updates to this.  Which we have not achieved yet as a party of 

three homes on that driveway. 

 

John Noble stated that we have similar concerns.  You’re using a driveway to create a cul-de-sac.  

We’re adding potential safety issues that we’re creating that don’t adhere to the guidelines we go 

with on roads and cul-de-sacs. 

 

Craig Kologie stated additionally it doesn’t sound to me like what’s been built even adheres to the 

terms of the agreement that was made in 1989 with regards to the width of the road, and there was 

supposed to be a cul-de-sac constructed and all of those things.  So, we’re starting at a point where 

you’re not even meeting what was originally supposed to be done. 

 

Jim Young stated if you remember too that LVPC gave an unfavorable review also. 

 

John Noble stated without going into the cost of a cul-de-sac, at least if you’re looking for 

recommendations, I don’t anything’s changed since the last time we talked.  You’d have to come 

back with something that was significantly along the lines of what we would typically approve for 

a road to service four houses. 

 

John Carl asked it’s still a private driveway, right? 

 

John Noble stated it’s absolutely a private driveway. 

 

John Carl asked so you’re saying you want us to add a cul-de-sac at the end of the driveway a to 

make it all work? 
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John Noble stated you’re asking us to subdivide property and create another lot; and, when we 

subdivide we have to make sure the access to that is a safe accessway.  We’d ask that the design 

that gets access to that lot adhere to what we currently design. 

 

John Carl asked what size driveway or road on that would you like?  John Noble stated it’s a cul-

de-sac.  John Carl asked is a 50 foot cul-de-sac good?  John Noble stated part of this conversation 

should be with Kevin to just discuss and review the design requirements for a cul-de-sac.  John 

Carl stated I don’t think we would have a problem with that. 

 

Stephen Weber asked if all the costs would be absorbed by all the homeowners or just the new 

homeowner?  John Noble stated that we’re getting into private rights here which is not what we do.  

The only thing we look at is if you would like to create a lot, we have to make sure that you can get 

to it safely and it adheres to the guidelines of the Township.  The other private rights involved, 

which are you neighbors, are things that you can negotiate.  And, ideally if you’re going to do 

something like a cul-de-sac to create the extra lot, you want to come in with those neighbors and 

you want to say we all agree and we’ve hammered out how it’s going to be subdivided on a cost 

basis.  You can work with Kevin and he’ll give you some guidelines on what you need to do to 

build a safe access. 

 

Stephen Weber stated right.  There was a fire already on the lane and everything was rebuilt 

already; so, a new house was built across the bridge.  The fire chief was able to access the home 

with no problems at all. 

 

John Noble stated I’m not really arguing with you, it’s just as a body and someone creates a lot, we 

have guidelines on how to get there as safely as possible.  So, that’s what we’re looking for.  

Ideally what you want to do is come in saying we’re going to get there safely within the guidelines 

of how you build cul-de-sac; and, we talked to our neighbors because in this case there’s a lot of 

private rights involved.  What would happen typically in the scenario, long before you guys moved 

there is the whole big parcel would have been designed correctly with the cul-de-sac, subdivided.  

There wouldn’t be deed restrictions like we’re seeing right here.  And, you wouldn’t even have 

neighbors talking to each about rights because the Township would be plowing the road.  So, that 

would be the ideal scenario.  Your driveway subdivision was created before a lot of our guidelines, 

so if you increase those lots, we have to make sure that you build within the guidelines that we 

currently have. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated the other issue is I believe there is a property prior to the bridge which is in 

separate ownership so if that property would also have to get approved, we would bring another 

property owner into the agreement. 

 

John Noble stated that Kevin can give you the design criteria to make what the Township considers 

a safe access to lots.  But, at the end of the day, you still have to talk to your neighbors because 

there are separate ownerships and separate rights involved there, that we don’t get involved with.  

You just have to come to us and say everyone is on board. 

 

Stephen Weber stated we one hundred percent had plans to do that. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated going by the Ordinance, you would have to have a 28 foot wide road with a 

ninety foot diameter turnaround, that’s what is required by the Ordinance. 

 

John Carl asked what about the bridge?   
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Kevin Chimics stated no, it’s a 28 foot wide road and at the end of the road you need a 90 foot 

diameter bulb, cul-de-sac. 

 

John Noble stated a full blown road is going to be expensive especially with the NPDES permits.  

John Carl stated those expenses don’t really pertain to me.  John Noble stated the engineering 

required and the stormwater management is going to be pretty big because you’re probably in the 

floodplain by the creek. 

 

Kevin Chimics stated that would be the other concern.  The bridge is in a floodplain, so any 

modifications of that would have to through the necessary DEP permitting. 

 

John Noble stated it’s a big process.  When we looked at the plan, you are crossing the bridge and 

you’re doing the left side is the lot that you’re trying to create.  You got to go across a private 

property, go across the creek, maybe you don’t have access off of that and maybe you can look at 

another point of access to create that lot.  Is there another property owner that you can get access 

through to get to that lot without using the bridge?  I’m just throwing stuff out. 

 

Stephen Weber stated that John owns the whole front half and they got access to their parts.  I don’t 

see why we can’t get access to the bottom and we’re leaving 5 acres open. 

 

John Noble stated the guidelines that we have, if you use that existing driveway, we would be 

looking for you to create a road.  But, if there is a way to do a driveway off of an existing road to 

get to that, whether it’s taking a sliver of someone else’s land or whatever.  These are just ideas and 

I don’t know if it’s feasible at all. 

 

John Carl stated we allowed two other homes to go up there but we won’t allow one more. 

 

John Noble stated this was done long before the current code.  John Carl stated the last house that 

was put up there was four years ago.  John Noble stated had this lot been created years and years 

ago when the whole thing was subdivided with a driveway, you would be allowed to build on it.  

But, you don’t have a lot.  It’s part of another property, you’re creating a lot.  As soon as you create 

a lot, you have to design the access to that lot to today’s standards.  That’s what you have to do. 

 

Steven Weber stated so a 28 foot bridge, a cul-de-sac at the end and widening the driveway for how 

long, 18 feet? 

 

Kevin Chimics stated that the roadway will have to be 28 feet wide and at the end of it you would 

need a 90 foot paved turn around. 

 

Steven Weber stated so you don’t want another home? 

 

John Noble stated it’s not a matter of what we want.  When your whole property was subdivided, it 

was envisioned that that lot would be part of the other lot.  So, you don’t have two lots, you only 

have one lot.  One was originally divided, whoever did it, it was envisioned by that person that that 

whole piece is one lot and not two lots. 

 

Steven Weber stated I thought there was five total lots on that. 

 

John Noble stated there was a lot on the other side of the street but it’s the same lot. 
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Steven Weber stated that I saw five different lots.  There’s lot 1 by the river, there’s lot 2 going up 

the hill, there’s lot 3 where we want to put our houses. 

 

John Noble stated I’m trying to remember, there’s a lot along the creek by the road, but then the 

next lot was one and that’s the one lot that you would like to cut in half; and, then there were 

additional lots beyond the driveway. 

 

Steven Weber stated the road would actually be the border.  John Noble stated what happened is 

whoever did the original subdivision envisioned that whole area along the creek to be one lot with a 

driveway through it.  That’s what their thought was.  It’s easy to look back and say they should 

have created a lot; but, they didn’t. 

 

 

IV. MICELLANEOUS BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – FEBRUARY 24, 2022  

 

MOTION BY: Sandy Yerger moved to approve the February 24, 2022 Planning Commission minutes.  

SECOND BY: Craig Kologie 

ROLL CALL: 6 ayes – 0 nays – 1 absent (Hijazi) 

 

 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT/CITIZEN NON-AGENDA ITEMS  

 

None. 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

MOTION BY: Tom Carocci moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:50 p.m. 

SECOND BY: Craig Kologie 

ROLL CALL: 6 ayes – 0 nays – 1 absent (Hijazi) 

 

Submitted by: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

John Noble, Chairman 


