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Jo Ann Kelton, Chairman, called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. and welcomed Bob Hewitt to the Planning Commission, as its newest member.  Mr. Hewitt has a degree in chemical engineering and worked in petroleum refining as an independent consultant, and as an affiliate for an energy consulting firm.  The Commission welcomed Mr. Hewitt.
1.
REORGANIZATION


MOTION:  To nominate Jo Ann Kelton, as Chairman of the Planning Commission for 2007, and Bob LeBoutillier, as Vice Chairman.  

ACTION:
Passed 6-0 (Coghlan/Corey)  

2.
REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES
MOTION:
To approve the November 15, 2006 minutes, as presented.
ACTION:
Passed 5-0-1 (Coghlan/Carville – Hewitt abstained)

PUBLIC COMMENT:  

None.
PLANS:
1. Whiteland Enterprises/Boot & Ship Office Building
Fourth Review:  Land Development

Expires:  February 27, 2007

Request: Construction of a 4,000 square foot, two-story office building with on-site parking
Dave Redash, of E.B. Walsh Associates, appeared for the applicant and provided a brief summary of the project thus far.  A major revision to the site plan was a few feet of shifting toward the intersection of Boot and Ship Roads to allow the inclusion of a grass island between the driveway and the bay of parking spaces.  A portion of the island did not meet the required 9 foot minimum width because Mr. Redash had clipped off the corner of the island to allow better maneuvering for trucks.  Mr. Redash maintained that all standard 9 x 18 islands were always rounded off so that technically they were not 9 feet wide the entire length.  Mrs. Snyder asked by how much the island’s width would be diminished.  Mr. Redash said it tapered from 5 feet to 9 feet.  Mrs. Snyder said it appeared to taper about one-half the length of the island.  Mr. Redash agreed.  

Regarding the future connector area, the applicant proposed to stop the paving two feet from the property line to avoid digging on the neighbor’s property line.  However, the easement itself would extend to the property line, and a separate document would be provided with a metes and bounds description.
A Commission member expressed concern that the location of the handicapped space would require persons to cross the wide portion of the parking lot to enter the building, and suggested relocating it closer to the building.  Mr. Redash said he could not because of the 10 foot required setback and the trees that were being maintained.
Discussion moved to sidewalks.  Mr. Redash said it would not be prudent to construct a sidewalk at the present time because of the future redesign of the Boot and Ship intersection and also because there was no sidewalk on either side of the site.  The applicant offered to post the money (with an escalator clause) for sidewalks to be constructed in the future.  Mr. Redash said there was plenty of room for the sidewalk, but said it would not be at the proper elevation if it was constructed now, because the ultimate development would be curbed and raised higher.  He maintained that no one would be able to safely access the sidewalk if it was constructed now.  Commission members explained that they frequently require applicants to construct sidewalks when there were none on either side in the hopes of eventually linking pieces together to create a more pedestrian friendly Township.  
A Commission member expressed the opinion that if the realignment of the Boot and Ship Road intersection would not take place for 10 or 15 years, then it would be preferable to construct the sidewalk now.  Mrs. Snyder explained that projects such as the intersection realignment did not generally move forward with PennDOT unless money was contributed upfront for things such as the design and engineering, but to date no one had contributed to the project.  Mr. Redash said the applicant would contribute his fair share to the roadway improvements.
There was further discussion among the Members regarding construction of sidewalks now or posting money to construct them in the future.

· Mrs. Carville – construct the sidewalks now.

· Ms. Kelton – post funds to construct sidewalks in the future.

· Mr. Corey – construct the sidewalks now.

· Mr. LeBoutillier – wanted to look at the site, and noted that it appeared that the intersection realignment would not take place for a long time, and there did not appear to be any interest on the part of the adjoining land owner to develop at the present time, so if the sidewalk would be met with brush at both ends, he did not feel there was much sense in constructing it.

· Mr. Hewitt – post funds to construct sidewalk in the future.
· Mr. Coghlan – post funds to construct sidewalk in the future.

Ms. Kelton noted that the Commission usually recommended construction of sidewalks even when there was no connecting sidewalk, because there was the hope of one in the future, but in the present instance, any sidewalk would more than likely be torn out when the intersection was redesigned.  

Mr. Redash was agreeable to add a note to the plan that funds for the  sidewalk would be escrowed for future construction.  A Commission member asked if there had been any communication with West Goshen Township about the intersection or sidewalks for the adjoining Shadeland Woods townhouse development.  Mr. Weller said he would check with West Goshen Township.

A Commission member asked about the lack of a title report, as noted in General Note #2 on page 5 of 6.  Mr. Redash said the client would deliver title documentation, which he would give to the surveyors, and the note would be changed accordingly.
Mr. Redash said he would like to set up a meeting with Thomas Comitta Associates (TCA) to discuss items 3 and 5 of their letter dated December 20, 2006, dealing with parking lot islands and tree replacement.  A 9’x18’ parking lot island was required to separate parking bays from drive aisles.  Approximately one-half of the applicant’s island was under the required width.  Mr. Redash requested a waiver.  Mr. Theurkauf, of TCA, was present and said there were two possible ways to avoid the island width issue.  The first was to twist the dumpster pad slightly, so the curb line adjacent to the #10 on the plan could be shifted eastward.  That would allow the island to meet the required width.  Alternatively, the parking space closest to the building, in the group of three spaces, could be used for the handicapped space with pavement extending to the edge of the building with a ramp to access the front walkway.  Mr. Theurkauf did not support a waiver.  Mr. Redash said he did not want to increase the impervious coverage, and he did not want to put the parking space against the building wall, because then he felt he would have to protect the corner of the building with steel posts.  Mr. Redash said the 9 foot width could be extended the full length of the island with the standard radius.  A Commission member suggested that the wheel chair ramp be lowered to the sidewalk rather than the road.  Mr. Redash said he did not think that would meet ADA requirements, but said he would check.  A Commission member pointed out that everyone did not have a power lift to lower a wheel chair and would need a ramp.  

Mr. Theurkauf said he did not disagree with the applicant’s original design to shave off a portion of the island, because he thought the extra room probably would be needed for maneuvering trucks.  However, he felt there were other alternatives that could be used, so that a waiver would not be needed.  Mr. Redash said he would take another look and see what could be done.  
Regarding the access easement, Mr. Theurkauf said his understanding of the Ordinance only allowed encroachment in the buffer if it were for access, but said it may never be used for access if the adjoining property owner never intended to use it for access.  There was discussion about the possible intentions of the adjoining property owner.  Mr. Theurkauf said if there was a reservation on the part of the owner to whom the easement would benefit, then the easement was not really for access, and the requirement of a parking setback would be undermined to create a condition that would never be realized.  Ms. Kelton said there was no indication that it would never be realized, but the Commission just felt it was good planning for the future.  Mr. Le Boutillier pointed out that zoning relief had already been granted by the Zoning Hearing Board.  Mr. Weller said the access was not shown on the zoning request, because it was not an issue of zoning relief.  Mr. Weller then read the zoning relief printed on the plan: “The requirement for a 25 foot wide perimeter buffer along the east and west property lines on this lot is modified to allow for an encroachment to within 18 feet from the side yard lot lines except in those locations at which parking area and driveway are permitted to be constructed within the perimeter buffer area wherein the buffer shall be further reduced in width to accommodate any such area.”  
Mr. Theurkauf said Section 911.4(d) of the Ordinance in place at the time of the Zoning Order, required parking areas and driveways, except for access, to be 10 feet from all property lines.  Mr. Redash said that was correct and the area in question was for access.  He noted that any future plan of the adjoining property owner would be reviewed by traffic consultants who would recommend use of that access.  Mr. Therukauf said if the adjoining propetry owner did not want to use the area as an access, there was no way he could be made to do so.  Some Commission members expressed the feeling that the Township could deny any plan that did not use the proposed access.  Mr. Weller explained that the Township had received a letter from the adjoining property owner stating that he was not interested in developing his property at the present time.  
Mr. Theurkauf said he would work with Mr. Redash on the tree replacement issues.  The  Spotts Stevens McCoy (SSM) letter of December 21, 2006, noted a required minimum diameter of 12 inches for the outlet pipe.  Mr. Redash said the minimum pipe size did not apply to the applicant’s detention system, as it was not a conventional detention system.  Mr. Redash said if he could not convince SSM of that, he would request a waiver from the requirement.  He said that the outlet pipe would only operate during a 100-year storm, and added that a 4 inch pipe could be cleaned, so he did not feel a 12 inch pipe was necessary.
The Traffic Planning and Design (TPD) letter of December 26, 2006, mentioned a note  on the plan that stated that keys would be left at the receptionist desk, so vehicles could be moved when trucks needed the space to turnaround.  Mr. Redash thought a truck the size of a UPS truck would be able to maneuver.  A Commission member asked for confirmation from TPD of that and also to check on maneuverability of garbage trucks.  Some members did not think it was realistic to have truck drivers ask that vehicles be moved.  Mr. Redash said the Zoning Hearing Board specifically noted that loading and unloading did not apply to the site.  
A Commission member noted that the landscaping had clusters of plants that were not repeated on the property.  A more attractive design was achieved by repeating the cluster throughout the property rather than to have them in just one location.  Mr. Redash said he would address the matter with the Landscape Architect.  

In response to a Commission member’s question, the trash area was fenced in with cedar shadowbox fencing.

2. PNC Bank
First Review:  Conditional Use

Hearing:  January 10, 2007

Request: Construction of a bank with drive-through and relocation of existing  auto service station.

Mr. Rob Lewis, attorney for the applicant, stated that because of the outstanding comments from the consultant review letters, he wished to do nothing more than give a brief introduction of the plan and not discuss specific details, because the plan would be revised in response to the consultant comments.  The site consisted of three nonconforming lots adjacent to each other, all under single ownership.  Mr. Lewis said there was no plan to eliminate any lot lines or subdivide the property, but it was a joint development.

Eric Britz, of Bohler Engineering, stated that currently on the site was an auto lube business and a car wash.  The car wash would be removed and the auto lube business would be relocated to the car wash site.  A new bank would be constructed on the site of the present auto lube business.  There would be minor improvements to the internal circulation, additional landscaping, and sidewalk added to meet the Ordinance requirements.  Existing access points would be maintained – one sole ingress, one right-in right-out on Route 100, and full access on Sunrise Boulevard.  
Ralph Walker, of Gensler, said the existing oil lube building would be physically moved to the south and turned 90 degrees, with only minor alterations to provide appropriate foundation and setting.  The proposed bank building was a one-story prototype building designed as a LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) national program building. Mr. Walker explained the LEED point system and what made the proposed building LEED certified – maximization of natural light into the interior necessitating less electrical lighting, use of local materials, use of low BOC materials (nothing that emits gases), compact site design.  

Three drive-through lanes were proposed, a 24-hour walkup ATM, and interior space for six tellers.  Brick was the major façade material, with a large amount of glazing, and a standing seam metal roof system.  
Mr. Lewis said the plan had been presented to the Historical Commission and was favorably received.


Some zoning relief would be needed for signage.

A Commission member brought up the present problem of queing cars waiting for the oil lube business on a busy Saturday morning and the sharp backwards turn for persons using the southern entrance.  Mr. Lewis said that Traffic Planning and Design (TPD) issued a comment to soften the radius of the curve.  He said the rotation of the building would improve the internal circulation.  More parking was also proposed for the oil lube business.  A full traffic study was being completed and would be submitted.
A Commission member asked if all of the required plant material would fit on the site.  Mr. Theurkauf did not think it was a concern.  Mr. Lewis said in terms of number and size of plantings, the applicant was in compliance.  There would be a slight increase in impervious coverage, but Mr. Lewis said it would be in compliance.  

Planning Commission Business
Follow-up on Proposed Regulations for R-4 District


Mr. Weller presented drawings of Whiteland Crest showing the effect of the increase in minimum lot size from 6,500 square feet of developable acreage to 7,500 square feet.  The increase to 7,500 square feet did not add any nonconforming lots, but did decrease the number of lots that could be subdivided.  
Mrs. Snyder said they were trying to maintain the existing character of the neighborhood.  Some people were purchasing two lots, tearing down the existing smaller homes and constructing a larger home on the dual lot.    Mr. Weller suggested incorporating a maximum building square footage to prohibit that sort of activity.  Mr. Weller noted that there was a maximum building height, but that would not prohibit the building of a large rancher.  There was further discussion about limiting the total square footage of the homes and the creation of an emergency access.  
The maximum structure size would be reconsidered and added to the proposed amendment.

West Chester Regional Planning Commission 

Election of Representative and Alternate


MOTION:  To nominate Jo Ann Kelton as representative to the WCRPC and Nancy Carville as Alternate.  

ACTION:
Passed 6-0 (Corey/LeBoutillier)  

2007 Meeting Dates


The July 4, 2007 meeting was changed to Thursday, July 5, 2007.  The November 21, 2007 meeting was changed to Tuesday, November 20, 2007.

The meeting adjourned at 9:17 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,







Pat Layman






Recording Secretary
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