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Jo Ann Kelton, Chairman, called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m. 
1.
REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES
MOTION:
To approve the February 7, 2007 minutes, as presented.
ACTION:
Passed 5-0-1 (Coghlan/Corey) (Carville abstained).
PUBLIC COMMENT

None.  


PLANS:
1. Whiteland Enterprises/Boot & Ship Office Building
Fifth Review:  Land Development
Expires:  February 27, 2007
Request:  Construction of a 4,000 square foot, two-story office building with on-site parking  
David Redash, of E.B. Walsh & Associates, appeared for the applicant.  He stated that there had previously been questions from the consultants about the ingress/egress easement obtained from the adjoining property owner for use of a shared driveway in the future.  For clarification, Mr. Redash shaded the area on the plan and added an explanatory note.
As discussed at a previous meeting, in the event that a trash vehicle or any type of loading vehicle needed extra room to turn around, “employee only parking” signs were added to the area.

The location of the sidewalk was added to the plan at the northeast corner adjacent to the West Goshen Township line with a clarifying note that the construction of the sidewalk was to be postponed and a monetary contribution made to the Township by the applicant.  Mr. Redash said the applicant would sign and record an Affidavit that would allow the Township at any time in the future to require sidewalk construction.  Mr. Redash agreed to revise Note 16 to state that the money for the sidewalk would be placed in escrow with an escalator clause for inflation.  

A Commission member pointed out that there was a substantial grade change at the property line.  Mr. Redash said the adjoining Shadeland Woods project was piling top soil there during construction, but it would not remain.  He said he did take the grade change into account when calculating stormwater runoff. 
Mr. Redash said that Paul Coy, an arborist with Chips Tree Service, performed an inventory of the trees proposed to be cut down.  It was found that a number of them did not warrant replacement because of their condition or species.  A listing with photographs was provided to the Commission members.  A Commission member asked if the applicant would consider increasing the size of tree planted in fulfilling the compensatory tree requirement.  Mr. Redash said they did increase the size as much as their space would allow.  The applicant agreed with the Thomas Comitta Associates (TCA) letter of February 13, 2007, which stated that 16 additional 3 inch caliper replacement trees were required.  The applicant did not agree with the $460 figure per tree outlined in the TCA letter, and stated that it could be done for a lesser figure.  Mr. Weller said the TCA figure was based on what it would cost the Township to plant the trees.  
Trees required by the Ordinance were required to be 3 inch in caliper.  Compensatory trees could be 3 to 3-1/2 inches in caliper.  
All lighting issues had been satisfied.  Mr. Redash said the remaining issues with Spotts Stevens McCoy (SSM) could be worked out and only had objection to one issue.  Mr. Redash said SSM was concerned with erosion at the point where water came out of the pipe.  Mr. Redash stated that water would only come out of the pipe during 50-year and 100-year storms, and there would be a well established sod-type turf at the end of the pipe.  The peak velocity during a 100-year storm was 4.41, and design manual charts stated that vegetative swales could handle 4-5 feet per second.  Mr. Redash stated that if SSM did not agree, he could remedy the situation by placing stone rip rap at the end of the pipe, and he said that would solve the problem of future erosion.
Mr. Redash said the applicant would comply with all items in the SSM letter except for paragraph #26 regarding continuing maintenance responsibilities.  Mr. Redash felt it was an unreasonable request.  Noting that the requirement seemed to be a new one, a Commission member asked Mr. Weller if the requirement was something the Township would be looking for with future applicants.  Mr. Weller stated that the Municipalities Planning Code (MPC) allowed the Township to require a maintenance guarantee for a period of up to 18 months, and that was how Mr. Weller interpreted paragraph #26 of the SSM letter.  Mr. Weller stated that infiltration rates of underlying soils could be compromised if heavy equipment was driven over the soil during construction, compacting the soil to the point where it would not infiltrate at the rate it did during testing.  Mr. Weller said if that happened, the system would fail within the 18-month period.  He would investigate further with SSM, but he felt that was what was meant by paragraph #26.
A Commission member expressed concern that the location of the gas line was marked as “approximate” on the plan, and wanted a more definite marking.  Mr. Redash explained the process of marking gas lines, and said it was left at an approximate location because the applicant was not doing any work close to the gas line.  

Francis Digian, landscape architect with E.B. Walsh & Associates, was present to discuss TCA’s letter of February 13, 2007.  The location of the utility lines was discussed.  Mr. Redash said there were overhead electrical and communication lines extending down Boot Road along the frontage of the site.  There was also an older dead line that extended through the middle of the site that was proposed to come down.  Mr. LeBoutillier said the trees were in direct conflict with the utility lines and noted that something besides the typical shade trees should be planted in the area.  Mr. Digian said a hedge maple would be more suitable under a utility line, but would not achieve the requirements of the shade tree/street tree that the Township wanted in that area.  He said the applicant would substitute trees that were more suitable to the utility line.  Mr. Digian said a hedge maple was not considered a street tree.  Mr. Weller pointed out that Appendix G of the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance recommended plant species for street trees appropriate when clearance was needed.  He felt a hedge maple would still meet the street tree requirement, because it was included in the street tree list.  
Mr. LeBoutillier pointed out that junipers were proposed under shade trees, and noted that junipers prefer full sun.  Mr. Digian said he would change the shade trees to honey locust trees, but preferred to keep the junipers.  Mr. Le Boutillier said there was a borer affecting ash trees.  Mr. Digian said it had not hit Pennsylvania yet, but he agreed to substitute the ash trees.
Mr. Redash said the applicant would contribute funds for compensatory tree requirements, but had not yet agreed on the amount.  Mr. Digian said TCA’s letter quoted $460.00 per tree.  He said that figure was arrived at by obtaining a price from a wholesale catalog and multiplying by 2.1 for installation and material.  He said there was no issue regarding public works contract, labor for public works, etc.  The applicant disputed the $460.00 per tree figure and said he had a contractor who could furnish the tree and installation at a price of $251.00 per tree.  
Mr. Redash said the applicant was willing to contribute in a fair and equitable manner to the future Boot and Ship Road realignment project.  

At a previous meeting, a majority of the Commission members felt that funds for sidewalk should be escrowed and constructed at a later date.  One Commission member expressed the opinion that sidewalks should be constructed now because the Boot and Ship Road realignment may not happen for several more years.

MOTION: To recommend to the Board of Supervisors final approval of the Whiteland Enterprises land development plan dated April 18, 2006, last revised January 18, 2007, conditioned on the following:

· Support for the following waivers:

· Section 281-4.B regarding parking in buffer areas; 
· Section 281-37.B.3 regarding design of parking lot island; 
· Section 281-37.D regarding placement of building area shade trees;

· Applicant to provide funds in escrow for future sidewalks with an escalator clause as required by Section 281-31;

· Applicant to provide funds to the Township for excess compensatory trees, in an amount to be agreed upon between the Township and the applicant, to the Township’s satisfaction;

· Payment of a fee in lieu of open space pursuant to Section 281-47.C of the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance, such payment to be calculated and paid in full at the time that the Applicant applies for a Building Permit for this project;

· Applicant to make the appropriate contribution to the improvements to the Ship Road intersection;

· Compliance with the SSM letter of February 13, 2007;

· Documentation of successful application for a Highway Occupancy Permit from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation;

· Documentation of approval of the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan by the Chester County Conservation District;

· Provision of financial security and execution of Developer Agreement in accordance with Township requirements, subject to approval by SSM of construction cost estimates to be provided by the Applicant;

· The Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions relative to the maintenance of the stormwater management facilities shall be to the satisfaction of the Township Solicitor and SSM; 

· Execution of standard Township Storm Water Facilities Maintenance Agreement and Landscaping Restrictive Covenant Agreement;
· Compliance with TPD letter of February 13, 2007;

· Compliance with TCA letter of February 13, 2007;

· Substitution of a more suitable tree under the utility lines;
· Substitution of ash trees;

· The red maple at the parking lot island to be substituted with honey locust.
ACTION:  6-0 (Kelton/Coghlan)

2. T-Mobile Northeast
Second Review:  Land Development

Expires:  March 3, 2007

Request:  Construction of cell tower at 1397 King Road

Megan King, attorney with Saul Ewing, represented the applicant.  She stated that the applicant would comply with all outstanding issues in the TCA letter of February 19, 2007, which included specifying the fence color as black, showing tree protection fencing on the erosion and sediment control plan, and revising the compensatory tree chart on the landscape plan.

A Commission member requested documentation that there were no conflicts with the helicopter flight paths.  Mr. Weller said the issue was addressed at length during the Conditional Use hearings, and the applicant had demonstrated at that time that the flight path avoided the cell tower.  Lights were not required for the cell tower.  While there was still some helicopter activity at the Phoenixville Pike site, Mr. Weller noted that Keystone Helicopter was moving to Valley Township.  The proposed cell tower was 120 feet in height, and Ms. King noted that FAA regulations only required structures over 200 feet to be placed on flight paths.

The proposed fence would be black, vinyl-covered chain link.

The outstanding issue with the SSM letter of February 13, 2007, concerned stormwater.  The applicant’s engineer, Bill Burtner, had discussed the matter with SSM, and it would be resolved.  Mr. Burtner said that the access driveway would be gravel, but the first 25 feet of the driveway would be paved.  
After brief discussion, the Commission did not feel that a recreation fee in lieu of open space was appropriate for the applicant, given that there would be no employees on site.  The applicant would request a waiver from the fee.
A Commission member asked about the tree protection and compensatory planting component of the plan.  Lisa Thomas, landscape architect with Glackin Thomas Panzak, introduced herself, and noted that Mr. Theurkauf, of TCA, had reviewed the landscape plan and recommended approval, provided the compensatory plantings table was revised to show the four evergreen surplus trees proposed.  The table would be revised.  
A Commission member asked about the impact of the driveway on large trees.  Ms. Thomas said the original location of the driveway was moved for reasons of site distance, and with the movement there was no longer any impact on larger trees.
The TPD letter of February 13, 2007, requested that the site distance value for left turn entering vehicles be added to the existing sight distances already provided on the plan, and noted that the sight distance needed to be more than 311 feet.  Mr. Burtner said it was 500 feet from the centerline of the driveway, so he was confident the sight distance would be more than 311 feet, and that the applicant would be able to comply with the TPD letter.  Ms. King said there would be less than one truck per month entering the site.
MOTION: To recommend to the Board of Supervisors final approval of the T-Mobile Northeast land development plan last revised January 12, 2007, conditioned on the following:

· Obtain approval for the HOP permit;

· Support for waiver from Section 281-47.C(2)(a) regarding recreation fee in lieu of open space;
· Compliance with SSM letter of February 13, 2007;

· Compliance with TCA letter of February 13, 2007;

· Compliance with TPD letter of February 13, 2007;

· All conditions from the Conditional Use Decision and Order to be added to the plan.

ACTION:  6-0 (Kelton/Carville).
Planning Commission Business
Follow-up discussion on proposed amendment to R-4 District regulations
Commission Members individually visited the Whiteland Crest, viewing homes that were larger than 1,800 square feet.  The Members reported back their impressions. 
Ms. Kelton said she liked the mixture of sizes and styles, but would not like to see anything larger than 2,500 square feet built on the vacant parcels that were attached to some of the lots.  
Mr. Hewitt was in favor of a zoning amendment to try to maintain the character of the neighborhood and provide affordable housing, but expressed concern over the subjective nature of arriving at the size limits.  
After further discussion, a poll of the Members was taken to see what they felt the maximum dwelling size should be:
Ms. Kelton – 2,500 square feet

Mr. Coghlan – 1,800 square feet

Mr. Hewitt – 2,000-2,100 square feet

Mrs. Carville – 2,000 square feet

Mr. LeBoutillier – 2,100 square feet

Mr. Corey – 2,000 square feet

Mr. LeBoutillier added that the amount of square footage was not always evident, but the height of the home was.  He felt that the height of the building was what caused some of the homes to be out of character with the rest of the neighborhood, and therefore, suggested a height restriction.  The draft amendment contained a height restriction of 30 feet, which would accommodate two stories with a pitched roof.
MOTION: To recommend to the Board of Supervisors approval of the proposed amendment to the Township Zoning Ordinance, R-4 Residential District, Article III, Section 325-12, setting a maximum dwelling unit size at 2,100 square feet and a maximum height limit at 30 feet.  

ACTION:  6-0 (Kelton/Corey)

The meeting adjourned at 9:20 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,







Pat Layman
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