WEST WHITELAND TOWNSHIP
Planning Commission
Agenda
Tuesday, April 19, 2022
7:00 P.M.

Etiquette for
hybrid meetings

Meeting will be held in-person and via Zoom
Register for Zoom Meeting
Call by Phone: 1-646-558-8656
Meeting Packets can be found on Township website
Reminder to meeting participants: Please speak clearly into the microphone

CALL TO ORDER
REORGANIZATION
REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES
1. Approval of Meeting Minutes: April 5, 2022
PUBLIC COMMENT/CONCERNS/QUESTIONS
PLANS
1. Columbia Cottage
Address: 930 & 936 E. Boot Rd.
Second Review: Conditional Use
Request: Construction of a 72 bed senior living facility
NEW BUSINESS
ANNOUNCEMENTS
ADJOURNMENT
Next Meeting: May 3, 2022

MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 15, 2022
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning
SUBJECT: Columbia Cottage at Boot Road
Conditional use application
APPLICANT:

Horst Seniorcare Co.
320 Granite Run Dr.
PO Box 3330
Lancaster, PA 17604

SITE ADDRESS:

930-936 E. Boot Rd.
West Chester, PA 19380

TAX PARCELS:

41-6-95 and 41-6-95.1

ZONING:
DESCRIPTION:

NC, Neighborhood Commercial / IN, Institutional Overlay
Construction of a 72-unit personal care facility, including
consolidation of parcels to create a new 8.17-acre lot.
Conditional use review is required by §325-124.A(1) of the
West Whiteland Township Zoning Ordinance (“Zoning”) for
the construction of a non-residential1 use with more than
20,000 sq.ft. of floor area.

Background
The subject tract consists of two contiguous lots with a total gross area of 8.17 acres along
the south side of Boot Rd. near the intersection of Ship Rd. at the border with West Goshen
Township. The smaller property at 930 E. Boot Rd. is occupied by a multi-tenant commercial
building and is partially wooded; the larger property at 936 E. Boot Rd. is vacant and almost
entirely wooded. The tract is nearly level to gently sloping with no significant steep areas;
there are no streams or FEMA-designated flood hazard areas.
The Applicant is proposing construction of a personal care facility with 72 units: 50 assisted
living accommodations and 22 memory-care units. The Commission may recall that the prior
plan showed that the tract remaining as two separate lots, although the lot line separating
them was to be changed. The current plan shows that the lots will be combined into a single
parcel and that the existing commercial building will remain unchanged.

1

While the facility occupants may be considered “residents,” the use is institutional and the occupants are there
to receive care, not necessarily in a permanent living arrangement; thus, the use is “non-residential,” much like
a hospital or hotel.

Section 325-14.B of the Zoning states that lots in the Neighborhood Commercial (“NC”)
district “…may be used for any one or more of the following purposes…” The inclusion of the
phrase “or more” allows multiple uses on a single lot, and this statement is followed by a list
of uses that includes the uses of the existing building (§325-14.B(1) and §325-14.B(2)) as well
as “uses allowed by Article X, Institutional District” (§325-14.B(6)). Personal care facilities
are a type of institutional use allowed in the Institutional District (“IN”) overlay pursuant to
§325-45.B(13) of the Zoning. The Zoning Officer has therefore determined that the Zoning
allows the consolidation of the two existing lots into a single property while retaining the
existing non-residential building and adding a new institutional building.
For institutional uses, the area and bulk provisions of the IN overlay supersede the provisions
of the underlying district. Since the institutional use will be the principal use of the lot, the
Zoning Officer has determined that these provisions will apply to the entire property, such
that the lot coverage calculation must include both the existing and proposed buildings. The
information on the “Institutional Overlay” chart on Sheet 1 of the plan set is correct.
The Applicant first presented this project to the Commission on September 7, 2021. The
Commission expressed a variety of concerns regarding the design of the facility and its
potential impact on the neighborhood and emergency service providers. Neighboring
residents expressed concern about various impacts upon their neighborhood, including the
location of the service drive, traffic, and stormwater runoff.
Tonight is the Applicant’s second presentation of the conditional use application to the
Planning Commission.
Criteria for approval of a Conditional Use
The following criteria for Conditional Use approval are found in §325-124.C(1) of the Zoning.
In the interest of brevity, criteria that were previously met to the satisfaction of staff are not
repeated here unless there is some remaining concern.
(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.
Most of these criteria have been satisfied through Zoning compliance; traffic
congestion is an exception. Comment #1 of the attached review by the
Township’s traffic engineer, McMahon Associates (“McMahon”) states that the
traffic impact study provided by the Applicant documents that “…the
development does not create an adverse traffic impact on the surrounding
roads and intersections…”.
Staff is satisfied that these criteria have been met.

(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 project has access to public sewer service and water supply from existing
mains in Boot Rd. Fire suppression sprinklers will be required, and the Fire
Marshal has not expressed any concern regarding undue burden upon the Fire
Department. There will be no impact upon the number of students in the
public school system.
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Facilities of this type raise a concern regarding impact upon the local
ambulance service providers: the higher level of demand for such service that
one would expect from a facility that serves the elderly and those with limited
abilities may be exacerbated by inadequate staffing. It is our practice to direct
developers of facilities like this to meet with the first response fire company
and ambulance service provider (Good Fellowship Ambulance in this case) to
discuss the design and operation of the facility. We have also required
contributions to the ambulance provider and that the facility maintain an active
membership in the ambulance company for each unit in the facility.
At the meeting on September 7, 2021, the Applicant advised that they had
already met with Good Fellowship and provided them with statistics from their
other facilities. The Applicant also stated that their facilities have less demand
that most personal care operations due to staffing, including on-site LPN’s,
caregivers, and technicians; their staff-to-patient ratio exceeds State
requirements.
Staff is satisfied that these criteria have been met, but we still recommend that
the conditions of approval include a requirement to maintain an active
membership in Good Fellowship for each unit.
(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.
Much of the project site is undeveloped and wooded, but it is surrounded by
residential and commercial development. Comment #4 of the attached review
by Theurkauf Design and Planning (“Theurkauf”) notes that satisfying our
compensatory planting standards is possible but will require the provision of
larger trees than what is typical.
Conditional use applications must show the feasibility of the Applicant’s
stormwater management strategy, although final design is not required until
the land development phase. Comment #15 of the Spotts, Stevens, and McCoy
(“SSM”) review dated August 31, 2021 stated that the application is satisfactory
on this point.
Given the proximity to existing water and sewer mains, provision of these
utilities to the site should be minimally disruptive.
Staff is satisfied that these criteria have been met.

(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.
While the project site is largely vacant, it is zoned for commercial use and is
near lots developed for single-family and multi-family residential use, a variety
of commercial uses, and a small office building. As noted above, Staff finds the
proposed care facility to be suitable for this location, as we expect that it will
have less impact on neighboring residents than a typical commercial use while
being more appropriate for this location along a busy road than a typical
residential use. We cannot discern any way in which this project will injure or
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detract from the use of surrounding property or the character of the
neighborhood.
Staff is satisfied that this criterion has 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.
The Applicant has submitted a traffic impact study, and comment #1 of the
attached McMahon review advises that “…the development does not create an
adverse traffic impact on the surrounding roads and intersections, and
adequate access is provided to serve the site.”
Staff is satisfied that this criterion has been met.

(k)

The impact upon on-site and adjacent historic resources of the Township has been
mitigated.
The site is across the road from the William Everhart House at 1300 Ship Rd., a
Class I2 historic resource on the National Register of Historic Places (Township
Site #046) now owned by the Devereux Foundation. The Township Historical
Commission therefore reviewed this application at their meeting of September
13, 2021; we have attached the review by Commonwealth Heritage Group (our
historic preservation consultant) as an information item. CHG advises that the
site is somewhat isolated from the Everhart House and that the proposed
architecture and landscaping are appropriate. CHG also notes that there may
be artefacts on the property related to the Battle of the Clouds, a 1777
Revolutionary War event. The Historical Commission concurred with CHG and
unanimously passed a motion recommending approval of the conditional use
application.
This criterion has been met.

Consultant Reviews
•

SSM review dated April 12, 2022. Comments #1 through #3 describe the requested
waivers from the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance (“S/LDO”), and
comments #4 through #8 address Zoning compliance. Most of these recommend that
information be shown more clearly. Comments #5d, #5e, #6b, and #6c raise questions
of compliance; the Zoning Officer is satisfied that the plan is compliant and will be
prepared to explain in greater detail at the meeting if the Commission desires. Staff
concurs with comment #8 in that Zoning §325-39.H(2) allows for the construction of
less than the full parking requirement, but the stormwater facilities must be designed
to include the parking held in reserve.
Comment #9 observes that the plan includes a five-foot-wide sidewalk along most of
the Boot Rd. frontage, but it stops about 90 feet short of the western property line.
We note that there are wetlands here, but Staff still recommends that the sidewalk
extend to the property line.
Comment #14 notes that an access easement was put in place on the adjacent
Whiteland Enterprises property at 940 E. Boot Rd. when it was developed. The

2

While the Township no longer groups historic resources into Classes, that was the system in place when this
application was submitted, so we will continue to cite it for all reviews of both this conditional use application
and the land development plan to follow.
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Applicant has stated that this connection is not practical for their use, but Staff notes
that such connection would mostly benefit the owner of the adjacent lot, which is
quite small and has sole access nearly adjacent to the intersection of Boot and Ship
Rds. Even though a physical connection may not be practicable at this time, Staff
suggests that this Applicant provide a similar easement on their lot to facilitate future
connection.
The remaining comments address administrative issues and request additional
information to be shown on the drawings.
The Commission will recall that conditional use applications do not require fully
engineered stormwater management plans, only a demonstration of feasibility. This
review does not comment on this element, but the review dated August 31, 2021
indicated satisfaction on this point. Staff has confirmed with SSM that this remains
their position.
Finally, please recall that no open space is required for this project, as the proposed
use is considered institutional rather than residential, commercial, or industrial.
•

Theurkauf review dated April 4, 2022. Full landscaping plans are not required for
conditional use review: Applicants need only demonstrate that compliance with our
landscaping regulations is feasible. The landscaping plan on Sheet 5 is not a plan for
the entire site but shows only the buffer proposed adjacent to the residential uses
along the south side of the site. Comment #2 documents that the planting materials
shown for that buffer exceed our requirements. Many of the remaining comments
advise that the plan can accommodate all required plantings, although those plantings
are not shown. Comments #2 and #3 describe two waivers that may be required and
indicates support for both.
Comment #4 advises that the site cannot accommodate all the required compensatory
plantings and suggests how this may be addressed. The Commission may wish to
discuss this with the Applicant.

•

McMahon review dated April 12, 2022. The Applicant has provided a traffic impact
study, and comment #1 advises that the study is sufficient and documents that traffic
expected from this project will not adversely impact the area. Comment #2 notes
that the parking shown on the plan exceeds both the Zoning requirement and industry
standards. Staff agrees with comment #4 regarding the need for an internal sidewalk
connecting the building entrance to the new sidewalk along Boot Rd. Most of the
remaining comments describe issues to be addressed during the land development
review. Finally, comment #13 notes that this project is within our transportation
service area and will be required to pay a traffic impact fee of $24,633.

•

Director of Engineering memorandum dated April 12, 2022. Mr. Otteni has no
comments at this time.

•

Fire Marshal memorandum dated April 12, 2022. Ms. Guarnere notes a minor
correction and directs that the plan show the fire department connection. We note
that this information will be required for the land development plan.

Staff Comment
Since the Commission last reviewed this application, the Applicant has revised the design by
relocating the service access from the south side of the building to the west side, thereby
mitigating the impact upon the adjoining residential area. We note that the required buffer
width and landscaped screen are now shown along this side as well; the emergency access is a
5

safety requirement and will not be in regular use. Sheet 1 of the plan set depicts an
alternative design for the eastern parking area. The Commission may wish to discuss this with
the Applicant and advise as to which you prefer.
Staff is now satisfied that the conditional use criteria have all been satisfied, and most of our
prior concerns have been resolved. We suggest that the Commission discuss the following
with the Applicant tonight:
•

The Applicant has largely addressed the issue of how the facility will impact Good
Fellowship Ambulance. We still recommend that the Applicant be required to purchase an
annual individual membership in the company for each unit in the facility.

•

The Theurkauf review notes that the compensatory planting requirement can be satisfied
by planting trees larger than the minimum requirement. The Commission may recall that
the S/LDO provides other options: placing trees on Township property, cash contribution
to the Township tree bank, or some combination of these. Theurkauf obviously prefers
their recommended option, and Staff is also satisfied with that course of action, but the
Commission should confirm whether this is your recommendation as well.

•

The Commission should also advise if you support the landscaping waivers described in the
Theurkauf review (comments #2a and 3) regarding the screen buffer for the historic
Everhart House and parking lot landscaping.

•

The Commission should give direction concerning whether the sidewalk should be
extended to the west property line and whether there should be a better pedestrian
connection to the building.

•

The Commission should give direction regarding the provision of an easement to allow
future connection to the adjoining Whiteland Enterprises property.

If these issues are resolved to the satisfaction of the Commission, Staff would have no
objection to Commission action on the application tonight. We suggest the following
conditions of approval:
1. Prior to occupancy, the facility shall purchase one (1) individual membership to the Good
Fellowship Ambulance Company for each unit available for occupancy. The operator of
the facility shall assure that these memberships are renewed as needed such that they do
not lapse.
2. The eastern parking area shall utilize the design agreed to in the course of tonight’s
discussion.
3. If the extent of the sidewalk is to be revised, that should be noted here.
4. If the Commission wishes to require an easement to accommodate future access to the
Whiteland Enterprises property, that should be noted here.
5. If the Commission wishes to provide guidance on the satisfaction of the compensatory
planting requirement, that should be noted here.
6. Resolution of all outstanding consultant concerns to the satisfaction of the Township as
advised by our consultants
7. Payment of a traffic impact fee in the amount of $24,633 as described in comment #11 of
the review by McMahon Associates dated April 12, 2022.
8. Any other conditions as may be recommended by the Commission in the course of
tonight’s discussion.
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Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

SSM review dated April 12, 2022.
Theurkauf review dated April 4, 2022.
McMahon review dated April 12, 2022.
Commonwealth Heritage Group review dated August 31, 2021.
Director of Engineering memo dated April 12, 2022.
Fire Marshal memo dated April 12, 2022.
Plan set dated June 28, 2021, most recently revised March 16, 2022.

Plans\ABC\Columbia Cottage\PC memo - 220415.doc
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Spotts, Stevens and McCoy
1047 N. Park Road > Reading PA 19610-0307
610.621.2000 > F. 610.621.2001 > SSMGROUP.COM

April 12, 2022
Mr. John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning and Zoning
West Whiteland Township
101 Commerce Drive
Exton, PA 19341
RE:

Columbia Cottages at Boot Road
Conditional Use Application
SSM File 101008.0354

Dear Mr. Weller:
We have reviewed the above-referenced submission consisting of the following:


Columbia Cottage at Boot Road Conditional Use Plans (9 Sheets), prepared by EB Walsh &
Associates Inc., dated June 28, 2021, revised March 16, 2022.

Horst Seniorcare Company & SCG Realty Group, Inc. are proposing to consolidate tax parcels 41-6-95.1 and
41-6-96 to create a 7.6 gross acre lot. The applicant is proposing to retain the existing one-half (1 ½) story
commercial building on the site and develop the remainder of the property as a Personal Care Facility, which
would include Assisted Living and Memory Care building sections. The existing area to be developed is
currently vacant and comprised of meadow, woodlands, and natural features. The site is located within the
NC-Neighborhood Commercial and is subject to the IN-Institutional Overlay Zoning Districts.
Issues regarding landscaping and buffering and traffic and pedestrian circulation will be addressed by
Theurkauf Design and Planning and McMahon Associates, Inc., respectively.
We have the following comments.
WAIVER REQUESTS
The following waivers have been requested:
1.

Section 281-35.A – To provide a reduced buffer along the residential properties to the south in lieu of
the required 25 foot wide buffer. This request should be reviewed by Theurkauf Design and Planning.

2.

Section 281-37.B(4) – To not require a shade tree within each parking island in the area above the
stormwater management infiltration bed. The Applicant is requesting consideration instead to provide
the required shade trees around the perimeter of the parking area. From a stormwater perspective, we
support this waiver so that the tree roots systems will not adversely impact the underground
stormwater system. However, this request should also be reviewed by Theurkauf Design and
Planning.

COMPLIANCE WITH CONDITIONAL USE STANDARDS
3.

The Board of Supervisors may impose additional conditions that are reasonably necessary to assure
that the intent of the Zoning Ordinance is complied with, Section 325-124.C(2).

ENGINEERING | SURVEYING | ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
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COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE
4.

The use regulations for NC-District are defined in section 325-14.B and for the IN-District Overlay in
Section 325-45.B. The plans shall clearly indicate the existing and proposed use(s) for each building
and reference the applicable code section which pertains to each individual use.
It is our understanding that the existing building is an office building that is permitted by Section 32514.B(2). We recommend that the NC-District requirements applicable to the existing office building,
be shown on the existing conditions plan, i.e. sheet 2. The existing non-conforming front yard setback
associated with the office building within the NC-District (i.e., existing column) appears to be 38 feet.
This non-conformity in the existing and proposed condition shall be dimensioned for clarity.
It is also our understanding that the proposed development is an “Institution for the care of the aged”
that is permitted per Section 325-45.B(6). We recommend that the IN-District Overlay requirements
be shown on sheet 1 and that this sheet show how the entire development meets those requirements.

5.

6.

The area and bulk regulations for NC-District are defined in section 325-14.C and for the IN- District
Overlay in Section 325-45.C. The following items shall be addressed:
a.

All areas (i.e., gross area, net area, ROW, wetlands, building, impervious, etc.) on sheet 1
shall be updated to be reflected in acres and square feet.

b.

The IN-Overly District requirements should apply to the entire tract, in which case the
existing office building non-conformities will be exacerbated. We recommend this be
addressed as follows:
1)

The office building non-conforming zoning compliance information (i.e., setbacks)
shall be indicated on the plans separately from the living care facility for the INOverlay District. All IN-Overlay District non-conformities shall be identified.

2)

The plans shall be updated to contain a note which clearly explains that the existing
office use complies with the NC-District requirements, less the front yard nonconformity, as depicted on Existing Conditions Plans; however, as the property is
being developed as a tract, the proposed Site Plan (sheet 1) shall depict overall site
compliance with the IN-District Overlay.

c.

Front yard setbacks shall be measured from the ultimate right-of-way line.

d.

Interior drives or parking lots, except in areas for passenger drop-off, shall contain a
minimum 15-ft separation from any building, Section 325-45.C(5). The proposed interior
drive is closer than 15-ft to the building. It is our understanding the paved area west of the
drop off parking space is considered a service drive and is not for public / resident use;
therefore, the 15-ft setback may not apply. We defer to the Zoning Officer in regard to this
matter.

e.

It appears the parking lot associated with the Assisted Living and Memory Care Building
contains only a 25.5-ft setback from the ultimate right-of-way line in lieu of 30-ft
requirement. The Zoning compliance table shall reflect the same.

The minimum lot area for the IN Institutional District is four acres Section 325-45.C.(1). The
following items shall be addressed:
a.

The net lot area calculations on sheet 1 shall be updated to reflect all areas in acres and square
feet.

b.

Per the definition of “Developable Acreage”, existing rights-of-way are to be “netted” out.
The plans offer the required ultimate right-of-way (i.e., 30-ft half width) but per Note 11 on
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sheet 1, the plans request that the developable acreage only net out the “proposed right-ofway” (i.e., 25-ft half width) and that setbacks be taken from only the proposed right-of-way.
This request creates a scenario which would make this property non-conforming from a
zoning standpoint, after the project is constructed and the ultimate right-of-way is dedicated
to the Township. We defer to the Township Zoning Officer in regard to this matter to
determine if this acceptable.
c.

An impervious summary breakdown (i.e., building, paving, misc. etc.) shall be provided in
square feet for the existing and proposed conditions, which supports the indicated impervious
total and coverage percentage. Our calculations suggest a total lot coverage of 150,100 square
feet or 51% (vs. an allowable 50% and the table on sheet 1 that indicates 47.86%). It should
be noted that our calculations do not include any impervious area within the courtyards.

7.

All uses within this district shall be subject to a requirement that connection is made to public water
and sewage disposal, Sections 325-14.D(4) and 281-12. The applicant has noted they will comply
with this requirement.

8.

Off-street parking requirements are defined in Section 325-39. The proposed plan meets parking
requirements. It is noted that the plan proposes a surplus of required parking and now clarifies that
such parking spaces are requested to be held in reserve. SSM has no objection to this request,
conditioned upon the stormwater facilities including this impervious area and the plans clearly
indicating that the stormwater facilities have been designed to accommodate the reserve parking.

COMPLIANCE WITH LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
9.

Sidewalks are required for all residential and nonresidential development. Locations of sidewalks are
subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors, Section 281-31. It is noted that per Map 9,
Requested Connections & Improvements, of the Township’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan,
connections are requested along the frontage of Boot Road for the subject site. A 5-ft wide sidewalk
is proposed along the Lot 2 Boot Road frontage; however no sidewalk is proposed along Boot Road
in the location of wetlands at the northwestern (Lot 1) property corner. We recommend sidewalk be
installed along the entire site frontage in order to meet the intent of the Township’s comprehensive
plan.

GENERAL
10.

The plan involves a proposed driveway onto Boot Road which is SR 2020. A Highway Occupancy
Permit will be required from PennDOT. The response letter confirmed that this will be required. We
defer to McMahon Associates, Inc. with regard to traffic related items.

11.

We recommend that the Fire Chief weigh in on whether adequate circulation and coverage can be
provided based on the current layout.

12.

The southernmost 40 feet of lot 2 lies within West Goshen Township. The plan shall be submitted to
West Goshen Township for review and comment. Copies of their review shall be forwarded to West
Whiteland Township upon receipt. The response letter indicated that coordination with West Goshen
Township would be addressed at the time of Land Development. It appears more than 10 trees are to
be removed in West Goshen Township; therefore, we recommend notification prior to Conditional
Use approval.

13.

The plans should clarify the intended use of the courtyard areas. Consideration of a percentage of the
courtyards as impervious should be considered to demonstrate that these areas can contain impervious
area without violating the zoning requirements.
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14.

It appears Parcel 41-6-97 (i.e., Whiteland Pointe / Financial Coach Property) preserved a future
ingress and egress / potential driveway connection to the west of their parking lot. We recommend a
connection to this be further explored.

15.

The following items should be addressed:

16.

a.

Based on the plans, it appears there is closer to 79,000 sf of building area, not the 76,794 sf
indicated in the table on sheet 1. The square foot area of all building footprints shall be
indicated on the plans for clarity.

b.

A sidewalk connection from the building to the Boot Road sidewalk should be made.

c.

The sheet index shall be updated to list all sheets.

The eastern end of the proposed sidewalk shall align with the existing sidewalk.

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

Kent D. Morey, P.E., CBLP
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, West Whiteland Township Planner
Andrew Eberwein, P.E., Edward B. Walsh & Associates, Inc.

FROM:

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

DATE:

April 4, 2022

SUBJECT:

REVIEW COMMENTS – COLUMBIA COTTAGE AT BOOT ROAD
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 3-22-22

Please note our review comments pertaining to the following documents received on 3-22-22 and to a
site visit on 8-19-21:
•
•

Conditional Use Plan consisting of 8 sheets; and
Response letter dated 3-17-22 from Edward B. Walsh & Associates, Inc.

Comments that have been addressed are so noted. New comments are in bold.
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REVIEW COMMENTS – COLUMBIA COTTAGE AT BOOT ROAD
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 3-22-22
April 4, 2022
1.

Conditional Use Requirements – Section 325-124.C.1.h of the zoning ordinance (ZO) requires
that the proposed development shall not substantially injure or detract from the use of
surrounding property or from the character of the neighborhood.
Due to PennDOT requirements for the driveway configuration, the plan proposes a single entry
drive with loading accessed by a service drive along the Memory Care building’s north façade
adjacent to Boot Road. The land development plan shall indicate plantings that screen the
drive from Boot Road per comment #6.

2.

Screen Buffer – Section 281-35.A of the subdivision and land development ordinance (SLDO)
requires 50-foot-wide vegetated screen buffers between the proposed institutional use and
adjacent residential, historic, and commercial uses. The plan has been revised to combine Lots
1 and 2, so there is no flex use screen buffer requirement.
The plan proposes noncompliant screen buffers in the following area:
•

Historic use – Parking within the required buffer reduces its width to 30 feet in the
screen buffer required for the Everhart House, a Class I historic resource.

Screen buffer landscaping per section 281-35.D (SLDO) is required as follows:
Buffer/Length
Everhart House/ 177 LF

Plant Type
Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

Required Qty. Proposed Qty.
4
*
7
0
18
0

Commercial East/ 174 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

4
7
17

*
0
0

Townhouses/ 152 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

3
6
15

*
0
0

SF Residential/ 771 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

15
31
77

65*
33
82

Commercial West/ 264 LF

Shade Trees
Evergreen Trees
Large Shrubs

5
11
26

0
0
0

*Requirement met by trees proposed to remain
a. Everhart House buffer – The response letter states that the Township Historical
Commission considers the proposed buffer to be satisfactory. The plan indicates adequate
1350 Elbow Lane • Chester Springs, PA 19425 phone 484-888-5574 email ed@theurkauf.com www.theurkauf.com
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REVIEW COMMENTS – COLUMBIA COTTAGE AT BOOT ROAD
CONDITIONAL USE PLAN DATED 3-22-22
April 4, 2022

room for required screen buffer plantings. A waiver would be required to permit
proposed parking in the screen buffer, to which we would not object.
b. Commercial East buffer – The plan indicates feasible compliance with screen buffer planting
requirements.
c. Townhouse buffer – The plan indicates feasible compliance with screen buffer planting
requirements.
d. Single-family Residential buffer – The plan proposes an emergency access drive in the buffer
that would look and function like a lawn. The plan indicates adequate space for required
screen buffer plantings. We consider this issue resolved.
e. Commercial West buffer – The plan indicates feasible compliance with screen buffer
planting requirements.
3. Parking Lot Landscaping – In accordance with section 281-37.B.4 (SLDO), each parking lot
landscape island shall contain one shade tree.
The plan indicates at least 24 inches of soil over the stormwater vaults in the planting islands,
which would accommodate understory trees with shallow, fibrous roots in lieu of the required
shade trees. A partial waiver would be required to permit understory trees as parking lot island
shade trees, which we would support.
4. Compensatory Planting – Section 281-34.G (SLDO) requires compensatory plantings for mature
trees that are removed. Based on the applicant’s survey of existing trees, proposed tree
removals and required compensatory plantings are as follows:
Trees TBR
12-24” DBH
24-36” DBH

DBH “ TBR
840
131

Req. Compensatory “
211
43.7

2-inch caliper Compensatory Trees Required:
Compensatory Trees Proposed:

Req. Compensatory Trees
106
22
128
50

The required number of compensatory trees cannot be provided on site without causing
wetland disturbance. Section 281-34.G.6.a.3 (SLDO) permits the installation of fewer, larger
compensatory trees that equal the aggregate cost of required mitigation plantings. Thus the
plan would feasibly comply with compensatory planting requirements if all required
evergreen trees were specified as minimum 8-foot height, as follows:
Description
Buffer Evergreen Trees, 8 ft. ht.
Buffer Shade Trees, 2 inch cal.
Street Trees, 2 inch cal.

Quantity
64
22
12

Compensatory Equivalent
89
22
12
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Description cont’d
Quantity
Parking Island Shade Trees, 2 inch cal.
6
Bldg. Façade Shade Tree, 2 inch cal.
1

Compensatory Equivalent
6
1

Total Equivalent 2-inch Compensatory Trees

130

The land development plan shall provide required mitigation plantings accordingly.
5. Pedestrian Accessibility – The plan has been revised to extend a sidewalk across the Boot Road
frontage. This issue is resolved.
6. Site Element Screens – Section 281-35.G (SLDO) requires vegetated screening for elements
within 200 feet of a property or right-of-way line. Low screens are required for parking lots and
other vehicular use areas, and high screens are required for loading areas, as follows:
Site Element
East Parking Lot
Building Entrance Parking
Loading Area
Service Drive

Required Screen
Low
Low
High
Low

Adequate space for required site element screens is provided. Feasible compliance with the site
element screen requirement is demonstrated.
7. Building Façade Landscaping – Section 281-37.D (SLDO) requires plantings between parking lots
and buildings as follows:
Façade/Length
Memory Care/ 55 LF

Plant Type
Shade Tree
Small Shrubs

Required Qty.
1
6

The plan indicates adequate space for the required landscaping. Feasible compliance with
building façade landscaping requirements has been demonstrated.
8. Street Trees – Section 281-36 (SLDO) requires street trees as follows:
Frontage/Length
Boot Road/ 622 LF

Required Qty.
12

Proposed Qty.
0

The plan indicates adequate space for the required street trees. Feasible compliance has been
demonstrated.
9. Nonconformities on Existing Developed Lot Caused by Proposed Subdivision – This comment is
no longer applicable.
1350 Elbow Lane • Chester Springs, PA 19425 phone 484-888-5574 email ed@theurkauf.com www.theurkauf.com
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10. Conclusion – The following shall be addressed prior to conditional use approval:
•
•

Waiver to permit a reduced screen buffer width for Everhart House
Waiver to permit understory trees in lieu of required shade trees in (3) parking lot
islands

Please call if there are further questions.
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TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS & PLANNERS
McMahon Associates, Inc.
835 Springdale Drive, Suite 200
Exton, PA 19341
P. 610.594.9995
mcmahonassociates.com

April 12, 2022

Mr. John R. Weller, AICP
Director of Planning & Zoning / Zoning Officer
West Whiteland Township
101 Commerce Drive
Exton, PA 19341
RE:

Traffic Engineering Review
Columbia Cottage at Boot Road Assisted Living Facility
West Whiteland Township, Chester County, PA
McMahon Project No. 821711.11

Dear Mr. Weller:
McMahon Associates, Inc. completed a traffic review of the proposed Columbia Cottage at Boot Road assisted
living facility located on the south side of Boot Road (S.R. 2020) just west of Ship Road (S.R. 1001). The site
consists of a 72‐bed assisted living facility with access provided via a full‐movement, unsignalized access along
Boot Road. Our traffic review is based on the following documents.


Conditional Use Plan for Columbia Cottage at Boot Road, prepared by Edward B. Walsh & Associates,
Inc, dated March 16, 2022.

Based on our review of the above document, we offer the following comments for consideration.
1. ZO Section 325‐124.C(1)(e), (f), (i) and (j) – Based on the results of the traffic study, the proposed site
access intersection operates at acceptable overall and individual movement LOS B or better during the
study peak hours, and auxiliary left and right‐turn lanes are not warranted according to PennDOT’s turn
lane warrant criteria. The study also concludes that adequate sight distance is available at the site
access intersection with clearing of trees and vegetation along the site frontage. In addition, the study
indicates the traffic generated by the proposed assisted living facility does not cause nor exacerbate
delay at the Ship Road/Boot Road intersection. Based on the results of the study, in our opinion the
development does not create an adverse traffic impact on the surrounding roads and intersections, and
adequate access is provided to serve the site.
2. ZO Section 325‐39.G – The parking tabulation on sheet 1 notes the parking supply as 69 parking spaces
(which includes 9 spaces held in reserve); however, the plan shows 72 parking spaces. The parking
tabulation should be corrected. Regardless, the proposed parking supply exceeds the Township’s
parking supply requirement for a nursing home (48 parking spaces), and exceeds parking demand
estimates by the Institute of Transportation Engineers for this land use. As such, the proposed parking
supply is sufficient.

Engineering | Planning | Design | Technology
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3. SALDO Section 281‐25.A – The plans show a 30‐foot half width ultimate right‐of‐way along the Boot
Road site frontage, which meets the requirements for a collector road. In addition, note 11 on sheet 1
should be revised to read as follows:
“The Record Owner and its successors and assigns in ownership of Tax Parcels 41‐06‐95.1 and 41‐06‐96
shall convey and dedicate in fee to West Whiteland Township or PennDOT upon demand, at no cost, the
land area between the existing legal right‐of‐way line and the ultimate right‐of‐way line along Boot Road
(S.R. 2020) to be used for public road purposes, sidewalks, utilities, and other public purposes.”
4. We recommend pedestrian access within the site and to and from the site, especially as neighboring
properties develop and redevelop and the sidewalk system is expanded along Boot Road. As such, we
continue to recommend a sidewalk connection between the proposed Boot Road sidewalk and the
building entrance. Furthermore, during land development, please ensure the proposed Boot Road
sidewalk connects to the sidewalk along the neighboring property to the east.
5. The plan shows truck turning templates for a 30‐foot single unit truck, and the Township’s 42.5‐foot
emergency vehicle. The applicant’s engineer states these are the largest vehicles anticipated to visit the
site, and therefore larger truck turning templates are not provided.
6. SALDO Section 281‐28.F – The driveway sight distance appears to be sufficient, and the applicant’s
engineer states during land development the available driveway sight distances and a PennDOT‐style
sight distance note will be provided on the plans.
7. During land development, the design of the emergency access will be reviewed in more detail, and at
which time the applicant’s engineer should confirm if any of the optional aspects of the emergency
access (as shown on the detail) are proposed/needed. Also, it should be determined if signage or an
accessible gate/fence is needed. Furthermore, the Township’s emergency service personnel should
review the appropriateness of the proposed engineered permeable paver.
8. SALDO Section 281‐31 – During land development, the applicant’s engineer states detailed pedestrian
curb ramp designs for the ramps located on both sides of the site access will be provided. These designs
should include detailed grading plans, including spot elevations at all grade break points, all dimensions
and slopes, and labels for the proposed curb ramp types. In addition, all of the appropriate PennDOT
standard curb ramp details should be provided on the plans.
9. During land development, please provide all proposed signing and striping in order to provide clear
guidance to traffic in this area of the pick‐up/drop‐off loop in front of the building to ensure for the
orderly flow of traffic and to ensure there is no conflict with the Boot Road driveway traffic.
10. Since Boot Road (S.R. 2002) is a state road, the proposed site will require a Highway Occupancy Permit
from PennDOT. Please copy the Township on all PennDOT submissions.
11. Chapter 295‐12 – The subject development is located within the Township’s Act 209 Transportation
Service Area, and as such, it is subject to the Township’s Transportation Impact Fee which is equal to
$1,449.00 per new weekday afternoon peak hour trip. Based on the traffic study, the proposed 72‐bed
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assisted living facility will generate 17 new weekday afternoon peak trips, and the resultant
Transportation Impact Fee is $24,633.
12. Upon resubmission, the applicant's engineer should compose a response letter that describes how each
comment has been addressed and where any plan and/or report revisions are located. Additional
comments regarding the traffic improvements and/or land development plans may follow upon receipt
of future submissions.

If there are any questions or if additional information is requested, please contact our office.
Sincerely,

Christopher J. Williams, P.E.
Vice President & Regional Manager – Mid‐Atlantic
I:\eng\WESTWHI1\821711 ‐ Columbia Cottage\Reviews\2022‐04‐12 Review\Review\2022‐04‐12 Columbia Cottage Review.docx

ANDREW J. WEIR, PRESIDENT
ajweir@chg-inc.com
PENNSYLVANIA OFFICE
20 Hagerty Boulevard, Suite 3
West Chester, PA 19382
P: (610) 436-9000

August 31, 2021
WC-461

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

Conditional Use Application
Columbia Cottage at Boot Road
Senior Care Facility
930 & 936 E. East Boot Road
Exton PA., 19341

Dear Mr. Weller,
A Conditional Use Application has been submitted by Horst Seniorcare Company for construction of a
residential senior care facility, at 930 & 936 E. Boot Road. The applicant proposes to subdivide an existing
8.396-acre property, located along the south side of Boot Road, to form two lots. The 1.594-acre west lot
contains an existing commercial building that will remain. The 6.802-acre east lot is currently undeveloped and
will be the site of the proposed senior care development. The project site is located within West Whiteland
Township’s NC-Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District.
In accordance with the West Whiteland Township Zoning Ordinance, Article XVI: Historic Preservation,
Commonwealth Heritage Group (hereinafter Commonwealth) has reviewed the proposed undertaking for
potential impacts to the Township’s designated historic resources. For this review Commonwealth utilized the
following submission documents:
• Application for Hear (Conditional Use), by Buckley, Brion, McGuire & Morris LLP, dated 8/10/2021.
• Conditional Use Plans, Drawings 1 thru 5, by E.B. Walsh & Associates, Inc., dated 6/10/2021.
• Building Elevations and Site Rendering, Drawings 1 & 2, dated 8/3/2021
• Traffic Engineering Investigations, by F. Tavani & Associates, dated 8/9/2021.
• Post-Construction Stormwater Management Report, by E.B. Walsh & Associates, Inc., dated 6/10/2021.

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
listed on the West Whiteland Township inventory that are located within the boundary of a proposed project
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site or within 300-feet of the boundary of a proposed project site shall be reviewed for potential adverse effect.
Commonwealth’s review has determined the following historic resources are subject to review.
Listed Historic Resources located within the boundary of the proposed Project Site:

None
Listed Adjacent Historic Resources within 300 feet of the proposed Project Site:
•

Site #046– S. Ship and E. Boot Road. William Everhart House. Built c. 1810 by William Everhart,
major developer of West Chester’s southwest quadrant. This house was used until c. 1817 as a
storekeeper’s house. Everhart lived here until c. 1824. House is the only survivor of the thriving 19th
century community associated with the Boot Tavern.
- Class I Historic Resource, Listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

Description of the Proposed Undertaking:
The proposed Columbia Cottage at Boot Road senior care facility is a Personal Care Facility comprised of a 22
bed Memory Care unit and a 50 bed Assisted Living facility. A single 76,794 SF one-story structure contains
both care units. The care units are in two separate courtyard wings, linked by an entrance lobby, corridors,
offices, and common spaces. The proposed building will occupy roughly the western 60 percent of the property.
The eastern 40 percent of the site, closest to the Ship and Boot Road intersection, will be a landscaped parking
lot providing 68 parking spaces. The parking lot contains wide landscape islands within the parking lot. The
perimeter buffer along the south side of Boot Road is currently shown as 45-feet. However, it appears Boot
Road may be widened, and the perimeter buffer reduced to 30-feet. The drawings reviewed did not contain
proposed landscaping or vegetative screening information.

Review of the Potential Effects on Historic Resources:
Commonwealth’s review is limited to the potential for effect on the above-mentioned historic resources.
Commonwealth conducted a field review at the site of the historic resources to evaluate the potential effect of
the proposed project. Our comments are limited to the potential for adverse effect, and recommendations for
treatment and/or mitigation.
The proposed Columbia Cottage site design locates the new building on the western section of the property.
This is respectful of the existing historic resource, Site #046 which is located on the north side of Boot Road,
opposite the new parking lot to the east. There is an opportunity to provide substantial landscaping in the
perimeter buffer space and parking lot islands. This should be robustly developed, including deciduous and
evergreen trees and shrubbery for year-round screening. The design of the one-story facility as illustrated in
the submitted rendering is residential in style. The pitched roofs at the building’s perimeter and traditional
architectural details are appropriate. The design and scale are compatible with the neighborhood and
sympathetic to the William Everhart House.
One area of concern at the proposed Columbia Cottage site is the potential for disturbance of archeological
resources related to the Revolutionary War Battle of the Clouds, as well as potential Native American
settlement activity. Historically this was a busy crossroads intersection, probably long before European
settlers arrived. The Battle of the Clouds occurred on September 16, 1777, as the British moved north from
Chadds Ford in multiple lines. Skirmishes erupted before a late day storm ended the battle. Some of the
heaviest fighting was in the vicinity of the present-day Everhart House. Refer to the attached excerpt from
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the Chester County Technical Report on the Battle of the Clouds: Skirmish Near the Boot Tavern. It is not
known if archeological resources may be discovered. The Township should be alerted if historic material is
uncovered or if human remains are encountered, which is unlikely but not impossible.
Conclusion: The building proposed at the Columbia Cottage at Boot Road senior care facility is relatively
isolated from the historic resource, Site #046, the William Everhart House. The care facility’s site layout and
architectural design per the site plans and elevation rendering are appropriate. The landscaping design must
be developed to provide adequate screening for the existing historic resource. Commonwealth concludes
there is no adverse effect for the Columbia Cottage at Boot Road development.

Should you have any questions or comments please do not hesitate to contact me by cell at 610-3509564 or e-mail at pyocum@chg-inc.com.
Regards,

Philip Yocum, RA, LEED AP
Preservation Architect
cc:

Justin Smiley – WWT
Candice Strawley- CHG
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Battle of the Clouds
Technical Report

The Battle of the Clouds Phase 2 : Skirmish Near the Boot Tavern
Maxwell was positioned on the
Pottstown Pike, near Colonel
Richard Thomas’ Mill, while
Potter’s Militia Brigade lined up
behind the Boot Tavern, which
was located at the intersection of
Boot and Ship Roads in West
Goshen Township.35
Around 3:00pm, while the bulk
of the Crown Forces remained
near the Goshen Meetinghouse,

[MAP 6a] Battle of the Clouds, Phase 2

a detachment of Hessian Jaegers, along with Hessian Grenadiers and the Leib Regiment plunged forward
with Colonel Carl von Donop leading the way.
Donop, who came from a Hessian noble family, requested to command the Jaegers in America, with the
ambitious dream of widening the war to “seize the wealth of Mexico and Peru.”36 After suffering
humiliation at Trenton in January, Donop was eager to find an opportunity for revenge against the
Americans. This eagerness may explain why we found himself so far ahead of the rest of his column. 37
According to Howe’s aid-de-Camp, Fredriech von Munchhausen, Donop may have “advanced a little too
impetuously,” because he soon found himself cut off from the rest of his detachment and “almost
surrounded” by Potter’s men who saw an opportunity to catch the Hessians out of position.38 Map 6a
depicts Donop’s close call at the Boot Tavern.
Summoning his determination, Donop, “decided to break through with the horsemen,” in order to reunite
with the rest of Knyphausen’s column that was approaching from the east. 39
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While Donop was maneuvering by the Boot Tavern, the main army
on King Road between Maxwell and Wayne was still not in
formation, the rain was starting to fall more steadily, and the only
avenues of retreat back to the Great Valley (modern day Ship Road,
Phoenixville Pike, Planebrook Road, and Pottstown Pike) were
deteriorating quickly.40 Washington and his officers were
considering, “whether we should receive the British on the ground
then occupied by our troops, or retire beyond a valley in their rear.”
41

Pickering’s opinion was, “The order of the battle is not

completed. If we are to fight the enemy on this ground, the troops
ought to be immediately arranged. If we are to take the high
grounds on the other side of the valley, we ought to march
immediately, or the enemy may fall upon us in the midst of our
movement.” 42 “Let us move,” was Washington’s response, and the

[Figure 2] Count Carl Emil Ulrich von Donop

army turned back toward the White Horse Tavern in the valley.43
As the storm worsened,
weapons on both sides began
to misfire, and the Jaegers
drew their hunting swords
forcing Potter’s men to “quit
the field.”44 Map 6b depicts
this scene which represents the
last time patriot blood was
spilled in the Brandywine
Valley.
The episode by the Boot

[MAP 6b] Battle of the Clouds, Phase 2

Tavern saw five Jaegers killed and seven wounded45, about eight to eleven Americans killed, and a number
of prisoners captured.46 According the Futhey and Cope, “the killed were buried near to the dwelling of
Daniel Meredith, and the wounded taken to the house of Daniel Thompson, a short distance north of
7
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Meredith’s, which was used as a hospital.”47 Immaculata University on King Road has a gravesite on its
campus that is traditionally believed to contain soldiers killed in the battle.48

Rainsoaked Roads and Ammunition
By today’s standards this storm would probably be known as a tropical storm or hurricane, reminiscent of
Hurricane Floyd which hit southeastern Pennsylvania on September 16, 1999.49 Even modern society,
with paved roads and abundant shelter, has a difficult time functioning during such weather events, but for
these Eighteenth century armies, there were only dirt paths, quickly turning to mud, and a few scattered
farmhouses that would have been quickly snatched up by the officers. Most men on both sides were left
to remain out in the open fields with only their weapons and provisions.
By about 5:00pm, the Crown Forces were forced to call off the attack. Even the Jaegers, charging with
their hunting swords, were stopped in their tracks by mud up to their calves.50 Apart from the severely
degraded road system, one of the primary concerns for both armies was the state of their ammunition,
particularly the cartridge boxes. These boxes were carried by soldiers on both sides to store cartridges
consisting of a musket ball and powder wrapped in paper. They were constructed using a wooden box
and covered with a leather flap.

[Figure 3] Cartridge Boxes : Continental versus British

Figure 3 shows samples of a Continental cartridge box (the two on the left), and a British cartridge box on
the right. Better construction of the British boxes, particularly with a larger leather flap, as well as double
flaps, gave them an advantage in wet situations.51 Nobody put it more plainly than Brigadier General
8

Battle of the Clouds
Technical Report
Henry Knox who summed up the situation on 16 September, saying, “This was a most terrible stroke to
us, and owing entirely to the badness of the cartridge-boxes which had been provided for the army.”52
After the Battle of the Clouds, Washington became well aware of the difference in quality, sending a letter
to Congress on 13 October, where he identified some design improvements, saying, “With respect to
Cartouch Boxes, without which it is impossible to act, … each Box should have a small inner flap for the
greater security of the Cartridges against rain and moist weather. The Flaps, in general, are too small, and
do not project sufficiently over the ends or sides of the Boxes. … For we know from unhappy experience
in the severe rain, on the 16th [of September] the few Boxes we had of this construction preserved the
ammunition without injury, whilst it was almost wholly destroyed in those of the Common form, with a
single flap.”53

The Battle of the Clouds Phase 3 : Regrouped at the White Horse Tavern
Despite the failure of the
cartridge boxes, it could be
said that the storm played to
Washington’s advantage by
eliminating the possibility of a
British pursuit and allowing
him the time to put some
distance between the two
armies.
Exactly what happened that
late afternoon, however, is
[MAP 7] Battle of the Clouds, Phase 3

difficult to say. As
documented in Appendix A,

the configuration of Washington’s line near the White Horse Tavern is unknown. The historical study
could not locate a single firm and reliable primary source that contained evidence of the order of
Continental Army forces marching toward White Horse Tavern on the afternoon of 16 September,
1777.”54 The only primary account that even hints at a reformed line comes from Pickering, who states
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MEMORANDUM
DATE:

April 12, 2022

TO:

John Weller, Director of Planning and Zoning

FROM:

Theodore D. Otteni, P.E.
Director of Engineering

SUBJECT: Columbia Cottage at Boot Road (Senior Living)
Conditional Use Plan Review
I have reviewed the plans (9 sheets) for the proposed Columbia Cottage Senior Living with a
plotted date of March 22, 2022. I have no comments at this time.

101 Commerce Drive Exton, Pennsylvania 19341 Tel: (610) 363-9525

Date: April 12, 2022

To: John Weller/Director of Planning and Zoning Justin Smiley/Township Planner
From: Marie Guarnere, Director Code Administration / Fire Marshal/ Assistant Zoning Officer
Re: Columbia Cottage Conditional Use – Fire Marshal Review
I have reviewed the following plan(s) revised dated 3/16/2022 prepared by EB Walsh & Assoc. Inc.
and have the following comments:

Fire Department connection shall be identified and located within 150’ of a Fire Hydrant
Auto Turn Analysis – to be calculated on the largest Fire Department apparatus only.
o Page 8 of 9 correction to show turning radius per the largest Fire Department apparatus of 42.25’

Marie Guarnere
Director Code Administration / Fire Marshal/ Assistant Zoning Officer
Cell: 267-542-0445 mguarnere@westwhiteland.org

