WEST WHITELAND TOWNSHIP
Planning Commission
Agenda
Tuesday, January 16, 2018
7:00 P.M.
CALL TO ORDER
REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES
1. Approval of Meeting Minutes: January 3, 2018
PUBLIC COMMENT/CONCERNS/QUESTIONS
PLANS
1. Horn Plumbing – Sort Partnership
Address: 302 National Road
Second Review: Land Development
Request: Proposed construction of a commercial flex space (warehouse/offices) with
associated parking and loading areas.
2. Keva Flats – Ivy Cottage
Address: 301 West Lincoln Hwy.
First Review: Land Development
Request: Reuse of Class I – Ivy Cottage into two residential units.
3. Hanover Exton Square
Address: 175 N. Pottstown Pike
Second Review: Land Development
Request: Construction of a six story 342 unit apartment complex
NEW BUSINESS
ANNOUNCEMENTS
ADJOURNMENT
Next Meeting: February 6, 2018

MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 12, 2018
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning
SUBJECT: 302 National Rd. (Horn Plumbing)
Land development plan
APPLICANT:

SITE ADDRESS:
TAX PARCEL:
ZONING:
DESCRIPTION:
EXPIRES:

Sort Partnership
304 National Rd., Ste. 100
Exton, PA 19341
302 National Rd.
Exton, PA 19341

41-5-954
I-1, Limited Industrial
Construction of a 4,366 sq.ft. commercial building on
a 0.71-acre property currently used as a parking lot.
February 12, 2018

Background
The project site and the adjoining property to the west are in common ownership and accommodate the operations of Horn Plumbing and Heating. The Applicant proposes to construct a
building that will accommodate both warehousing and office functions and parking for 22
cars. The proposed uses are permitted by right at this location pursuant to §325-18.B of the
Zoning. Since the National Road industrial area was originally approved prior to December 8,
1988, Zoning §325-18.F states that certain regulations of the 1986 Zoning are to be applied in
lieu of the current zoning. Staff advises that this affects only landscaping and impervious
cover limit: §325-18.F(2) limits the latter to 60% rather than the 65% permitted in the I-1 district generally. The Zoning Officer is satisfied that the zoning data on Sheet 2 are correct1
and that the proposed development is consistent with the applicable regulations.
The project is too small to require conditional use review; there are no historic resources
within 300 feet of the site, so no review by the Township Historical Commission is warranted.
The Applicant first presented this project to the Commission at the meeting of November 28,
2017. The Commission elected not to take action at that time, principally due to concerns
1 We

interpret §325-18.F such that the current building coverage limit of 25% is applicable. The zoning data
provided on the plan show this figure, but include the notation “2 – 3.999 acres (maximum).” This notation is from
the 1986 Zoning and is not applicable to this project: the notation should be removed.

regarding the stormwater management facilities and internal vehicular circulation and the
potential for the resolution of these concerns to affect the site layout. Tonight is the Applicant’s second presentation of this plan to the Commission.
Consultant Reviews
•

SSM Group (“SSM”) review dated January 10, 2018. Comments #8 through #17
address the stormwater management provisions: comments #8 and #10 request data
and analysis to support the proposed design, and comment #16 recommends a minor
design revision. The remaining comments in this section address various plan notes or
are administrative items. Staff recommends that the Applicant’s engineer contact SSM
directly to resolve these concerns, particularly those in comments #8 and #10.
Comments #1 and #2 support two requested waivers from the Stormwater Management
Ordinance. Staff advises that resolving comment #4 is a minor issue. At the November
28 meeting, the Commission advised the Applicant that no sidewalk need be provided
if they were amenable to payment of a fee equivalent to the construction cost, so
comment #5 is resolved. Comment #6 properly notes that a fee will be required in
lieu of setting aside permanent open space.

•

Stubbe Consulting review dated December 30, 2017. Mr. Stubbe advises that most
of his earlier concerns have been resolved to his satisfaction, except that additional
information is needed regarding security lighting (comment #1), the light pole locations should be added to the landscaping plan (comment #4d), and the specific catalog
number for the luminaires should be noted to assure that the correct fixture is used
(comment #7).

•

Theurkauf Design and Planning (“Theurkauf”) review dated January 9, 2018. Comments #2 through #9 review the proposed landscaping, and it appears that most of
Theurkauf’s prior concerns have been resolved. We note:
−

Comment #2 directs a minor revision to satisfy the screen buffer requirement.

−

Staff advises that the waiver described in comment #3 is unnecessary since §32513.C of the Zoning states that adjoining lots in common ownership are to be considered a single lot.

−

Regarding comment #5, Staff supports a waiver from the loading area screening
requirement (§281-35.G(1)(b) of the S/LDO) to allow the landscaping as shown.

−

The Commission should discuss with the Applicant resolution of comment #7
regarding the inadequate size of the parking lot island.

−

At the November 28 meeting, the Commission agreed to a waiver of §281-37.D of
the S/LDO such that no building façade plantings need be provided in order to
accommodate a wider sidewalk. While this resolves comment #8, we note that the
sidewalk is still labelled on Sheet 2 as being four feet wide (TPD notes this error in
their January 10 review letter).

Theurkauf supports a waiver from §281-33.C(6)(c) such that growth diagrams need not
be provided; Staff concurs.
•

Traffic Planning and Design (“TPD”) reviews dated December 8, 2017 and January
10, 2018. The December review states that this project is subject to payment of a
traffic impact fee of $14,635.80. Comment #4 of the January review notes that the
clear-sight triangle for the driveway is improperly shown, and comment #5 raises concerns about the truck turning plan on Sheet 13. Staff agrees that trucks accessing the
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loading area behind the building should not be required to back down the driveway
from National Rd. The Commission should discuss this matter with the Applicant to
determine if there are alternative means of accessing that loading area. The remaining comments direct minor additions and corrections to the plan drawing.
•

Director of Public Works memorandum dated January 10, 2018. Mr. Otteni advises
that all of his prior concerns have been addressed to his satisfaction.

The prior review by the Fire Marshal only directed participation in the Township’s Knox box
program (the Applicant agreed), so we did not request a new review from him. The prior
review by the Chief of Police suggested additional security lighting on the east side of the
building. We recall that the Applicant agreed to this, but no such lighting is shown on Sheet
12. While this lighting is not an Ordinance requirement, the Commission may wish to ask the
Applicant to clarify their intent on this matter. The County Planning Commission review did
not raise any concerns in addition to those noted by our consultants.
Staff Comment
While there are more remaining consultant concerns than we anticipated, we note that most
are minor: it appears that only comment #5 of the TPD review and comment #7 of the Theurkauf review have the potential to affect the site layout. If the Applicant is able to satisfy the
Commission on this point and if no other issues arise in the course of the meeting, then Staff
would have no objection to Commission action on the plan tonight. If the Commission
chooses to do so, Staff recommends the following waivers and conditions; we further recommend that the Applicant be directed to revise and re-submit their drawings to resolve as
many of the consultant concerns as possible prior to review by the Board of Supervisors.
1. The plan is approved as a final plan, pursuant to §281-10.H of the S/LDO.
2. Waiver of §270-20 of the Stormwater Management Ordinance such that infiltration of
stormwater need not be provided, pursuant to comment #1 of the SSM review dated
January 10, 2018.
3. Waiver of §270-29.E of the Stormwater Management Ordinance to allow storm sewer
pipes with a diameter of less than fifteen inches, pursuant to comment #2 of the SSM
review dated January 10, 2017.
4. Waiver of §281-31.A of the S/LDO such that no sidewalk need be provided along the
National Rd. frontage, provided that the Applicant makes a contribution to the Township’s Sidewalk Fund of an amount equivalent to the construction cost of such a
sidewalk.
5. Waiver of §281-33.C(6)(c) of the S/LDO such that no growth rate diagrams need be
provided, pursuant to comment #11 of the Theurkauf review dated January 9, 2018.
6. Waiver of §281-35.G(1)(b) of the S/LDO such that no screening need be provided for
the loading dock on the west side of the building, pursuant to comment #5b of the
Theurkauf review dated January 9, 2018.
7. Waiver of §281-37.D of the S/LDO regarding building façade plantings such that a
wider sidewalk can be accommodated in this area.
8. Resolution of all remaining consultant concerns to the satisfaction of the Township.
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9. Payment of a fee in lieu of open space pursuant to §281-47.C(2)(a) of the S/LDO, such
fee to be paid2 in full at or before the time that application is made for the first building permit for this project.
10. Payment of a traffic impact fee in the amount of $14,635.80, pursuant to Township
Ordinance No. 427 and the TPD review dated December 8, 2017. Such fee shall be
paid in full at or before the time that application is made for the first building permit
for this project.
11. Any other conditions as may be agreed to in the course of tonight’s meeting.
12. Execution and recording of the Township’s Stormwater Management Facilities Maintenance Agreement and Landscaping Restrictive Covenant, pursuant to Township
practice.
13. Execution of a Developer Agreement and a Financial Security Agreement pursuant to
Township practice. The amount of such security shall be based upon construction cost
estimates for the site improvements, including landscaping, to be provided by the
Applicant, which shall be reviewed and deemed sufficient by SSM and Theurkauf.
14. Payment of all outstanding Township invoices within thirty days of the date of final
plan approval or at the time of application for the first construction-related permit,
whichever comes first.
Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

SSM review dated January 10, 2018.
Stubbe Consulting review dated December 30, 2017.
Theurkauf review dated January 9, 2018.
TPD reviews dated December 8, 2017 and January 10, 2018.
Director of Public Works memorandum dated January 10, 2018.
Plan set dated August 24, 2017, most recently revised December 27, 2017.

H:\Plans\GHI\Horn\Weller PC memo dated 1-12-18

2

The amount of this fee varies over time according to the Consumer Price Index and is calculated at time of
payment. Assuming that this Applicant timely applies for a building permit, Staff estimates that the amount will
be approximately $3,900.
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S TUBBE C ONSULTING LLC
Phone: 610 972-9803
FAX: 610 326-1402

IEEE

1438 Shaner Drive
Pottstown, PA 19465
stubbeconsultingllc@gmail.com

December 30, 2017
Mr. Ed. Theurkauf, ASLA
Theurkauf Design & Planning LLC
1240 Elbow Lane
Chester Springs, PA 19425
Subject: Horn Pumping - Prelim/Final Land Development., West Whiteland Twp.
Review of Revised Lighting
Dear Ed.,
On 12/28/17, West Whiteland Township transmitted Sheets 1-13, Rev. 1 dated
12/27/17 for the Horn Plumbing & Heating Warehouse/Office Bldg. at 302 National Rd.
Also transmitted was a 12/27/17 letter to Township, referencing this office's 11/06/17
review letter.
Proposed lighting, on Sheet 12, consists of 4 luminaires pole-mounted at 20' AFG and
6 luminaires wall-mounted at 12' AFF.
The following comments and recommendations are repeated from this office's 11/06/17
review letter, based on the requirements contained in SLDO Chapter 281-48, Lighting
Control, and reasonable and customary engineering practices:
1. Lighting Control - §281-48.C.(3)(c) requires lighting to be controlled by automatic
switching devices to extinguish outdoor lighting by 11 p.m. and dawn, or within 1
hour of the close of business. If all-night lighting is proposed, it shall not constitute
more than 25% of the normal lighting, unless Applicant can demonstrate to the
satisfaction of Township, that additional site security lighting is justified. It is
recommended Applicant be requested to specify on lighting plan, by what means the
site lighting is to be controlled and which luminaires, if any, are proposed to remain
on all night for site safety/security.
Applicant's Response - "The lights in the front parking area of the building will
remain on for security."
Such a commitment could not be found documented on Plan. It is
recommended Applicant be requested to add a note to Lighting Plan stating
which luminaires are to remain on dusk to dawn and by what means they and
the remaining luminaires will be extinguished, and at what time they will be
extinguished nightly.
2. Luminaire Mounting Height - 281-48C.(5)(a) requires that luminaires meeting IES
full-cutoff criteria shall not be mounted in excess of 20' AFG. Applicant proposes a
25' mounting height. It is recommended Applicant be requested to submit a lighting
plan utilizing a maximum mounting height of 20' AFG.
Applicant's Response - "The lighting plan has been revised to utilize a maximum
mounting height of 20' AFG."
Issue resolved. No further action deemed necessary.
Helping municipalities insist on responsible outdoor lighting

3. Pole Protection - 281-48C.(5)(d) requires that poles supporting luminaires directly
behind parking spaces shall be placed a minimum of 5' behind curbs or tire stops or
placed atop a concrete pedestal at least 30" high or otherwise suitably protect poles
from backing vehicles. It is recommended Applicant be requested to demonstrate
compliance with pole-protection requirement.
Applicant's Response - "Because only cars will be accessing the front parking area,
the 3' concrete base is more than sufficient to protect the pole from potential impact
from a car bumper."
Rev. 0 did not contain a pole base detail and this office failed to see the 3'
base reference on Rev. 0. Issue resolved, no further action deemed
necessary.
4. Plan Content - §281-48.D. requires the following information on Lighting Plan::
a. Manufacturer's catalog cuts of specified luminaires and poles
b. Names of ies files used to calculate plotted illuminance values.
c. Detail of concrete footing supporting luminaire poles
d. Placement of luminaire symbols on Landscape Plan, demonstrating illuminance
levels, at or before tree maturity, will not be blocked to the extent that lighting
levels at grade would fall below Ordinance mandated minimum levels.
It is recommended Applicant be requested to add above information to lighting plan
Applicant's Response - "Specified luminaires and pole specification sheet have been
added to the plans, as well as details of the concrete footings surrounding luminaire
poles. From comparing the landscape plan and the lighting plan, mounted lights are
not intercepted by any vegetation, as they abut with pavement. The only plants
indicated to be in front of or surrounding pole lights are shrubs (steeds holly,
hummingbird clethra, winterberry, and inkberrry) which have a 24" min. height.
Therefore it is not a concern that landscaping will block lighting to an extent that
lighting levels at grade would fall below minimum levels.
a. Manufacturer's catalog cuts have been added to plan. No further action
deemed necessary.
b. Name of ies could not be found on Plan. It is suggested Applicant be
required to add ies file names to Plan.
c. Concrete footing detail added. No further action deemed necessary.
d. To make landscaping discipline aware of luminaire locations, in the event
of subsequent revisions to landscaping and/or lighting plans, it continues
to be recommended that Applicant be requested to plot luminaire locations
on Landscape Plan.
5. Plan Notes §281-480-48.E requires the placement of the following notes on lighting
plan:
a. The Township reserves the right to conduct one or more post-installation
nighttime inspections to verify compliance with the requirements of this section
and, if appropriate, to require remedial action at no expense to Township.
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b. Post-approval alterations to lighting plans or intended substitutions for approved
lighting equipment shall be submitted to Township for review and approval prior
to installation.
Applicant Response - "These notes have been added to the lighting plan."
Issue resolved. No further action deemed necessary.
6. Uniformity - A maximum to minimum uniformity ratio 22.71:1 is recorded for the left
parking lot and 21:1 for the right parking lot. Ordinance requires a maximum
uniformity ration of 20:1. However in neither parking lot were the minimum fc values
used to create the ratios actually within the paved parking area.
It is recommended Township consider plotted uniformity ratio values to be
Ordinance compliant.
7. Manufacturer's Catalog Cuts vs. Luminaire Schedule - The catalog numbers of the
specified luminaires could not be found on the provided manufacturer's catalog cuts.
Further, the resultant correlated color temperature values could not be found on
Plan.
It is recommended Applicant be requested to mark the manufacturer's catalog
cut to show the specified luminaire catalog number and to record the resultant
correlated color temperature of the specified LED sources.
If there are questions or concerns regarding this review and its recommendations,
please advise.
Sincerely,
Stubbe Consulting LLC

C. Stanley Stubbe
Copy: Mr. Justin Smiley, Township Planner
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

John Weller, AICP, West Whiteland Township Planning Director and Zoning Officer
Justin Smiley, AICP, Township Planner
Andrew M. DeFonzo, P.E., D.L. Howell & Associates, Inc.
Patrick J. Stuart, RLA, Orsatti & Stuart Associates, Inc.

FROM:

Edward A. Theurkauf, RLA, ASLA, APA
Kelsey Stanton, Associate ASLA

DATE:

January 9, 2018

SUBJECT:

REVIEW COMMENTS – HORN PLUMBING & HEATING
LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN DATED 12-28-17

Please note our review comments pertaining to the following documents that we received on 12-29-17
and to a site visit on 11-7-17:
•
•

Plan consisting of 13 sheets, and
A letter dated 12-21-17 from Patrick J. Stuart, RLA, MCRP, responding to our comments made on
the 8-24-17 preliminary plan.

Previously noted issues that have been resolved are so noted. New comments are in bold.
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REVIEW COMMENTS – HORN PLUMBING & HEATING
LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN DATED 12-28-17
January 9, 2018
1.

Pedestrian Access – Section 281-321.A of the subdivision and land development ordinance
(SLDO) requires sidewalks at all new developments. No sidewalk is proposed.
It is noted that there are no existing sidewalks along National Road, which is a relatively low
volume cul-de-sac street. If the Township elects to waive this requirement, a fee in lieu could be
used to provide pedestrian access where the need is more critical.

2.

Screen Buffer – In accordance with section 281-35.D (SLDO), a 50 foot wide planted screen
buffer is required along the higher classified street on reverse frontage nonresidential lots,
which in this case would be the Route 30 By-pass. However, section 325-18.F.3 of the zoning
ordinance (ZO) permits the buffer to be as narrow as 15 feet wide.
Thus, the proposed screen buffer of 25-40 feet width is permitted. Screen buffer landscaping
has been revised and proposed as follows:
Buffer/Length

Plant Type

U.S. 30/151 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Small Shrubs

Required Qty. Proposed Qty.
3
6
30

3
5
30

The plan shall be revised to indicate the additional required evergreen tree. Moving one of
the proposed White Spruce trees from the east side of the building to the rear property line
would resolve this issue.
3.

Perimeter Buffer – Section 281-35.E (SLDO) requires a 25 foot wide perimeter buffer along
property boundaries. However, section 325-18.F.3 of the zoning ordinance (ZO) permits the
buffer to be as narrow as 15 feet wide.
There is no buffer proposed along the west property line. However, it is noted that the two
adjacent lots are served by a common drive along this property line, and the proposed new
building is presumed to be part of a single business compound for one existing use. Thus, we
would not object to a waiver on the west perimeter buffer.
The proposed east perimeter buffer of 16 feet minimum width is permitted, with plantings
required and proposed as follows:
Buffer/Length

Plant Type

East/173 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Small Shrubs

The east perimeter buffer is judged to be compliant.

Required Qty. Proposed Qty.
2
3
17

2
3
17
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REVIEW COMMENTS – HORN PLUMBING & HEATING
LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN DATED 12-28-17
January 9, 2018
4.

Parking Lot Screen – Section 281-35.G.1.a (SLDO) requires low vegetative screening of parking
lots. The plan has been revised to include small shrubs along the high side of the retaining
wall, as well as additional shrubs and evergreen trees along the east property line. This issue
has been resolved.

5.

Loading Area Screening - Section 281-35.G (SLDO) requires high vegetative screening of loading
areas, consisting of evergreen trees or large evergreen shrubs.
a. The screen buffer landscaping has been revised to include large evergreen shrubs.
Relocating the required evergreen tree in accordance with comment 2 will further
enhance screening. Given that US 30 is elevated above the site, and that the plan
indicates abundant trees and shrubs in the area, we consider the rear loading area to be
adequately screened.
b. The side loading dock would not be screened fully from National Road. It is noted that this
would match a similar feature on the existing building on the adjacent lot. Unless the
building is redesigned to eliminate this feature, a waiver would be required. The Township
shall determine whether a waiver from this requirement is acceptable.

6.

Street Trees – In accordance with Section 281-36 (SLDO), one street tree is required for each 50
feet of road frontage, to be located within the road ROW as follows:
Frontage (Length)
National Road (150 LF)

Required Trees

Proposed Trees

3

3

The plan has been revised to relocate the trees to within the street right-of-way as required.
This issue has been resolved.
7.

Parking Lot Islands – In accordance with section 281-37.B (SLDO), there shall be a 9X18 foot
parking lot landscape island at the ends of parking bays. The island separating the front parking
from the entry drive is only 6 feet wide, which is insufficient to sustain a shade tree. The
applicant maintains that the proposed island dimensions are sufficient to accommodate the
root ball of a shade tree at planting and adequate planting medium for plant growth.
According to James Urban in his work on trees in the built environment 1, the approximately
300 cubic feet of soil volume (5 ft. wide x 20 ft. long x 3 ft. deep) in the proposed island will
support a tree no larger than 6” DBH, which for the proposed Honeylocust means that the tree
would survive for just 8-10 years. In order to grow to maturity, the tree would need 800-1,000
cubic feet of soil; while we recognize that this condition is impractical for the site, the

1

Up by Roots. Champaign, IL: International Society of Arboriculture (ISA), 2008.
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REVIEW COMMENTS – HORN PLUMBING & HEATING
LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN DATED 12-28-17
January 9, 2018

minimum required 9X18 foot parking lot island would better promote healthy tree growth and
longevity to 20-25 years. We therefore recommend that the island be revised for compliance.
8.

Building Façade Plantings – Section 281-37.D (SLDO) requires plantings between parking areas
and building façades as follows:
Facade/Length

Plant Type

Front/80 LF

Shade Trees
Small Shrubs

Required Qty. Proposed Qty.
2
20

0
0

The plan has been revised to include the required landscaping between the front parking lot
and National Road. This does not satisfy the intent of the ordinance requirement, which is to
help mitigate the amount of reflected heat and glare, to improve the aesthetics of parking
lots, and to promote a comfortable pedestrian environment.
We recommend that the applicant consider moving either the front or rear parking areas to
the minimum setback line in order to accommodate the required five foot wide planting area
between the walkway and building façade. If the Township determines that this is not
feasible, a waiver would be required to permit the proposed shade trees and shrubs along the
road frontage to apply to the building façade planting requirement.
9.

Tree Removal and Replacement – In accordance with section 281-34.G (SLDO), compensatory
tree plantings are required as follows:
Tree Size
12-24 inch
6-12 inch

Inches To be Removed
40
35

Total required Compensatory Tree inches
Total required 3-inch Compensatory Trees

Required Compensatory Inches
13
6
19
7

The plan has been revised to include (7) 3 ½-inch shade trees. This issue has been resolved.
10.

Plan Errors – The following plan errors should be resolved prior to preliminary approval:
•
•
•

Thirteen (13) White Spruce trees have been specified in the plant schedule, but (10)
are indicated on the plan.
The existing curb line along the east side of the property driveway remains on the plan
and should be removed.
A shrub east of the proposed south parking lot should be moved away from the curb
depression and stone erosion bed.

REVIEW COMMENTS – HORN PLUMBING & HEATING
LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN DATED 12-28-17
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January 9, 2018
11.

Plant Growth Diagrams – We would not object to a waiver from the growth rate diagrams
required under section 281-36.C.6.c (SLDO).

12.

Cost Estimate – A landscape cost estimate will be required upon final plan approval in
accordance with section 281-33.C.6.i (SLDO).

13.

Conclusion – Prior to preliminary approval, the following issues should be addressed:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sidewalk waiver (Comment 1)
Screen buffer plantings (Comment 2)
West perimeter buffer waiver (Comment 3)
West side loading screen waiver (Comment 5.b)
Parking lot island width (Comment 7)
Building façade plantings (Comment 8)

The other issues shall be resolved on the final plan.
Please contact this office with any questions.

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

January 10, 2018

TO:

John Weller, Director of Planning and Zoning

FROM:

Theodore D. Otteni, P.E.
Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Sort Partnership – 302 National Road
Horn Plumbing Land Development

I have reviewed the submission for Sort Partnership – 302 National Road - Horn Plumbing Land
Development plans with a plotted date of December 28, 2017. My comments on the prior
submission have been adequately addressed. I have no additional comments.

MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 12, 2018
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning
SUBJECT: Keva Flats
Revised land development plan
APPLICANT:

The Hankin Group
707 Eagleview Blvd.
Exton, PA 19341

SITE ADDRESS:

301 W. Lincoln Hwy.
Exton, PA 19341

TAX PARCEL:
ZONING:
DESCRIPTION:
EXPIRES:

41-5-30.5
TC, Town Center
Conversion of existing structure into two (2) dwelling units.
April 2, 2018

Background
On July 13, 2016 the Board of Supervisors (“Board”) granted final plan approval for the development of the subject property, historically known as the Chandler Tract, with 240 apartment
units in six buildings; a clubhouse and recreational center in a seventh building; the restoration and adaptive re-use of the existing house, barn, and spring house; and approximately 935
linear feet of new public road connecting Waterloo Blvd. and Lincoln Hwy. along the western
side of the property. The Applicant later revised this plan to accommodate 240 apartment
units in five buildings and to relocate the clubhouse to a building that connected two of the
apartment buildings. The other features – including the restoration and adaptive re-use of
the existing house – were unchanged. The Board approved this revised plan on April 12, 2017.
The Applicant began work on the project later that year, and construction is currently
underway.
The current plan involves the existing house, a large, currently vacant dwelling known as “Ivy
Cottage” that is also a Class I historic resource (Township Site No. 205). The Applicant originally intended to restore the structure and adapt the ground level for commercial use, most
likely office space. Building code requirements make re-use of the upper floors problematic,
so the Applicant proposed blocking public access to those levels and using them only for
storage.
The Commission may recall that Ivy Cottage has two distinct sections: the older Georgianstyle section is the portion closest to Lincoln Hwy. and was built in 1799 as a summer home.

The northern section is an addition built around 1886 in the Queen Anne style, nearly
doubling the size of the home. The Applicant is now proposing to restore the structure and
make it a two-unit dwelling, with each section being one dwelling unit. We note that this
arrangement fits the Township definition of “townhouse” and is therefore permitted here by
right pursuant to §325-13.B(1)(a) of the West Whiteland Township Zoning Ordinance (“Zoning”). The change in use precipitated other changes to the plan, the most significant being
the re-design of the parking area and access drive for residential instead of commercial use
and reconfiguration of a stormwater basin and the adjacent pedestrian path.
Staff has reviewed the conditional use Decision and Order (“D&O”) approved by the Board of
Supervisors on January 4, 2016 for the development of the entire tract and has determined
that the current proposal is compliant with all of the conditions imposed by the D&O. We
therefore conclude that it is not necessary to re-open the conditional use hearing to accommodate this project; however, the changes to the stormwater management system, access
drive, and parking area are all actions that we define as “land development,” so the project
requires review and approval as such.
The Applicant was scheduled to present this plan to the Historical Commission on January 8,
2018, but that meeting was cancelled due to inclement weather. The Township’s historic
preservation consultant had prepared a written review of the project for that meeting advising that:
“…the adaptive reuse of Ivy Cottage as a multi-family residential building is
sensitive to the existing historic structure, and provides two unique residential
units for the Keva Flats project. The current adaptive reuse proposal is
respectful of the historic character of Ivy Cottage and its setting.”
The Historical Commission will review the plan at their February meeting.
Tonight is the Applicant’s first presentation of the revised land development plan to the Planning Commission.
Consultant Reviews
The Chester County Planning Commission reviewed the prior revision of this land development
plan in correspondence dated March 10, 2017. Staff determined that the nature of this revision was such that it did not substantially alter the community impact of the project and that
no additional County review was warranted.
•

SSM Group (“SSM”) review dated January 9, 2018. The driveway width issue in comment #1 was also noted by TPD and is discussed in the “Staff Comment” section
below. SSM notes the need for additional documentation and plan details, the most
critical being the need to show that the volume of the revised stormwater basin
remains adequate. No concerns regarding the design are indicated.

•

Theurkauf Design and Planning (“Theurkauf”) review dated January 5, 2018. Comment #1 notes that the only non-compliant aspect of the landscaping is a pre-existing
condition in the vicinity of the barn that was already approved by waiver in the prior
plan approval. While Staff does not object to repeating the waiver, we do not think it
is necessary. Comment #2 recommends a variety of minor adjustments to the landscaping to assure that the selected species are suitable at the locations shown, and
comment #6 supports a waiver of the requirement to provide plant growth diagrams;
Staff concurs in both cases. The remaining comments note the need for minor corrections and additions.
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•

Stubbe Consulting review dated December 29, 2017. Mr. Stubbe requests additional
information regarding the proposed lighting. Comment #4 recommends a different
light temperature given the change in use, and comment #6 suggests that the lighting
be coordinated with the landscaping plan to assure that these design elements are not
in conflict.

•

Traffic Planning and Design (“TPD”) review dated January 9, 2018. Comment #4
notes that the parking spaces should be marked and recommends a 24-foot wide drive
aisle in lieu of the 18-foot aisle shown. We note that this is a recommendation based
upon engineering practice and not an Ordinance requirement. The Commission may
wish to discuss this with the Applicant: Staff supports a design that accommodates
turning movements and emergency vehicles safely, and if the Applicant can demonstrate this is possible with a narrower width, we favor that in the interest of minimizing impervious cover. The “stop” sign recommended in comment #5 is shown on the
drawing. The “new comments” include the driveway width issue reviewed below in
“Staff Comments” and a request for centerline data to document the adequacy of the
design. Regarding comment #16, Staff understands that the trail surface will be flush
with the driveway surface such that no ramps are necessary; the Commission should
confirm this with the Applicant.

•

Director of Public Works memorandum dated January 9, 2018. Mr. Otteni has no
concerns regarding this plan.

•

Fire Marshal memorandum dated January 9, 2018. Mr. Moses notes that the building will need to be sprinklered, but he has no other concerns regarding this plan.

•

Chief of Police memorandum dated December 4, 2017. Chief Catov has no concerns
regarding this plan.

Staff Comment
The SSM and TPD reviews both state the proposed driveway should be 24 feet wide, not
twelve feet wide as shown, citing §325-37.A(4) of the Zoning. Upon review, the Zoning
Officer has determined that this section does not apply here, and that the 24-foot width is
required for “interior drive cartway widths,” which refers to the travel lanes in parking lots,
not driveways to individual uses. Furthermore, the text of this section states that it applies
to “multi-family” developments. Article II of the Zoning defines a multi-family dwelling as “a
building containing three or more dwelling units…” (emphasis added). The Applicant is proposing a two-unit arrangement meeting our definition of a “townhouse.” For these reasons,
the Zoning Officer concludes that the new driveway need not be 24 feet wide, but must
instead comply with §281-44.A of the Township Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance
(“S/LDO”), which specifies a minimum width of nine feet. In addition, §281-40.E of the
S/LDO allows a single driveway to serve two dwelling units. Staff therefore concludes that
the driveway as shown complies with the applicable Township regulations.
The Commission may recall that the Applicant is providing a significant improvement to the
transportation network by constructing Keva Dr. at no cost to the Township. The value of this
improvement considerably exceeded the amount of the traffic impact fee otherwise required
for this project, so the credit granted exceeded the amount owed. For this reason, no traffic
impact fee is required for this project either. Similarly, the open space set aside exceeded
the amount required by §281-47 of the S/LDO, so no additional set-aside is warranted to
accommodate this project.
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As described above, our consultants have a variety of relatively minor concerns, which we
expect the Applicant to address as “will comply” items. Staff suggests that the Commission
give guidance regarding the size of the maneuvering area behind the new parking spaces (TPD
comment #4). If the Commission is satisfied with the conclusion of discussion tonight, Staff
would not object to action. We recommend the following waivers and conditions:
1. The plan is approved as a final plan, pursuant to §281-10.H of the S/LDO.
2. Waiver of §281-33.C(6)(c) of the S/LDO such that no growth rate diagrams need be
provided, pursuant to comment #6 of the Theurkauf review dated January 5, 2018.
3. Resolution of all remaining consultant concerns to the satisfaction of the Township.
4. Any other conditions as may be agreed to in the course of tonight’s meeting.
5. Execution and recording of the Township’s Stormwater Management Facilities Maintenance Agreement and Landscaping Restrictive Covenant, pursuant to Township
practice.
6. Execution of a Developer Agreement and a Financial Security Agreement pursuant to
Township practice. The amount of such security shall be based upon construction cost
estimates for the site improvements, including landscaping, to be provided by the
Applicant, which shall be reviewed and deemed sufficient by SSM and Theurkauf.
7. Payment of all outstanding Township invoices within thirty days of the date of final
plan approval or at the time of application for the first construction-related permit,
whichever comes first.
8. Payment of all outstanding Township invoices within thirty days of the date of final
plan approval or at the time of application for the first building permit for this project, whichever comes first.
Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

SSM review dated January 9, 2018.
Theurkauf review dated January 5, 2018.
Stubbe Consulting review dated December 29, 2017.
TPD review dated January 9, 2018.
Director of Public Works memo dated January 9, 2018.
Fire Marshal memo dated January 9, 2018.
Chief of Police memo dated December 4, 2017.
Plan set dated March 21, 2016, most recently revised December 6, 2017.

H:\Plans\ABC\Chandler Tract\Weller PC memo dated 1-12-18
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

John Weller, AICP, West Whiteland Township Planning Director and Zoning Officer
Justin Smiley, AICP, Township Planner
C. Stanley Stubbe, Township Lighting Consultant
Ted Gacomis, P.E., EB Walsh & Associates, Inc.
Neal Fisher, P.E., Hankin Group

FROM:

Edward A. Theurkauf, RLA, ASLA, APA

DATE:

January 5, 2018

SUBJECT:

REVIEW COMMENTS – KEVA FLATS (CHANDLER TRACT)
PRELIMINARY/FINAL PLAN DATED 12-6-17

Please note our review comments pertaining to the following documents that we received on 12-27-17:
•

Land development plan consisting of 18 sheets; and

•

Cover letter from Neal Fisher dated 12-22-17.

In addition to relevant ordinance provisions, the plan has been reviewed in terms of conditions and
specific relief pertaining to the previously approved land development plan for the property.
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REVIEW COMMENTS – KEVA FLATS (CHANDLER TRACT)
PRELIMINARY/FINAL PLAN DATED 12-6-17
January 5, 2018
1.

Building Façade Plantings – Section 281-37.D of the subdivision and land development
ordinance (SLDO) requires plantings between parking areas and building façades to break up the
appearance of the façade and to promote a comfortable pedestrian environment. Thus,
landscaping is required and proposed as follows:
Facade/Length

Plant Type

Required Qty. Proposed Qty.

Ivy Cottage/95 LF

Shade Trees
Small Shrubs

2
24

2*
31

Barn Office/48 LF

Shade Trees
Small Shrubs

1
8

0
0

Bldg. 1/180 LF

Shade Trees
Small Shrubs

4
45

6*
65

Bldg. 2, 3/440 LF

Shade Trees
Small Shrubs

9
110

11*
194

Bldg. 4/270 LF

Shade Trees
Small Shrubs

5
68

7*
115

Bldg. 5/180 LF

Shade Trees
Small Shrubs

4
45

6*
70

* Flowering trees applied toward requirement
Except for the barn/office, all building façade plantings are in compliance. It is noted that the
barn condition represents a preexisting unchanged condition, and that a waiver from the
requirement for this building was part of the prior approval. We would thus have no objection
to a waiver from the façade planting requirement for the barn/office.
2.

Plant Cultural Conditions and Conflicts – Section 281-35.C.4 (SLDO) requires that plantings be
culturally and functionally appropriate. The following conditions should be corrected:
a. Two Cornus florida are proposed in Infiltration Basin #3. These trees will not withstand
inundation and should be relocated or replaced with more appropriate species.

REVIEW COMMENTS – KEVA FLATS (CHANDLER TRACT)
PRELIMINARY/FINAL PLAN DATED 12-6-17

Page |3

January 5, 2018
b. One Quercus coccinea is proposed in a 6 foot wide space between a sidewalk and planting
island curb east of building 4. The planting part of the island should be widened to 9 feet
width to accommodate the tree, or the sidewalk should be relocated to eliminate the
conflict.
c. One Quercus coccinnea is proposed in conflict with the sidewalk east of building 4.
d. Conflicts between site lighting and trees should be resolved by relocating trees and/or
fixtures. In some cases, utilizing small leaved open canopy trees may be adequate to permit
safe lighting levels.
3.

Plant Schedule/Plan Errors and Discrepancies – There are numerous discrepancies between
plant quantities shown on the plan and on the Plant Lists. Of the (58) species named on the
Plant Lists, only the quantities of Picea omikora, Prunus X ‘Yedoensis’, Ulmus X ‘Homestead’,
Rhododendron maximum, and Panicum virgatum coincide with what is represented on the plan.
In addition, the following errors are noted:
a. There are plant labels for 332 LV on the plan, but no corresponding entry on the Plant List.
b. 15 evergreen trees south of Ivy Cottage are unidentified.
c. On the east property line, there is a label for 13 PS and no corresponding trees.
d. On the east property line, there appears to be an unidentified deciduous tree symbol.
e. Along Waterloo Boulevard, there is a label for one AS, but no corresponding tree.
f.

Southeast of building 3 near the path, there is a label for one GT, but no corresponding tree.

g. The label describing the adaptive reuse of historic buildings as office and storage is
incorrect.
The plan shall be revised accordingly.
4.

Text and Graphic Conflicts – Plant labels conflict with graphics and other text. As a result, the
plan is very difficult to read. These conflicts should be resolved.

5.

Cost Estimate – A landscape cost estimate will be required with the final plan in accordance with
section 281-33.C.6.i (SLDO).
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6.

Plant Growth Diagrams – We would not object to a waiver from the growth rate diagrams
required under section 281-36.C.6.c (SLDO).

7.

Landscape Plan Preparation – Section 281-33.C.7 (SLDO) requires that landscape plans be
prepared and sealed by a Pennsylvania registered landscape architect. The final plan shall be
sealed accordingly.

8.

Conclusion – Waiver requests should be considered prior to preliminary approval. All other
issues may be resolved on the final plan.

Please contact this office with any questions.

S TUBBE C ONSULTING LLC
Phone: 610 972-9803
FAX: 610 326-1402

IEEE

1438 Shaner Drive
Pottstown, PA 19465
stubbeconsultingllc@gmail.com

December 29, 2017
Mr. Ed. Theurkauf, ASLA
Theurkauf Design & Planning LLC
1240 Elbow Lane
Chester Springs, PA 19425
Subject: Keva Flats: Ivy Cottage, Preliminary/Final LD, West Whiteland Township
Review of Exterior-Lighting
Dear Ed:
In a transmittal dated December 21, West Whiteland Planning & Zoning Department
provided a plan set, Sheets 1 - 18, dtd. 12/16/17, for the proposed Keva Flats, Ivy
Cottage preliminary/final LD application. Also transmitted was a copy of a 12/22/17
Hankin letter to the Township, Note 5 of which states "Lighting has been reduced around
the historic house and LED lights are being proposed for the remaining areas."
Proposed exterior lighting, is contained on Sheet 10, Preliminary/Final Lighting Plan.
Specified are 28 4000K LED luminaires, pole-mounted at nominally 20' AFG, and
decorative full-cutoff 4000K LED luminaires mounted atop 10' poles. Majority of
luminaires are to be automatically extinguished by 11 p.m. nightly. Select luminaires are
to remain on all night.
The following comments and recommendations are offered, in accordance with the
lighting requirements contained in SLDO Chapter 281, §281-48. and reasonable and
customary engineering practices:
1. Pole Footings - Lighting Fixture Detail for the Type B luminaire depicts 2 footings, 1
with a 3" reveal AFG and one with a considerably higher reveal AFG.
It is recommended Applicant be requested to identify which footing detail
applies to this project or if both are applicable, when is each used.
2. Specified Luminaires - The specified Type A luminaire could not be found in
manufacturer's online offerings. The depicted Type B luminaire detail does not
appear to be representative of the specified luminaire.
It is recommended Applicant be requested to place on Lighting Plan a catalog
cut of each specified luminaire.
3. Pole Types - The 2 pole types depicted on Lighting Plan have not been identified on
Plan.
It is recommended Applicant be requested to adequately describe proposed
poles on Lighting Plan.
4. LED Source Correlated Color Temperature - 4000K sources have been specified for
both luminaire types.

For this use, which is partially residential, where driver, occupant and
pedestrian visual comfort should be given serious considered, it is
recommended Applicant be requested to use 3000K sources.
5. Building Mounted Lighting - Lighting Note 9 states: "All exterior building lights shall be
full cutoff."
If building mounted or other exterior lighting is planned, it is recommended
Applicant be requested to submit it for Township review and approval as part of
the land development application process.
6. Landscaping Conflicts - There are a number of places where luminaires are located
directly behind or close enough to trees, where at tree maturity there will be sufficient
blockage of the light and thereby produce illuminance levels below Ordinance
required minimums.
It is recommended Applicant be requested to review proposed tree and
proposed luminaire locations and take necessary steps to minimize potential
light blockages at tree maturity or before.
If there are questions or comments with respect to this review and its recommendations,
please advise.
Sincerely,
Stubbe Consulting LLC

C. Stanley Stubbe
Copy: Justin Smiley, Township Planner
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MEMORANDUM
DATE:

January 9, 2018

TO:

John Weller, Director of Planning and Zoning

FROM:

Theodore D. Otteni, P.E.
Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Keva Flats (formerly Marquis at Exton)
Change of use of Historic House

I have reviewed the plans titled “Keva Flats – Land Development Plan” with a last revised date of
December 6, 2017 which were submitted by the applicant to modify the proposed adaptive reuse
of the historic house.
I do not have any comments on the revised plan.

MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 12, 2018
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning
SUBJECT: Hanover Exton Square
Conditional use application
APPLICANT: Hanover R. S. Limited Partnership
5847 San Felipe St., Ste. 3600
Houston, TX 22102

SITE ADDRESS: 181 N. Pottstown Pk.
Exton, PA 19341

TAX PARCELS: 41-5-90
ZONING: TC, Town Center
DESCRIPTION: Construction of 342 apartment units in a six-story building at
the northeast corner of N. Pottstown Pk. and the west
entrance to the Exton Square shopping center. Conditional
use review is required pursuant to §325-124.A of the West
Whiteland Township Zoning Ordinance (“Zoning”) for the
construction of fifteen or more dwelling units.

Background
The project site occupies a portion of the former K-Mart property, adjacent to the Whole
Foods grocery store. The Applicant is proposing a six-story multi-family residential building
with 342 dwelling units. According to the information provided on Sheet 2, there will be 230
one-bedroom units, 95 two-bedroom units, and 17 three-bedroom units. Structured parking
will be provided in a multi-level garage that will be surrounded on all sides by the building.
Site amenities will be provided in two courtyard spaces at each end of the structure.
The Applicant first met with the Commission concerning this project at the meeting of
December 5, 2017. As the consultant reviews were not available at that time, this was an
informal discussion where we addressed the following topics:
•

Co-ordination with Exton Square – The Applicant noted that they were in the process
of acquiring the project site from PREIT (the owner of Exton Square) and were therefore in frequent contact with PREIT personnel. They added that PREIT considers this
project to be a critical element of their plans to upgrade the mall site, so PREIT has
been careful to be sure that the Applicant’s project will not impede or conflict with
other planned improvements. The Applicant stated that they would advise PREIT of
the Township’s desire for better and more frequent communication on this matter.

•

Ability of the local housing market to absorb this project in addition to the others
already approved – The Applicant explained how they evaluated markets and housing
demand in advance of making a decision to proceed with a given project. They illustrated their presentation with data for the Exton area, noting that Hanover’s decision
to enter the western suburbs of Philadelphia was made with knowledge of who their
competition would be and what other projects were in the development process. The
Commission asked for some additional information on several points, which the Applicant agreed to provide at their next meeting with the Commission.

•

Connections to the neighborhood – The Commission expressed concern about the
dearth of pedestrian connections to area attractions beyond Exton Square and Whole
Foods; the need for a more pedestrian-friendly crossing of Pottstown Pk. was noted in
particular.

•

Architecture – The Commission expressed concern about the potentially massive
appearance of the proposed structure, particularly given the prominent location. The
Applicant provided renderings of the building from several perspectives, stressing that
they were very preliminary.

Tonight is the Applicant’s second appearance before the Commission to discuss this project,
and the first for which we have consultant reviews.
Criteria for approval of a Conditional Use
The criteria for Conditional Use approval are found in §325-124.C(1) of the Zoning:
(a)

The proposed use shall meet all of the specific standards and regulations for eligibility
which appear in the section of the Zoning Ordinance authorizing the proposed conditional use.
Conditional use approval is required here solely due to the number of proposed
dwelling units, not the use, which is permitted by right pursuant to §32513.B(1)(a) of the Zoning. The only “specific standards and regulations” within
the meaning of this section are the requirements of the TC zoning district.
The area and bulk requirements for the TC zoning district shown on Sheet 2 of
the plan set are correct, and §325-13.C of the Zoning specifically allows multiple contiguous lots developed according to an overall plan to be counted as a
single tract for purpose of compliance with these requirements. Staff has no
objection to the Applicant’s using the Exton Square tract (indicated by the
heavy border) as the basis for these calculations; however, we have some questions on this point, and we are therefore not satisfied that this criterion has
been met:
•

Sheet 2 states that the total tract area is 86.7 acres; our records indicate
that the area is 84.73 acres. We have asked the Applicant to resolve this
discrepancy by providing a list of all tax parcels included in the tract along
with their calculation of the developable acreage of each.

•

The configuration of the parcels along the western side of the tract – including the project site – does not agree with the configuration shown in the
County’s records, suggesting that the plans for the Whole Foods grocery
store have yet to be recorded. We are continuing to investigate this issue.

•

The chart on Sheet 2 states that the proposed impervious cover is 81.3%.
This exceeds the 70% allowed by the Zoning, but is less than the “existing”
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condition of 82.2%. The Commission may recall that it is our practice to
allow development that reduces a non-conformity, even if it does not eliminate it entirely. The question here is what constitutes the “existing” condition. The Applicant has based their calculations upon the conditions as they
existed prior to the demolition of the K-Mart store. Since then, the Whole
Foods facility has been completed and much of the Hanover building site is
now covered in grass. If we define “existing” as that which exists as of this
writing, the impervious cover across the entire tract may be less than 82.2%
and perhaps less than the proposed 81.3%, in which case this project could
not be approved without a variance from the Zoning Hearing Board. Conversely, if we consider the Hanover project to be a phase of the overall redevelopment of the western part of the Exton Square site, then the Applicant’s approach is acceptable – although their figures may need to be recalculated if the tract area is found to be inaccurate. Staff will ask for a legal
opinion on this matter prior to the meeting on Tuesday.
Staff is not yet satisfied that this criterion has been met.
(b)

The size, scope, extent, and character of the exception desired is consistent with the
plan for future land use in West Whiteland, and with the spirit, purpose, and intent of
the Zoning Ordinance.
The future land use portion of the Township Comprehensive Plan (“Plan”)
includes the site in the “Town Center Mixed Use,” or “TCMX,” area. The Plan
text states (on p. 3-3-3) that this area is to include:
“…a mix of office, retail, residential, institutional, and open space
uses…. The intent is to provide a clearly-defined, single location in the
Township for its most intensive kinds of uses, configured in such a way
as to increase opportunities for ‘one-stop’ patronage of several kinds of
facilities, reduced rates of auto-trip generation, and increased opportunities for pedestrian circulation.”
While there are several residential communities in the Town Center zoning district, there are none in the TCMX area identified in the Plan or in the immediate vicinity of this project. Staff concludes that this project promotes the concept of the TCMX area as described in the Plan and also Town Center zoning
district as a true mixed-use area with the potential for better pedestrian
accommodation and reduced reliance on automobiles as envisioned by the Plan.
Staff is of the opinion that the project is consistent with the policies of the Plan
as implemented through the Zoning Ordinance, but we suggest that the Commission and the Applicant continue to consider ways that the design could promote non-motorized travel and reduce dependence on the automobile for
transportation as the Plan describes.

(c)

The suitability of the property for the use desired and the new or expanded use, if
approved, will be susceptible of regulation or restriction by appropriate conditions and
safeguards.
The Board of Supervisors has the right to attach reasonable conditions to any
conditional use application and to make provisions for the enforcement of
those conditions. This criterion is met.

(d)

The public interest in, or the need for, the proposed use or change, and the proposal
will serve the best interest of the Township, the convenience of the community
(where applicable), and the public health, safety, morals, and general welfare.
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The Township has adopted the Comprehensive Plan to establish what constitutes the best interest of the Township; §325-2.A of the Zoning states that its
overall purpose is to promote, protect, and facilitate the public health, safety,
morals, and general welfare. While Staff is satisfied that this project is generally consistent with the Plan, we suggest that the Commission consider how this
consistency could be improved (as per item (b), above) and there are unresolved concerns regarding Zoning compliance. These concerns must be
resolved in order for this criterion to be satisfied.
(e)

Where pertinent, the effects of the proposal with respect to congestion on the roads
or highways; the most appropriate use of land; conserving the value of buildings;
safety from fire, panic, and other dangers; adequacy of light and air; the prevention
of overcrowding of land, congestion of population, and adequacy of public and community services will not have a substantially adverse effect thereon.
The project proposes redevelopment of a property that was until recently a
developed site. The principal point of access will be an existing signalized
intersection on a major road, and we note that the attached review by the
Township’s traffic consultant does not express any concern regarding congestion on Pottstown Pk. No services will need to be extended. While most of the
other issues named are satisfied by compliance with the Zoning, questions of
“overcrowding” and “congestion of population” are more subjective. Staff
notes that the project site is in the area identified by Township policy (i.e., the
Comprehensive Plan) as suitable for the highest density of development. As
such, Staff is satisfied that this project meets these criteria, although we have
concerns on some of the specifics, as described elsewhere and summarized in
the “Staff Comment” section below.

(f)

The proposed change is reasonable in terms of the logical, efficient, and economical
extension of public services and facilities including, but not limited to, public water,
sewers, police and fire protection, transportation, and public schools.
The intent of this criterion is to discourage development that requires the
extension of the public services named. Since this is an “infill” project in a
heavily developed area, the property already has access to these services such
that no extensions are needed. Neither the Fire Marshal nor the Chief of Police
(reviews attached) anticipates adverse impacts upon their respective services.
In suburban communities such as West Whiteland Township, multi-family projects tend to have few residents with school-aged children, so we anticipate
minimal impact upon public schools. Staff is satisfied that this criterion is met.

(g)

The natural features and processes characterizing the proposed site and its surroundings shall not suffer unmitigated degradation; that the management of stormwater,
the provision of water and/or sewer service, and any other alterations to the site’s
predevelopment conditions shall be consistent with Township goals, practices, and
plans in these regards and that demand for water and energy by the proposed use shall
be minimized to the optimal extent.
Although the site is now vacant, it was previously developed and is not now in a
“natural” condition, so the preservation of natural features is a moot point.
The project will be required to comply with our Stormwater Management Ordinance, and we expect that the use of modern fixtures will promote energy efficiency. Staff is satisfied that these criteria are met.
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(h)

The character and type of development in the area surrounding the location for which
the request is made and the proposed change or modification, if permitted, will constitute an appropriate use in the area and will not substantially injure or detract from
the use of surrounding property or from the character of the neighborhood.
Although this project could result in the highest development density in the
Township, it is located in the Town Center district, which Township policy has
set aside to be our most densely developed area. Furthermore, it will add a
residential component to what is currently a mostly commercial area, thereby
promoting the mixture of uses we desire here. To this extent, Staff is satisfied
that the project is “appropriate;” however, the site is one of the most prominent locations in the Township, and the building as proposed will be our tallest
residential structure. The Commission should therefore be satisfied that the
architecture and overall appearance has been carefully considered and will
enhance the Township. We cannot discern any way that the use will injure or
detract from the use of surrounding properties or the neighborhood.

(i)

Development of highway frontage insofar as possible has been designed so as to limit
the total number of access points, reduce the need for on-street parking, and encourage the frontage of buildings on parallel marginal access roads or on roads perpendicular to the highway.
The project does not propose any new accesses to any public street; no onstreet parking is proposed. The principal frontage of the building will be
toward the Exton Square access drive, which is perpendicular to Pottstown Pk.
Staff is satisfied that these criteria have all been met.

(j)

The probable effects of proposed development on highway congestion have been considered, and adequate access arrangements are provided in order to protect major
highways from undue congestion and hazard.
We expect that the project will generate significant additional traffic; however,
the principal access is on a principal arterial highway and – if evaluated as a
percentage over the existing volume – the increase is less significant. The
attached review by Traffic Planning and Design does not cite any concern about
highway congestion. Even so, Staff notes that this particular location offers
opportunities to connect to pedestrian and bicycle networks that should be
exploited. This would reduce automobile reliance for the building residents
and would at least mitigate – if minimally – the overall increase in traffic anticipated from the project.

(k)

The impact upon on-site and adjacent historic resources of the Township has been
mitigated.
There are no identified historic resources within three hundred feet of the project site; this is a moot issue.

(l)

Where the property or a portion of the property that is the subject of the application
is improved at the time of the conditional use application, the Township may require
that any existing development and/or uses on the property comply with all previous
conditions of approval of a land development, subdivision, conditional use, special
exception, zoning variance, or waiver of any provision of Chapter 281, Subdivision and
Land Development, previously granted for the property.
Staff is not aware of any outstanding conditions or issues relative to prior applications affecting this property; this is a moot issue.
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Consultant Reviews
•

SSM Group (“SSM”) review dated December 4, 2017. Comments #3 through #5
review the parking provisions, and the Commission may recall prior discussion on this
matter. The Zoning Officer has determined that the size requirements found in §32539.E(1) of the Zoning cited by SSM apply only to garages (that is, total size of a garage
building) and outdoor parking spaces; the Zoning is silent on the minimum required
size of a parking space within a parking structure. The Applicant has advised that they
can accommodate all required spaces by making some of them eight feet wide; however, it is their preference to have fewer, wider spaces. Based upon their experience,
they believe that the Zoning requirement is excessive and a fewer number of spaces
will be sufficient. Zoning §325-39.H(2) allows developers to provide fewer spaces than
required, provided that they can demonstrate that the full number can be accommodated later if needed. The Zoning Officer has determined that this section allows the
Applicant to provide the lower number of spaces as they can accommodate the full
requirement through re-striping. Staff considers this issue resolved.
Comments #9 through #13 address the stormwater management provisions. The Commission will recall that at the conditional use stage, a developer need demonstrate
only the feasibility of the proposed system, not a fully engineered design. Even so,
SSM has serious reservations about what is shown. It appears that the principal concerns are due to the prior development of the site and questions of how the proposed
system relates to the system recently constructed for the Whole Foods grocery store.
We recommend that the Applicant’s engineer meet with SSM directly to resolve their
concerns prior to returning to the Commission.
Traffic Planning and Design (“TPD”) reviews dated December 4, 2017 (2) and January 12, 2018. One of the December 4 reviews notes that the project is within the
Township Transportation Service Area. Based upon trip generation data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the project will generate 115 new p.m. peak-hour
trip and will therefore be required to pay a traffic impact fee of $140,259.75.
The other December 4 letter is TPD’s review of the plan’s traffic-related issues and
concerns. This review resulted in a meeting of the Applicant with TPD and Township
staff on January 11, 2018 and a revised review letter from TPD dated January 12,
2018. The comments here are related to the second review.
Our principal traffic concern is how the access to the site will function in combination
with the Whole Foods grocery store set to open on January 18 and future development
and/or expansion at Exton Square. While this Applicant cannot be held responsible for
unknown future actions of others, the function of planning is to anticipate potential
issues and to pre-empt them insofar as possible. The Township, TPD, and the Applicant have agreed to conduct a sensitivity analysis that will help to determine the level
at which traffic volumes will adversely impact the safety of the occupants of the Hanover site, whether that level of traffic is ever likely to be experienced, and possible
measures to mitigate it. Jerry Baker of TPD will be in attendance at tonight’s meeting
to answer questions you may have on this matter.
TPD’s remaining comments address pedestrian accommodations and assuring safe
accommodation for delivery vehicles and trash trucks.

•

Theurkauf Design and Planning (“Theurkauf”) review dated November 29, 2017.
The Commission may recall that landscaping plans are not required for conditional use
applications, but we do ask that applicants demonstrate that their design can accommodate landscaping that will comply with our regulations.
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Comments #1 through #5 of the review address the conditional use standards and more
general planning issues, including pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, recreational needs, building architecture, and overall compatibility with the surrounding
area. These are all good topics for discussion at this time, and the Commission will
recall that we have already had discussion with the Applicant on most of them. The
Commission should consider Theurkauf’s perspective here and provide guidance for the
Applicant on these matters.
Comments #6 through #9 review the proposed landscaping for compliance with our
regulations. Theurkauf raises some questions regarding the landscaping along the
western side of the property, but otherwise it appears that only minor revisions are
needed to achieve compliance.
Comments #10 and #11 refer to requirements specific to the Town Center zoning district. Theurkauf advises that final resolution on these items may be put off to the
land development stage, but the Commission may wish to consider how this project
addresses some of these requirements. For example, although no bicycle racks are
shown (comment #10b), the Applicant has already stated that the building will feature
a bicycle room, thereby accommodating cyclists in a way that was not anticipated at
the time these regulations were adopted.
•

Stubbe Consulting review dated November 20, 2017. Staff notes that we do not
require a lighting plan as part of the conditional use process, but we ask Mr. Stubbe to
perform a review when an Applicant elects to provide a lighting plan. Mr. Stubbe
advises that insufficient information has been provided for him to perform a review.

•

Director of Public Works memorandum dated December 1, 2017. Mr. Otteni
reviews possible connection points to the sanitary sewer system and recommends further consideration of pedestrian accommodations and vehicular access.

•

Fire Marshal memorandum dated December 4, 2017. Mr. Moses directs placement
of fire hydrants, participation in our Knox box program, and inclusion of a system to
assure that emergency service personnel will be able to communicate with each other
in the event of an emergency in the building. Since writing this memo, Mr. Moses has
discussed the access concerns described in comments #7 and #8 with the Applicant.
He advises that these comments were generated by a misinterpretation of the plan
drawing and should be deemed resolved.

•

Chief of Police memorandum dated December 4, 2017. Chief Catov recommends
the inclusion of video cameras within the garage for security as well as the same communication system directed by Mr. Moses.

•

Finance Director memorandum dated December 4, 2017. Ms. Heinrich advises that
she has reviewed the Applicant’s fiscal impact analysis for this project and that she
concurs with its conclusions.

Staff Comment
While Staff is generally satisfied that the project is consistent with Township policy and is
appropriate for this site, there are a number of issues that warrant further discussion before
we would support Commission action:
•

The Applicant made significant progress in addressing concerns about the strength of
the market for their project at the meeting on December 5, 2017, and we commend
them for their responsiveness to the Township’s questions. At the conclusion of that
7

meeting, the Commission requested additional information, which the Applicant
agreed to provide. The Commission may wish to review this new information at
tonight’s meeting.
•

The related issues of pedestrian/bicycle access and integrating the project better into
the community were also discussed at the December 4 meeting. Following that meeting, the Director had a conversation with Mr. Dan Pascale, PREIT’s Vice-President of
Development, who expressed PREIT’s continuing commitment to Exton Square and
their interest in the success of Hanover’s project. He confirmed PREIT’s desire for
good pedestrian and bicycle access to the shopping center – including connections
serving the Hanover project – but stated that their plans were not yet to the point
where they could identify connection points. Mr. Pascale followed up this conversation with correspondence, attached. The Commission will note that Theurkauf, TPD,
and the Director of Public Works all raised this topic in their reviews; the Commission
may wish to discuss these items further tonight.

•

The Applicant provided some preliminary drawings of the proposed architecture at the
December meeting. More detailed drawings will be reviewed at tonight’s meeting,
showing more clearly how the Applicant intends to reduce the visual mass of the building by using various materials and off-sets in the façades.

•

TPD notes that this development will be subject to a traffic impact fee of
$140,259.75. Although not mentioned by any of our consultants, the project will also
be subject to the open space provisions of §281-47.B of the Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance. For 342 dwelling units, the section requires 684,000 sq.ft.
(15.7 acres) of open space or payment of a fee equivalent to $2,000 in 1994 per dwelling unit, which Staff estimates will be about $1.14 million. Given the size of this
amount, we strongly recommend that the Commission review this requirement with
the Applicant early in the review process in order to avoid confusion later on.
The Commission may recall a similar situation with the recently approved Parkview
development. In that case, the Township Solicitor advised that the Applicant could
NOT include floodplain areas toward the open space requirement, resulting in a significant deficit. The Parkview developer – like Hanover – proposed significant recreationrelated improvements in their open space, and the Board ultimately agreed to credit a
portion of those improvements toward their open space requirement. Staff will be
prepared to review the resolution in greater detail at the meeting, and the Commission may wish to discuss whether that project set a precedent applicable to the Hanover project.

•

Finally, some less subjective concerns that remain outstanding include the issue of
Zoning compliance in regard to the impervious cover limit and SSM’s questions about
the functionality of the stormwater management provisions.

Attachments
In addition to the attachments listed here, Staff will provide a link to the building elevations and renderings to be presented and discussed at the meeting.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

SSM review dated December 4, 2017.
TPD reviews dated December 4, 2017 and January 12, 2018.
Theurkauf review dated November 29, 2017.
Stubbe Consulting review dated November 20, 2017.
Director of Public Works memo dated December 1, 2017.
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6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Fire Marshal memo dated December 4, 2017.
Chief of Police memo dated December 4, 2017.
Finance Director memo dated December 4, 2017.
Correspondence from Dan Pascale of PREIT dated January 4, 2018.
Plan set dated November 10, 2017, no revision date.

H:\Plans\DEF\Exton Square\Hanover\Weller PC memo dated 1-12-18
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Spotts, Stevens and McCoy
1047 N. Park Road > P.O. Box 6307 > Reading PA 19610-0307
610.621.2000 > F. 610.621.2001 > SSMGROUP.COM

December 4, 2017
Mr. John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning
West Whiteland Township
101 Commerce Drive
Exton, PA 19341
RE:

Hanover Exton Square Residential Development
Conditional Use Application
SSM File 101008.0315

Dear Mr. Weller:
We have reviewed the conditional use application for the Hanover Square Residential Development,
consisting of the following:





Bohler Engineering plan PP170584, Sheets 1 through 7 dated November 10, 2017.
Wallace Garcia Wilson alternate parking layout site plans dated November 7, 2017.
Bohler Engineering Stormwater Management Calculations dated November 10, 2017.
Pre and Post Development Drainage Area Plans dated November 10, 2017.

Hanover R.S. Limited Partnership is proposing a 60-foot high apartment building containing 342 apartment
units on a parcel north of the proposed Whole Foods store, as part of the Exton Square Mall development.
The tract is zoned TC, Town Center District.
Issues regarding landscaping and buffering, traffic and pedestrian circulation, and lighting will be addressed
by Theurkauf Design and Planning, Traffic Planning and Design, and Stan Stubbe respectively.
We have the following comments.

COMPLIANCE WITH CONDITIONAL USE CRITERIA
1.
2.

A conditional use is required because 342 dwelling units are proposed, Section 325-124.A.(1).
The applicant must demonstrate the architectural compatibility of the proposed building, address
recreation as required by the Township, and address the adequacy of parking (see comments below
under zoning compliance), Section 325-124.A.(3).

COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Parking garage spaces are to be 9 feet by 18 feet, Section 325-39.E(1). Parking space lengths must be
indicated. Some spaces are proposed to be 8 feet wide.
Utilizing a bonus provision, 576 parking spaces are required. 521 spaces are proposed. The parking
layout is not clear as to what parking spaces are proposed to be reserved.
The parking layout is not clear as to how access is provided to Level 1. The site plan and parking
layout should be consistent as to total number of spaces provided.
The Zoning Officer should confirm it is acceptable to base existing impervious coverage on site
conditions prior to the proposed Whole Foods store.
The applicant should address how trash pickup and deliveries will be handled, Section 325-38.
DATA + INFRASTRUCTURE + BUILDINGS + ENVIRONMENT

Mr. John R. Weller, AICP | West Whiteland Township
SSM File 101008.0315
December 4, 2017
Page 2 of 2

8.

The project is located within the Carbonate District Area and therefore will be subject to Article XV
Carbonate Area District requirements.

COMPLIANCE WITH STORMWATER ORDINANCE
Background
This site lies within the same drainage areas as the Whole Foods store. In addition, the impervious areas of
this site were previously restored to grass to offset the volume requirements for the Whole Foods project.
9.
The design shall demonstrate how the development of this site does not adversely impact the
approved design of the grocery store project. The current submittal must provide a complete
accounting of the stormwater management design of the Whole Foods store as well as the currently
proposed development, Section 270-32.C(5)
10.
The “General Project Description and Stormwater Management Calculations” report notes that a
waiver for infiltration, Section 270-20, will be requested due to unsuitable site conditions. The
data/studies that support this request shall be submitted.
11.
The design suggests that in order to meet a portion of the water quality requirements (Section 270-19)
for this site, a portion of the volume within the rain garden that is part of the grocery store will be
used. The design shall demonstrate that the volume in the rain garden for this site is not being used
for the volume in the grocery store design and that the total volume to be used can actually be
generated by the drainage area to the rain garden.
12.
The plan proposes to expand the existing basin north of the entrance from Route 100 and provide
additional underground storage that is partially under the western side of the proposed apartment
building. The plan shall address the following:
a.
The plan shall demonstrate that the foundations for the building will not interfere with the
underground system.
b.
The underground system extends into proposed grading of the existing pond. Top and bottom
elevations of the underground system shall be provided in order to demonstrate that this
system will not interfere with the proposed regrading of the existing detention basin.
c.
The plan shall demonstrate how the underground system will discharge and consider tailwater
affects as applicable.
13.
Until the above-noted comments are addressed we cannot determine if the proposed project will be
able to meet the applicable Stormwater Ordinance requirements.

GENERAL COMMENTS
14.

The proposed extent of sidewalk connections to adjoining properties should be reviewed by the
Township for acceptability.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me.
Sincerely,
Spotts, Stevens and McCoy

Kent D. Morey, P.E.
Senior Engineer
kent.morey@ssmgroup.com
cc:

Mark Stabolepszy, P.E.

MEMORANDUM
TO:

John Weller, AICP, West Whiteland Township Director of Planning and Zoning
Justin Smiley, AICP, Township Planner
D. Travis North, RLA, Bohler Engineering

FROM:

Edward A. Theurkauf, RLA, ASLA, APA

DATE:

November 29, 2017

SUBJECT:

REVIEW COMMENTS – HANOVER EXTON SQUARE
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 11-10-17

Please note our review comments pertaining to the following documents that we received on 11-15-17
and to a site visit on 11-21-17:
•

Conditional Use Plan consisting of 7 sheets;

•

Alternative Parking Exhibit dated 11-10-17; and

•

Recreation Impact Analysis dated 11-9-17.
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REVIEW COMMENTS – HANOVER EXTON SQUARE
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 11-10-17
November 29, 2017
1.

Conditional Use Requirements – In accordance with section 325-124 of the zoning ordinance
(ZO), conditional use approval is required for any land development of (15) or more residential
units. Section 325-124.A.3 (ZO) requires that the conditional use plan demonstrate feasibility of
compliance with all pertinent requirements, including pedestrian access, public amenities,
recreation, buffering, and landscaping. In addition, the following specific conditional use
standards must be met:
a. Section 325-124.C.1.e (ZO) requires that the application demonstrate adequacy of
community and public services. The project is expected to have 519 residents, including 28
school age children and 25 children under the age of five. Aside from on site amenities,
there are no pedestrian provisions for access to nearby parks, playgrounds, play fields, or
trails.
b. Section 325-124.C.1.h (ZO) requires that the proposed use will be consistent with the
character of the neighborhood. Although multifamily residential use is consistent with the
mixed use character of the Town Center District, the density and scale of the proposed
facility may not be compatible. For example, maximum permitted impervious surface cover
in the Town Center District is 70%, but the plan proposes over 81% impervious.
Even more notable is the residential density proposed that is many times higher than
anything else existing or proposed in the Township. By comparison, current apartment
projects in the Township have residential densities as follows:
Project Name
Marquis/Chandler
Main Street
Parkview at Oaklands
Hanover Exton Square

Dwelling Units
240
410
291
342

Buildable Acreage
15.25
19.76
13.0
2.85

Net Density
15.73 DU/ac
20.75 DU/ac
22.38 DU/ac
120 DU/ac

The project as configured is poorly integrated with the surrounding community and is a far more
intense residential development than anything previously approved in the Township, including
within the Town Center District. With no proposed pedestrian or bicycle connections to off site
uses and amenities, the 519 projected residents would need to drive to parks, shopping, the
train station, and workplaces, despite the fact that all of these are within walkable proximity of
this project.
2.

Pedestrian Accessibility – Section 325-13.A.1 (ZO) describes the intent of the Town Center
District as a pedestrian oriented central area with a mix of uses. Sections 281-31.A and 281-69.C

REVIEW COMMENTS – HANOVER EXTON SQUARE
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 11-10-17
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November 29, 2017
of the subdivision and land development ordinance (SLDO) require sidewalks along all streets
and drives. Since the sidewalk serves an integrated mixed use area, all sidewalks shall be of six
feet minimum width, and 20% of the sidewalks shall have decorative surface treatments in
accordance with section 281-69.C.4 (SLDO). In addition, section 281-69.A (SLDO) requires 10
foot wide crosswalks with pavers or other acceptable surface treatments at all road and
driveway intersections. The following deficiencies shall be corrected prior to conditional use
approval:
•
•
•
•
•
3.

Sidewalk shall be provided along the west side of the loop road, from the Post Office to
the Mall entry drive.
Sidewalk shall be provided on the south side of the north driveway.
Proposed sidewalks are under-width at five feet and shall be widened to six feet.
Crosswalks shall be provided at all road and driveway intersections, so that there is
pedestrian access to Exton Square, Whiteland Towne Center, neighborhood parks, and
south toward Main Street and the train station.
The land development plan shall show the required surface treatments on sidewalks
and crosswalks.

Bicycle Accessibility – In accordance with the Lincoln Highway and Whitford Road Corridors Plan,
as well as the Central Chester County Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation Plan, the site lies within
the nexus of multi-use trail corridors along Lincoln Highway, Swedesford Road, and the Chester
Valley Trail. The Applicant’s Recreation Impact Statement recognizes the importance of site
proximity to the Chester Valley Trail, yet defers any proposed connection as something that
“may” happen in the future.
Demographic projections for the development indicate that approximately 50% of the residents
will be between the ages of 15 and 45, an active cohort that would benefit from effective
accessibility to Chester County’s remarkable and expanding bicycle infrastructure. Depending
on the Exton Square Mall to facilitate these connections at an undetermined future time, when
that developer’s priorities may not include this type of accessibility, would be short sighted and
ultimately counterproductive. Given such a large proposed influx of new residents with this
project, expanding and integrating bicycle accommodation is strongly recommended.

4.

Recreation – The Recreation Impact Statement includes demographic projections and analysis of
the Township’s existing park facilities. In reaching the conclusion that there will be no negative
impact on the Township’s recreation resources, the analysis assumes that the 840 acres of
parkland Township-wide is adequate in the context of the proposed development. This, despite
the facts that none of the parks would be accessible by pedestrians or bicycles, and the analysis
acknowledges a deficit of neighborhood parks in the Township that include active use facilities.
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REVIEW COMMENTS – HANOVER EXTON SQUARE
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 11-10-17
November 29, 2017

The recreation analysis relies heavily on credit for the 727 acre County Park, which is almost
entirely trails and passive use. Curiously, the Impact Statement considers the existing
stormwater basin at the front of the property as a recreational resource.
The demographic analysis projects the development will house 519 residents, including 53
children. With no pedestrian and bicycle paths as part of the development program, sports
fields, playgrounds, tot lots, and other active use facilities would be accessible only by car.
Further, the Recreation Impact Statement includes no analysis as to the adequacy of existing
active recreation programs (including sports fields) within the Township and whether the
proposed development would strain those resources. Plan revisions and/or additional
information should be provided to address these concerns.
5.

Architecture – Section 325-13.D (ZO) requires that buildings comply with the Town Center
architectural standards of section 281-67 (SLDO). Further, section 281-67.A.2 (SLDO) requires
that the conditional use application include conceptual architectural documentation to
demonstrate compliance. The required architectural information has not been submitted.

6.

Perimeter Buffers – Sections 281-70 and 281-35.E (SLDO) require 25 foot wide perimeter buffers
along Route 100 and around the stormwater basin, to be landscaped as follows:
Buffer/Length

Plant Type

Required Qty. Proposed Qty.

Route 100/250 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

3
5
13

3*
5*
13*

Basin/330 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Small Shrubs

3
7
34

3
5
15

* Requirement met by existing plantings to remain

No basin buffer is proposed on the building side of the basin. The applicant shall provide a
rationale as to why providing the required buffer is infeasible in order to justify a waiver.
Alternatively, no buffer would be required if the basin were designed as a naturalistic basin with
maximum 4:1 side slopes and 100% native vegetation of equivalent value to the buffer
requirement. Although a native seed mix is proposed, the existing basin side slopes are
considerably steeper than 4:1 and the proposed vegetation does not approximate the value of
required buffer plantings. Redesign for compliance is required, or waivers justified.
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REVIEW COMMENTS – HANOVER EXTON SQUARE
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 11-10-17
November 29, 2017
This issue should be resolved prior to Conditional Use approval.
7.

Highway Frontage Site Element Screen – Section 281-70 (SLDO) requires a site element screen
along Route 100, with decorative walls and/or fencing encouraged, to reinforce the corridor.
Although screen buffer planting is proposed along the frontage, the defining linear character of
a site element screen is lacking. It is recommended that decorative walls and/or fencing be
incorporated with hedges to create the required site element screen to define the highway
corridor. This issue can be resolved on the land development plan.

8.

Screen Buffer – In accordance with sections 281-70 and 281-35.D (SLDO), a 50 foot wide screen
buffer is required along the northern tract boundary. However, since the zoning provisions
require a building setback of only 25 feet, the required buffer width would be reduced
accordingly, with plantings required and proposed as follows:
Buffer/Length

Plant Type

Required Qty. Proposed Qty.

North/712 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

14
28
71

14
11
21*

* Consists of 18 large and 7 small shrubs

The width is compliant, but the land development plan shall indicate all required shrub and
evergreen tree plantings.
9.

Street Trees – In accordance with Section 281-36 (SLDO), one street tree is required for each 50
feet of road frontage, as follows:
Frontage (Length)
Route 100 (250 LF)
Entrance Road (620 LF)
Loop Road (275 LF)
North Drive north side (440 LF)
North Drive south side (490 LF)

Required Trees

Proposed Trees

5
12
6
9
10

5
12
0
3*
2

* Three existing trees to remain

The land development plan shall indicate all required street trees.
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REVIEW COMMENTS – HANOVER EXTON SQUARE
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 11-10-17
November 29, 2017
10.

Site Furnishings – In accordance with section 281-68 (SLDO) the development shall include site
furnishings as follows:
a. One 5-6 foot bench is required for each 5,000 square feet of leasable area. Although not
required for residential proposals, these should be incorporated at building entrances,
courtyards, bus stop, and other areas where pedestrian activity would be concentrated.
b. Bike racks are required for commercial uses, but should also be provided for a 342 unit
residential project in a mixed use area.
c. Trash cans should be placed at building entrances, courtyards, bus stop, and other areas
where pedestrian activity would be concentrated.
d. A bus stop shelter is required for any development of over 100,000 square feet leasable
area. For the proposed bus stop at a 342 unit residential project in a mixed use area, a
shelter is recommended.
These matters can be addressed on the land development plan.

11.

Plazas, Squares, Courtyards – Courtyard/plaza features are required at the rate of 10 square feet
per dwelling unit, as per section 281-71.A (SLDO). The plan indicates adequate accommodation
of space for this purpose. The land development plan shall illustrate the required seating, shade
trees, decorative pavements, and structural features to demonstrate compliance.

12.

Native Species Requirement – In accordance with section 281-33.D.1 (SLDO), at least 60% of
required shade and street trees must be native. The plan indicates 14/33 trees (42.4%) as
native. The land development plan shall demonstrate compliance.

13.

Tree Removal and Replacement – In accordance with section 281-34.G (SLDO), compensatory
tree plantings are required for trees of (6) inches or greater DBH to be removed. Compensatory
trees are required in addition to other plantings and shall be clearly indicated on the plan. For
existing trees to be removed, compensatory plantings are required as follows:
Trees/Size
(1) @ 12-24 inch
(2) @ 6-12 inch

Inches To be Removed
12
12

Required Compensatory Inches
4
2
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REVIEW COMMENTS – HANOVER EXTON SQUARE
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 11-10-17
November 29, 2017
Total required Compensatory Tree inches
Total required 3-inch Compensatory Trees

6
2

Proposed 3 ½-inch Compensatory Trees

2

Compliance has been demonstrated for conditional use purposes.
14.

Conclusion – Prior to conditional use approval, the following issues should be addressed:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Project compatibility with Township and surrounding neighborhood
Pedestrian accessibility
Bicycle accessibility
Recreational demands and impacts
Architectural compliance
Basin design and/or perimeter buffer

The other issues raised can be addressed on the land development plan.
Please contact this office with any questions.

S TUBBE C ONSULTING LLC
Phone: 610 972-9803
FAX: 610 326-1402

1438 Shaner Drive
Pottstown, PA 19465
stubbeconsultingllc@gmail.com

November 20, 2017
Mr. Ed. Theurkauf, ASLA
Theurkauf Design & Planning LLC
1240 Elbow Lane
Chester Springs, PA 19425
Subject: Hanover Exton Square Land Development, West Whiteland Township
Exterior-Lighting Review
Dear Ed:
On November 13, West Whiteland Planning & Zoning Department transmitted a plan
set, Sheets 1 - 7, Rev. 0 dtd. 11/10/17, and alternative interior parking layouts, for the
proposed 6-story Hanover Exton Square residential development conditional use
application.
Although landscaping information was provided, no information with respect to
proposed site lighting was found in the submission.
It is recommended Applicant be requested to submit any proposed exterior
parking area lighting, vehicular and pedestrian traffic surface lighting and
building-mounted exterior lighting, for Township consideration during the
conditional use process.
Sincerely,
Stubbe Consulting LLC

C. Stanley Stubbe

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

December 1, 2017

TO:

John Weller, Director of Planning and Zoning

FROM:

Theodore D. Otteni, P.E.
Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Hanover Exton Square Land Development
(Conditional Use Review)
I have reviewed the submission for Hanover Exton Square Land Development (Conditional Use
Review) November 10, 2017 and offer the following comments:
1. To promote walkability and connectivity within the Mall area, the following should be taken
into consideration:

a. Sidewalks should be offset from the curb line by a minimum of 18”,
particularly along Pottstown Pike which is a high-volume roadway.
b. In the northwest corner of the property, coordinate with the adjacent
property owner (East Coast gas station) to extend the proposed sidewalk
and curb ramp 8 ft. +/- into the adjacent property rather than simply
terminating the sidewalk at the property line.
c. Along the east side of the lot, extend sidewalk northerly to the east-west
connector drive.
d. Along northern side of the lot (along the east-west connector drive), install
sidewalk for pedestrians to/from Brentwood Shoppes Plaza.
e. A general/overall consideration for sidewalk connectivity from the site into
the Exton Mall, to the post office, and points east.

2. The left turn lane into the site may need to be longer to accommodate inbound
tenants/residents. This will be evaluated based upon detailed traffic analysis at later
stages.
3. Although preliminary discussions have been held with the Department of Public Works
regarding possible connections to the sewer system, the options for connection of the
proposed sewer extension should be thoroughly vetted:
a. The proposed extension includes approximately 560 ft. of new sewer main along
Pottstown Pike, 420 ft. is shown within the roadway of Pottstown Pike. This will
be difficult construction on such a high-volume roadway and will require PennDOT
approval.
b. There are at least three other locations for connection that should be considered:
i. Existing manhole 13-6, to the north, within the Brentwood Shoppes plaza
ii. Existing manhole 35-17 to the east, located on the north side of the Sears
Service Center.
iii. Recently constructed manhole adjacent to Whole Foods

