West Whiteland Township
Historical Commission Agenda
June 10, 2019
7:00 PM

Business Meeting

I.

Call to Order

II.

Approval of Minutes for May 13, 2019

III.

Public Comment

IV.

New Business
A.

V.

Applicant:
Historic Site:
Address:
Request:

Todd Rouse
Site 328, Class II Historic Resource, Kates Gatehouse
400 Church Farm Ln.
Recommendation for approval of the proposed renovations
to the existing building.

Old Business
A. Historical Preservation Awards Discussion
B. Historical Resources Maintenance Discussion: Thomas Mill
C. SharePoint Access

VI.

Historical Commission Concerns
A.

VII.

Township update – Justin Smiley
- VPP Grant: History of West Whiteland update

Adjournment

Next Meeting: July 8, 2019

West Chester Office
535 N. Church Street, West Chester, PA 19380
P: 610.436.9000 | F: 610.436.8468
commonwealthheritagegroup.com

June 7, 2019
WC-382

Mr. John Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning, and
West Whiteland Township Historical Commission
222 North Pottstown Pike
Exton, PA 19341
RE:

Building Permit Application
Renovations and Addition
400 Church Farm Lane
Exton, PA 19341

Dear Mr. Weller,
Mr. and Mrs. Todd Rouse have submitted a Building Permit Application for construction of renovations and an
addition to the historic house at 400 Church Farm Lane. In accordance with the West Whiteland Township
Zoning Ordinance, Article XVI: Historic Preservation, Commonwealth Heritage Group (Commonwealth) has
reviewed the proposed undertaking for potential impacts on the Township’s designated historic resources.
Review Documents
For this review Commonwealth reviewed the following documents submitted to the Township:
1) Building Permit Application dated June 4, 2019
2) An e-mail memo describing the proposed renovations, dated May 29, 2019
3) Sketch rendering of house front - illustrating roof without dormer
4) Color sketch rendering of house front - illustrating roof without dormer
5) Sketch rendering of house front - illustrating roof with low, wide front dormer
6) Sketch of the proposed front elevation - illustrating taller, less wide front dormer
7) Sketch of the proposed side elevation (north or south) – illustrating front and rear dormers
8) Sketch of the proposed rear elevation – illustrating two rear dormers
9) Sketch of the proposed south side elevation illustrating rear addition, and two roof plans – one
without dormers and one with front and rear dormers
10) Sketch section through the main house and rear addition
11) Two photographs of sample roof dormers with cedar shake type siding and low windows
Commonwealth visited the site on June 3, 2019 to review the proposed project. During the site visit Mr.
Yocum had the opportunity to meet with Sharon Rouse to discuss their design plans.
Historic Resources Impacted by the Proposed Project
In accordance with Section 325-92.A of the Township Zoning Ordinance, Class I, II, or III historic resources
located within the boundary of a proposed project site or within 300-feet of the boundary of a proposed project
site shall be reviewed for potential adverse affect. Commonwealth’s review of the submission has determined
that the following designated historic resources are potentially impacted by the proposed undertaking:

OTHER LOCATIONS Jackson, MI 517.788.3550 Ann Arbor, MI 517.262.3376 Milwaukee, WI 414.446.4121 Tarboro, NC 252.641.1444
Ogden, UT 801.394.0013 Alexandria, VA 703.354. 9737 Charlottesville, VA 434.979.1617 Littleton, MA 978.793.2579
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Historic Resources within the proposed Project Site:
Site #328 – 400 Church Farm Lane. Fieldstone house in Tudor Cottage style…Built c. 1904 for Kates
Mansion.
- Class II Historic Resource, Of Historical Architectural Significance
Additional Note by Commonwealth: The Kates Mansion was built in 1904 for Clarence Sears Kates,
transplanted Philadelphia philanthropist and wealthy scientific farmer. The mansion was designed by
architect Milton Medary and it is likely the house at 400 Church Farm Lane was also designed by
Medary’s firm.
Adjacent Historic Resources within 300 feet of the proposed Project Site:
None
Description of the Proposed Undertaking:
The owner’s general intent is to renovate the existing house to modernize the interior, convert the third floor
attic to a bedroom, revise the exterior in a manner consistent with the existing Tudor Cottage style, and
construct a sympathetic one-story rear addition (approximately 294 sf). The submitted documents offer a
general conceptual view of the overall plans. However the sketches are not drawn to scale, lack dimensions
and detail information, and are not consistent with each other. The e-mail memo description and subsequent
information from the building permit presents the owner’s intentions as follows:
1) Dormers at attic. 1 in front – 12 feet wide, two in back – 5 feet wide. Show rafters will have flair to match
existing show rafter’s style.
2) Roofs will be high end asphalt shingles but will look like slate. We are replacing a basic asphalt roofing.
3) We will be installing built in copper gutters and down spouts.
4) Small pent/skirt roof at 1’ above 1st floor windows and 1’ below second floor windows. It will project
18”. It will have wood shingles. The fascia will be minimal to match existing top roof.
5) Replace existing replacement windows with true to opening windows. Style to complement existing Tudor
style.
6) Removal of existing 10’x20’ back porch room and replace with new 16’x28’one story room.
7) Addition will have a standing seam metal roof with built in gutters similar to existing decayed one.
8) Addition siding will be a cedar shake type style to complement Tudor cottage style.
9) A small outdoor rear entrance porch will extend from the rear of the new addition.
During the June 3rd site meeting with Mr. Yocum, Ms. Rouse provided the following additional information
that was very helpful in understanding the owner’s intentions:
1) The house has two front doors and was probably originally constructed as a twin house for two tenants
based on physical evidence that the south stair was removed.
2) They intend to remove the existing south front door and replace it with a window to match the adjacent
windows and infill the wall below the new window.
3) Two existing shed roof entrance canopies were removed from above the doors.
4) The removed south front door appears to be original to the building and may be reused on the exterior.
5) They intend to replace all the existing windows (which are modern replacement windows) with new
windows. The existing windows were set into the frames of the original windows, but they would like to
remove all framing to maximize the size of the new windows.
6) The new windows are shown as double hung on the sketches, but they may want to use a casement style
window.
7) The side elevation sketch shows a new center window at the first floor. Ms. Rouse indicated there would
not be a new center window installed at the north or south elevations.
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8) They plan to install a new pent roof above the first floor at the front and two sides of the house. This is
intended to compliment the cottage character of the house and also protect the first floor windows.
9) They intend to construct the pent roof with exposed rafters below, similar to the main house roof above.
The pent roof would start below the existing wood band below the second floor windows.
10) A projecting entrance canopy would be constructed over the existing north front door and integrated into
the new pent roof.
11) The rear addition will be inset 2 to 3-feet from the north and south corners of the building.
Review of the Design and Potential Effects on Historic Resources:
Commonwealth’s site review indicates the existing house is well built and in generally good condition. The
exterior woodwork shows some limited deterioration which can be repaired. The rear addition is in fair
condition but not significant to the house. The existing windows are modern replacement units. The proposed
renovations are primarily for routine maintenance and to modernize the house for comfortable living.
Commonwealth’s evaluation of this project is limited by the lack of accurate detailed design drawings to
review. The house at 400 Church Farm Lane is a significant historic resource. It’s careful original design and
construction requires that any proposed alterations be carefully planned. The documents submitted by the
applicant present a reasonable sketch design concept for the proposed renovations. However the successful
implementation of the design concept is fully dependent on carefully integrating the new work with a very
distinctive existing structure. For example, it is difficult to determine if the stated dimensions for the new
dormers or pent roof are the right ones, because there is no accurate scale drawing that illustrates the actual
final appearance. Therefore Commonwealth will focus its comments to known details.
The proposed removal of the south front entrance door is regrettable primarily because it removes an important
aspect of the building’s history and character. It is understandable the owner wishes to have one main front
door and would like to add more light with a new window in the south room. If the south door is retained, a
large new projecting entrance canopy over the north door could signify the main front entrance. That would be
an appropriate Tudor-Revival detail. In that case, retaining the secondary south door could contribute to the
less formal and quirky cottage style of the house.
The proposed pent roof is intended to enhance the cottage character of the house. However, pent roofs are not
a common feature of Tudor Revival style architecture. Adding a pent roof to this house would detract from the
home’s original design. To soften the appearance of the house we suggest painting the house in lighter colors.
Replacing the windows is an acceptable modification. No manufacturer’s product information was provided.
The drawings illustrate double-hung windows with multiple lite upper sashes over single lite lower sashes.
This is an acceptable configuration - although upper and lower multiple light sashes would be more correct for
the style. The owner also indicated casement windows were under consideration. Casements would be even
more appropriate to a Tudor-Revival house. The casement windows should be multiple divided lite type. It is
recommended any windows have surface applied muntins rather than muntins contained within the glass. Also
keep in mind that Tudor-Revival window elements tend to be vertical or square in form, rather than horizontal.
Small square windows are also appropriate. This reinforces the quaint cottage style.
In concept dormers on a Tudor-Revival house are appropriate. The dormer configuration on this house is
difficult to evaluate because they have not been accurately drawn to scale. The rendering with the wide and
low front dormer is attractive. The two submitted photographs illustrate this design concept. The taller
two-window front dormer illustrated on the sketch front elevation is less appealing. Two smaller dormers on
the front roof might be preferable. The rear dormers are less visible from a public way and less critical. There
would be no objection to a long single rear dormer if it were structurally possible.
The rear addition as presented is appropriate. The addition should be inset from the adjacent corners of the
house 2 to 3 feet as stated. The limited available height of the addition roof below the second floor windows
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will require a low slope roof. The proposed copper metal roof is an excellent choice. The rear entrance porch
and roof is not fully shown but should be appropriate.
Regarding exterior materials, the applicant proposes to use wood shake shingle style material to side the
dormers and the new addition. Introducing wood shakes to the house may not be the best choice, particularly
since it will have a slate style asphalt shingle roof. We recommend the dormers be finished in a manner
replicating the half timber and stucco appearance of the main house. The addition could be finished in smooth
stucco; or possibly brick or cementitous siding. We suggest looking at the modern dormitory additions at
Church Farm School for guidance.
Conclusions:
Commonwealth’s review is limited to the effect of the proposed undertaking on the historic resources listed
above. The proposed addition and renovations to 400 Church Farm Lane is conceptually appropriate.
However, this is an ambitious architectural project impacting a significant local historic resource. Based on the
information provided, we do not fully understand the final appearance and total impact of the proposed project.
It is therefore difficult to render a final recommendation for approval.
Commonwealth’s recommendation is that the Historical Commission endorse the conceptual design of the
project but reserve final approval pending submission of accurate architectural plan and elevation drawings.
Should you have any questions or comments please do not hesitate to contact this office.
Sincerely,

Philip Yocum, RA, LEED AP
Preservation Architect
cc:

Justin Smiley, WWT
Commonwealth file

