WEST WHITELAND TOWNSHIP
Planning Commission
Agenda
Tuesday, April 3, 2018
7:00 P.M.
CALL TO ORDER
REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES
1. Approval of Meeting Minutes: March 20, 2018
PUBLIC COMMENT/CONCERNS/QUESTIONS
PLANS
1. Brandolini
Address: 297 Kirkland Ave.
First Review: Subdivision
Request: Subdivision to create seven lots for single family detached homes.
2. Cassidy
Address: 1416 Spackman Ln.
First Review: Subdivision
Request: Lot line change of two parcels
NEW BUSINESS
ANNOUNCEMENTS
ADJOURNMENT
Next Meeting: April 17, 2018

MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 30, 2018
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning
SUBJECT: J.B. Brandolini Subdivision
Preliminary land development plan
APPLICANT:

SITE ADDRESS:
TAX PARCEL:
ZONING:
DESCRIPTION:

J.B. Brandolini, Inc.

1200 Burning Bush Ln.
West Chester, PA 19380
297 Kirkland Ave.
West Chester, PA 19380
41-8-212

R-2, Residential
Subdivision of vacant lot to create seven lots for
single-family detached homes and a cul-de-sac
approximately 400 feet long.

Background
The subject property is an undeveloped triangular lot owned by the Devereux Foundation with
a gross area of 6.5 acres adjacent to the PA Route 100 expressway. It has approximately 570
feet of frontage along the north side of Kirkland Ave. and is separated from the main bulk of
the Devereux campus by the expressway. The Township boundary crosses the lot such that a
strip approximately thirty feet wide along its southern edge – including the entire Kirkland
Ave. frontage – is in West Goshen Township. There is a 100-foot wide pipeline easement next
to the expressway and near the southern edge of the tract there is a 20-foot wide water company right-of-way labelled “to be extinguished.”
There are some sizeable trees around the perimeter of the tract, but the interior is a combination of open meadow and smaller trees. The property has a gentle-to-moderate downward
slope from Kirkland Ave. such that the high point of the site is along that frontage. Environmental constraints are minimal: there are no significant steep areas or wetlands, there is no
carbonate geology, and only a very small area at the northernmost tip is within the FEMAdesignated 100-year floodplain.
In 2006, this same Applicant presented a sketch plan to the Planning Commission with a
nearly identical design (although with eight lots rather than seven) for the development of
this site. The Commission was generally favorable, and the project proceeded to conditional

use review 1, but it was never approved. The Applicant’s final appearance at the Township for
that project was a conditional use hearing before the Board of Supervisors on March 26, 2008.
That hearing never concluded, and after multiple extensions the Applicant officially withdrew
the application in correspondence from their attorney to the Township dated May 2, 2011.
The Applicant presented a new sketch plan to the Planning Commission at the meeting of
August 15, 2017. That plan was substantially similar to the one before the Commission
tonight, showing seven lots for single-family homes.
Tonight is the Applicant’s first presentation of the subdivision plan based upon the sketch
plan discussed in August 2017.
Consultant Reviews
•

•

SSM Group (“SSM”) review dated March 27, 2018. Comments #5 through #24 review
the stormwater management provisions, concluding that the submission includes errors
as well as missing and conflicting information such that they are not able to determine
whether what is proposed complies with our regulations. Comment #7d suggests a
design issue, as it appears that stormwater will run into the garages on six of the
proposed lots. Regarding the remaining comments, we note:
−

Comment #1 reviews the waiver requested from the street grade regulations. We
note that our traffic engineer does not have any objection to this waiver, given the
low volume of traffic. While Staff does not object to the revised design suggested
by SSM, neither do we object to the Commission recommending a waiver to allow
the design shown.

−

Comments #4, #8, and #26 are all related to the issue of the southern edge of the
property being in West Goshen Township. The alignment of the Township boundary must be confirmed (not “approximate,” as currently labeled) and the Applicant
must provide documentation that West Goshen has either waived their right to
review the plan or that they are (or will be) conducting a review. In the latter
event, a signature block for West Goshen officials must be added. Regarding comment #8 in particular, we note that Sheet 5 shows an existing stormwater pipe
under Kirkland Ave. connecting to the proposed stormwater main at M3; the profiles on Sheet 7 show no such connection. This must be clarified and the plan
drawings must be consistent.

−

Comment #25 notes that the access easement across Lot 1 for the driveway for the
adjacent Lynch property does not include the entire area of the driveway.

Theurkauf Design and Planning (“Theurkauf”) review dated March 27, 2018. Comment #1 notes that Lots 5, 6, and 7 are especially constrained by a variety of factors.
While the development shown is consistent with our regulations (and the Applicant has
assumed some additional coverage to allow for future improvements to the lots),
Theurkauf notes that the constraints are such that siting play structures or a swimming
pool would be difficult. The Commission may wish to discuss this in further detail with
the Applicant. Regarding the remaining comments, we note:
−

1

Comments #2, #3, and #4 state that the tree survey and compensatory planting
requirement are not properly shown.

At that time, conditional use review was required for projects proposing more than five lots for residential
development.
2

−

Based upon comments #5 and #6, we conclude that the perimeter buffer is very
nearly compliant, except that the stormwater basin is landscaped as a naturalistic
basin, but it has not been designed as such.

−

Comment #8 states that the tree preservation measures shown are not compliant
with Township regulations.

•

Traffic Planning and Design (“TPD”) reviews (2) dated March 27, 2018. The shorter
review notes that the project is within our Transportation Service Area and is therefore subject to a traffic impact fee of $8,537.55. The longer review directs some
additions to the plan details and notes, but it appears that there are no significant
design concerns. Comment #4 addresses the same waiver request reviewed in comment #1 of the SSM letter. TPD has no objection to the waiver, but suggests that the
Township Solicitor opine on whether this request should be directed to West Goshen.
Staff has referred this matter to the Solicitor and asked for a response prior to
tonight’s meeting.

•

Director of Public Works memorandum dated March 27, 2018. Most of Mr. Otteni’s
concerns involve the proposed sanitary sewer easement on the Garrett property and
details regarding the construction of the sewer line connection. He also suggests some
design revisions and notes some errors in the plan notes.

•

Chief of Police memorandum dated March 26, 2018. Chief Catov has no concerns
regarding this plan.

•

Fire Marshal memorandum dated March 26, 2018. Mr. Moses has no concerns
regarding the design, but directs that one side of the street be posted as a fire lane
and that the Applicant advise as to the name of the proposed street.

We have yet to receive the comments of the Chester County Planning Commission. The
Township may not act on the plan until the County comments have been received or the 30day County review period has lapsed; the County has until April 11, 2018 to provide their
comments to us.
Staff Comment
Due to the number and extent of consultant concerns, Staff is of the opinion that Commission
action on this plan is premature at this time. We are particularly concerned about the stormwater management issues and the question of West Goshen’s role in the review process.
In the sketch plan review by Staff dated August 11, 2017, we stated that it was not clear
whether all of the proposed lots were compliant with the Zoning Ordinance. The current plan
shows that each lot satisfies the minimum size requirement of 22,000 sq.ft. of developable
acreage, but other issues remain. The most significant is that the 227.51-foot-long property
line between Lots 4 and 5 is considered a rear lot line 2 for both of these properties, so the
rear yard setback of forty feet must be provided on each side. The plan shows this line as a
side lot line. Since the side yard setback is considerably smaller, the house locations shown
for both lots are not in compliance. A less significant error is that the line separating Lot 1

2

According to §325-8 of the Zoning, side lot lines must have a point of tangency to a street line, so the 49.53foot-long line is the side lot line separating these two lots. All property lines that are neither a front lot line nor
a side lot line are deemed rear lot lines for purposes of determining required setbacks.
3

from the Lynch property is a side lot line, but the plan shows the setback for a rear yard. We
noted this in the sketch plan review, but it has not been corrected.
One of the more significant changes from the sketch plan is that the sanitary sewer connection is now provided via a proposed easement across the Garrett property rather than the
existing easement across the Munroe property. The Commission expressed concern about the
viability of the easement on the Munroe property during the sketch plan review last August.
It appears that the new alignment addresses many of those concerns, and Staff notes that it
will allow for a shorter, more efficient connection as well as reduce the number of trees that
will need to be removed. The Applicant should confirm that the Garretts are amenable to
this arrangement.
While Staff does not support Commission action at this time, we suggest that there are still
issues that warrant discussion with the Applicant:
•

The Theurkauf review expresses concern about the constraints on the various lots and
how they will impact the usefulness of the lots for their future owners. Staff shares
this concern, and we note that resolution of the setback issue described above will
further restrict Lots 4 and 5. The Commission may wish to discuss with the Applicant
how this may be addressed, including the feasibility of reducing the number of proposed lots.

•

At the August 2017 sketch plan review, the Commission directed that the Applicant
provide sidewalk along both sides of the cul-de-sac as well as the Kirkland Ave. frontage of Lot 1. The current plan includes this. The Commission was uncertain about the
need for sidewalk along the Kirkland Ave. frontage of Lot 7, stating that they would
give it further thought. Due to the topography, the existing trees, and the lack of any
suitable destination on the other side of the viaduct over the PA 100 expressway, Staff
supports a waiver from the sidewalk requirement for this segment in exchange for a
contribution to the Township’s sidewalk fund.

•

There are several locations where improvements associated with other properties are
on the Applicant’s tract, most significantly a portion of the driveway for the Lynch
property. While the Applicant has an unquestioned right to their own property, the
Commission may wish to ask the Applicant how they intend to resolve this matter.

•

The plan shows that the existing water main on the property will be relocated. Staff
has no objection to this, but the Applicant will be required to provide evidence that
the water company (AQUA Pennsylvania, as shown on Sheet 3) is amenable to this and
that the relocation will adequately accommodate the grading that appears to be necessary to construct the proposed cul-de-sac.

Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

SSM review dated March 27, 2018.
Theurkauf review dated March 27, 2018.
TPD reviews (2) dated March 27, 2018.
Director of Public Works memorandum dated March 27, 2018.
Chief of Police memorandum dated March 26, 2018.
Fire Marshal memorandum dated March 26, 2018.
Plan dated August 27, 2017, no revision date.

H:\Plans\ABC\Brandolini\Weller PC memo dated 3-30-18
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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

March 27, 2018

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

RE:

J.B. Brandolini Subdivision
Preliminary Plan
SSM File 101008.0319

Dear Mr. Weller:
We have reviewed the preliminary plan consisting of the following submission:



Edward B. Walsh & Associates plan 3215, sheets 1 through 11 dated August 27, 2017.
Edward B. Walsh & Associates Hydrological Study dated March 6, 2018.

The subdivision is located on the west side of Kirkland Avenue between Sweetbriar Road and the Route 100
Bypass. The plan shows Kirkland Avenue being located in West Goshen Township. The tract is zoned R-2
Residential. The 6.519 acre parcel is proposed to be divided into seven lots, served by public sanitary sewer
and public water.
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:

WAIVER REQUESTS
1.

2.

Section 281-27.C(4) – A waiver is requested to reduce the levelling area for the proposed road at its
intersection with Kirkland Avenue because only 7 lots are proposed and the road slopes up to
Kirkland Avenue. The Ordinance requires a constant grade of 4% or less, extending 75 feet back
from the street right of way line. The plan proposes a grade of 4.0% extending 10 feet back from the
right of way line, then transitioning to an 8% grade. We recommend consideration be given to
granting a waiver to allow a 4.0% grade to extend from the edge of the Kirkland Avenue paving to a
point 30 feet beyond the right of way line, at which point a vertical curve could begin. This would
allow space for one or possibly two vehicles to sit at a flatter grade at the proposed stop condition
before pulling out onto Kirkland Avenue. It would also eliminate the currently proposed 1.5% break
in grade that violates Section 281-27.C.
Section 281-35.E(1) – A waiver is requested to not require the 25 foot wide buffer around the tract
boundary, conditioned on the required landscaping still being provided along the tract perimeter.
Theurkauf Design and Planning should comment on this request.
DATA + INFRASTRUCTURE + BUILDINGS + ENVIRONMENT

Mr. John R. Weller, AICP | West Whiteland Township
SSM File 101008.0319
March 27, 2018
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COMPLIANCE WITH SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
3.
4.

The proposed street name shall be indicated, Section 281-16.C(11)(b).
The drawing shows that the municipal boundary line is north of Kirkland Avenue, thus a portion of
the development lies within West Goshen Township. The plan shall be submitted to West Goshen
Township and evidence of their approval of the plan and all proposed improvements in Kirkland
Avenue should be submitted to West Whiteland Township prior to Final Plan approval, Section 28116.C(15)(b).

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT COMMENTS
5.

6.

We cannot determine compliance with Water Quality (Section 270-19) and Infiltration (Section 27020) due to the following:
a.
Based on the information provided, the type of stormwater BMP proposed is unclear. The
narrative in the stormwater report states that a detention basin is proposed with a stone
infiltration bed located below it. The volume calculations in the report also make reference to
a stone infiltration bed. However, the detail provided on the plan shows a detention basin
with 1.25 feet of amended soils on the bottom. The type of BMP proposed must be clearly
explained and identified in the report and on the plan, and must be consistent throughout.
b.
It appears that the worksheet 4 calculation is correct, but the calculations that show the
provided volume in the basin are incorrect. The calculation to demonstrate the provided
volume should be broken down into two calculations: the volume provided above the basin
bottom elevation (up to the lowest orifice), and the volume provided below the basin bottom
elevation in the amended soils. These two numbers would then be added together to
determine the total provided volume.
c.
The calculation for the infiltration volume is incorrect due to unit conversion. The result of
the equation must only be divided by 12 inches to produce a result in cubic feet.
d.
A ponding depth of 1.5 feet is currently proposed. Ponding depths greater than 1 foot are not
acceptable to protect the plantings from prolonged inundation. To determine whether this
ponding depth is acceptable, the type of seed mix and plantings proposed on the basin bottom
must be specified.
e.
Amended soils are currently proposed on the side slopes of the basin. Amended soils shall
only be provided on the basin bottom.
We cannot determine compliance with Stream Channel Protection (Section 270-21) and Peak Rate
Control (Section 270-22) due to the following:
a.
A summary table that shows pre, post, and required flow rates must be added to the
stormwater report, Section 270-32.
b.
There are several errors in the pond report that make the routing results incorrect. It appears
that a void ratio of 0.20% was used for the amended soils instead of 20%. The invert
elevation used for the spillway does not match the elevation provided on the detail. Also, the
contour area decreases from elevation 484.95 to 485.00; this is incorrect.
c.
To properly model site conditions, a lag time must be added to the offsite hydrograph before
it is combined with the onsite hydrograph in both the pre and post conditions. This can be
accomplished by using the “reach” function in Hydraflow Hydrographs. It is important to
note that the lag time will be different between pre and post conditions. In the pre-condition,
it should be equivalent to the flow time from the existing pipe at Kirkland Ave to the down
slope edge of the property. In the post condition, it should be equivalent to the flow time in
the new storm pipe system. The design engineer should meet with SSM to discuss how this
may be modelled within Hydraflow Hydrographs.
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7.

8.

9.
10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

The following issues on the grading plan need to be resolved:
a.
The bottom elevation (contour), top of berm elevation, and spillway invert elevation for the
basin shall be provided.
b.
It must be clarified what FF stands for. If it means finished floor, the ground elevation
around the dwelling must be at least 2 feet lower. If it means foundation, the ground
elevation around the dwelling must be at least 1 foot lower.
c.
The FF and GAR elevations are not provided for lot 1.
d.
It appears that runoff will flow into the garages on lots 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. More detailed
grading information shall be provided to demonstrate that this won’t happen.
e.
More detailed grading information shall be provided to demonstrate and ensure that inlet 1
will be located in a low point and will collect all intended runoff.
f.
A curb profile around the cul-de-sac shall be provided.
We recommend that the Township Public Works Director review the extension of the existing 18”
CMP across Kirkland Ave. The condition of the pipe and ownership (West Whiteland or West
Goshen Township) should be evaluated to determine if the pipe should be replaced before extending
the culvert and building a new road overtop of it.
It is unclear how the roof of each proposed dwelling will drain. If all roof leaders are to discharge to
grade, this shall be noted on the plans.
The outlet pipe from the basin proposes a concentrated discharge from the site in an area where it is
now sheet flow. This discharge must be returned to sheet flow to match existing conditions, Section
270-25.H. We recommend that an appropriately sized level spreader be installed at the end of the
basin discharge pipe, Section 270-29.A.2. Care must be taken to not direct discharge to the adjacent
residential properties. Alternately the designer could propose a way to get the flow to the existing
swale in the Route 100 right of way, without causing erosion.
Only general and vague stormwater operation and maintenance notes have been provided on the
PCSM plan. Specific O&M notes for each specific BMP must be provided. When writing these
notes, the word “shall” must be used instead of “should”.
A Snout is proposed on the last manhole (M1) in the storm sewer run to help prevent sediment from
entering the basin. We recommend that the Snout be removed and a forebay, designed according to
guidance in the Maryland BMP Manuel (Section 270-27.K(2)), be added to the basin. The design
engineer should meet with SSM to discuss this concept further.
All storm sewer utilities beneath a paved surface shall be bedded and backfilled with PennDOT No.
2A stone, Section 270-29.E.4. The provided detail on sheet 8 shall be revised to be compliant with
this section.
Headwalls/endwalls shall be set on a minimum of 12 inches of AASHTO No. 57 (PennDOT 2B)
coarse aggregate, Section 270-29.E.6. The provided detail on sheet 8 shall be revised to be compliant
with this section.
All storm sewers shall be constructed per PennDOT specifications as outlined in Publication 408,
Design Manual, Part 2, Highway Design and Standards for Roadway Construction RC-Series, Section
270-29.E.7. This must be noted on the plans.
All basins shall be constructed with a compacted relatively impervious (Unified Soil Classification
CL-ML or CL) key trench and core, Section 270-29.A.4.d. The provided detail on sheet 8 shall be
revised to be compliant with this section.
Six inches of freeboard shall be provided between the crest of the primary outlet structure and the
invert of the emergency spillway, Section 270-29.A.5.b. The invert of the emergency spillway shall
be revised to be six inches higher than the top of grate elevation on the outlet structure.
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18.
19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Financial security shall be provided for the construction of all stormwater management facilities,
Section 270-10.
The applicant shall provide the Township with a “letter of adequacy” from the Chester County
Conservation District for the E&S Plan prior to the Township endorsing the plan, Section 27017.A.1.a.
The applicant shall provide the Township with a copy of the required NPDES Permit prior to the
Township endorsing the plan, Section 270-17.A.1.b.
The applicant statement of Section 270-32.A.3 shall be signed prior to the Township endorsing the
plan.
The design engineer signature block of Section 270-32.A.4 shall be signed prior to the Township
endorsing the plan.
A Stormwater Operation and Maintenance Agreement shall be provided, Section 270-43.
An easement shall be provided to grant the Township the right, but not the duty, to access the BMPs
from a public right-of-way, Section 270-44.A.5.

GENERAL COMMENTS
25.

26.

27.

The access easement for the existing driveway to the adjoining Lynch property includes almost no
portion of the existing driveway currently on proposed Lot 1. It is unclear whether this easement is
existing or proposed.
The applicant should provide documentation to support the shown location of the dividing line
between West Whiteland and West Goshen Townships. As it is shown within the Kirkland Avenue
right of way but completely north of the paved cartway, the exact location of the line is critical. West
Whiteland Township should determine of it has information that establishes the municipal boundary
location.
The attached standard Township Notes shall be added to the plan.

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.

Attachment

Standard Plan Notes for West Whiteland Township
HISTORIC PRESERVATION NOTES:
If evidence of archaeological resources is discovered during construction, the
Township shall be notified and representatives of the Township Historical Commission shall be given the opportunity to photograph said archaeological
resources in situ and shall be permitted to remove said archaeological resources
in conformance with applicable law.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITY CONSTRUCTION NOTES:
A. Areas to be used for stormwater infiltration (hereafter, “subject areas”) shall be
delimited with orange safety fence prior to start of construction.
B. Compaction of the subject areas is prohibited. Equipment and other traffic shall
be prohibited from traveling over the subject areas, except as provided for
herein. Only hand-held equipment shall be used within subject areas. Other
equipment may be used around the perimeter – but outside of – subject areas
for purposes of excavation and to supply soils and aggregate.
Where the configuration of the facility dictates that anything other than hand
held equipment must operate within a subject area, excavation and fill placement
shall be accomplished such that the heavy equipment is never within the subject
area unless the surface that said equipment occupies is at least two (2) feet
above the proposed finished subgrade for that location. For excavation operations, the excavator shall work from higher ground and proceed in a backwards
direction, moving away from the finished excavation area. For fill operations,
aggregate shall be placed starting at the perimeter of the subject area and
pushed forward, such that equipment is never within the subject area unless it is
on top of at least two (2) feet of aggregate.
If the contractor intends to utilize anything other than hand held equipment
within a subject area, the contractor shall, two (2) weeks prior to such use, provide the Township Engineer with a list of equipment to be used within the subject area. The list shall include equipment specifications and shall be accompanied by engineering calculations certifying that the equipment will exert a pressure of 5 psi or less on the subgrade of the infiltration facility.
C. The bottom of infiltration beds shall be scarified immediately prior to the placement of the geotextile fabric or the lowest aggregate separation layer, whichever
is in contact with the soil subgrade, at the bottom of the bed.
D. Only uniformly graded, clean aggregate, free of fines, slate, shale, clay, silt, and
vegetative material shall be used. The aggregate shall have a minimum void
ratio of 40% and a wash loss of no more than 0.5%. These values apply to both
the aggregate within the bed and any aggregate used as a separation layer. The
supplier of the aggregate shall provide certification of the void ratio of the
aggregate delivered to the site. The design engineer shall verify that the void
ratio meets or exceeds the requirements of the design and submit such verification to the Township.
E. Wherever drainage filter fabric is specified, it shall be placed in accordance with
the manufacturer’s directions, including pipe penetrations, and shall overlap a
minimum of eighteen (18) inches.

F. Subject areas shall be protected during construction. Sediment shall not be
allowed to be washed back into subject areas when the bottom of the facility is
open or when the aggregate is in place and exposed. During site construction,
all infiltration facility components shall be protected from sedimentation using
storm inlet protection in conformance with the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) Chapter 102 Regulations, as amended, and the
Erosion and Sedimentation Pollution Control Manual, as amended. Inlet protection shall remain until the contributory drainage area has achieved full
stabilization.
G. If sediment does enter into a subject area, the contractor shall clean out the
sediment to the Township’s satisfaction. This may require the reconstruction of
portions of or the entirety of the system.
H. A minimum two (2)-foot separation shall be provided between the seasonal high
groundwater table or bedrock (whichever is higher) and the bottom of the
infiltration facility. If groundwater and/or bedrock are encountered within and/or
above this 2-foot zone during construction, the developer, the design engineer,
the Township, and the Township Engineer shall be notified in writing within
twenty-four (24) hours of such discovery. Upon review of the actual site conditions the design engineer shall submit remedial recommendations to the Township and Township Engineer for review and approval.

POST-CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER MANAGEMENT BMP INSPECTION AND
MAINTENANCE NOTES:
A. No structures that are not components of an approved BMP shall be permitted
within or on top of an area designated as stormwater BMP.
B. BMPs shall be inspected by a Registered Professional Engineer licensed in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania on the following basis:


Annually for the first five (5) years.



Once every three (3) years thereafter.

TRAFFIC CONTROL NOTES:
A. Traffic control signs must be posted on PennDOT-approved breakaway posts in
accordance with the most recent version of the TC-8700 series in PennDOT Publication 111M.
B. All traffic control signs shall be posted in accordance with the 2003 MUTCD and
the most recent version of PennDOT Publication 236M, “Handbook of Approved
Signs.”
C. All curb ramps will be constructed in compliance with the most recent version of
PennDOT Standards for Roadway Construction, Publication 72M, RC-67M, and
PennDOT Design Manual 2, Chapter 6.

UTILITY NOTES:
A. Public water supply
1. All water mains shall meet the requirements of and be installed in accordance
with the specifications, standards and details of the water company that will
own the facilities.
2. All water services, including domestic and fire protection, shall meet the
requirements of and be installed in accordance with the specifications, standards and details of West Whiteland Township. Shop drawings and/or catalog
cuts for all proposed materials shall be submitted to West Whiteland Township as part of the application for a plumbing permit.
B. Sanitary sewerage
1. All sanitary sewer mains shall meet the requirements of and be installed in
accordance with the specifications, standards and details of the West Whiteland Township.
2. All sewer laterals shall meet the requirements of and be installed in accordance with the specifications, standards and details of West Whiteland Township. Shop drawings and/or catalog cuts for all proposed materials shall be
submitted to West Whiteland Township as part of the application for a
plumbing permit.
C. Other utilities
1. All other utilities (electric, communications, gas, etc.) shall be installed in
accordance with the utility company’s requirements and shall be installed so
as to not conflict with the water, sanitary sewer and/or storm sewer facilities
proposed as part of these plans.
2. Backfill of all utility trenches within existing and/or proposed West Whiteland
Township rights-of-way shall be done in accordance with the specifications,
standards and details of West Whiteland Township and shall be subject to
the approval of West Whiteland Township or their designee.
MISCELLANEOUS NOTES:
1

No debris shall be buried on this site. All debris shall be disposed of off-site
in accordance with all applicable Township, County, State and Federal laws
and requirements.

2. It shall be the responsibility of the owner to comply with all applicable ADA
requirements for site access and access to public ways whether shown on
these plans or not. It shall be the owner’s responsibility to construct said
facilities and to maintain said facilities in good condition.
3. The developer shall be responsible for installation of all street monuments,
boundary pins and/or monuments and lot corner pins indicated on the plans.
All markers must be installed prior to close out of the project with West
Whiteland Township.

MEMORANDUM
TO:

John Weller, AICP, West Whiteland Township Director of Planning and Zoning
Justin Smiley, AICP, Township Planner
Adam J. Brower, P.E., Edward B. Walsh & Associates, Inc.

FROM:

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

DATE:

March 27, 2018

SUBJECT:

REVIEW COMMENTS – BRANDOLINI SUBDIVISION
PRELIMINARY LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN DATED 3-6-18

Please note our review comments pertaining to the following document and to a site visit on 3-15-18:
•

Preliminary Land Development Plan consisting of 11 sheets, which we received on 3-9-18

REVIEW COMMENTS – BRANDOLINI SUBDIVISION
PRELIMINARY LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN DATED 3-6-18

Page |2

March 27, 2018
1.

Plan Layout – Section 325-44.C of the Zoning Ordinance (ZO) states that proposed development
shall be related harmoniously to the use, scale and architecture of existing buildings in the
vicinity that have a functional or visual relationship to the proposed building, and that proposed
buildings shall be related to their surroundings. Section 281-40.C of the Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance (SLDO) states that side lot lines shall be substantially at right angles or
radial to street lines.
Lots 5, 6 and 7 are heavily constrained by pipeline easements, stormwater management, and lot
line geometry. With no nearby public, recreational open space, it is important that residential
lots have adequate space for amenities such as pools, patios, play equipment, and garden beds
– very little room is available on these lots for such common home improvements. Furthermore,
the stormwater detention basin is proposed within existing woodland, which will necessitate the
removal of several significant, mature trees as noted in comment 3. We recommend that the
Applicant consider layout changes to assure that all lots have adequate usable area.

2.

Tree Survey – Per 281-16.C(9)(a)[2] of the SLDO, plans shall show individual mature trees of sixinch and greater DBH within 50 feet of areas to be disturbed, by species and size.
Site inspection revealed trees and wooded areas which were not included on the Existing
Features Plan, most notably the following which appear to be within the proposed limit of
disturbance:
a.

A cluster of 6”+ DBH trees adjacent to a 26” Walnut tree on Lot 6

b.

An 8” double-trunk tree located between the existing electric line and Kirkland Avenue

c.

An 8” Red Maple and a 6” tree along the existing water line on Lot 6

d.

An 8” tree and a 9” tree located within the proposed stormwater basin footprint

The plan should be revised to include a survey of the size and species of all trees greater than 6”
DBH.
3.

Tree Removal and Compensatory Planting – In accordance with section 281-34.G (SLDO),
existing deciduous trees of 6” DBH or greater to be removed, and existing evergreen trees of 24”
DBH or greater to be removed, shall be noted on the plan and shall have replacement trees
planted as mitigation.
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The plan identifies trees to be removed and compensatory trees. However, multiple trees to be
preserved will be critically impacted by construction, and therefore decline and require
replacement, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

26” Walnut on Lot 6
14” and 20” Walnuts on Lot 3
12” tree immediately behind the proposed Lot 4 house
12” double-trunked tree and 16” tree between the proposed Lot 5 house and
stormwater basin
12” tree between existing pipeline ROW and proposed Lot 5 water line
(1) 14” and (2) 12” White Pine trees north of the proposed basin’s emergency
spillway
10” tree, 14” tree, 34” Tuliptree, 38” Ash, 38” Tuliptree, and 42” Tuliptree west of
the proposed basin
48” Tuliptree in the southwest corner of Lot 5

The plan indicates removal of a 34” Walnut tree that is dead – this tree would not require
compensatory plantings.
Therefore, tree removals and required compensatory plantings are as follows:
Description

Diameter Inches Removed

Trees 6-12 inch DBH
Trees 12-24 inch DBH
Trees 24+ inch DBH

Required Compensatory Inches

497
246
276

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

82.8
82.0
276.0
440.8
147
48*

*Equivalent value of (39) 3.5” trees proposed
The plan should be revised to reduce the extent of large tree removal. In addition, the plan shall
be revised to indicate all required replacement trees, or acceptable alternatives per section 28134.G(6)(a) (SLDO):
•
•

Install a portion of the required compensatory trees on other Township public lands;
Contribute to the Township Tree Fund the estimated installed cost of those trees
which cannot be installed on the property; or
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•
4.

Install fewer, larger or more valuable compensatory trees on the property which in
aggregate equal the monetary value of the required number of compensatory trees.

Neighboring Properties’ Tree Removals – The plan acknowledges under the General Notes
section on sheet 1 that installation of the sanitary sewer line in the easement on a neighboring
property (identified as the Munroe property, though currently owned by the Garrett family) will
necessitate the removal of trees not on the project site, and proposes boring the line under 28”
and 32” trees to remain.
The proposed sewer line will impact the root zones of trees on the Garrett property and on the
adjacent Storey property. Neither the trees to be preserved nor the trees to be removed on the
properties are identified. Furthermore, per section 281-34.G (SLDO), compensatory trees are
required as follows:
Garrett Property (UPI 41-8D-41)
•
•
•
•

(2) 7” deciduous trees
9” deciduous tree
19” deciduous tree
8” triple-trunk evergreen tree (24”)

Total Diameter Inches Removed:
Total Compensatory Inches Required:
Total 3-inch Compensatory Trees Required:
Total 3-inch Compensatory Trees Proposed:

66
31.0
11
0

Storey Property (UPI 41-8D-42)
•
•

14” deciduous tree
16” deciduous tree

Total Diameter Inches Removed:
Total Compensatory Inches Required:
Total 3-inch Compensatory Trees Required:
Total 3-inch Compensatory Trees Proposed:

30
10
4
0

The plan shall be revised to indicate trees to be removed versus trees to be preserved on the
neighboring properties, and required compensatory measures.
5.

Perimeter Buffers – In accordance with section 281-35.E (SLDO), 25 foot wide perimeter buffers
are required along all residential subdivision tract boundary lines, along arterial street right-of-
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way lines, and around the entire perimeter of stormwater management basins, where a low
level of visual screening is desired. Landscaping is required and proposed as follows:
Buffer/Length

Plant Type

Required Qty. Proposed Qty.

Rt. 100 Bypass/
1,100 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

11
22
55

>11*
23
56

West/960 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

10
19
48

>10**
20
49

Stormwater Basin/
415 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

4
8
21

>4**
2†
0

* Requirement met by existing deciduous trees in Rt. 100 Bypass ROW
** Requirements met by existing deciduous trees to remain
† Existing 8” evergreen tree to remain = 2 trees
The Applicant has requested a waiver from the perimeter buffer requirement to provide the
required plantings outside the property line in the PennDOT right of way. During the previous
conditional use process the Applicant provided documentation showing that PennDOT granted
access for planting and maintenance within the right of way. However, an existing chain link
fence would inhibit planting and maintenance access. The Applicant shall verify the status of
that documentation as well as indicate how property owners will access trees in the ROW to
maintain them.
No perimeter buffer is proposed around the stormwater basin. The plan shall be revised to
provide the required buffer, or the basin shall be designed as a naturalistic basin per comment
6.
6.

Naturalistic Basins – Section 281-35.E(2) (SLDO) permits basins without perimeter buffers if they
are designed as naturalistic basins. Per section 281-35.F.4 (SLDO), naturalistic basins shall have
maximum 4:1 side slopes and 100% native vegetation of equivalent value to the buffer
requirement.
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Naturalistic basins are preferable to conventional basins in terms of improved stormwater
capture and filtration, particularly for protecting the health of the adjacent, High Qualitydesignated Broad Run; wildlife habitat; and aesthetic interest.
The existing basin side slopes are steeper than 4:1 and shall be regraded, and native vegetation
specified. Otherwise, a perimeter buffer and plantings are required.
7.

Street Trees – In accordance with section 281-36 (SLDO), street trees are required to be planted
within the right-of-way as follows:
Frontage (Length)
Proposed cul-de-sac (830 LF)
Kirkland Avenue (572 LF)

Required Trees
17
12

Proposed Trees
17
12

The Kirkland Avenue street trees are proposed outside of the street ROW. Since existing
overhead wires present conflicts with street trees planted within the ROW, we would not object
to a waiver from the street tree location requirement.
In accordance with PECO “Right Tree in the Right Place” guidelines, tall trees such as the
proposed London Planes and Sugar Maples should be located at least 50 feet away from
overhead wires to avoid conflicts. Where this is not possible, we recommend smaller trees such
as Dogwood, Crabapple, Serviceberry, or Hawthorn.
8.

Tree Preservation – Section 281-34.D (SLDO) specifies required measures for protection of
existing trees to remain. We note the following:
a.

The tree protection details and notes are inconsistent with Township ordinances, for
example permitting up to 5 inches of soil to be deposited at the base of trees to be
preserved. Both the tree protection details and notes on sheets 2, 4, and 6 shall be
revised for consistency with Township ordinances and with details C-1: Tree Protection
Detail (Tree Group) and C-2: Tree Protection Detail (Single Tree), in Appendix I of the
SLDO.

b.

The plan indicates existing trees to remain near a proposed sanitary sewer line.
Proposed protective measures include boring under trees to be preserved, and
consulting an arborist on protective actions which will be included on the final plan.
Because compensatory landscaping depends on the effectiveness of tree protection, the
arborist’s report should be incorporated prior to preliminary approval. The plan shall
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also be revised to include a utility boring detail consistent with detail C-6: Tree
Protection (Service Trenches) found in Appendix I of the SLDO.
c.

The E&S Control Plan shows the proposed basin outfall pipe crossing through tree
protection fencing. The plan shall be revised to show protective fencing consistent with
the limits of construction.

9.

Plant Cultural Requirements – Scarlet Oak is shade intolerant, and will not survive among the
existing mature trees as proposed in the Rt. 100 and West perimeter buffers. We recommend
that the plan be revised to replace it with a more shade-tolerant species, such as Northern Red
Oak (Q. rubra) or American Beech.

10.

Landscape Architect Seal – Per section 281-33.C.6(h) (SLDO), landscape plans should be
prepared by and bear the seal of a registered landscape architect. The plan shall be revised for
compliance.

11.

Plant Growth Rate Diagrams – We would have no objection to a waiver from Section 28136.C.6.c (SLDO) to not provide growth diagrams.

12.

Conclusion – We recommend the following revisions prior to preliminary approval:
•
•
•
•
•

Plan layout
Compensatory tree planting
Perimeter buffer landscaping
Basin design
Tree protection and arborist report

The remaining issues can be addressed on the final plan.
Please contact this office with any questions.

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

March 27, 2018

TO:

John Weller, Director of Planning and Zoning

FROM:

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

SUBJECT: Brandolini Subdivision
Preliminary Review

I have reviewed the Preliminary Land Development Plans for the Brandolini Subdivision, with a
plotted date of March 6, 2018 and offer the following comments:
Sheet 1
1. General Notes:
a. Note 14 references lot 6, should this be lot 5?
b. Note 28 references the sewer easement on the Munroe property. Is this note
current?
2. Traffic Control Notes:
a. Note B should reference the current edition of the MUTCD.
3. The base mapping needs to include location/footprint of the two dwellings (and all
improvements) along both sides of the proposed 15 ft. sanitary sewer easement in order
to adequately evaluate and consider applicant’s request for non-standard sewer
easement.
Sheet 2
1. Show the proposed 15 ft. sanitary sewer easement on the Garrett lot.
Sheet 3
1. How will the proposed sanitary line between MH 2 and MH 1 be installed?
2. If this line is to be installed via open trench, what is the disposition of the existing trees
on either side of the property line (clump of trees in rear of lots, 14” tree mid-lot, and two
trees in the front of the lots)?
3. What safeguards are to be put into place to protect both dwellings on either side of the
trench?
4. More discussion is necessary regarding the location of the sanitary pipe and non-standard
sanitary easement.
Sheet 7
1. “Profile Inlet #1 to Endwall #E1”, relocate the snout in MH#1 to Inlet #1 so that:
• It can more readily be accessed for cleaning.
• It can be monitored to determine when cleaning is needed.
2. “Sanitary Sewer MH #4 to MH #1”
a. In the effort to reduce the depth of the sanitary pipe within the proposed easement
(adjacent to the two dwellings), consider reducing the depth of the run of sanitary.
The reduction in depth can be initiated at manhole #5. Incorporate a drop
structure at MH #1.

MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 30, 2018
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning
SUBJECT: Cassidy-Yearsley Lot Line Adjustment
Subdivision plan
APPLICANT:

Kelly Cassidy

1416 Spackman Ln.
West Chester, PA 19380

SITE ADDRESS:

1416 Spackman Ln./575 W. Boot Rd.
West Chester, PA 19380

TAX PARCELS:

41-8-61 and 41-8-61.1

ZONING:
DESCRIPTION:

R-1, Residential
Relocation of lot line separating two adjacent properties to transfer an area of 16,667 sq.ft. from the
Yearsley property to the Cassidy property. No construction is proposed.

Background
The plan proposes relocating the property line separating two adjacent lots: the Cassidy lot
fronts Spackman La. approximately 800 feet north of the Boot Rd. intersection, and the
Yearsley lot fronts W. Boot Rd. approximately 500 feet west of the Spackman La. intersection. The rear lot line of the Yearsley property is coincident with a portion of a rear lot line
of the Cassidy property.
The plan proposes moving the rear lot line of the Yearsley property 93 feet south, thereby
reducing its area by 16,667 sq.ft. (0.38 acre) and increasing the area of the Cassidy property
by the same amount. No construction is proposed; no new lots will be created.
Tonight is the Applicant’s first presentation of the subdivision plan to the Planning
Commission.
Staff Comment
Although no new lots will be created and no construction is proposed, lot line adjustments are
a type of subdivision under the Municipalities Planning Code and must be approved by the

Township before the Recorder of Deeds will allow the new deeds and deed descriptions to be
recorded. It appears that the only planning concern here is to confirm that the relocated
property line will not result in either lot becoming non-conforming. This is more of a concern
for the Yearsley property: since it will become smaller, the impervious and building coverage
percentages will increase, even with no new construction. The following chart shows how the
lot line adjustment will affect these aspects of the Yearsley lot. We have not included the
Cassidy lot since there is no way that the proposed lot line adjustment could create any nonconformity on that property. The Commission will note that the figures below do not all
correspond with the information on the drawing. This is due to both Township policy (as
explained in the footnotes) and some errors in the notes on the drawings, which Staff has
pointed out to the Applicant. The Applicant’s engineer has since provided us with the correct
information, which have been used for the calculations shown on the chart below and will be
provided to the Commission at the meeting.
Zoning Data:
R-1 District
Lot Size1
Building Coverage2
Total Impervious Coverage3

Required

EXISTING
Yearsley lot
64,465 sq.ft.
(1.48 ac.)
3,495 sq.ft.
(5.4%)
7,106 sq.ft.
(11.0%)

43,560 sq.ft.
(1.00 ac.)
10% max.
15% max.

PROPOSED
Yearsley lot
47,798 sq.ft.
(1.10 ac.)
3,495 sq.ft.
(7.3%)
7,106 sq.ft.
(14.9%)

1

Developable acreage, which excludes the areas of rights-of-way, easements, floodplains, wetlands,
and slopes in excess of 25% from the gross acreage. The building and impervious cover calculations
are based upon the developable acreage, not the gross acreage.

2

It is our practice to include decks and exterior staircases in the definition of “building,” so this number
is larger than shown in the chart on the drawing.

3

It is our practice to exclude decks and exterior staircases from the calculation of impervious surfaces
since the ground below these features is typically pervious; also, the definition of “Impervious” found
in §325-8 of the Zoning Ordinance states that graveled surfaces are deemed to be 80% impervious for
purposes of determining Zoning compliance. The figure shown here is therefore less than what the
Applicant has shown on the drawing as we have deducted the 249 sq.ft. shown for the deck and steps
as well as 169 sq.ft. (20%) from the “gravel drive” area.

Since no improvements are proposed for either lot, there are no consultant reviews. Similarly, there is no basis to require a traffic impact fee or a fee in lieu of dedication of open
space. Of the four post-approval documents that are typically required as conditions of
approval, only the Developer Agreement is pertinent.
Although there are some errors in the information on the plan, these are minor and Staff has
no objection to Commission action on the plan tonight. Should the Commission elect to
approve the plan, we recommend the following conditions of approval:
1. The plan is approved as a final plan, pursuant to §281-10.H of the Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance.
2. Correction of the information shown on the “Lot Area Table” and the “Impervious
Cover” chart.
3. Any other conditions as may be agreed to in the course of tonight’s meeting.
4. Execution of a Developer Agreement pursuant to Township practice.
2

5. Payment of all outstanding Township invoices within thirty days of the date of final
plan approval.
Attachment
1.

Plan dated November 30, 2017, no revision date.
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March 26, 2018
John R. Weller, AICP, Director of Planning & Zoning
West Whiteland Township
101 Commerce Drive
Exton, PA 19341
Re:
#

Final Subdivision - Kelly Cassidy
SD-03-18-15319 - West Whiteland Township

Dear Mr. Weller:
A Final Subdivision Plan entitled "Kelly Cassidy", prepared by Yerkes Associates Inc., and dated
November 30, 2017, was received by this office on March 13, 2018. This plan is reviewed by the Chester
County Planning Commission in accord with the provisions of Section 502 of the Pennsylvania
Municipalities Planning Code. We offer the following comments on the proposed subdivision for your
consideration.
PROJECT SUMMARY:
Location:
Site Acreage:
Lots/Units:
Municipal Land Use Plan Designation:
UPI#:

the north side of West Boot Road and the west side of
Spackman Lane
3.14
2 Single Family Residential Lots
Low Density Residential
41-8-61, 41-8-61.1

PROPOSAL:
The applicant proposes the conveyance of Parcel A, a 0.38 acre portion of UPI# 41-8-61, to UPI# 41-861.1. The existing residences on both parcels will remain, and no development activity is proposed as
part of the current plan submission. The project site is located in the R-1 Residential zoning district.

RECOMMENDATION: The County Planning Commission has no planning issues with this
subdivision application. All West Whiteland Township issues should be resolved before action is
taken on this plan.
A minimum of four (4) copies of the plan should be presented at the Chester County Planning Commission
for endorsement to permit recording of the final plan in accord with the procedures of Act 247, the
Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, and to meet the requirements of the Recorder of Deeds and the
Assessment Office.

Email: ccplanning@chesco.org

●

website: www.chescoplanning.org
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Final Subdivision - Kelly Cassidy
SD-03-18-15319 - West Whiteland Township

This report does not review the plan for compliance to all aspects of your ordinance, as this is more
appropriately done by agents of West Whiteland Township. However, we appreciate the opportunity to
review and comment on this plan. The staff of the Chester County Planning Commission is available to you
to discuss this and other matters in more detail.
Sincerely,

Paul Farkas
Senior Review Planner
cc:

Kelly Cassidy
Yerkes Associates, Inc.

