
Greene County Planning Commission

Meeting Minutes

March 1, 2021
CALL TO ORDER

Mr. Kelly called the meeting to order at 7:02 PM.
ROLL CALL

The following were in attendance:  Larry Stratton, Brian Sokol, Julie Gatrell, Clint Blaney, Willie Golden, Jason Nicholson, George Scull
The following were not in attendance:  Jim Goroncy, Matt Cumberledge, Jonna Knapik, Alfred Burns and Dave Severini

Staff Present:   Jeremy L. Kelly, Rich Cleveland via phone and Austin F. McDaniel, GCPC 

Guests Present:   N/A
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES – January 4, 2021
Mr. Stratton made a motion to approve the January 4, 2021 meeting minutes and it was seconded by Mr. Sokol.  All were in favor and the meeting minutes were approved.
PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: 

This is a standard disclaimer.  If you have a conflict of interest on any particular item, you are duty bound to disclose it. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
N/A
PUBLIC COMMENT 
N/A

LAND DEVELOPMENT
Mr. McDaniel read the following from the agenda:
	A.
	McClellan Minor Subdivision  

	Township
	Richhill Township 

	Zoning
	N/A

	Site Control
	Sarah Catherine McClellan- Trustee of the Clyde Ray and Sarah Catherine McClellan living trust

	Driveway Permit, parking and utilities
	Dividing Ridge Road S.R. 4004
Utilities: Existing

· Water: Private Well

· Electric: West Penn Power

· Sewerage: Private On-Lot

	Stormwater
	N/A

	Conservation District/PADEP
	Non-Building Waiver Side Lot Addition for Lots 2, 3, and 4

10 Acre Exemption for Lot 1 

	Total Area of Disturbance
	N/A

	Narrative
	· For Lot 1, a new parcel of land will be created containing 12.002 acres from the original tract, parcel 22-10-113. 
· For Lot 2, an 11.198-acre tract of land from 22-10-113 will be added to an existing parcel of .885 acres as a deed of incorporation containing a total of 12.083 acres

· For Lot 3, an 11.231-acre tract of land from 22-10-113 will be added to an existing parcel of .831 acres as a deed of incorporation containing a total of 12.062 acres

· For Lot 4, an 11.984 -acre tract of land from 22-10-113 will be added to an existing parcel of .545 acres, thus incorporating a total of 12.529 acres

	Approval Requested
	Plan Acceptance and Preliminary Approval 


Mr. Sokol explained that McClellan’s already owned three lots and the intention of the subdivision is to increase the three lots acreage through a Non- Building Waiver side lot addition. There will only be one new parcel will be created through a 10-acre exemption. Mr. Sokol explained that access to the parcel will be obtained through an easement on a 50-foot gas well road.
Mr. McDaniel questioned what the status was on the easement agreement.
Mr. Sokol responded that the McClellans were in communication with EQT however there was no further update.
Mr. Kelly mentioned that he had no concerns for the preliminary approval relating to the easement agreement, however, the agreement would need to be finalized before final approval. 
Mr. Sokol explained that there will most likely be extensive restrictions on where they can place a driveway along EQT’s access road, as well as the maintenance agreement that will need to be established to identify who will take care of the road.

Mr. Sokol mentioned that there will be a small change in the description of the lots however that it shouldn’t interfere with preliminary approval nor the sewage application.

Mr. McDaniel asked if any portion of the lots cross over into Gray Township.

Mr. Sokol explained that it does not cross into Gray Township as the property follows the Richhill Township boundaries.

Mr. Kelly mentioned that there are no Metes and Bounds descriptions for Township’s boundaries, so in instances like these, we ask the neighboring townships for concerns as a way to protect the Planning Commission.
Mr. Sokol mentioned that while he is abstaining from the vote, in the SALDO, it states that 10-day letters to adjoining property owners falls under land development and not minor subdivisions. Mr. Sokol made a recommendation for the Planning Department to look into that. 

Mrs. Gatrell asked for comments and concerns. 

Mr. Blaney had a concern relating to the ownership shown on the screen.
Mr. Kelly clarified that the small parcels shown on the screen are owned by the McClellan’s and explained that they are simply being expanded. 

Mr. Nicholson questioned if Lot No. 2 is what is left over after Lots 1, 3 and 4 get expanded. 

Mr. Sokol explained that it is simply a portion of what is left over after all the lots get expanded.

Mrs. Gatrell mentioned that all the lots need the road frontage and asked if there were any other roads that could be utilized.

Mr. Sokol explained that there would be different avenues they could pursue if EQT didn’t grant the easement.

Mr. Nicholson asked if the 50’ right of way has any stipulations in the SALDO that requires that it be usable.

Mr. Kelly mentioned that it needs to be usable but we do not get to say whether or where they place the easement is usable, so long as if they can afford it.

Mr. Nicholson reiterated that so long as the paper lay flat and there is a 50-foot right of way, that is good enough.

Mr. Kelly followed up that he is correct on how the SALDO currently reads. 

Mr. Sokol explained that lot No.1 would be the only lot that has to utilize the proposed easement, as all others already have access. Mr. Sokol followed up that EQT built the road and has rights to say who can and cannot use the road.

Mr. Kelly and Mr. Sokol agreed that this would not be brought to final approval until all requirements are fulfilled, however, granting preliminary approval starts the clock for the project.
Mr. Nicholson asked how wide the aggregated stone road was. 

Mr. Sokol responded that it is anywhere from 18-26 feet and mentioned that the terrain only allows for a few other alternatives.  Mr. Sokol elaborated saying that he finds it hard to believe that EQT will allow driveways off their road but they may get permission to utilize the main portion.

Mrs. Gatrell asked the Board to make a motion on the McClellan Minor Subdivision.

Mr. Kelly mentioned that there will be two motions, one for initial plan acceptance and one for preliminary approval. 

Mr. Stratton made the motion to grant initial plan acceptance and Mr. Blaney seconded that motion. All were in favor and the motion carried. Mr. Sokol abstained from voting. 
Mr. Nicholson asked what due diligence the Planning Commission does other than require a 50-foot easement to ensure that it is usable.

Mr. Kelly responded that the Planning Commission does not need to have an HOP present but if they are going to be accessing a state route, then there needs to be a notation on the surveying plat stating that they will pursue it. Mr. Kelly also mentioned that the township signs off on the approval even though most do not require driveway permits.
Mr. Sokol explained that the project will keep getting tabled until they provide us the information we need to see.
Mr. Sokol mentioned that other counties require a maintenance agreement for subdivisions and mentioned how Greene County could instill ordinances in our SALDO to reflect those.

Mr. Blaney requested a stipulation on the Preliminary Approval process that an easement agreement must be satisfied before proceeding.

Mr. Nicholson made the motion to grant conditional preliminary approval and Mr. Stratton seconded the motion. All were in favor and the motion carried. Mr. Sokol abstained from voting.
	B.
	Matthews to Matthews  

	Township
	Dunkard Township 

	Zoning
	N/A

	Site Control
	Herschel F. Matthews (deceased) and Marlene Matthews- Executrix for the estate

	Driveway Permit, parking and utilities
	Twp. Rd. 341 Bald Hill Road
Utilities: Existing

· Water: N/A
· Electric: N/A
· Sewerage: N/A

	Stormwater
	N/A

	Conservation District/PADEP
	Non-Building Waiver for split between 06-03-166 and Lot No. 1 

Non-Building Waiver for split between Lot No. 3 and 06-03-162-A
10 Acre Exemption for addition of Lot No. 2 into Lot No. 1  

	Total Area of Disturbance
	N/A

	Narrative
	· It is the intent of this subdivision to create one parcel of land by joining 2 subdivided parcels together. 

· The new parcel of land will be a combination of 3.238 acres subdivided from parcel 06-03-166 shown as Lot No. 1 and Lot No. 2, 21.872 acres, creating a parcel containing 25.110 acres.
· The residual parcel of 06-03-166 will be .937 acres
· Lot No. 3, .078 acres, will be added from 06-03-162-A into parcel 06-03-169 



	Approval Requested
	Lot Split or Minor Subdivision  


Mr. Sokol explained that the house on property was rented than sold to the occupant but Mr. Matthews passed away before executing the lot split.

Mr. Sokol followed up by informing the Board that he was creating a singular lot by joining Lot No. 1 and Lot No. 2 together which will be 25.110 acres. During the course of the survey, the land at the bottom corner, shown as Lot No. 3, is getting added to the neighboring parcel.
Mr. Sokol explained that the only suitable land for building a house is shown in the area where 10-acre exemption is labeled.  Mr. Sokol explained that an easement may have been added since the original print and he will update that accordingly before final approval.

Mr. Kelly asked if they use the existing driveway for access.
Mr. Sokol responded that they are currently using the existing driveway for Lot No.1

Mr. McDaniel asked if Lot No. 3 was being presented as a deed of incorporation.
Mr. Sokol explained that they are being shown as two separate tracts and the deed states that that Lot. 3 is to be added with the acreage already present.

Mr. Kelly mentioned that he believes the whole parcel should be surveyed for the neighboring property and would talk with assessment to see if it is possible. 

Mr. Nicholson asked where Lot 1 and Lot 2 have road access and if it satisfies the 50-foot requirement. 
Mr. Sokol replied that it is a small sliver of land where you see A & B in the bottom corner. Mr. Sokol also mentioned that he will add the easement on the plat.

Mr. Kelly mentioned that they do have the 50-foot requirement if you look on the distances combined on the plat. 

Mr. Kelly explained that the lot split is just a simple process and it is technically a correction of land for Lot. No 3, however, they do need to bring it to the Board for them to decide. 

Mr. Sokol explained that the criteria is the same for both processes, however, the Board reviews the minor subdivisions. 

Mr. Kelly mentioned that there are also slight differences in the way the deeds are drafted up. The Planning Commission gave the Planning Director the ability to approve Lot Splits, that way the Board is not bogged down with reviews.
Mr. Blaney mentioned that it is not the Planning Commissions job to put unnecessary burdens on property owners.
Mr. Nicholson asked if there are requirements for subdivisions beyond what’s required for lot splits and he provided the example of water detention.

Mr. Kelly mentioned that water detention kicks in at major subdivisions, which is splitting off 10 or more lots. Mr. Kelly mentioned that a lot split is subdividing one lot into another lot.  
Mr. Nicholson asked if this is technically a minor subdivision opposed to a lot split since it is showing three lots.
Mr. Sokol responded that ambiguity in the SALDO is where these issues come into play. Mr. Sokol explained that this lot split is only creating one new lot and correcting/ expanding others. 

Mr. Stratton mentioned that we need to open the SALDO up for the ease of citizens.
Mr. Blaney explained that he wants to see a step-by-step guideline that can be delivered to the Planning Department for review.
Mr. Nicholson stated that a surveyor should know whether it is a lot split or minor subdivision before drafting up a plat.

Mr. Blaney mentioned that the land owner will be penalized if we switch it to a minor subdivision.

Mr. Nicholson made the motion to treat the Matthews-to-Matthew’s plan as a lot split opposed to a minor subdivision and Mr. Blaney seconded that motion. All were in favor and the motion carried. Mr. Sokol abstained from voting.
I. OLD BUSINESS
a. SALDO Article III Comments

II. NEW BUSINESS
a. SPC/TTC 
i. February 18th, 2021

ii. Upcoming Active Transportation March 2nd, 2021

iii. Upcoming SPC/ TTC March 18th, 2021
b. TIP Updates

i. One Map (PennDot)

ii. Funding Programs (SPC)

c. Roy to Hixenbaugh Lot Split Discussion

d. Sewage Inventory Update- Morris Township/ STMP/ DCED

e. 901 Grant Application

i. Nestor Proposal and DEP Pre-Application Packet
f. SALDO Article IV & V
New business will be carried over to the April 5th agenda due to a lack of time. 

III. CONSERVATION DISTRICT REPORT
IV. PLANNING DEPARTMENT REPORT

a. Lot Splits – Appendix A
b. Tax Abatement – Appendix B

i. 5-year Graduated Proposal

V. MEETINGS
VI. ADJOURNMENT – NEXT MEETING IS SCHEDULED FOR April 5, 2021

MEETING MINUTES CERTIFICATION





We, the undersigned, agree that the minutes taken above were approved in their entirety by the Greene County Planning Commission on _________________, 2021.








Chairman, Greene County Planning Commission





Secretary, Greene County Planning Commission











