
TOWNSHIP OF LOWER MAKEFIELD 
ZONING HEARING BOARD  
MINUTES – MARCH 5, 2013 

 
 

The regular meeting of the Zoning Hearing Board of the Township of Lower Makefield 
was held in the Municipal Building on March 5, 2013.  Chairman Bamburak called the 
meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Those present: 
 
Zoning Hearing Board: Paul Bamburak, Chairman 
    Jerry Gruen, Vice Chairman 
    Anthony Zamparelli, Secretary 
    Keith DosSantos, Member 
    Mark Moffa, Member 
 
Others:    Nancy Frick, Director Zoning, Inspection, & Planning 
    Bob Habgood, Code Enforcement Officer 
    John Koopman, Township Solicitor 
    Micah Lewis, Township Engineer 
    Barbara Kirk, Zoning Hearing Board Solicitor 
    Pete Stainthorpe, Supervisor Liaison 
 
APPEAL #13-1658 – SUNFLOWER FARM, LLC 
 
Mr. Edward Murphy, attorney, Mr. Larry Young, engineer, Mr. Kenneth Amey, planner, 
and Dr. Amy Bentz, Applicant, were present. 
 
The Application submitted was marked as Exhibit A-1.  The single sheet Plan was  
marked as Exhibit A-2.  Notice of the Hearing was published in the Bucks County  
Advance.  Ms. Kirk noted that the publication notice incorrectly printed the start time of  
7:00 p.m., and this was an error on the part of the paper as the Board changed its starting  
time for meetings to 7:30 p.m.  The publication notice was marked as Exhibit B-1. 
Notice was posted as the property, and a copy of the posting was marked as Exhibit B-2. 
Notices were mailed to property owners as required by the Zoning Ordinance, and a copy  
of the letter along with a listing of those notified was marked as Exhibit B-3.   
 
Mr. Bamburak asked that those interested in having Party Status identify themselves at  
this time.  Ms. Kirk reviewed what is involved with Party status. 
 
Mr. John VanLuvanee, attorney, stated he sent a letter to the Board dated 2/28/13  
advising that he was requesting Party Status on behalf of Thomas and Ellen Conoscenti  
who reside at 1595 Gingko Lane; and in support of their standing he offered a copy of  
their Deed dated 3/16/2004.  Mr. VanLuvanee also provided a copy of the Tax Map on  
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which he has highlighted his clients’ property in yellow.  He also provided a copy of an  
Exhibit prepared from Google Maps showing a line between the Conoscenti residence  
and the property which is the subject of tonight’s Hearing.  The Deed was marked as  
Exhibit C-1.  The Tax Map was marked as Exhibit C-2.  The Google Map was marked  
as Exhibit C-3.  The letter sent by Mr. VanLuvanee to the Board was marked as Exhibit  
C-4. 
 
Mr. Thomas Conoscenti was sworn in.  Mr. Murphy stated it appears that the view  
Mr. Conoscenti would have of the subject property would be from his back yard, and 
Mr. Conoscenti agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated it seems from the home there would not be  
any view of the property, and Mr. Conoscenti stated it would depend on the time of the  
year.  Mr. Murphy stated what view he would have from the rear of his property would  
be of the Satterthwaite Homestead, and Mr. Conoscenti stated it is also possible that the  
buildings to the right could also be seen.   
 
Mr. Murphy had no Objection to Party Status for Mr. Conoscenti. 
 
 
Mr. Doug Woolverton, 995 Plowshare, requested party Status.  Mr. Murphy showed a  
Plan of the property with concentric circles around the subject property, and stated it  
appears that Mr. Woolverton’s property is between 1,000 and 1,500 feet away from the  
property, and Mr. Woolverton agreed.   The Plan was marked as Exhibit A-3, and  
Mr. Murphy marked with a “W” Mr. Woolverton’s property. 
 
Mr. Murphy Objected to Mr. Woolverton having Party Status because he does not have a  
direct view or substantial interest in the Application because he is a substantial distance  
away.   
 
Mr. Woolverton stated the comments he wants to make do not have to do with the view  
from his home to the subject property. 
 
Mr. Bamburak agreed to allow Mr. Woolverton to have Party Status, and Mr. Murphy  
noted his Objection for the Record. 
 
Mr. Richard Preston, 1522 Stapler Drive, requested Party Status.  He stated his property  
backs up to Mirror Lake Road and has a pond from which run off would enter. 
Mr. Preston marked his property on Exhibit A-3.  Mr. Murphy stated Mr. Preston’s  
home is almost 1,000 feet away.  He stated he understands that Mr. Preston’s principal  
concern is stormwater run off; and while he appreciates the concern, he does not feel it  
represents standing to have Party Status.  Mr. Preston stated he is also concerned with the  
lighting.   
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Mr. Bamburak agreed to allow Mr. Preston to have Party Status, and Mr. Murphy noted  
his Objection for the Record. 
 
Mr. Koopman stated Lower Makefield Township would request Party Status. 
 
Mr. John Nadig and Ms. Jane Nadig, 890 Mirror Lake Road, requested Party Status. 
Ms. Nadig located her property on the Plan.  Mr. Murphy noted his Objection for the  
Record recognizing that the Board will be granting Party Status to Mr. and Mrs. Nadig. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated he is present on behalf of Sunflower Farm, LLC which is a  
Pennsylvania limited liability company that has two members – Dr. Amy Bentz and  
Dr. Brad Holmsten.  He stated they are both veterinarians, and as Sunflower Farm, LLC,  
they entered into an Agreement of Sale with Lower Makefield Township to purchase the  
property which is the subject of tonight’s Application.  He stated the property is  
commonly known as the Satterthwaite Homestead.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated accompanying the Application was an Exhibit marked as Exhibit A-2  
which is a Plan which details the nature of the proposed use assuming all necessary  
Approvals are granted. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated he intends to present three Witnesses this evening – Larry Young, the  
project engineer, Dr. Bentz, and Ken Amey, the project planner.  All three were sworn in  
at this time. 
 
Mr. Young stated he is employed by Gilmore & Associates which is an engineering firm.   
He is a Vice President involved with project management and as a Municipal engineer. 
He is a Licensed Civil engineer in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and has been for  
fifteen years.  As part of his employment with Gilmore, he represents both private and  
Municipal clients.  Currently he represents Upper Makefield and Bristol Townships.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee agreed to Stipulate to Mr. Young’s qualifications as a Civil engineer,  
and Mr. Young was accepted as an expert Witness.   
 
Mr. Young stated he was the individual who was responsible for the Plan that was  
marked as Exhibit A-2.  He stated he has also made multiple visits to the site. 
Mr. Young stated the property is 5.14 acres, and it was subdivided in 2011 by Lower  
Makefield Township from the larger Patterson Farm.  He stated the Tax Parcel of the  
subject property is 20-16-46.  Mr. Young stated the property is 200’ wide at the road  
frontage, and it opens up to 400’ in the back.  He stated it is approximately 660’ in depth. 
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Mr. Young stated the property fronts on Mirror Lake Road which is classified under the  
Zoning Ordinance as a Collector Road which has a minimum right-of-way width of 80’.   
Mr. Young stated the higher the road classification, the more traffic there is on that road.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated it has been identified on the Application that the property is Zoned  
R-1, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. Young stated immediately surrounding the property is  
also R-1; and the closest District that is not R-1 is the Historic/Commercial District which  
is on Edgewood and Yardley-Langhorne Roads some distance away. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated at his request, Mr. Young prepared a Plan which was marked as  
Exhibit A-4 which is an Existing Features Plan, and shows the structures on the property. 
Mr. Young stated there are six buildings on the site.  He stated two will be retained by  
the Applicant as part of their proposal.    He showed on the Plan the bank barn which  
will remain.  He noted on the Plan an existing block garage which will be removed.   
He showed the Satterthwaite Farmstead which will remain and be converted to an 
accessory office.  He showed another building marked as Image 4 as well as a small  
barn marked as Image 5, and Image 6 which is a shed-type structure.  Buildings marked 
as 4, 5, and 6 will also be removed.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated Exhibit A-4 also included a number of photographs of the structures  
shown on the Plan. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked the status of public water and public sewer to the property, and  
Mr. Young stated they are available out front in Mirror Lake Road.  He stated the current  
property is served by a septic system and a well.  Mr. Murphy asked if either the on-site  
septic system or the well be retained as part of the proposed use, and Mr. Young stated  
they will not.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated this property is in R-1 Zoning District, and he asked Mr. Young the  
minimum lot size; and Mr. Young stated it is one acre.  Mr. Young stated this property is  
well in excess of that at 5.14 acres.  Mr. Murphy asked the maximum height permitted in  
the R-1 District for structures, and Mr. Young stated it is 35’ unless it is a farm structure. 
Mr. Murphy asked if any of the structures shown on Exhibit A-4 are taller than the 35’  
height maximum, and Mr. Young stated the only structure is the bank barn which is just  
over 39’.  He stated the Applicant does intend to retain this barn. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked the minimum lot width at the building setback line for lots in the R-1  
District, and Mr. Young stated it is 160’; and this property maintains a 200’ width at the  
building setback line so it is conforming.  Mr. Murphy asked the minimum front yard in  
the R-1 District; and Mr. Young stated normally it is 50’, but because this property fronts  
on a Collector Road, it is increased to 80’.  The existing front yard measured from the  
right-of-way of Mirror Lake Road in front of the Satterthwaite House is 47.7’ so it is  
non-conforming.  Mr. Murphy asked if any aspect of the proposal will modify or increase  
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this non-conformity; and Mr. Young stated there is proposed a small addition to the side  
of the Satterthwaite Home, but this will be within the building setback.  With regard to  
the side and rear yard requirements in the R-1 District, Mr. Young stated the rear yard  
minimum is 75’ and the side yard is 25’.  The proposal will not violate any of the rear or  
side yard requirements. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked about the maximum permitted impervious surface in the R-1 District,  
and Mr. Young stated it is 17% whether it is for the property owner or the developer. 
Mr. Murphy asked if the property today conforms to the maximum permitted impervious  
surface; and Mr. Young stated it is non-conforming as the existing impervious coverage  
is 20.17%.  He stated this is caused by a very large, compacted stone area which the  
Township sees as impervious surface.  Mr. Young stated impervious surface does not  
absorb water; and it has been his experience in Lower Makefield Township that anything  
that is used for a driveway that is constantly loaded, the stone becomes hard packed and  
is less pervious so they did count the existing stone area as impervious in the impervious  
surface calculations.  Mr. Young stated the stone is being removed in their proposal, and  
Mr. Murphy stated they will discuss the proposed impervious surface at a later time. 
 
Exhibit A-2 was noted which is the plan that was provided with the Application.   
Mr. Murphy stated this Plan was prepared by Gilmore & Associates dated 1/20/13. 
Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Young to review the nature of the proposed uses for the buildings  
on the site with the first building being the one you first come up upon when entering  
from Mirror Lake Road.  Mr. Young stated the first building is the Satterthwaite  
residence, and this will be converted to an office use.  He stated they are proposing a 24’  
wide driveway, and there will be a parking lot which will be pervious asphalt to cut down  
on stormwater run off.  He stated fifteen spaces have been provided.  He stated the  
Applicant has expressed some interest in banking eight of the parking spaces and only  
building seven and the aisle. 
 
Mr. Young stated as you proceed west, there is a Mascot Barn with a small 10’ driveway,  
and as you go further west there is a 10’ driveway which will also be pervious asphalt  
leading to the residence of the Applicants.  He stated heading toward the north, you will  
reach a loop road which will be for vehicles dropping off horses; and these are usually  
pick-up trucks with small trailers behind.  He stated there are two drop-off areas at this  
location.  He stated the loop goes around to come back around and out the driveway. 
 
Mr. Young stated there is also an Elective Care Barn; and initially this will be 2,600’  
constructed; and should business increase, they would put additions on at a future date. 
He stated there is also a Critical Care Building at the end of the loop road, and this would  
also be built initially. Mr. Young stated you then wrap back around to the bank barn  
which will remain.  He stated the bank comes right down to the loop road.  He stated the  
bank barn will be used for the storage of hay, etc.   
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Mr. Murphy noted the Satterthwaite Homestead and stated Exhibit A-2 identifies a future  
building addition of 550’ located to the rear of the existing home so it will not increase  
any existing non-conformities in the front; and Mr. Young agreed.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated a number of location have been identified on the Plan in blue/green  
which were labeled as potential stormwater management areas.   Mr. Young stated  
they have done some soil testing and he showed two areas which they feel are good for  
groundwater recharge to meet the stormwater requirements from the State and the  
Township.  He stated these will primarily be underground systems which would recharge  
the bulk of the water run off coming from the northern section of the site.  He stated the  
lower two basins will also most likely be underground, and he added the one in the  
driveway will definitely be underground.   He stated these will be used for rate control so  
that they are not increasing the rate of the run off from the site from that which is  
existing.  Mr. Murphy stated typically issues regarding stormwater management are  
handled at the Land Development stage assuming they reach that point in the approval  
process, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated it is their intention, assuming they  
reach that point, that the appropriate and required Land Development Plan would be  
submitted for review by the Township and various regulatory agencies so that any and all  
stormwater issues created by the Applicant would have to be handled based on  
recommendations from the Township engineer, and Mr. Young agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy noted the Mascot Barn located in the southeast corner of the site, and he  
stated that Exhibit A-2 suggests that this small barn is located 50’ off the property line;  
and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated this is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance  
requirement for structures of this nature, and Mr. Young agreed.   
 
Mr. DosSantos asked what was a Mascot Barn, and Dr. Bentz stated they are for horses  
that would be there for teaching purposes.  Mr. Gruen asked if there would be any goats, 
and Dr. Bentz stated she was not planning on this. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Young if he has calculated the closest distance between the  
Mascot Barn and any existing single-family dwellings, and Mr. Young stated the closest  
residence would be 400’ away on Stapler Drive which is across the street.  Mr. Murphy  
stated he feels this may be the Nadig property. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked about the Elective Care Barn in the northeast corner of the site, and  
Mr. Young stated the closest point of that barn to a residence is approximately 275’  
across the street to the same dwellings on Mirror Lake Road. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked about the proposed Colic Barn on the northwest corner of the site, and  
Mr. Young stated it would be approximately 630’ to the closest residence. 
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Mr.  Murphy noted the access drives which were shown, and Mr. Murphy stated  
Mr. Young had indicated that they would be a combination of either typical impervious  
macadam and/or porous macadam; and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. Young stated the  
traditional asphalt material will be on the main drive which is the 24’ wide drive.   
He stated the reason they have used this surface for this main drive is because there will  
be trailers coming in and pick-up trucks which tend to twist, and this is not good for  
pervious asphalt so they have elected to use basic asphalt for the main drive.  He stated  
the fifteen car parking lot will be all pervious surface because it does not have that much  
traffic.  He stated the residential driveway will be all pervious asphalt as it will not get a  
lot of heavy traffic or trucks. 
 
Mr. Gruen stated he assumes some of the trucks will be livestock trailers, and he asked  
where they will park.  Mr. Young showed on the Plan the drop-off area where there are  
two spots.  He stated these are pull up areas, and they will not stay there as they will just  
be dropping off the horses.   
 
Mr. Murphy noted the landscape buffer that has been provided along the southeast 
corner of the property.  Mr. Young stated they know there are residences across Mirror  
Lake Road and they considered some of the impacts vehicle headlights may have on the  
residential properties, so they will densely vegetate the southeast corner of the property  
since that is the open site for the internal workings of the site and the headlights coming  
around will be blocked by this heavy vegetation.    
 
Mr. Murphy asked in lieu of a buffer that they are not proposing to install around the  
balance of the perimeter of the site, what type of fencing is proposed; and Mr. Young  
stated there is a perimeter fencing behind the parking lot which will fence the wider  
portion of the property on all four sides although it will not be in the front of the property.   
He stated there is also internal fencing off the dwelling unit from the medical boarding  
use.  He stated the fence will be a split rail fence with multiple rails going across, and he  
showed a photograph of what it will look like.  The photograph was marked as Exhibit  
A-5.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated as part of the Plan, Mr. Young also identified a number of Variances  
and other types of relief that this Applicant seeks which were included in the Application. 
Mr. Murphy stated with regard to impervious surface, Mr. Young previously testified that  
in the R-1 Zoning District, the maximum impervious surface ratio is 17%, and currently  
the existing impervious surface is 20.17%; and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated 
Mr. Young also testified that regardless of whether the macadam material is impervious  
or pervious, the policy of the Township is that it still counts as impervious, and  
Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. Murphy asked what the proposed impervious surface will be for  
the Plan just described, and Mr. Young stated it would be 28.74%.  Mr. Murphy noted  
Exhibit A-2 shows the tabulation of what is existing and what is proposed with regard to  
impervious surface.  Mr. Murphy stated it appears that in large measure the driveway  
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areas make up a significant portion of both the existing and proposed impervious  
calculations, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. Young stated when the lot was subdivided, it  
had a very narrow frontage for the road so the house is situated right in the center of the  
narrow portion of the lot.  He stated in order to do any development, all the development  
had to be pushed toward the rear of the lot which makes the driveway that much longer,  
and the impervious surface then adds up with the longer driveway. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated he testified that some areas would be pervious paving, and she asked  
what would be the square footage of those areas; however, Mr. Young did not have this at  
this time.  Mr. Murphy stated they would be able to provide those calculations.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated they are seeking permission for an accessory structure that would be  
closer to 50’ from the property line.  He stated there are two locations that may in the  
future not meet this requirement one of which is a future expansion of the proposed  
Elective Care barn in the northeast corner of the site, and Mr. Young agreed adding that  
the initial building would be within 25’ of the property line on the eastern side.   
Mr. Murphy stated if the Plan were to be Approved today, they would need a Variance  
for that portion of the Elective Care barn that fronts the eastern most corner of the  
property.  Mr. Murphy stated there is another location with regard to the Critical Care  
barn, and Mr. Young agreed adding that the side yard as shown is 35’ where 50’ is  
required.  Mr. Young stated this is the northern property line.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated another item of relief deals with the buffering.  He stated the buffer  
that they do show on the southeast perimeter of the property is limited to that area, and  
they are not proposing to extend that buffer around the balance of the perimeter of the site  
but would instead provide the fence detail that was previously discussed.   
 
With regard to parking the calculations were based on requirements from the current  
Zoning Ordinance for a veterinarian hospital, general office use, and an existing  
dwelling.  Mr. Murphy stated the biggest parking generator based on these calculations  
would be the calculation required for what the Ordinance refers to as a veterinarian  
hospital.  Mr. Young stated the parking standard for this is one space for every 150  
square feet which would require 123 spaces.  Mr. Murphy stated on the Plan they have  
provided a total of nineteen spaces for all the uses including the residential use. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated they are also seeking relief so that they can permit more than two  
horses on five acres. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated another Variance is to permit the use of the property, and Dr. Bentz  
will discuss this in more detail. 
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Mr. Zamparelli asked if they calculated the future expansion in the impervious surface,  
and Mr. Young stated the 28.74% includes all the initial and future expansion. 
 
Mr. Gruen stated they do not show how many stalls they are proposing for the Colic barn,  
and Dr. Bentz stated there would be a total of seven stalls.  Mr. Gruen asked about the  
Mascot Barn, and Dr. Bentz stated there would be three.  She stated in the Elective Care  
barn, they will have eighteen stalls including the future expansion.  Mr. Gruen asked  
about groups coming to the Mascot Barn, and he asked where they would park, and  
it was noted that Dr. Bentz will discuss this when she makes her presentation. 
 
Mr. Moffa asked if there are any other structures that have stalls such as the existing barn,  
and Dr. Bentz stated bank barns were initially built so that animals could go under them  
but it is only 8’ high, and she would not be putting any animals under there. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated on Exhibit A-2 there is a reference to the Plans that were used in  
the preparation of the Exhibit – the Patterson Farm Minor Subdivision/Lot Consolidation  
Plan prepared by Remington Beach which is in fact a reference to the Recorded  
Subdivision Plan that created the lot, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated  
there is also a Boundary Survey Plan prepared by PCS dated 1998, and Mr. Young  
agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated he would therefore assume that Mr. Young’s firm did  
not do a Boundary Survey of the property, and Mr. Young stated they did one just  
previous to the Plan being prepared, and it is their Boundary Survey.  Mr. Young stated  
he did the Boundary Survey, and they also picked up the existing locations of each  
structure on the property.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked where that information is shown in  
Exhibit A-2, and Mr. Young noted the dimensions shown on A-2.  Mr. Young stated  
under the General Notes, Note #1 is the Note which indicates that they did the Boundary  
Survey in January, 2013.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Young referenced the fact that he consulted the Recorded  
Minor Subdivision Plan, and he asked Mr. Young if actually got a copy of the Plan; and  
Mr. Young stated he did.  
 
Mr. VanLuvanee provided Exhibit C-5, an 11 x 17 copy of the Subdivision/Lot Line Plan  
Recorded on 11/9/11, which is the Plan referenced on the Applicant’s Plan.  He stated  
this is the Plan that created the parcel being discussed.  He stated there is an 8 ½ by 11  
sheet stapled to this which is a blow up of the legend.  Mr. Young agreed that this is a  
copy of the Plan he consulted in preparation of his Plan.  Mr. VanLuvanee noted the blow  
up of the legend related to impervious surface ratio.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated the preparer  
of this Plan for the Township indicated that the required impervious surface was 15% by  
the developer and 18% by the homeowner.  Mr. VanLuvanee in Section 200-19 of the  
Zoning Ordinance there is a table, and for a lot size of more than five acres, the  
Ordinance indicates 17% is permitted by the developer and by the property owner 17%;  
and this is the figure that Mr. Young used on his Plan, and Mr. Young agreed. 
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Mr. VanLuvanee stated the next column says 40,001 square feet to five acres 15% is  
permitted by the developer and 18% is permitted by the property owner, and those are  
the numbers that were shown on the Township Subdivision Plan; and Mr. Young agreed. 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if Mr. Young has an explanation for this difference, but  
Mr. Young stated he did not know why the Township used those numbers since the  
property is over five acres, and there are no protected resources on the property.   
He stated the only resource that is remotely close is a wetlands buffer that does not enter  
the property.    
 
Mr. VanLuvanee noted the definition of gross lot area, and Mr. VanLuvanee asked if it is  
his Testimony that the lot exceeds five acres after subtracting the ultimate right-of-way;  
and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. Young stated this is why he used 17% since this is how they  
went through the process. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee noted “proposed Lot 1” on the Recorded Subdivision Plan where there  
is a reiteration of the requirements of 15% for the developer and 18% by the owner, and  
on the right it says, “Existing 0.11” which he feels translates to 11%.  Mr. Young agreed  
this is what it states on the Plan.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated when the Township subdivided  
the property, the representation made at that time by the Township engineer was that the  
impervious surface ratio was 11% existing, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee  
stated the existing impervious surface on 11/9/11 was 11% so it would have been  
conforming at that time, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated today it is 21%  
so it is now non-conforming.  Mr. Young stated they found that there was a larger stone  
area at the property than what is shown on the Plan.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Young  
is indicating that his conclusions as a professional engineer is that when the Township  
subdivided the lot, their engineer misrepresented the amount of impervious otherwise,  
they could not have created the lot.   
 
Mr. Koopman Objected to the characterization of “misrepresented.”  
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated if the lot impervious surface had been 21% at the time the lot was  
proposed, the Township could not have approved the Subdivision; and they would have  
had to provide additional lot area in order to reduce the impervious surface to either 17%  
or 15%. 
 
Mr. Murphy Objected stating he does not feel Mr. Young should speculate what the  
Township would have had to do, and Mr. Bamburak agreed with Mr. Murphy. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young as a professional engineer in reviewing Subdivision  
Plans, if he saw a lot proposal for one of his Municipalities where the subdivided lot  
would exceed the permitted impervious surface, would he recommend that the Township  
approve the creation of that lot without a Variance; however, Mr. Young stated that has  
nothing to do with this Application. 
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Mr. Murphy Objected stating this requires speculation, and Mr. Bamburak agreed. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked how long his firm has been involved representing Dr. Bentz in  
connection with this property, and Mr. Young stated it has been since 2010.   
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Young has had some level of personal involvement with the  
property on behalf of Gilmore & Associates since that time, and Mr. Young agreed. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated in reviewing the proposal for the Satterthwaite Farmstead  
submitted by Dr. Bentz to the Township he saw that there was a Plan that indicated that 
it had been prepared by Gilmore & Associates, and Mr. VanLuvanee marked this Plan as  
Exhibit C-6 and it is marked Sketch Plan 1 - Patterson Farm.  Mr. Young stated he was  
familiar with this Plan.  Mr. VanLuvanee noted Mr. Young’s initials are on the Plan, and  
Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated while it is very hard to read, there is a  
calculation of the impervious surface on the Plan.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated there is gross  
lot area under the impervious surface breakdown, and the calculation shows there is  
19,165 square feet of existing impervious and below it says that the total impervious  
surface is 8.56%.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated this Plan was done before the Township’s  
Subdivision, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked what was the source of  
information that he utilized to prepare this Plan, and Mr. Young stated it was the  
Township aerial topo.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young how you calculate impervious  
surface from an aerial topo, and Mr. Young stated there are contours and existing  
buildings shown.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated at some point Mr. Young made assumptions  
about what was impervious and what was not, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee  
stated he put down the driveway, and probably made assumptions as to what part of the  
driveway was or was not impervious; and Mr. Young agreed.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated this Plan was contained in Dr. Bentz’s proposal to the Township,  
and this Plan showed Mr. Young’s impervious surface calculation and also showed the  
landscape buffer around the entire perimeter of the property; and Mr. Young agreed.   
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the buildings are similar but not identical to what Mr. Young has  
described this evening, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he  
has any information that would indicate that there have been significant changes to the  
site with regard to existing features since he prepared the Plan in 2010; and Mr. Young  
stated as he noted earlier when they went out to the site just prior to preparing A-2, they  
did a boundary survey and located the stone areas, and the existing buildings. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he has any information of any physical changes to  
the property – not changes to the Plan since 2010.  Mr. Young stated the Township does  
use the property to stockpile mulch and leaves.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if he was on the property in 2010, and Mr. Young stated he was.   
Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he would agree that generally the features that they  
see today such as the driveways and the buildings were essentially as they were in 2010; 
however, Mr. Young stated he could not say this for sure.   
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Mr. VanLuvanee noted the proposed 24’ driveway and stated this would not be  
considered a typical Residential driveway, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee  
asked the width of the existing driveway, and Mr. Young stated it is less than 24’  
although he did not measure it.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated Exhibit A-4 does have dotted  
lines, and he asked if this depicts the existing driveway based on the field survey, and  
Mr. Young stated it does.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if the dotted lines are drawn to scale  
based on the field survey, and Mr. Young stated they are.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated they  
could measure the width although it is a variable width which is probably why  
Mr. Young indicated it was less than 24 but could not give an exact figure, and  
Mr. Young agreed.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated he understands that when he calculated the proposed impervious,  
Mr. Young calculated pervious paving as impervious; and Mr. Young agreed.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he made the determination as to the Variances  
requested, or did he make them in consultation with Mr. Murphy; and Mr. Young stated  
he and Mr. Murphy both shared a part in it. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he reviewed the Zoning Ordinance when he was  
identifying the Variances, and Mr. Young stated he did.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked  
Mr. Young if he formed an opinion as to what Use Classification Dr. Bentz’s proposed  
use fell into as a result of conversations with her concerning what she was proposing, and  
Mr. Young stated he did.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he would agree that the  
Zoning Ordinance has no such use as a medical boarding use identified, and Mr. Young  
agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated the closest thing the Ordinance has is a veterinary  
hospital, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young for the purposes of  
his analysis, what did he conclude was the proposed principal use on this property; and  
Mr. Young stated it was medical boarding.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he had  
to pick a use that is described in the Zoning Ordinance, what would be the principal use  
he would consider it to be; and Mr. Young stated there is not a use that fits it.   
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if that is because under veterinary hospital, boarding is not  
permitted; and Mr. Young stated an equine veterinarian is very different from the  
average, small-animal veterinarian.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if Mr. Young feels  
Mr. Murphy should be filing a Curative Amendment; however, Mr. VanLuvanee then  
withdrew the question. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated they are asking for a Variance to permit more than two horses on  
a five acre property in a Residential District, and he asked if this is an accessory use. 
Mr. Young asked that he question be restated.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Young  
indicated that the principal use was a medical boarding use, and they have a Variance  
request to permit more than two horses on five acres in a Residential District. 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if two horses is permitted on a five acre lot in a Residential  
District as a principal use or an accessory use, and Mr. Young stated he believes that it is  
an accessory use.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated he feels this is correct under Section 200-69. 
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Mr. VanLuvanee stated an accessory use is permitted only when there is a legally  
permitted principal use on the property, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated  
Mr. Young indicated that the principal use was not a legally permitted use so this is not  
an accessory use to a permitted use. 
 
Mr. Murphy Objected and stated this is a legal conclusion.  Mr. Bamburak sustained  
Mr. Murphy’s Objection. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated they are asking for a Variance to allow accessory structures  
housing livestock closer than 50’ to a property line, and the Ordinance Section cited is  
Section 200-69.A.(11)(c).  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he would agree that   
these accessory uses are permitted only when accessory to a permitted use, and a  
veterinary hospital is not a permitted use. 
 
Mr. Murphy Objected. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated with regard to parking, Mr. Young calculated for the medical  
boarding use a required parking of 123 spaces based on the requirement for veterinary  
hospital, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young which buildings he  
considered to be devoted to the medical boarding use, and Mr. Young stated he included  
the Colic Barn, the Elective Care Barn, and the Mascot Barn.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated  
they have the Colic Barn at 4,320 square feet, the Elective Care Barn at 2,600 square feet,  
and the Mascot Barn at 900 square feet; and Mr. Young agreed plus he added in the  
future expansion.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked if he added both sides of the future expansion,  
and Mr. Young stated he did.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated the existing barn is proposed for  
storage, so Mr. Young did not include this for parking; and Mr. Young agreed.   
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Mr. Young then calculated that they would need 123 parking  
spaces. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he based the office use calculation on 4,050 square  
feet; and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated he included two for the dwelling,  
and he asked Mr. Young if they are in the proposed garage, and Mr. Young stated they  
are in the garage and outside the garage.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked how many of the  
nineteen proposed are adjacent to the house, and Mr. Young stated there are four. 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked how many are required for a single-family dwelling, and  
Mr. Young stated two are required.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated they have doubled the  
parking for the house at a location which is remote from the hospital and calculated those  
in the nineteen they are requesting, and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated the  
only parking spaces they are proposing for all of the uses that are spread across the  
property as described are in the one parking lot, and Mr. Young agreed.   
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Mr. VanLuvanee asked Mr. Young if he was part of the thought process that resulted in  
the decision to park the entire medical boarding and office use in a parking lot of fifteen  
spaces or did Dr. Bentz describe to him what she felt the parking requirements would be.   
Mr. Young stated this was done collectively, but they did have a lot of input from  
Dr. Bentz.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked who made the decision about putting all the parking  
in one location rather than next to the different buildings, and Mr. Young stated this was  
done collectively when Dr. Bentz described the whole process of people multi-tasking,  
etc. so they put them all in that one parking lot.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated they are proposing to increase the impervious surface by a  
“significant factor” of approximately 20,000 over what is existing, and this is based on  
the assumption that the Board will grant a reduction in parking spaces by approximately  
104 parking spaces; and Mr. Young agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated if they had to have  
those paring spaces, the impervious surface would be significantly higher, and  
Mr. Young agreed adding that number is based upon a veterinarian use.  Mr. VanLuvanee  
stated while he recognized this, the requirement for one space for 150 square feet of gross  
floor was also based on a veterinarian use; and Mr. Young agreed.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated he had no further questions for Mr. Young.  Mr. Koopman stated  
the Township had no questions for Mr. Young. 
 
A short recess was taken at this time. 
 
When the meeting was reconvened at 9:05 p.m. there was discussion about when they  
would hold the next meeting on this matter; and it was agreed to continue the matter to  
April 16 at 7:30 p.m. and that this be the only item on the Agenda for that evening. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated Dr. Bentz and her husband are members of Sunflower Farm LLC  
which was created for the purpose of entering into an Agreement of Sale with the  
Township to purchase the property which is the subject of this Application, and  
Dr. Bentz agreed. 
 
Exhibit A-6 was marked which is an Agreement of Sale entered into between Sunflower  
Farm LLC and the Township when they were declared to be the successful bidders for  
the property, and Dr. Bentz agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz her occupation, and she stated she is a large animal  
veterinarian – specifically an internist.  She stated while she can treat general problems,  
as a specialist she handles more challenging cases, treating a variety of ailments that  
horses or other large animals may have focusing on internal medicine issues. 
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Mr. Murphy marked as Exhibit A-7 a booklet prepared by Dr. Bentz which includes a  
copy of her Curriculum Vitae.  Mr. Murphy stated this also includes a series of  
photographs which Dr. Bentz will describe.  Her CV is in the middle, and then there is  
another narrative related to the Satterthwaite Homestead that Dr. Bentz will describe as  
well.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz to review her CV, and Dr. Bentz stated she graduated from  
the University of Pennsylvania in 1997 and practiced for approximately four years in  
General Practice and then went back and performed a Residency at the New Bolton  
Center which is Penn’s Large Animal Hospital and eventually obtained her Certificate to  
become a specialist with the American College of Veterinary Internal Medicine.   
Mr. Murphy stated the CV also describes in detail the various work experiences  
Dr. Bentz has had as well as the various articles she has written related to her specialty,  
and Dr. Bentz agreed.  Mr. Murphy stated at present Dr. Bentz is also a teacher, and  
Dr. Bentz stated she teaches at Manor College in Jenkintown in their Veterinary  
Technician program and she teaches a large animal lab there.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated Dr. Bentz’s husband is also a veterinarian, and Dr. Bentz stated he is  
small animal veterinarian with a practice located in West Chester, Pennsylvania.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated part of this Application involves the relocation of Dr. Bentz, her  
husband, and their children to this property; and Dr. Bentz agreed.  Mr. Murphy asked  
Dr. Bentz when this occurs is it the expectation that her husband will continue to practice  
in West Chester, and Dr. Bentz agreed and he will then commute to West Chester. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated Mr. Young previously described the nature of the improvements on  
the property today and the proposed improvements Dr. Bentz would make that are  
reflected on Exhibit A-2.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz to describe what attracted her and her husband to this  
particular property and why they made the effort to bid on the property and to the point  
where they are this evening.  Dr. Bentz stated one of the main reasons is because they  
really like the Satterthwaite House as they like rehabbing older homes.  She stated she  
feels very strongly about the preservation of history.  She stated the property is gorgeous,  
and she grew up in the area, and drove past the property numerous times growing up and  
admired it.  She stated it is a very bucolic area but has close proximity to major roads  
such as 95. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked that Dr. Bentz describe the nature of the bidding process and what she,  
as the successful bidder, is required to do with regard to the Satterthwaite Homestead. 
Mr. Murphy referred the Board to Exhibit A-7 and the series of photographs and the  
narrative.  Dr. Bentz stated as part of the Agreement of Sale, they will have to restore the  
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Satterthwaite House in eighteen months.  She stated they have to provide a $200,000 
letter of credit, and demonstrate the financial wherewithal to invest $500,000 into the  
property. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated that the Agreement of Sale also provides that if they fail to complete  
the renovations of the Satterthwaite Homestead within eighteen months after  
commencing renovations, the $200,000 letter of credit would be forfeited; and  
Dr. Bentz agreed that the Township would keep it.  Mr. Murphy stated the Agreement of  
Sale also required that they maintain a certain Façade Easement that exists on the  
homestead property itself, and Dr. Bentz agreed.   
 
Mr. Murphy noted the photographs in Exhibit A-7 and asked that Dr. Bentz review those 
photographs which she took within the last ten days to two weeks and accurately reflect  
the existing conditions.  Dr. Bentz stated the first two pictures are of the Satterthwaite  
House and show the east, north, and the south façade. She stated the next picture are the  
buildings west and behind the house with a spring house on the right hand side and a  
tractor shed on the left hand side.  Mr. Murphy stated on the third photograph in the far  
left you can see the one eastern edge of the existing bank barn that will remain. 
Dr. Bentz stated the next two pictures are more detailed of the spring house and the  
tractor shed.  Dr. Bentz stated the next picture is adjacent to the bank barn looking east 
toward Mirror Lake Road and toward the back of the Satterthwaite House so you can see 
the condition of the property from that vantage point.  Dr. Bentz noted the pictures of the  
corn crib, the bank barn, and the cinderblock building that is adjacent to the bank barn. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated as part of the Bid package Dr. Bentz submitted to the Township, she 
provided a proposal for the renovation of the Satterthwaite Homestead.  Mr. Murphy  
stated the last section of Exhibit A-7 included an artist’s rendition of the home once  
restored and a more descriptive narrative of the detailed steps to be taken as part of  
the restoration.  Mr. Murphy stated all of this information was shared with the Township 
as part of the Bid submission, and Dr. Bentz agreed.  Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz to  
provide an overview of the steps she will commission once the approvals have been  
received in order to restore the Satterthwaite Farmstead. 
 
Dr. Bentz stated they worked with John Milnor who is the preeminent preservation 
architect in the area, and he has created a narrative of what they would do with the  
House.  She stated on Page 2 of the narrative it shows the two shed additions that they 
would remove as they were not original to the House.  She stated the artist’s rendition 
shows the House without those additions.  Dr. Bentz stated Mr. Milnor goes into  
great detail of how they would try to preserve as much of the Home as they can.   
She stated the front part of the House has a special siding which they want to preserve. 
Internally, they would try to preserve as much as they can. 
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Mr. Murphy stated the adaptive reuse narrative provided by Mr. Milnor included  
in Exhibit A-7 is an integral part of the Agreement of Sale entered into with the  
Township and represents Dr. Bentz’s commitment to restore the House in accordance 
with the narrative, and Dr. Bentz agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz to describe for the Board what use they will make of the  
Satterthwaite Homestead once the renovation is complete.  Dr. Bentz stated they would  
use it for administrative purposes and reception. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated earlier in the evening there was a comment made about the location  
of the fifteen car parking lot located directly to the rear of the Satterthwaite Homestead  
and why parking was featured in that location and not elsewhere on the site, and he  
asked Dr. Bentz to describe for the Board the thought process she had in identifying  
those spaces and why they are located there as opposed to spread out in front of or  
adjacent to the other buildings that will be described later.  Dr. Bentz stated since the  
Satterthwaite House would serve as the administrative area, you would want the parking  
near there for the employees and the clients.  She stated specifically with  horses when  
you are walking a horse or loading/unloading a horse off of a trailer, you do not want cars  
driving past.  She stated they need to contain the car traffic in a certain area.  Mr. Murphy  
stated it was therefore a conscious decision that was made to try to segregate the parking  
area and cars from the balance of the site where you want to keep the horses more calm  
recognizing that they are ill and need time and space to recuperate, and Dr. Bentz agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz if it is her intention to board healthy horses at this location  
for payment, and Dr. Bentz stated it is not.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked about the Mascot Barn, and Dr. Bentz stated this will be used for  
teaching purposes.  She stated she is an educator and has taught for many years, and  
they would love to have small groups of either local children or veterinary technician  
students come and learn in small groups.  She stated this could include Boy Scouts and 
Girl Scouts.  She stated the horses in this barn would serve as mascots and ambassadors 
representing their species.  She stated what she would do is show them out to do a  
physical exam, wrap a leg or tail, etc.  She stated those types of groups are usually  
very small and they often carpool and come with only one or two cars, and this is  
often done on the weekends or night time when there are not a lot of people there so  
they would park in the main parking lot. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated the Elective Care Barn is located in the northeast corner of the  
property.  He stated the Plan shows an initial section of 2,600 square feet that has been  
identified with two potential expansions on the north and south of that area.   
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Mr. Murphy asked what uses would be made of that facility; and Dr. Bentz stated in an  
elective care situation the animals are often healthy, and are just coming in for a minor  
ailment or might need some additional diagnostic testing.  She stated they would come  
either for the day and leave or stay for a few days.  She stated the facility would include  
an exam area, an imaging area for ultrasound, etc. and a surgery suite to take care of  
whatever problems they might have.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated Mr. Young described the two pull-off areas on the driveway one of  
which would be near the front of that facility.  Mr. Murphy asked how horses would be  
delivered to the site.  Dr. Bentz stated usually one or two people come in with a horse in a  
pick-up truck or SUV and a horse trailer behind.  She stated they would come to the drop- 
off area, and the horse would be unloaded into the facility. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated two potential expansions have been identified for the Elective Care  
Barn on the north and south of that area, and Dr. Bentz agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated what has been presented is a Master Plan, and he asked Dr. Bentz to  
describe what she envisions in the Master Plan for the use of this property.  Dr. Bentz  
stated her plan initially would be to build the Colic Barn and add additional stalls as  
needed.  She stated she would also start with a small Elective Care area; and if the need is  
required, they could add as they have shown on the Plan. 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz to explain what the Critical Care or Colic Barn is and how  
the function it would serve would be different from the Elective Care Barn.  Dr. Bentz  
stated the animals using the Critical Care Barn are more ill, and they need to be treated  
very quickly which could involve intravenous fluids or surgery.  She stated they need  
careful attention, and the staff would all need to be there looking at these animals.   
Mr. Murphy asked why she could not combine the Elective Care Barn with the Critical  
Care Barn, and Dr. Bentz stated it is preferable to have them separate because they are  
different populations.  She stated what is proposed with the separate facilities is a  
standard course of care.  Dr. Bentz also stated because of the nature of the 5.14 acres,  
there is not the ability with the Satterthwaite House and the Bank Barn at their locations  
to have one large barn.  She stated she prefers two smaller barns as she feels it looks nicer  
from the road and it is easier for her to work with as well. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated on the last page of Exhibit A-7, Dr. Bentz has a photograph of a barn,  
and he asked that she describe what this photograph represents.  Dr. Bentz stated this  
would be a typical look for the exterior of the horse barns that they would build with the  
siding shown and a metal roof.  Mr. Murphy asked if the photograph is representative of  
what both the Elective Care Barn and the Critical Care Barn would look like, and   
Dr. Bentz agreed. 
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Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz to describe for the Board what use she intends to make of  
the Pennsylvania Bank Barn that is located in the center of the property which she  
indicated she would retain; and Dr. Bentz stated they would store agricultural staples  
there such as hay and a tractor.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated the other significant element to the Plan involves the proposed single- 
family home that would be located in the southwest corner of the property, and he stated  
he understands that Dr. Bentz and her family would reside there; and Dr. Bentz agreed. 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz if it their intention to reside there full-time even though her  
husband will commute to West Chester, and Dr. Bentz agreed. 
 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz if she was in a position this evening to describe what the  
sequence of construction may be for the different elements of the Plan she has described;  
and Dr. Bentz stated they would likely propose to build the Critical Care Barn initially  
and then part of the Elective Care Barn, and then expand if needed.  They would also  
construct the house as she wants to be there every day to see that the building is going  
well.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated Dr. Bentz has indicated to him many times that this is her vocation,  
and she would reside there and essentially be on call all the time; and Dr. Bentz agreed.   
Mr. Murphy asked what other staffing she would expect to have at the facility when it  
would open with the Critical Care Barn and a smaller Elective Care Barn for patients  
along with the restored Satterthwaite House; and Dr. Bentz stated she would need up to  
eight people at a time to cover the staffing needs – a veterinarian, veterinary technicians,  
barn crew, and administrative staff.  She stated it is a team profession as they all  
ultimately want to take care of the animals.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked what level of patients they expect to receive from Day One, and  
Dr. Bentz stated maybe one or two.  She stated equine veterinary medicine is very low  
volume so they may only see one or two cases a day.  She stated they are often sick, and  
you are nursing them very intensively.  She stated if it were Elective, you would evaluate  
them, and send them on their way.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked Dr. Bentz how she would characterize the patients at the Critical Care  
Barn versus those at the Elective Care Barn.  Dr. Bentz stated the Elective Care Barn is  
the typical out-patient procedure and you would then go home, while the Critical Care  
would be more like a hospital where you stay overnight or a number of days. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated concern was expressed about lighting, and he asked Dr. Bentz to  
describe what level of lighting, if any, she would contemplate at the facility. 
Dr. Bentz stated it would not be anything that would be more than what you would see at  
a residence.  She stated most horse farms are fairly dark at night.  Mr. Murphy stated the  
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expectation is that there would not be lighting in the parking lot although there may be  
security lighting on the barn, and Dr. Bentz agreed and stated there would not be any  
significant lighting at all.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked if all the patients would come via horse trailer, and Dr. Bentz agreed  
although a sick foal could be put in the back of a truck. 
 
Mr. DosSantos asked the hours for the facility, and Dr. Bentz stated they work around the  
clock.  She stated someone must be there to make sure the fluids are running and that the  
patients are comfortable.  She stated during the day is when you would have the bulk of  
the employees, and at night you may have only two people checking on the patients. 
Mr. DosSantos asked how many of the eight employees would be veterinary staff versus  
administrative staff, and Dr. Bentz stated the bulk will be veterinary staff and the  
administrative staff is in support of the veterinarians so there would only be a couple  
administrative staff.  Mr. DosSantos asked if there would be overnight employees besides  
herself, and Dr. Bentz stated there would be.  She stated the overnight staff would be  
awake.  Mr. DosSantos asked if there is going to be a shift where they will have traffic  
coming in and out, and Dr. Bentz stated a lot of time people will work 11 p.m. to 7 a.m.  
for the overnight.  Mr. DosSantos asked if they would be receiving horses coming in  
24/7, and Dr. Bentz stated they would.   
 
Mr. DosSantos asked about the Mascot Barn and asked if the three stalls will have  
permanent residents, and Dr. Bentz agreed.  Mr. DosSantos stated these would not  
involve treatment, and they would be Dr. Bentz’ horses; and Dr. Bentz agreed.   
Mr. DosSantos asked if she is anticipating three horses in this facility, and Dr. Bentz  
stated it would be two to three possibly two horses and a pony.  She stated it would not be  
less than two since horses do not do well if they are by themselves. 
 
Mr. DosSantos asked besides the aesthetics of the property and the fact that Dr. Bentz  
likes the area was there something else about this area that drew her here, and he asked  
if there is a horse population in the area.  Dr. Bentz stated when she graduated from Vet  
School she worked in this area in General Practice and knowing how many horses there  
are in this area she was shocked that there were not a lot of facilities in this area.   
She stated the New Bolton Center is in Chester County, and there are a lot of equine vets  
in Chester County.  She stated there are also some other facilities in Chester County,  
and she was surprised that there was not really anything in this part of Bucks County.   
She stated Quakertown Veterinary Hospital is a mixed-animal hospital but that is quite  
a distance from this area.  She stated while she was practicing there were hospitals that  
could not receive animals due to lack of room, etc. and they lost patients in the field.   
She stated there is also a Hospital in Virginia but it is a minimum three-hour drive.   
She stated this was one of the reasons she did a Residency because she was from this  
area, and she felt very strongly that there is a need to have a facility of this nature in this  
area to serve the people. 
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Mr. Gruen asked if there is an equine hospital in New Jersey, and Dr. Bentz stated there  
is Mid-Atlantic Equine Medical Center and New Jersey Equine Clinic.  She stated there  
are also some vets in North Jersey in Chester and Gladstone.   
 
Mr. Gruen asked how she will dispose of the bedding and the manure generated by the  
horses, and Dr. Bentz stated people do like horse manure and will come and pick up.   
She stated they would keep it in a closed receptacle and would have the manure trucked  
away.  Mr. Gruen asked if she will use feed that prevents fly population, and Dr. Bentz  
stated their patients are inside so she does not anticipate a fly problem.  Mr. Gruen asked  
Dr. Bentz if she was planning on any turn outs, and Dr. Bentz stated the animals who are  
sick are in stalls although they may hand graze them.  She stated they hand walk them. 
 
Mr. Moffa asked if there is an area for the Mascot horses to exercise; and Dr. Bentz  
stated they would be turned out, but one of the most efficient things they can do with  
them is just pick up their manure and truck it away.  Mr. Moffa asked about exercise  
space outside of the stalls, and Dr. Bentz noted the fenced-in area between her residence 
and the Mascot Barn would be for them.  Dr. Bentz stated the Mascots would be older,  
quiet horses so they do not need a lot of exercise, but they will have a turn out. 
 
Mr. Gruen noted the proposed garage pull through noting he did not see any doors.   
He stated there is also a big section behind the barn which is a concrete apron with 
porous asphalt.  Dr. Bentz stated that would be a turn around.  She stated the way they 
have this designed on the Site Plan you can actually pull through, turn around, and pull 
back out.  Mr. Gruen asked if she will have a trailer of her own to go out and pick up 
horses, and Dr. Bentz stated she was not planning on this.  Mr. Bamburak asked if the  
garage has doors on both sides or is it more like a carport where you drive through, and  
 
Dr. Bentz stated the designs they are looking at have an arch in the center so you can  
just drive through, and it would not have doors in the center part.   
 
Mr. Gruen asked for an explanation of the proposal for the old barn; and Dr. Bentz stated  
the western addition is not in good repair, and it is John Milnor’s recommendation that  
they remove that western addition.  She stated the main bulk of the Pennsylvania Bank  
Barn they are not removing.  She stated with regard to the western addition, there are  
foundation problems that they have looked at with John Milnor and a structural engineer. 
 
Mr. Gruen asked about the holding ponds, he asked if any of them are leading to any of  
the waterways, streams, or drainage ditches along the road; and Mr. Young stated there  
will be a discharge from them, and they will go into the existing storm sewers which are  
in Mirror Lake Road.  Mr. Young stated there are existing inlets and storm sewers that  
already exist in Mirror Lake Road.  Mr. Gruen asked if anyone has done calculations to  
see if they can handle this, and Mr. Murphy stated this will be done during the Land  
Development review process.   
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Mr. Zamparelli asked about the life space of the porous driveway surfaces and the  
maintenance required.  Mr. Young stated it does have to be vacuumed and cannot be  
sealed.  He stated they will have a maintenance schedule on the post-construction  
Stormwater Management Plan.  He stated this will all be considered during the  
Land Development phase, and Dr. Bentz will have to sign an O & M Agreement for  
the stormwater facilities to  keep them in good shape.  Mr. Zamparelli asked if this 
is something that the Township checks on, and Mr. Murphy stated that they do. 
 
Mr. Gruen stated if Dr. Bentz included those taking care of the barns, mucking the stalls,  
etc. in the number of personnel; and Dr. Bentz stated she did and this was included in the  
eight she discussed earlier. She stated normally you only need one or two barn crew who  
usually come in the morning for a few hours. 
 
Mr. Gruen asked if she would accept a goat if it came in with a race horse; and Dr. Bentz  
stated in all the years she has been a Vet she has never had to deal with that, so they must  
leave the goat companions at home.  She agreed that there are a lot of race horses that  
have goats as companions.   
 
Mr. DosSantos stated earlier Dr. Bentz discussed shift changes and he assumes there will 
be lighting in the parking lot; however, Dr. Bentz stated she did not plan on lighting in  
the parking lot.  She stated the lighting would be similar to what would be at a house such  
a post with a light.  Mr. DosSantos asked if the overnight employees will be in the  
Satterthwaite House or in the barns, and Dr. Bentz stated they would be in both. 
 
Mr. Moffa asked for more information about the operation on a daily basis, and he asked 
Dr. Bentz to describe the difference between a horse coming for Elective Care and a 
horse that would need Elective Care.  He also asked how she gets patients.  Dr. Bentz  
stated patients are usually referred by another veterinarian in the field or a client will  
just decide that the horse does not look good and bring them in.  She stated they would 
come in, unload the animal whether they are Elective care or Colic care, and they would  
walk them into the exam area where she would do a physical examination.  She stated  
she would take any blood tests or diagnostic tests, if necessary, and then determine what 
the diagnosis is and the treatment.  She stated for the Elective animals a lot of them are  
fairly healthy so they may have a minor problem that can be looked at and dealt with  
and they could either be treated for a few days at the facility or they could be sent home 
and treated at their farm.  She stated the Critical cases usually stay for at least a couple of 
days.  Mr. Moffa asked if people are stationed in the Critical Care Barn, and Dr. Bentz  
during the time you are working, you are in one or the other place almost constantly if 
there are critical patients.  Mr. Moffa stated the Office is up front, the Elective Care  
Barn in the middle, and the Critical Care Barn is toward the back; and he asked how  
the employees are getting around; and Dr. Bentz stated they are on foot.  She stated  
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they often walk three to five miles a day.  Mr. Moffa stated there would therefore be  
no issue with having to find a place for cars by the Colic Barn because the employees are 
not driving, and Dr. Bentz agreed.  She stated they try not to have any cars where horses 
are.   
 
Mr. DosSantos stated if someone comes in with a horse, the administrative offices are  
up front and it is a little bit of a distance to the drop-off area and he assumes those  
bringing in a horse would have to sign in first.  He asked if the owner will stop the  
truck on the driveway to go into the office to sign in.  Dr. Bentz stated a lot of veterinary  
hospitals have computerized records so you might be able to do some of this in the barn  
itself.  She stated if the person needs to go to the administrative office, they usually  have 
holding stalls where the animal can be locked in and the owner can go to the office,  
leave, etc.  Mr. Murphy stated the trailers that deliver the horses will not be driven into  
the parking area behind the Satterthwaite Homestead, and Dr. Bentz agreed adding this is  
why they proposed the pull-offs.  She stated they could have signage to indicate that they  
need to pull forward etc. 
 
Mr. Bamburak stated Dr. Bentz has great academic credentials, but asked if she has ever 
run a business of this size before; and Dr. Bentz stated she has not of this size, but she  
does have a business as does her husband so she has experience estimating employees,  
etc. 
 
Mr. Gruen asked Dr. Bentz if there is any chance that her husband will do a small animal 
practice at the Farm, and Dr. Bentz stated this is not on their Plan.  She stated he has his 
own small practice that keeps him quite busy.  Mr. Gruen asked Dr. Bentz if she expects 
to have only one patient a day, and Dr. Bentz stated initially probably one to two patients 
a day.  Mr. Gruen stated hopefully she will be successful, and there are only two drop-off  
zones.  He stated treating an animal could take a few hours.  Dr. Bentz stated a lot of  
times people drop the horses off and leave.  Mr. Gruen asked if this is also true for  
Elective Care, and Dr Bentz stated this would depend on the owner.  She stated  
sometimes they have a person to drop off the horse, and there are people who have  
trailers who will take your horse somewhere.  Mr. Gruen stated he feels the two spots of  
40’ seems to be the bare minimum.  He stated if a third person shows up, they will park  
on the road.  Dr. Bentz stated this is not her intention, and she will be there enforcing so  
that this does not happen.  She stated she will run a “tight ship.”  Mr. Gruen asked if they 
will have a farrier coming to the property, and Dr. Bentz stated they do not tend to do that  
as usually the farrier treats the animal on the farm.  It was noted that a farrier is someone  
who shoes horses.   
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Mr. Moffa asked if the horses in the Critical Care area need to be let out; and Dr. Bentz 
stated usually they are very sick, and you do not walk them around.  She stated many of 
them are hooked up to IV fluids.  She stated they may take them out and hand graze them 
for a few minutes if needed.  She stated when they come to a referral hospital a lot of  
time you take them right to the surgery table. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated he had asked Mr. Young about the choice of the medical  
boarding use to describe the use rather than the term found in the Zoning Ordinance  
which is a veterinary hospital.  He asked Dr. Bentz if she is familiar with the definition 
of veterinary hospital from the Ordinance, and she stated she is.  She added that while she  
would be happy to discuss this, they also have Mr. Amey present who is far more well  
versed in this than she is.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated he would like to know from Dr. Bentz  
what her use involves before they hear Mr. Amey give an expert opinion.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated the definition of veterinary hospital reads, “A place where  
animals are given medical or surgical treatment,” and he feels this fits the use; and  
Dr. Bentz agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated it also reads, “Boarding shall be  
prohibited except that animals or pets undergoing medical or surgical treatment if  
kept must be housed inside;” and from what Dr. Betz just described, this seems like her  
use again.  Dr. Betz stated it indicated “animals or pets.”  Mr. VanLuvanee stated horses 
are animals and the ones she has will be undergoing medical or surgical treatment, and  
she will keep them inside; and Dr. Betz agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated if someone came  
in asking to board their horse, she would not accept them, and Dr. Betz agreed.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked Dr. Betz why she is not asking for a Variance for a veterinary  
hospital, but is asking for something that the Ordinance does not define.  Dr. Betz stated 
she is a large animal veterinarian, and treats large animals which would not be  
appropriate in a Commercial space such as a store front.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated she is 
not proposing a store front, and Dr. Betz agreed this is because she is  not a small animal 
veterinarian.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Dr. Betz also did not choose to characterize  herself as an  
agricultural use, and Dr. Betz stated they decided on the medical boarding use. 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated if she were an agricultural use they could not having  
any building in which farm animals were kept closer than 150’ to an adjoining lot line. 
Mr. VanLuvanee asked if Dr. Betz considered horses as farm animals, and Dr. Betz 
agreed. 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Dr. Betz is proposing buildings closer than 150’ from the  
property line, and Dr. Betz agreed.   
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated they have asked for a Variance from a Section that deals with  
an accessory use of livestock in a Residential District that only permits a maximum  
of two, and she expects to have more than two animals; and Dr. Betz agreed. 
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Mr. VanLuvanee stated the Mascot Barn really is not part of the animal hospital, and  
Dr. Betz stated it is part of her mission as she is an educator.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated  
she is not asking for a Variance to run a school; and Dr. Betz stated she is not trying to 
run a school, but she does believe in mentoring the next generation and she has helped  
many people either through teaching or writing recommendation letters.  She stated this 
is her vocation.  Dr. Betz stated he is just trying to determine whether it is part of the use  
she is asking for, and Dr. Betz stated she feels it is. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated Dr. Betz made a number of appearances before the Board of  
Supervisors over the last three years to discuss her interest in the property, and  
Dr. Betz agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated he knows she discussed with the Board her 
proposal to use the House as an accessory office rather than as a residence, and  
Dr. Betz agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee noted the Minutes from the 10/17/12 meeting which  
suggests that one of the reasons she was not going to use the Satterthwaite House as  
her residence was that it was 5,500 square feet, and she would only need a quarter of  
that; and she currently lives in a 1,600 square foot house; and Dr. Betz agreed.   
Mr. VanLuvanee stated it was not that the House could not be renovated for residential  
purposes, it was that she personally had no desire to live in a 5,500 square foot home. 
Dr. Betz stated that is a very large house; and Mr. VanLuvanee stated while he  
understands this, Lower Makefield has houses that are this size are larger, and  
Dr. Betz agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated it was a personal choice not to live in the  
Satterthwaite House but to build her own residence elsewhere and to renovate the 
Satterthwaite House for non-Residential purposes, and Dr. Bentz agreed.  She added that  
it will make a fantastic office, and this is what she advised the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Mr. VanLuvanee stated at the same meeting in October, 2012 when Dr. Betz appeared 
before the Board of Supervisors, she was asked about the number of staff that she  
proposed to have and according to the Township Minutes it reads, “Dr. Bentz stated 
initially that they will have fifteen to sixteen and build it up to twenty-five;” and  
Dr. Betz agreed that this is what she said.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated that is different than 
what she said this evening; however, Dr. Bentz stated tonight she said up to eight at a  
time so there is a huge difference.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated she is telling the Board that  
fifteen to sixteen on all shifts and twenty-five will then be the total on all shifts, and  
Dr. Bentz  agreed.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked how many shifts they would have, and  
Dr. Bentz stated usually three.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked Dr. Bentz if she is saying  
that eight would be the largest shift, and Dr. Bentz stated that this is true for the  
initially staffing.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked what would be the largest shift if she were 
successful; and Dr. Bentz stated whatever number she could come up with tonight  
may be brought up in the future; but they will not go over the number of parking  
spaces that are present on the property.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated this is one of the  
concerns since if people do not have a parking space in the parking lot, they will 
then be parking in the driveway, etc; but Dr. Bentz stated she will run a “tight  
ship” and that will not happen.  Mr. VanLuvanee asked assuming the Zoning  
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Hearing Board granted the Variance for one hundred spaces less than the veterinary  
hospital use would require, what kind of Condition would she accept on the number of  
employees that she could have.  Ms. Kirk asked Dr. Bentz if the Board were inclined to 
grant the relief, would she agree to a Condition that there not be more than a certain  
number of personnel per shift; and Dr. Bentz stated while this would be fine, she would 
hope that in light of what they have on the Master Plan that they would take that into 
consideration because they  have laid out a Master Plan for a generation.  Ms. Kirk  
asked what would be the maximum number of persons per shift she would anticipate,  
and Dr. Bentz stated it would not be more than the parking spaces provided and they  
have up to fifteen spaces, one of which is an ADA space.  Ms. Kirk stated it appears  
that she is saying that in the future a shift could consist of fifteen persons, and  
Dr. Bentz stated she would suggest fourteen because it would be unlikely that they  
would be using the ADA parking spot.  Mr. VanLuvanee stated if they did this, they  
would not have any room for overlap when shifts were changing; but Dr. Betz stated 
they do not usually have that problem because when they manage employees, they  
stagger people.   
 
It was agreed that this matter will be Continued to April 16, 2013 at 7:30 p.m. 
 
 
CANCEL MARCH 19, 2013 MEETING 
 
Due to lack of Agenda items, Mr. DosSantos moved, Mr. Zamparelli seconded and it  
was unanimously carried to cancel the March 19, 2013 meeting. 
 
A recess was called for the Board to have the opportunity to discuss an item in Executive 
Session.  When the meeting was reconvened, Mr. DosSantos moved, Mr. Moffa seconded 
and it was unanimously carried to adjourn the meeting at 10:50 p.m. 
 
      
      Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
 
      Anthony Zamparelli, Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


