
Feb. 26, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Page   1 

Tinicum Township Planning Commission Minutes 
January 26, 2021 

 
 
Members Present (Via Zoom Online meeting):  

 
John Clement, John Cole, Carl Ruthardt, Neil Sullivan, David Upmalis and Joy Von Glueck. 
Others In Attendance: Gavin Laboski of Laboski Law, Quakertown, PA; and Adam Crews of Crews Surveying, 
Pipersville, PA. 

 
Call To Order: David Upmalis 
 
Annual Reorganization: 

 
Nomination of David Upmalis for Chair by Neil Sullivan and seconded by John Cole. Unanimous vote to 
approve. 
 

Nomination of Carl Ruthardt for Vice Chair by Neil Sullivan and seconded Joy Von Glueck. Unanimous vote to 
approve. 
 

Nomination of John Clement for Secretary by John Cole and seconded by Neil Sullivan. Unanimous vote to 
approve. 
 

The Commission extended their gratitude to MJ Frumin for his service as Vice Chair on the Planning 
Commission and wished him luck in his new role on the Tinicum Zoning Hearing Board. 
 

Public Comment: None 
 

Approval of Minutes as Amended: Motion by Carl Ruthardt and seconded by MJ Frumin to approve the minutes of 
the Planning Commission Meeting of December 22, 2020. Unanimous vote to approve. 
 
New Business  
 
1. Application: Sketch Plan Lot Line Adjustment for 753 Geigel Hill Road  
 

Proposal: Lot line adjustments relating to parcels 44-001-041-005, 44-001-041-008, and  
44-001-041-013  
Address: 753 Geigel Hill Road  
Requested Action: Feedback relating to proposal  
 

Representing Vernon Wehrung and the Wehrung Group, Gavin Laboski of Laboski Law presented a brief 
overview of the proposed lot line adjustments of three parcels in the VR Zone. He explained that the 
primary purpose of the proposal was to create a more usable lot for Parcel 44-001-041-005, where a 
current lot line runs in close proximity to an existing dwelling. The secondary purpose is twofold: to 
provide access to an adjoining 10-acre lot (Parcel 44-001-041-013) that is currently land-locked, while 
creating a new developable lot by combining portions of 44-001-041-008 and -005. Thirdly, the proposal 
involves conveying a portion of -005 to the adjoining M&W Concrete Plant (Parcel 44-001-041-007). Mr. 
Laboski noted that the applicants understand that further surveying is necessary in light of the property’s 
natural resources (namely prime agricultural soils, woodlands and streams), but are seeking initial 
guidance and advice from the Planning Commission on the overall proposal. He added that the landlocked 
parcel might prove to be more suitable for preservation than development. 

 
  



Feb. 26, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Page   2 

Adam Crews of Crews Surveying presented a map showing the lot lines for the three parcels as they 
currently exist along with a new map showing how the three parcels would be configured after the 
proposed changes. Mr. Clement asked why the applicants proposed conveying the 4.8-acre parcel at the 
lower end of -005 (Identified on the plan as “Parcel A”) to M&W, adding 4.8 acres to a non-conforming 
commercial use rather than keeping them in the VR zone. Mr. Laboski replied that the conveyance 
avoided the creation of an oddly shaped residential parcel, but also might allow M&W to use the extra 
acreage to offset some of its non-conformities, specifically with regard to imperviousness, runoff, 
buffering and stormwater management. Mr. Clement asked if the conveyance of Lot A would allow 
M&W to expand operations. Mr. Laboski replied that in theory it could, but Ms. Tackett noted that 
because M&W is non-conforming and at maximum imperviousness, any expansion would involve 
additional relief or variance from the Township. 

 

Ms. Tackett pointed out that while the number of lots remained the same, the plan would create an 
additional developable lot by providing access from Geigel Hill Road to a currently land-locked parcel. 
She added that because of the numerous natural resources involved, including a stream that crosses 
through the center of the parcels, identifying the exact nature and location of those resources is crucial to 
determining the acceptability of any lot line changes.  

 

Mr. Ruthardt asked why the applicants proposed the creation of two lane lots rather than a single shared 
driveway. Mr. Crews said a single driveway was an option, but that the applicants wanted the 
Commission’s input on the best way to provide legal frontage to the landlocked parcel. Mr. Cole noted 
that in general shared driveways can be problematic. Dr. Upmalis pointed out that the proposed driveways 
run adjacent to and then cross an existing stream. He asked if a single driveway might have less of an 
environmental impact, or if it was possible to avoid crossing the creek entirely. Mr. Crews replied that the 
stream was significant – approximately four feet wide and two feet deep – but given the layout of the 
properties, it was impossible to provide access to the landlocked parcel without crossing the stream at 
some point. Mr. Sullivan suggested shifting the proposed lot line between -008 and -013 to the east (closer 
to an existing unused well) to minimize impact on the stream and provide greater design flexibility. It was 
agreed that such a shift was desirable and that any proposed driveways, shared or not, should run as far 
from the stream as possible. 

 

Ms. Von Glueck asked Mr. Laboski to comment further on the option of creating two developable lots 
instead of three by designating the land-locked parcel as protected land. Mr. Laboski confirmed that was a 
consideration, especially if further surveying confirmed development of the landlocked parcel was limited 
by its natural resources. 

 

Mr. Ruthardt asked for further exploration and clarity on how the conveyance of Parcel A would affect 
M&W’s expansion options. Ms. Tackett noted that if such conveyance was to remain a part of the 
proposal that M&W be brought in as a party to the application. It was suggested that the use of Parcel A 
for stormwater management might be stipulated as a condition of approval. 

 

The Commission agreed that the proposed plan is generally acceptable, provided 1) the discussed changes 
are explored to lessen the impact on the stream; 2) further evaluation and location of the existing natural 
resources are identified and provided; and 3) further clarity is provided regarding the impact of the 
proposal on M&W’s options with regard to the future use of Parcel A. 
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Old Business  
 
1. Solar Farms - Discussion of Potential Regulations  
 

Ms. Tackett reviewed a summary of the potential regulations for both residential and commercial solar 
installations discussed by the Commission so far:  
 
Residential  
 

It was agreed that residential ground-mounted solar panels be classified as impervious (based on a 
measurement of the total surface area of the panel) and that such measurements be included when 
calculating the total impervious area of any given property. Further discussion followed regarding 
whether there should be a maximum percentage of allowable impervious area from solar panels as a 
portion of the total allowable impervious area. It was generally agreed that such a limit was desirable but 
that further research was needed to determine what percentage would best serve the Township’s residents. 
 

It was agreed that a residential solar installation in which one-hundred percent of the energy produced is 
used on-site should be permitted by right in all zones, provided it is installed within the building envelope 
and not in the front yard. For ground-mounted panels, a maximum height of 15 feet at full vertical tilt was 
discussed, but it was agreed that more research was needed to determine the best height requirement. For 
panels mounted on existing buildings, it was generally agreed that a solar panel should not exceed a 
height of 3 feet above the rooftop at any point, nor more than 5 feet above a flat roof installation, but 
again, more research was called for. In any case, it was agreed that a solar panel could not exceed the 
maximum building height for the zone in which it is located.   
 

It was further agreed that the collector surface and mounting devices for residential roof-mounted solar 
energy systems should not extend beyond the exterior perimeter of the building on which the system is 
mounted or built, but that exterior piping for solar hot water systems could extend beyond the perimeter of 
the building on the side and/or rear yard exposures only.  
 

It was agreed that owners of adjoining properties not be required to remove or alter landscaping, buildings 
or other allowed structures to accommodate a neighbor’s solar installation, and that similar language be 
included to protect neighbors’ future rights to install or alter landscaping, buildings or other allowed 
structures on their own property, even if it might affect a neighboring solar installation’s access to direct 
sunlight. 
 

Other proposed requirements were discussed, including 1) the screening of solar equipment with 
shrubbery, trees, etc.; 2) restricting glare from panels in approach and transitional zones of any airport; 3) 
compliance with the National Electric Code; and 4) installing all wiring and conduits underground. 

 
Commercial 

 

The Commission discussed options for zoning and size limits for solar applications where the energy 
produced is intended solely for commercial sale and is the primary use of the property. The option of 
establishing a new use “F5: Solar Energy Commercial Operation” was identified as the best course of 
action, allowable by Conditional Use in the Planned Industrial, C Commercial and CC Commercial 
Zones. After some discussion regarding a size limit, it was generally agreed that establishing a maximum 
allowable acreage for a commercial operation was not necessary, especially given that every situation is 
unique and any operation would be subject to Conditional Use and the underlying zoning requirements, 
but with the understanding that a size limit might be called for to mitigate the impact on neighboring 
properties (such as glare, mechanical noise, and the noise created by rain hitting the solar panels).  
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It was further agreed that ground-mounted panels be considered impervious and measured in the same 
manner as residential ground-mounted panels, and that any commercial solar application conform with the 
basic standards of the underlying zone, including allowable imperviousness, lot setbacks, etc. Again, a 
maximum height (at full vertical tilt) of 15 feet was discussed, but it was agreed that more research was 
needed. A minimum 6-foot fence around any commercial operation was recommended, as well as the 
same requirements for residential installations regarding the proper screening of mechanical equipment, 
restricting glare, and protecting the rights of neighboring property owners. It was further recommended 
that commercial solar operations be required to provide plans to local police and fire departments, along 
with proof of an agreement with an energy distributor before initial approval.  
 

Ms. Tackett advised that she would consult with the code official regarding all proposed requirements.  
 

As was the case with roof-mounted residential solar panels, it was generally agreed that a roof-mounted 
commercial solar panel not exceed a height of 3 feet above the rooftop at any point, nor more than 5 feet 
above a flat roof installation, but again, more research was called for. It was agreed that a commercial 
solar panel not exceed the maximum building height for the zone in which it is located.  
 

Finally, Ms. Tackett agreed to research potential maintenance requirements while a commercial solar 
installation is in operation, as well as requirements that might be called for as part of an end-of-life 
strategy, such as a bond.  
 

In light of the Township’s Comprehensive Plan and its emphasis on creating greater energy security for 
the community, the prospect of allowing limited-scale solar applications on agricultural land in other 
districts was discussed. It was agreed that strict standards were necessary to protect the Township’s 
agricultural land, viewshed and scenic vistas, and that the idea would be explored further once the 
standards for residential and commercial applications were established.  

 
2. Fence Updates - Potential Updates  
 

It was agreed that further discussion of proposed updates to fencing regulations be postponed until the 
next meeting.  

 
Discussion: None 

 
Motion to Adjourn  

 

Motion to Adjourn by Neil Sullivan, seconded by Ms. Von Glueck. Unanimous vote to approve.  
 

 


