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Minutes of the Second January Meeting




            January 23, 2007
1.
Call to Order.
Chairman Diane Snyder called to order the second January meeting of the West Whiteland Township Board of Supervisors at approximately 6:40 p.m. in the Municipal Building.  Those present besides Mrs. Snyder were as follows:

                                         Keith Choper -  Vice Chairman

           Bill Herbert  -  Member

                                 Christine Smeltzer  - Township Manager

                                          John Weller  -  Planning & Zoning Director

   


          Joe Roscioli  -  Public Works Director




        Ralph Burton  -  Chief of Police




        Vince Pompo  -  Solicitor



                 Carolyn Hanel  -  Parks & Recreation Director




           Beth Butch  -  Finance Director

                                          Mark Moses  -  Interim Code Officer/Assistant Zoning Officer/Fire Marshal 


       Patricia Launi  -  Recording Secretary
2.
Pledge of Allegiance.
Mrs. Snyder, Chairman, led the group with the recitation of the pledge of allegiance. 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  
There was no public comment.

ANNUAL/MONTHLY REPORTS

Annual/Monthly Reports were provided to the Board of Supervisors by Joe Roscioli, Public Works Director, Ralph Burton, Chief of Police, Christine Smeltzer, Township Manager (Monthly Report only), John Weller, Planning & Zoning Director, Beth Butch, Finance Director, Carolyn Hanel, Parks & Recreation Director, and  the Code Administration Department.   All reports are on file for public review.  
Mrs. Snyder asked if the Annual Reports were distributed other than to the Board of Supervisors and public such as on-line.  Ms. Smeltzer replied that the reports were not placed on the Township’s webpage, due to the limited size of the site.  The Annual Reports were also seen by the Boards and Commissions.
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· Public Works Department

· Mrs. Snyder commented that the Annual Report of the Public Works Department was well put together.  
· Training Seminars:  Page 21, the hours of training should be the total hours i.e. 6 people at 4 hours each should equal 24 hours.

· Mr. Choper also complimented Mr. Roscioli on a well written Annual Report.

· Mr. Choper asked if the Township received funds from the FEMA Grant.  Mr. Roscioli replied that the Township received $10,000.
· Police Department

· Mrs. Snyder stated that West Whiteland Township was honored to have Chief Burton elected as President of the Chester County Police Chiefs Association for a two year term.  She noted that it was an extreme honor for Chief Burton to be elected President and one well deserved.
· Mr. Choper stated that the Annual Report of the Police Department was well written, and the graphics helped the Board of Supervisors understand where the Police Department’s time was spent.

· Planning Department
· Mrs. Snyder stated that her only comment was that there were a lot of plans, conditional uses and other issues going on both with the Historical and Planning Commissions.
· Code Administration

· Mrs. Snyder asked if the construction within the Township was tapering off.  Mr. Moses replied that the Township had reached a plateau.  There were only five new houses constructed in 2006. Projection for year end 2007 was for approximately 50 houses to be built.
· Mr. Choper commented that the graphs and tables helped the Board of Supervisors to understand the work being done within the Township.

· Mrs. Snyder thanked Mr. Moses for the spreadsheet on the Exton Town Center lights, and that the Board was anxiously looking forward to his analysis of what the problem was.

· Finance Department

· Mr. Choper commented that the Annual Report of the Finance Department was a good report.
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· Parks & Recreation Department
· Mrs. Snyder referred to page 9 of the Annual Report of the Parks & Recreation Department regarding Training.  She asked Mrs. Hanel to correct the total number of hours personnel was out of the office.

· Mrs. Snyder felt that under Grants – Miller Park, it would be good to say that it was “partially funded by the Chester County Open Space Program, but the differential cost was funded by the Taxpayers of West Whiteland Township.”

· Mrs. Hanel provided the Board of Supervisors with an update on the “Geese Police.”
Accounts Payable Warrant Report
Mrs. Snyder presented the Accounts Payable Warrant Report dated January 23, 2007, listing check numbers 29297 through 29381, manual check 2295, and a procurement card transfer for a total of $158,614.

On motion by Mr. Choper, seconded by Mr. Herbert, the Accounts Payable Warrant Report dated January 23, 2007, in the amount of $158,614 was unanimously approved.
OLD BUSINESS:
1.
Zoning Hearing Board Decisions:

   a.
Kristen & Kevin O’Rourke, 123 W. Woodbank Way
The Zoning Hearing Board granted the requested variance from Section 325-26.D.(7) to permit construction of a 522 square foot addition onto the residence at 123 W. Woodbank Way in the location depicted on Exhibit A-4, with total building coverage of 13.6 percent.

The Board of Supervisors would not appeal the decision.
   b.
Eddie Yu (China King), 216 N. Pottstown Pike
The Zoning Hearing Board granted the request for relief to correct the reference in the Board’s prior decision of November 9, 2005, in Finding of Fact 10.a., with regard to the quantity of side yard setback distance relief.  Specifically, the reference to “a side yard setback distance of 24 feet” is corrected to read “a side yard setback distance of 17 feet, 4 inches,” as depicted in Exhibit A-2.  Additionally, the language of Paragraph A. of the Board’s Order in the prior decision is corrected to delete the reference “a side yard setback distance of 24 feet” and substitute therefore: “a side yard setback distance of 17 feet, 4 inches.”  In all other respects, the Board’s prior decision is reaffirmed.
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The Board of Supervisors would not appeal the decision.
2.
Route 100/Rockland Drive report from Traffic Planning & Design (TPD)

Mr. Stewart Schanbacher, representative from Iacobucci Homes-Baker Residential, was present.    Mr. Johnson, from Traffic Planning and Design, the Township’s Traffic Engineer, presented the findings of his report dated January 19, 2007. 

Existing Wicks Driveway on Rockland Drive

Existing Wick’s Driveway on Route 100


Mr. Johnson stated that he was asked to examine the existing Wicks Driveway/ Rockland Drive due to its close proximity to Route 100.  Mr. Johnson stated that the Wicks Driveway on Rockland Drive was located approximately 145 feet to the east of Route 100 on the northern side of Rockland Drive. It was built, so that the access to Route 100 could be closed.  Additional parking spaces were to be constructed on the Wicks site.  A driveway was then to be built out to Rockland Drive to serve Wicks.  That configuration was shown on the land development plan that was approved by the Township for Fairview, and was also part of the Highway Occupancy Permit approved by PennDOT.  Mr. Johnson stated that according to both of the documents, the existing Wicks Driveway on Route 100 was required to be removed as part of the Fairview project in exchange for constructing the access to Rockland Drive and providing additional parking spaces. His findings supported the closure of Wicks access to Route 100.

Curb Relocation between Rockland Drive and Adjacent Commercial Property to the South


Mr. Johnson referred to Exhibit 3 of the report, and explained his findings.  He recommended a 12’ curb relocation to the east to pull it back into the site, because of the tight radius to make the turn into Rockland Drive.  A double yellow line was recommended to be installed on Rockland Drive, and a stop sign and stop bar were recommended for the office driveway.  Mrs. Snyder asked if PennDOT would have to review Mr. Johnson’s recommended changes.  Mr. Johnson replied “yes.”  Mr. Roscioli stated that in speaking with PennDOT, they would not require a permit. Mr. Johnson said that normally it would require an amended permit.  Mr. Roscioli would confirm with PennDOT whether or not an amended permit would be needed.


Mr. Choper stated that the striped area was being used to keep people off that particular area.  If the striped area would not be there, would that not become like a “short” deceleration lane.  The residents in attendance stated that was what they needed.  Mr. Johnson explained that the striping was necessary to keep the vehicles from going across the driveway, using the whole area as a decel lane.  That was why he recommended the radius be increased.   There was further discussion about the striped area.  Unfortunately, the area was not long enough to be striped as a shoulder. 
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Dedication of Rockland Drive

Mr. Johnson stated that there was concern over a pavement patch that was made on Rockland Drive.  Based on their field observations, the pavement and curbing appeared to be in good structural condition. The area where the pavement was patched was obvious because of the different color pavement.  The joints were sealed and the pavement showed no sign of structural failure.  Therefore, he advised the Township that they could accept dedication of Rockland Drive.  Mrs. Snyder stated that from the Township’s perspective, when roads were reviewed for dedication it was with concern for public safety.

Ms. Beatrice Clark, Treasurer of the Whiteland Hills HOA, said that their concern, even with Mr. Johnson’s recommendations, was that they would still be in traffic when they turn onto Rockland Drive even with the 12’ cutback. 

Mr. Gea, from Whiteland Hills Reserve, stated that when they make the turn into Rockland Drive they were in the third lane going north on Route 100, which had become a high speed passing lane. In order to make the turn off Route 100 onto Rockland Drive, they had to almost stop to turn.  What they needed was an extra 50’ to merge right to get into Rockland Drive.  The only option they had to turn right into Rockland Drive was to stop and then turn.  Mr. Gea stated that it was a serious public safety issue. 

Mr. Johnson wanted to preserve the flow from the office building without making it less safe, but at the same time improve the safety for the motorist going in and out of Rockland Drive.   He stated that when reviewing the issue, you had to plan for more than one or two cars coming from the office building area.  He was trying to avoid designing something that would work a little better for the homeowners, but would make things worse for the office building. He suggested two other options.  One was closing off the Route 100 access to the office building and have the access then come off of Rockland Drive. The other suggestion would be to construct a shoulder down to the Target drive.  Mr. Johnson stated that there was a project that Uwchlan, West Whiteland, and PennDOT were working on to provide a third lane each way to the north that would tie into the third lane in the Route 113 area.

Mrs. Snyder understood that the striped area was there to discourage people from the office building from entering there. The people, who have to make a right turn onto Rockland Drive, know that they could use the striped area, because it would be safer for them to enter Rockland Drive.  Mr. Johnson explained how he might be able to taper the area allowing for those turning into Rockland Drive to not have to slow down completely on Route 100 to make the turn.

Mrs. Betty Melchiore stated that she used the shoulder. She would be afraid that people coming to visit them, who did not know what the striping was for, would stay in the second lane instead of the shoulder, so they would not drive on the striping to make the turn.  Mr. Johnson 
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replied that would be what would happen there today.  He did not propose to push the curb line out any further than what it was.  Mr. Johnson further explained that the curb would be cut back some, and the lines would be changed.

Mr. Steve Melchiore asked what the time frame would be for completion of Mr. Johnson’s recommendations.  Mr. Crawford replied that the developer would be ready to go, weather permitting.  He had signed copies of an agreement to present to the Board of Supervisors.


Ms. Mermie Karger, Valley View Drive, suggested that the proposed stop sign coming out of the office building have a sign on it that stated “watch for turning traffic.”  The speed limit in that area was 45 mph, but the word “end” was on the speed limit sign.  She asked if the word “end” could be removed from that speed limit sign.  Chief Burton replied that the highway was a state road and PennDOT would have to make that change.  Mr. Johnson replied that a speed study would have to be done.  He felt that if a speed study was done, the speed could be lowered, even though it was rare that would happen with PennDOT.  Mrs. Snyder stated that would be another issue to take into consideration, but not as part of Mr. Johnson’s review.  Mr. Johnson stated that the Township could make a request to PennDOT to do a speed study.

Ms. Clark stated that another outstanding issue was the condition of Rockland Drive.  She understood that Mr. Johnson’s review stated that Rockland Drive was ready for dedication.  That did not address the separate agreement that the HOA had with Iacobucci to put Rockland Drive back into a particular condition.  Ms. Clark stated that the HOA was in litigation with Iacobucci to have that done and to have all the items within the agreement addressed prior to the HOA agreeing to dedication.  Mrs. Snyder replied that the agreement was between the HOA and the developer and unfortunately, it would have to be resolved on that basis.  The Township could not hold up dedication, if the issues did not deal with public health, safety, and welfare, which the Township was authorized to deal with.

Mr. William McNull, 321 N. Pottstown Pike, stated that he was aware of the situation as being discussed.  He felt that there was one other solution, one that he saw in Florida.  That solution was that the outside lane could be painted with the speed limit of 25 or 35 mph and the inside two lanes could be painted 45 or 55 mph.  Mr. Johnson replied that he had never seen anything like that in Pennsylvania.  Unfortunately, unless it was in PennDOT’s manual, it would not be something that they would approve.

Mr. Gea asked if it was feasible to make the exit lane from Target extend to Rockland Drive. Mr. Johnson replied that it was feasible.  The question was who would provide the easements and pay for the improvement.  Mr. Roscioli stated that he met with E.B. Walsh, who was doing the design 
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work for the Route 100 improvements for Uwchlan and West Whiteland Township, and they would talk to PennDOT about adding a decel lane.  There was a possibility that it could be a part of that project.

There was then discussion between the Board of Supervisors, Mr. Pompo, Mr. Crawford, Mr. Roscioli, and Mr. Schanbacher regarding the Deed of Dedication documents and agreements and items required by the Township for dedication.  The punch list was also discussed as to whether the applicant had completed all the items listed.  Mrs. Snyder stated that the Township would need to have a letter from its engineer, Spotts, Stevens & McCoy (SSM) stating that the punch list was completed and that the escrow funds could be released.

Discussion centered on the walking trail.  Mr. Schanbacher stated that the walking trail was accepted by SSM in early 2001 or 2002; after that it became the responsibility of the HOA to maintain the trail.  Ms. Clark stated that her recollection was that the walking trail kept washing out and was to be repaired, so that it would no longer do that.  She noted that now it did not even exist, as it was completely overgrown.  The trail could not be used because of how steep it was built. There was then discussion between Mr. Schnabacher and Mr. Roscioli regarding the trail.  Mr. Roscioli noted that when the roadway was ready for dedication, that was when SSM would check to make sure everything was completed according to the approved plan.  Mr. Schnabacher felt that the trail was already completed and should not be part of the dedication process.  Mr. Crawford felt that the walking trail should not be related to the dedication of Rockland Drive.  Ms. Clark said that the walking trail was on the punch list provided to the Township by SSM.  Since that was the case, the HOA would remove it from its lawsuit.  The HOA had been trying for six years to have the walking trail repaired.

Mr. Pompo stated that one aspect of the agreement was for release of the Performance Bond down to the amount indicated in the agreement that would be appropriate to be retained for the driveway change.  The action that the Board of Supervisors was asked to approve, as part of the Dedication Agreement, was the release of the Performance Bond.  Mr. Crawford stated that the developer proposed to leave $16,500 of the Performance Bond in place to cover the driveway change, even though it had never been part of the Performance Bond to begin with.  That was being done voluntarily by the developer.    Mr. Crawford said that they believe that the walking path was a maintenance item, but if they were wrong and it turned out to be their responsibility, the walking path would also be covered by the Performance Bond.  Mr. Pompo asked if it would be by the HOA court litigation that would determine who was responsible for the walking path.  Mr. Crawford said “yes,” or by agreement.  Mr. Schnabacher stated that they were willing to work with the HOA and resolve any of the outstanding issues, even though they had not met with them since the law suit was filed.
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Mrs. Snyder stated that there was a cost associated with making the change on the plan, which the developer agreed to do. She assumed that the cost for that change was $16,500. If the Township would sign off on the Performance Bond and all the money except for the $16,500 was released there would be no monies left to repair the walking trail.  Mr. Choper added that the Township did not know what the value of the trail was.    Mr. Crawford stated that Mr. Roscioli’s estimate to do the change to the plan (regarding Rockland Drive) was $10,000.  The Performance Bond did not cover that work, so the developer was willing to leave $16,500.  Mr. Crawford stated that the developer was entitled to have the bond released, if they pressed the issue.  The developer was volunteering to leave the $16,500 in place.  Mr. Crawford felt that $16,500 was enough to cover the Rockland Drive change and the walking trail, if they lost the litigation with the HOA.

Mrs. Snyder stated that in her experience, the Township receives a letter from SSM stating that everything was completed and recommending release of the funds from the Performance Bond. She had not seen a letter from SSM stating those things.  Mr. Pompo replied that Mr. Crawford said that was done a number of years ago.  Contemporaneous to when that was done, there was never a presentation to the Township of the request for release of the Performance Bond and the Deed of Dedication for the road.  Now, they have initiated the process and SSM reviewed, not just the road, but everything, and SSM then provided a punch list of items to be corrected.  Mr. Pompo said the question was, was it still the obligation of the developer to comply with the punch list.    Mr. Crawford stated that there was a difference between what was dedicated, as a public improvement and what was conveyed to the HOA for maintenance.  The HOA was maintaining other components of the common areas, which were turned over to them several years ago.  Mr. Pompo again reviewed the process for dedication.

Mr. Schnabacher explained what he, as a developer, had experienced with the Township making requests for work over the years.  He felt that the requests were never-ending.  Mr. Schnabacher referred to a letter dated sometime in 2001 or 2002 from SSM that said that the walking trail was complete and satisfactory.  He also thought they were acting in good faith by agreeing to fix the safety issue at Rockland Drive, even though they were not responsible for it, and that would be the end.  

Mr. Crawford proposed a solution.  Set a number that would be reasonable given the additional punch list item (walking trail), add it on to the $16,500, release the rest of the Performance Bond, sign the Dedication Agreement and treat them separately.  If the developer did not work it out with the HOA and they became responsible for the walking trail, then there would be security in place.  Mr. Choper felt that the Township should rely on SSM to place a value on the repair of the walking trail.  Mr. Crawford stated that he wanted to work toward resolving the issue, and suggested that Mr. Roscioli provide a value/cost.  Mrs. Snyder did not feel that it was fair to ask Mr. Roscioli to put a value on it.  
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Mr. Crawford suggested that the $16,500 be increased to $25,000.  Mrs. Snyder stated that there needed to be some reasonable basis on which the additional $9,000 was added.



The matter was tabled to later in the meeting to allow further thought on the issue.

NEW BUSINESS:

1. Boot Road Park Grant Extensions

Mrs. Hanel stated that there were two pending grants for Boot Road Park from Chester County.  The grants were to expire the end of March 2007.  Because the lawns at Boot Road Park would not be evaluated until March, the grant would not be able to be closed out.  The County only provided extensions in six month increments. 


A motion was made by Mr. Herbert, seconded by Mr. Choper to approve Addendum #1 between West Whiteland Township and the County of Chester for Grant 5542 and Addendum #2 between West Whiteland Township and the County of Chester for Grant 5541 for an extension of grant time until September 1, 2007.  The motion was unanimously approved.

2. Contract Approval – Charles Givler

The proposal from Mr. Givler was for an Agreement Extension for Dam Engineering at a cost not-to-exceed $1,900 with a rate of $96/hour.  There was discussion about Mr. Givler’s proposal in terms of the not-to-exceed amount and the scope of his work.  Mr. Choper felt that what Mr. Givler provided was preliminary, but was a reasonable way to start.  If Mr. Givler would need to exceed the $1,900, he could confirm that with the Township Manager.

Mr. Choper asked that Mr. Givler provide the results of his findings in a written report.  There was discussion of the possibility of the Board of Supervisors meeting with Mr. Givler to discuss his findings and felt that Mr. Givler did not include that in his not-to-exceed cost of $1,900.


A motion was made by Mr. Choper, seconded by Mr. Herbert to approve the Agreement Extension for Dam Engineering submitted by Mr. Givler for the items delineated in his letter of January 19, 2007, for a not-to-exceed amount of $1,900 without additional authorization, and an hourly rate of $96 for meetings requested by the Board of Supervisors.  The deliverable would be a written report of Mr. Givler’s analysis.  

The Board of Supervisors recessed at 8:10 p.m. and reconvened at 8:20 p.m.
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OLD BUSINESS (Continued)
3. Route 100/Rockland Drive Report from Traffic Planning & Design (TPD) (Continued)


The discussion continued regarding the dedication of Rockland Drive and Performance Bond.  Mr. Crawford stated that he met with Mr. Roscioli and the representatives from the HOA,  and agreed to $35,000 instead of $16,500 for the amount to be left in the Performance Bond to cover the improvement at Rockland Drive and the walking trail, if necessary.  He would revise the Dedication Agreement accordingly, and provide it to Mr. Pompo. 
HEARINGS:

1.
Maximum Fitness Conditional Use 

The Conditional Use hearing for Maximum Fitness was opened and continued at the request of the applicant to February 27, 2007.
2.       SEPTA Conditional Use

The continued Conditional Use hearing for SEPTA was opened and continued at the request of the applicant to February 15, 2007.

3.
Nirav Hospitality (Hotel) Conditional Use

The continued Conditional Use hearing for Nirav Hospitality (Hotel) was opened and a court reported record was taken of the testimony given.  The hearing was continued to February 15, 2007.
NEW BUSINESS (Continued):
3.
Authorization to Advertise Sign Ordinance Amendments

Mrs. Snyder stated that the Sign Ordinance Amendments were prepared by Mr. Weller, reviewed by Mr. Pompo, and finalized for publication.  One Ordinance would amend Chapter 276 – Streets and Sidewalks adding a new Article V and the other Ordinance would amend Chapter 325 – Zoning, Article XVII Signs.

A motion was made by Mr. Choper, seconded by Mr. Herbert to authorize the advertisement of the two Sign Ordinance Amendments. The motion was unanimously approved.
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4.
Yum! Brands – KFC/Taco Bell – Town Center Design Standards

Mr. Robert Grimaldi, from Lauro Associates Architects, was present. Yum! Brands submitted plans to redevelop the property on North Pottstown Pike that was the site of Donatos pizza franchise.  Yum! was proposing a new restaurant that would have a façade designed to provide the appearance of two restaurants – a  KFC and a Taco Bell, but would, in fact, be a single facility.  The design standards in Article VII of the Subdivision/Land Development Ordinance required the applicant to obtain approval of the exterior materials to be used such as the exterior colors and finishes. 


A review letter from Thomas Comitta Associates (TCA) dated December 14, 2006 was reviewed and discussed.  Mr. Grimaldi stated that the TCA letter provided six comments, of which three issues remained.  Mrs. Snyder asked if Mr. Grimaldi brought the materials board.  Mr. Grimaldi replied “no.”  Mrs. Snyder stated that the Board of Supervisors would want to see that.  Mr. Grimaldi stated that the outside material would be that of a drivet finish.  The current building façade was painted brick. He referred the Board to handout PB2.1, which was a colored rendering of the proposed facility, and handout PB3, which was a rendering of the existing site conditions along the top of the page and the lower portion was a prototype of what was being proposed.


Mr. Grimaldi stated that the colors for KFC would be red and for Taco Bell would be burnt sand.  He was looking for consent from the Board on the colors.  Mrs. Snyder felt that the Board would benefit from seeing the materials board to see if the colors met the intent of the Exton Town Center Design Standards.  Mrs. Snyder said that the Board very much liked the building that was there when it was Donatos, as it fit in with the Board’s view of the Exton Town Center.  What Mr. Grimaldi had presented did not fit in with the Board’s view of the Exton Town Center.


Mr. Choper asked if Mr. Grimaldi had driven around the Town Center and observed the area and what the Township was trying to create.  There were restaurants and stores that were not necessarily the standard prototypes i.e. TGI Fridays, Bone Fish, Longhorn, Target, etc.  Mr. Choper stated that in his view, the proposed façade was not going in the right direction.  He suggested that Mr. Grimaldi look at the Township, get a feel for it, understand that the Board liked the Donatos building, and then see what he could come up with that would reach the Township’s vision/goal.  Mrs. Snyder stated that she did not like the colors or parapets, a more reserved look was desired.  She suggested that Mr. Grimaldi read through the Exton Town Center Standards document.

Mr. Grimaldi stated that the Township consultant reviewed all the documents for the proposed façade with the indication of what the finishes were and what the changes should be.  He thought the sole purpose of meeting with the Board was to obtain approval of the color.  Mrs. Snyder stated that the Board received recommendations from the Township’s consultants and 
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Boards and Commissions, but the Board made the final decision.  The Board did not always agree with the consultants.  The Board would like applicants to buy into the concept that the Township was trying to generate and continue on with it.  The Town Center had an attitude and a look.  The Board tries to get applicants to fit in with the good things that the Township had accomplished.


Mr. Grimaldi stated that he did not come into the Township uneducated in the way of the Town Center.  He had spoken with Mr. Weller and Thomas Comitta Associates.  Mr. Grimaldi stated that he worked within the feedback he was given.  

Mrs. Snyder felt that what was being proposed for the Donatos building was too much.  It may look better on a larger building where it could be broken up.  Mr. Grimaldi asked for direction on how to proceed.  Mrs. Snyder asked if the facades could be made less distinctive.  There was too much verticality for the small building.   Mr. Weller stated that the tower with the standing seam roof on the Donatos building spoke to the Town Center Design concept.  Shown on the proposed plan was a tower for KFC, could the standing seam roof be retained with less “do wap” effect on the sign.  If there had to be something separate for the Taco Bell, do not do a tower, but maybe split the façade differently.  Mr. Weller thought that there were ways that Mr. Grimaldi could work with the existing shell and possibly add to it.  The Township was not opposed to a drivet finish, but was used to a higher level of effort on the part of applicants who develop in the Township.  Mrs. Snyder stated that for her it was the massing of the building, which seemed out of line.  One tower was good, but two big towers close together with the proposed colors, made everything change from one side to the next.  It was not a good look.

Mr. Grimaldi stated that whatever changes he would make would have to be accepted by his client.  If it was purely color, there were changes that he could make.  What was important to his client was the branding of the corner towers.  It was a small building with two services in it, and his client’s juncture was that the towers need to stand up and say there were two enterprises.

Mrs. Snyder suggested that Mr. Grimaldi add another tower, but make it more like the Donatos tower. Mr. Grimaldi stated that the arch over the Taco Bell was more their symbol than the bell.  To replace the arch with a Donatos tower would be hard for him to sell to his client.  Mrs. Snyder suggested that Mr. Grimaldi ratchet down the color and change the towers.  Mr. Grimaldi stated that he could not change the building foot print, because that could trigger sprinklers for the whole building and a new water main.  He noted that half of the building had sprinklers.   Mr. Weller stated that Mr. Grimaldi would not have to duplicate the tower on the Donatos building, but there were ways to have a pleasing balance to a façade.  There was then discussion regarding adding occupieable space and what that would trigger in terms of land development, sprinklers, etc. Mrs. Snyder stated that the information Mr. Grimaldi received should be confirmed.  He said that the information he received was obtained before his client bought the building.
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Mr. Grimaldi used a picture of the Donatos building and began to draw out some changes to it according to the comments from the Board of Supervisors. 

Mr. Grimaldi stated that the drive through would not be used and reviewed landscaped areas with the Board of Supervisors.  Mrs. Snyder asked that Mr. Grimaldi come back before the Board with a materials board, and work on proportions so that the façade was balanced.
 
Mr. Grimaldi asked if he could begin the interior renovation.  Mr. Weller replied “yes,” as the interior renovation would not affect the exterior.  

5.
Appointment of Representatives to West Chester Regional Planning Commission 
(Jo Ann Kelton, Nancy Carville alternate)


A motion was made by Mr. Choper, seconded by Mr. Herbert to approve appointment of Jo Ann Kelton as the Representative to the West Chester Regional Planning Commission and Nancy Carville, as alternate.  The motion was unanimously approved.


The Board asked that Ms. Kelton provide a report of what the Commission was working on.
MINUTES:

A motion was made by Mr. Choper to approve the January 10, 2007 minutes, as presented.  Seconded by Mr. Herbert and unanimously approved.

Announcements         

Mrs. Snyder announced that the Board of Supervisors met in Executive Session prior to  the public meeting to discuss matters of litigation with the Solicitor.  

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Patricia A. Launi

Recording Secretary
/pal          
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