EAST BRANDYWINE TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR SESSION
Wednesday, September 5, 2007 — 7:30 P.M.

Those in Attendance:
Mr. Stephen Cushman, Vice-Chairman
Mr. Michael Corbin, Member
Mr. Charles Giordano, Member
Mrs. Sandra Moser, Member
Mr. Mervin Thomas, Member
Mr. Scott T. Piersol, Township Manager
John Spangler, Esq., Planning Commission Solicitor
Mr. Michael Mayhew, Township Engineer
Mr. Thomas Kummer, Township Landscape Architect
Mr. James Koppenhaver, Yerkes Engineer
Mrs. Mary Beth Smedley, Township Secretary/Treasurer

Absent:
Mr. Bruce Rawlings, Chairman
Mrs. Deborah Marshman, Member

Mr. Cushman opened the meeting at 7:30 P.M.

Planning Commission Minutes — August 1, 2007

Mr. Cushman asked if there were additions or corrections to the August 1, 2007 minutes.
There were none. Mr. Thomas made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. Mr,
Corbin seconded the motion, with all voting Aye.

Corner Ketch Landing

The Planning Commission unanimously recommended that the Township not issue
building permits or use and occupancy permits until the outstanding issues regarding this
subdivision are resolved to the satisfaction of the Township. Mr. Piersol and Mr.
Rawlings will meet with the applicant within the next several weeks to try to resolve
these issues.

Rothman Tract

The site is situated in the southerly portion of East Brandywine Township along the
easterly and northerly side of Bondsville Road and contains 33.104 gross acres of land.
The Rothman Tract is zoned R-2 Residential.

The site is bounded on the north by a single family residence on a large partially wooded
lot and woodlands adjacent to agricultural lands, to the east by existing family residences,
and to the west by three lots containing single family residences and Bondsville Road.
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The existing site consists primarily of woodlands and meadows and contains an existing
pond and dam. The westerly portions of the site are traversed north to south by an
unnamed tributary to the Beaver Creek. A small portion of the property contains an
existing barn, garage and springhouse. The site is accessed by an existing stone bridge
from Bondsville Road. There is a Class 2 Historic Resource on the site. Wetlands have
been delineated and are being avoided.

The average slope of the property is approximately 7.5% and drains to the west to the
unnamed tributary of Beaver Creek, and to the pond. There are some areas of Steep and
Very Steep Slopes.

Mr. Neil Barkon, the applicant, and Mr, Dennis O’Neill, engineer for the applicant,
discussed the revised plan and Yerkes review letter of August 29, 2007.

Mr. O’Neill stated that most of the stormwater issues raised by Yerkes have been
resolved. The issues related to the dry fire hydrant tank have been addressed with Mr.
Piersol. The dry hydrant will be installed during the construction phase and will be
completed and operational prior to the issuance of any building permits. Mr. O’Neill
asked that the Planning Commission recommend that the Board of Supervisors grant
preliminary plan approval.

Mr. Cushman asked Mr. O’Neill to review the outstanding issues. Mr. O’Neill stated that
outstanding issues include receipt of the PennDOT Highway Occupancy Permit, final
bridge design, some of the Chester County Conservation District issues and finalization
of some of the species to be used in the landscaping plan.

The Planning Commission asked the applicant for an update on the existing home. Mr.
Barkon said he has spoken to an interested party about the house. He stated he would
continue discussions once plan approval was received. Mr. O’Neill stated that the
existing house has been situated on a parcel so that it falls within the R-2 Zoning
District’s required setbacks. The applicant has already agreed to try and maintain at least
one wall of the house. The Planning Commission would like the applicant to retain the
front wall. The applicant docs have a demolition permit that has been approved by the
Board of Supervisors. The Planning Commission would like the apphicant to submit a
preservation plan showing which walls will be preserved and which will be demolished.
Mr. ONeill stated that his client would agree to this.

The barn, springhouse and garage are proposed to remain. Mr. Barkon stated that it
hasn’t been decided who will repair the bamn. It may be repaired by the developer or by
the future property owner. According to Mr. Barkon the barn is structurally in good
shape. He stated that a hole in the roof was recently repaired. A note should be added to
the plan stating which buildings will remain. The Planning Commission would like a
structural engineer to submit a report as to whether the house and barn can be preserved.
This will be a condition of final plan approval.
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Mrs. Moser stated there are two plants on the corner of the property that need to be
removed since they are invasive species. They are marked with orange tape. The
applicant has agreed to remove those plants.

The existing dam will be inspected and modified or repaired as required by PADEP,
Funds to do these repairs will be escrowed. Mr. O’Neill was asked what the applicant
would do if PADEP requires that the dam be removed. He doesn’t think they will do that
since PADEP is already aware that it is the applicant’s intention to repair the dam. It s
now PADEP’s policy to remove dams.

Preliminary Plan Approval Recommendation

Mr. Corbin made a motion to recommend the Board of Supervisors grant preliminary
plan approval for this subdivision application with the conditions that all issues in the
Yerkes August 29, 2007 review letter are resolved and that the applicant submit a
structural engineering report on the existing house and barn as a condition of final plan
approval. Mrs. Moser seconded the motion, with all voting Aye.

Applecross Development — Update on William Moore Farm

Mr. John Curtin attended the meeting to discuss the William Moore Farm on behalf of
Pulte Homes. James Koppenhaver a structural engineer from Yerkes Associates also
attended to discuss his August 7, 2007 review letter on the subject building,

M. John Curtin explained that approximately 45 days ago Pulte started demolishing a
portion of the William Moore House pursuant to the Settlement Agreement. A plan for
demolition was submitted to Yerkes and was approved. During the demolition process
continual cracking and displacement of the stone masonry occurred despite the walls
being braced. It is the opinion of Pulte’s structural engineer, as well as that of Mr.
Koppenhaver that the walls are no longer sound and an unsafe condition exists.

In Mr. Koppenhaver’s letter of August 7, 2007 he stated that based on the structural
instability, the nature and extent of the problems and the difficulty to correct them,
demolition of the remaining walls is recommended. The demolition needs to be
undertaken promptly to make the project area safe for the new construction of the
community center.

He went on to say that to preserve part of the historic resource, specific notable
architectural features have been incorporated into the new construction. He stated that
original stone should be retained, and in sections designated by the architect this stone
can be set without the application of any surface treatment. Old mortar can be duplicated
and be applied using the same method as the original mortar.

Mr. Curtin stated that he and other representatives from Pulte Homes plan to attend the
September 6, 2007 Board of Supervisor’s meeting to discuss a plan to reuse the stone.
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Mr. Corbin asked for the name of the contractor who performed the demolition work.
Mr. Curtin stated that Dennis Funk was the contractor and that he has previously worked
on other historic structures,

The Planning Commission asked where the stone and timbers were now. Mr. Curtin said
that some of the stone has been saved. According to Mr. Curtin the windows and timbers
weren’t structurally sound. The Planning Commission asked if there are other buildings
to be renovated. Mr. Curtin said there are no other renovation plans. He also said that
Pulte has no plans to demolish the house on Bondsville Road. The house is currently
protected by a stockade fence.

Mr. Koppenhaver was asked if there was any way to save the two remaining walls of the
William Moore House. Mr. Koppenhaver stated that although anything is possible that
non-historic structural measures would need to be taken. He also stated that once
demolition started the condition of the structure became more apparent. The mortar was
badly deteriorated and there were old, existing stress cracks. Even if it could be saved it
wouldn’t look like the existing structure.

Mr. Corbin stated that in some ways the two walls could be compared to a structure in
West Whiteland Township. A historic building near Main Street Village has been
protected for the time when it will be renovated. Although the two remaining walls can’t
be load-bearing, they could be used as a facade. It was also suggested that Pulte’s
architect could design a structure identical to the original house.

The Planning Commission members were cxtremely disappointed in the outcome. They
stated that many hours were put into the Settlement Agreement and they thought that the
house was to remain.

The Planning Commission recommended that the Board of Supervisors require Pulte
Homes to rebuild the structure in its entirety, or at a minimum use the two remaining
walls as a fagade and also use other materials from the structure so that it can be rebuilt as
close to what was originally there as possible. Mrs. Moser stated that if there were fines
or penalties that could be levied against the applicant, that should be pursued. Mr.

Curtin stated that the entire structure couldn’t be used as part of the proposed community
center because it wouldn’t meet current codes. Because of that, it was determined that
using the two walls that were scheduled to be saved was the best way to go. They would
like to ensure that this situation doesn’t come up again with any other buildings slated to
be renovated or saved on the property.

Mr. Corbin made a motion to recommend the Board of Supervisors not take any action on
the William Moore House until a full preservation plan is presented for the house and the
barn on Zynn Road. Mrs. Moser seconded the motion, with all voting Aye.
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Barn on Zynn Road

Mr. Thomas reported that the barn roof has been disassembled and was being stored at
the Miley farm. The Planning Commission was under the impression that the whole barn
Wwas to be disassembled and moved to the corner of East Reeceville Road and Zynn Road
but it appears that only the roof has been saved. The Planning Commission would like a
full accounting of where the barn is. Mr. Piersol will investigate and report back to the
Planning Commission.

>

Spain Conditional Use Application

Larry and Christina Spain have submitted a conditional use application pursuant to
Section 399-93.E.4 and 399-137 of the East Brandywine Township Zoning Ordinance for
a family day-care in their home at 260 Lenora Lane, Downingtown, Pa. The property is
located on 1.5 acres and the home is a single family dwelling. The Spains have already
applied with the Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare for approval to have a home
daycare for up to six children, as required by the Commonwealth and East Brandywine
Township Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Commission will provide comments and
recommendations for the Board of Supervisors to consider at the Conditional Use
Hearing which will be held Tuesday, September 25, 2007 at 7:30 P.M. at the East
Brandywine Township Municipal Complex.

Mr. Spain addressed several comments in the Yerkes August 31, 2007 review letter.

1. E(5) - Mr. Giannantonio noted that the total floor area devoted to the Home
Occupation is limited to 25% of the home’s floor area. The proposed use will
occupy 10.4% of the home’s floor area if the floor areas provided in the
application are correct. Mr. Spain wants to make sure that Mr. Giannantonio
agreed that the home meets the Zoning requirement. Mr. Mayhew, speaking on
behalf of Mr. Giannantonio stated that it does meet the Zoning requirement and is
not an issue.

2. E(6) The Board may require buffering of the use. The proposed fenced play area
is on the north side of the dwelling and is proposed to be 36’ wide and extend 30’
from the north wall of the dwelling. The applicant’s dwelling is immediately
before the Lenora Lane cul-de-sac bulb and as such, sits forward of the
neighboring dwelling, which is located immediately to the north. The ground
slopes down toward the north and is readily visible from the whole area of the
Lenora Lane cul-de-sac. The proposed play area will be visible from the front of
the adjacent dwelling. Mr. Giannantonio recommended that the location of the
play area be moved to the rear of the dwelling or be heavily buffered with
plantings approved by the Township. Mr. Spain stated that although it is true that
the property generally slopes to the north, this one area slopes downward. It is
Mr. Spain’s opinion that it is the most suitable place, but agreed to move it if
needed. He also agreed to install landscape buffering if that was recommended.
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3.

E(9) It was suggested that the Board address the amount of traffic generated by
the proposed use. The application stated that three to four familjes may be using
the day-care facility with six to eight trips per day. With the ability to care for six
children, it is recommended that the worst case scenario be used to evaluate the
traffic: one child per day with twelve trips per day total. The applicant has not
indicated what time of day these trips would occur, of if any intermediate middle-
of-the day trips usually are made to pickup or drop off children before and after
lunchtime. Mr. Spain explained that the possibility of six children being picked
up or dropped off at the same time was slim. He also said that some residents in
the development have expressed interest in using the daycare service, so those
children might not need transportation, or at least additional traffic would not be
coming in from outside the development. Mr. Spain also noted that he thought
more traffic problems would likely be caused by cars waiting for the school buses
than from the additional trips generated from the proposed daycare.

B(9) The use may generate sewage discharge volume that is not normally
associated with a residential use. The additional children will have some impact
on the septic system of the dwelling. The increase sewage load has not been
adequately addressed with regard to any changes that may have to be made to the
dwelling’s system to accommodate the additional children, Mr. Giannantonio
noted that the sketch of the lot submitted indicates that an additional septic tank
and three standard disposal trenches are permitted. Mr. Giannantonio wanted to
know if they have been installed. Mr. Spain stated they were installed in June.
Currently, five people live in the house. One septic tank is for 1,250 gallons and
the other is for 750 gallons. Mr. Spain has contacted the Chester County Health
Department to make sure that the septic system can handle the sewage generated
by a daycare business. He stated if it can’t he will make the necessary
modifications.

Recommendations by Yerkes Associates

A

They recommend that the play area be moved to the rear of the building.
Although Mr. Spain would like the play area located where it is shown on the
plan, he has agreed to move it if needed.

The dwelling should be tested for radon. The building has been tested and has
passed radon tests.

Adequate fire protection equipment should be available. The Fire Marshall has
conducted an inspection of the premises and has determined that fire protection
equipment is adequate and there is adequate ingress and egress in the event of an
emergency situation.

A copy of the Chester County Health Department’s permit for the expansion of
the septic system should be provided for the Township records. Mr. Spain agreed
to provide this.

The applicant should present testimony with regard to the method of feeding the
children during the course of the day. The applicant will either provide food for
the children or their parents will provide it. The Pennsylvania Department of
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Public Welfare visits daycares once a month to ensure that children are properly
fed.

F. The noise level of children playing in the outdoor play area should be evaluated
and mitigated if deemed excessive for the character of the neighborhood. Mr.
Spain stated it would be difficult at this point to determine the noise level. He
also stated that many children live in the neighborhood and that if noise was an
issue he and his wife would address it immediately. The East Brandywine
Township ordinance does not allow children in daycares to play outside after 5:00
P.M.

G. The type of fence around the play area should be specified and must meet with the
approval of the Township. Mr. Spain stated he would submit specifications for
the fence this week.

Section 399-137

The plan shall be drawn at a scale of 1” = 50, Mr. Spain will resubmit the application at
that scale.

Mr. Cushman asked Planning Commission Solicitor John Spangler to explain the
Conditional Use hearing process since there were many interested neighbors in the
audience. Mr. Spangler stated that the Zoning Ordinance allows for certain uses to be
permitted within the Township if they meet certain conditions as determined by the
Board of Supervisors. The Supervisors allow the Planning Commission to give an
advisory opinion. The Conditional Use hearing will take place on September 25™ and it
will be much more formal than the Planning Commission meeting. The Board of
Supervisors will be represented by their Solicitor. The Township Engineer will be
present and may give testimony. MTr. Spangler may be present to represent the Planning
Commission, if requested to do so. A stenographic record of the hearing will be made by
a court reporter. Mr. Spangler went on to stay that it is already predetermined that a
daycare use for up to six children is appropriate in the R-2 District. Beyond the
Commonwealth and Zoning Ordinance requirements, the Board of Supervisors have the
ability to attach additional conditions. As an example, he stated that buffering of the play
area may be an appropriate recommendation or condition. A condition that might not be
appropriate is traffic since the Township has already determined by allowing the use in
that district that traffic would not be an issue. Residents in close proximity to the
property can participate in the hearing. If a person who has become a party to the hearing
is unthappy with the result, they can appeal the decision to the Court of Common Pleas.

Mr. Cushman provided copies of the Zoning Ordinance related to the Conditional Use
process to the audience. He then asked if there were questions from the audience.

Mr. Bob Miller stated that he would try to raise most of the neighbors concems although
some of the other neighbors might also raise some issues. He assured the Township and
Mr. and Mrs. Spain that his concerns weren’t personal, but that he and other neighbors
were concerned about the impact a home daycare would have on the neighborhood.
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He went on to say that he and some of the other neighbors did not feel that a home
daycare would help preserve the character of the neighborhood. He mentioned that
Lenora Lane was a cul-de-sac street and that additional traffic would not help preserve
the character.

Mr. Miller stated that in the worst case scenario with six children there would be an
additional 120 trips in to the development each week (six trips in and out each morning,
in and out each evening times 5 days). There are two bus stops in the development where
children will be waiting each morning, The development does not have sidewalks or
street lights,

The neighbors were also concerned whether the septic system would be adequate for a
daycare. It was noted that the applicant indicated he would comply with the Chester
County Health Department regulations.

Mr. Miller wanted to make sure that the applicant complies with Section 399-93.E.(4)(c)
of the ordinance that states at least two off-street parking spaces, in addition to parking
required for the residential use, shall be provided. Such parking shall not be located
within any required minimum front yard area.

Section 399-93.E(4)(a) of the ordinance states that the owner must be registered with the
Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare and must demonstrate compliance with all
DPW regulations for such homes. Mr. Miller stated that DPW has regulations related to
how many infants and toddlers a home daycare can have. He asked if the Township had
any such regulations. East Brandywine Township’s regulations allow for six children,
but don’t differentiate between infants and toddlers. It was stated that the State code
would take precedence, but The Township just requires documentation of compliance
with regulation, it does not monitor their regulations. If for some reason a home daycare
would be non-compliant with DPW regulations, they would automatically be out of
compliance with the Township. The Township will not mvestigate alleged violations of
the State license.

Mr Miller questioned whether the Spains would have employees. There are no plans for
Mrs. Spain to hire an employee at this time. Mr. Miller then asked what would happen if
an employee was hired. If a condition of approval stated that the daycare could have no
employees, then the Conditional Use decision would need to be amended.

According to Mr. Miller the Spain’s application stated that two people reside in the
house. Two adults and three children reside in the house.

Mr. Miller closed by saying that he believes the daycare would change the character of
the neighborhood and should not be granted.
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Mr. Bill Vosburgh stated that buffering for noise will need to be significant since the

proposed play area is only 20 yards from his house. He also stated that the road is only
18 feet wide, so that may affect traffic.

Mr. Robert Morrow from 121 Lenora Lane stated that his wife ran a daycare for many
years and pickups and drop offs of children rarely exceed five to ten minutes. He stated
that they would personally use the daycare if they needed it. They also lived on 2 dead-
end street and never had any problems with traffic or other issues that have been
discussed.

Mr. Bruce Reeser from 270 Lenora Lane stated that Section 399-96.A(6) stated that no
home occupation activities shall be visible from a public street or any neighboring
property. He stated that the play area would be visible. He also stated that Section 399-
93.E(4)(d)stated that a proper circulation pattern must be established so that cars picking
up and dropping off children shall not impede the flow of traffic off the site. He wants to
make sure these two items are addressed. Mr. Spain stated that he will move the play
area to a location acceptable to the Township and it should be at least 50 feet from any
neighboring property.

Mr. Louis Marcelli stated that he had looked a long time to find a house on a cul-de-sac.
He said that he hates that this was the way the Spains were welcomed, but there are no
sidewalks in the development and there are already many cars taking children to the bus
stop. He is concerned how the daycare might affect the septic system or wells in the
community. He does not want to see a daycare in the development.

Mis. Eleanor Meals from 215 Lenora Lane stated that she has used daycares in the past,
but that this is not a proper place for it. She went on to stay that there were already traffic
problems in the development. She stated that if people wanted to use daycare they should
use an established commercial facility.

Mr. Spain was asked about hours of operation for the daycare. He stated that the hours

would be from approximately 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. He went on to stay that not all the

children would be dropped off or picked up at the same time that anyone bringing

children to the daycare would need to abide by all traffic regulations. He also noted that

residents were now parked on the street and at least partially blocking the street when
children were waiting for the school buses.

Mr. Corbin stated that there is a legitimate concern about the fence. It is important to
make sure that the fence does not affect the visual aesthetics of the development.
Landscape buffering may help with softening the fence. Mr. Spain plans to install a four-
sided vinyl fence with a self latching gate that will be covered with 3” x 2” mesh.
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Mr. Moser stated that she agrees that the applicant should provide buffering. She also
suggested that the Township confer with the Brandywine Regional Police regarding the
traffic concerns.

The site plans shows that parents will be parking on the driveway next to the garage,

Mr. Thomas noted that the daylight basement entrance is to the north. He asked if all
children would be going to the play area at the same time . Mr. Spain said that they
would. He also noted that there were three areas where the children might be — in the
outdoor play area, the daylight basement or on the first floor where the bathroom is
located. He asked what would happen if one of the children needed to go to the
bathroom. Mr. Spain stated that no children would be left unattended. He also stated that
he frequently works in the home. Mr. Spain stated that his wife had run a daycare in
California for 10 years and there were never any problems.

In addition to the above comments for the Board of Supervisors to consider they also
have the following comments:

1. The Planning Commission is concerned about the location of the play area. The
Commission does not want the play area located in the side yard.

2. The traffic concerns should be addressed by the Chief of Police.

3. Landscape buffering should be provided around the play yard fence that is
acceptable to the Township Engineer.

4. Tt was suggested that the applicant address some of the mitigating factors
addressed in these minutes.

5. Mr. Corbin was concerned that unless the above issues were addressed he would
be reluctant to support the application

6. Mr. Thomas stated that the use was acceptable if the playground is placed and
screened properly.

Mr. Cushman thanked the Township residents for coming to the meeting and getting
involved in the process.

Weaver Tract

The applicant is proposing to build 273 units (184 — 35 foot wide units and 89- 40 foot
wide units). The subdivision is on a 140.458 acre lot located at the southeast corner of
Bollinger Road and Horseshoe Pike. The lot is being developed under the R-3 Zoning
District requirements per a settlement agreement. The Settlement Agreement with the
Township was approved on November 2, 2006. The net tract acreage is 130.367 acres.
The lots will utilize public water via an 8-inch diameter CLDIP water main. A Water
Availability Letter was provided by Aqua Pennsylvania, dated December 1, 2005.

Sewage will be treated offsite in an SBR treatment plant and the treated effluent will
either be disposed of on-site in subsurface disposal systems or off-site where the sewage
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is treated at the Applecross Wastewater Treatment Plant. Schoor DePalma, Engineers
and Consultants, is reviewing the sanitary sewer design. The size of the disposal fields
was increased from 8.47 acres to 11.35 acres to provide sufficient capacity to
accommodate a reduction in the application rates per PADEP. Consequently, 13 lots
were eliminated along the site’s frontage of Bollinger Road, reducing the total to 273
proposed lots.

Mr. Michael Macaninch and Ms. Patricia Bunn from K. Hovnanian, Mr. Carlton
Williams from Taylor Wiseman and Taylor and Mr. Tuan Duong of Traffic Planning and
Design discussed the landscaping plan for the development, the Heinrich and Klein letter
of August 30, 2007 and the Yerkes letter of August 31, 2007.

Yerkes August 31, 2007 Letter

Mr. Macaninch stated that the applicant will comply with the items outlined in the review
letter.

25. The current plans revised two stream culverts from 24-foot widths to 14-foot
widths. Mr. Mayhew noted that structural plans for the revised stream culverts
should be provided to the Township to review. This information will be
provided.

The applicant is still in need of Sewage Facilities Planning Module approval from
PADEP, Chester County Conservation District approval and approval of the landscape
plan,

Landscape Review

Names and addresses for developments using similar landscaping were provided to the
Planning Commission on August 22™. Site visits haven’t been scheduled as of this date.
The Planning Commission will ask Mr. Kummer and Ms. Bunn to arrange a convenient
date for Planning Commission members to tour one or more of the sites.

The applicant agrees with most of the comments in Mr. Kummer’s August 22, 2007
letter, but discussed the following issues.

At last month’s meeting, Ms. Lisa Amnold stated that she had spoken to Joe Frassetta with
the Bureau of Forestry about the proposed landscape plan. According to Ms. Amold, Mr.
Frassetta was very enthusiastic about the plan. After review of the plan Mr. Frassetta had
several concerns that need to be addressed. These concerns were outlined in an email
dated August 3, 2007. Mr. Macaninch, Ms. Bunn and Mr. Williams hadn’t seen the
email, but will review it and provide a response.

Mr. Kummer outlined the status of the proposed naturalization planting.
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1. Watering —There are no plans to irrigate the area. A natural water source is part
of the initial landscaping specifications.

2. Availability — The applicant states that all proposed plant materials are available.
3. Master Specification — The applicant has provided standard master spec sections
329300 — Plants and 329200 — Turf and Grasses. The specs were prepared to

accommodate the applicant’s proposed planting program. Mr. Kummer stated
that should the Planning Commission approve the specifications as submitted they
should be made part of the approved plans by reference. Mr. Kummer
recommends approval of the submitted specifications.

4. Replacement — The applicant has stated that they do not anticipate providing
replacement plantings. Adherence to the reference specifications should
accommodate the guarantee of an acceptable number of plantings. For this
proposed planting, a reasonable mortality rate would be in the 5 to 10 percent
range. The applicant has provided for specified maintenance and guarantee
procedures, however, the applicant has not established an alternative should the
proposed installation not be developed as described. In a previous meeting, Mr.
Macaninch stated that if the concept doesn’t work, the applicant would come back
to the Township with another landscaping plan.

5. Weeds/Invasives — The applicant has not specifically addressed this issue,
however, Mr. Kummer stated that the master specifications partially negate
further need to address specific control of weeds and invasive vegetation that
could overwhelm the planting installation,

There were some concerns that the applicant didn’t have sufficient canopy trees on the
plan. Ms. Bunn stated that they have added Red Maples, Birch Trees and Oak Trees to
the plan.

The Township Engineer and Township Solicitor can advise as to whether changing the
landscaping plan would require a variance from the Zoning Ordinance.

Cost/Benefit Analysis

Although Mr. Kummer thinks that there is a substantial savings to the applicant he stated
that he had misinterpreted part of the plants. He will correct his August 22, 2007 letter
and submit additional information to review.

Maintenance Period

At last month’s meeting Mr. Kummer recommended that a significantly longer
guarantee/maintenance period be required. He suggested that five years would be a
realistic period to achieve the results described by the applicant. Mr. Macaninch stated
that the time between when trees are planted and when the area will be turned over to the
Homeowner’s Association will likely be about five years.







