


TOWNSHIP OF SOUTH WHITEHALL
LEHIGH COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
PLANNING COMMISSION

REGULAR SESSION MINUTES AUGUST 19, 2021

The Regular Session of the South Whitehall Township Planning Commission was
held on the above date in the Township Municipal Building located at 4444 Walbert
Avenue, Allentown, Lehigh County, Pennsylvania.

Members in attendance:

William H. MacNair, Chairman
Brian Hite, Vice-Chairman
Alan Tope, Secretary

Diane E. Kelly

Matthew Mulqueen

David Wilson

Staff members in attendance:

Gregg Adams, Planner

Anthony Tallarida, Assistant Township Engineer
Jennifer Alderfer, Assistant Township Solicitor
Leo DeVito, Township Alternate Solicitor

AGENDA ITEM #1 — CALL TO ORDER/PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chairman MacNair called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. He announced that
all meetings are electronically monitored. He then led the assembled in the Pledge of
Allegiance.

AGENDA ITEM #2 — COMPREHENSIVE PLAN WORKING GROUPS RECOMMENDATIONS
PRESENTATION

Hannah Clark and Chris Rabasco of Michael Baker International were present to
present the results of the Working Groups. Ms. Clark described the Working Group
process to date. She reviewed the Guiding Principles established at the beginning of the
Comprehensive Plan update. She then reviewed the Working Groups actions for
Housing and Transportation, describing the existing conditions, the ranking of the
existing conditions by the Working Group members, the suggestions of the LVPC
experts, the results of the brainstorming session following the suggestions, and the
Working Group’s ranking of the recommendations that emerged from the brainstorming
session.

Page 1 of 10

I:\Planning Commission\Minutes\2021\2021.08.19 PLANNING COMM - Minutes.docx



Mr. Rabasco repeated the descriptions of the process for the Community
Facilities and Community Utilities Working Groups.

Ms. Clark repeated the description of the process for the Resource Protection
Working Group.

Mr. Wilson inquired as to “middle housing”.

Ms. Clark stated that “middle housing” is housing accessible to working class
people and considered to be entry-level housing. She stated that “middle housing” is
not subsidized.

Mr. Mulqueen inquired as to local government/PennDOT interactions.

Ms. Clark stated that such interactions are ongoing and there were good
conversations on the current relationship.

Chairman MacNair inquired as to the Planning Commission final product. He
noted that farmland preservation, traffic and funding are the big issues that seemed to
be discussed in most Working Groups. He inquired as to the Planning Commission
Workshop meetings coming up.

Mr. Manhardt stated that the Planning Commission should be delving deeper
into the proposed recommendations to build out the updated Comprehensive Plan.

AGENDA ITEM #3 — APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Chairman MacNair announced that the minutes of the June 17, 2021 meeting
were distributed prior to this evening’s meeting for review and comment. Chairman
MacNair asked the members if they had any changes to the minutes. Hearing none,
Chairman MacNair called for a motion to approve the minutes as submitted. Mr. Hite
made a motion to that effect. Mr. Tope seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously, 6-0.

AGENDA ITEM #4 — SUBDIVISION REVIEW

A. BUILDING ADDITION 4815 CRACKERSPORT ROAD
MAJOR PLAN 2021-104
REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY/FINAL PLAN REVIEW

Chairman MacNair polled the audience for interested parties other than the
developer regarding the application to further develop the property located at 4815
Crackersport Road. There was no response.

At the request of Chairman MacNair, Mr. Adams read the Community
Development Department’s recommendation into the record. The Department
recommended that the Planning Commission recommend preliminary/final plan
approval to the Board of Commissioners subject to the applicant complying with the
following conditions:
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1. If deemed to be necessary, the applicant shall execute subdivision improvement,
security, maintenance and indemnification agreements acceptable to the Township
and its Solicitor, be executed, that sufficient security in a form acceptable to the
Township be posted, such security shall be available for draws/presentation no
further than 60 miles from the Township’s office, and evidence of necessary
insurance coverage shall be provided prior to the plan being recorded.

2. That the applicant address to the satisfaction of the Township Engineer, the
comments of Mr. Anthony Tallarida, as contained in his review dated August 13,
2021.

3. That the applicant address to the satisfaction of the Township Water & Sewer
Engineer, the comments of Mr. Jason Newhard, as contained in his review dated
August 11, 2021.

4. That the applicant address to the satisfaction of the Township Geotechnical
Consultant, the comments of Mr. Chris Taylor, as contained in his review dated
August 4, 2021.

5. That the applicant address to the satisfaction of the Community Development
Department, the comments of Mr. Gregg Adams, as contained in his review dated
August 13, 2021.

6. That the applicant address to the satisfaction of the Public Works Department, the
comments of Mr. Herb Bender, as contained in his review dated August 10, 2021.

7. If deemed to be necessary, that the applicant obtains a letter from the Lehigh
County Conservation District approving the Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Plan pursuant to Section 312-39(e) of the Subdivision and Land Development
Ordinance.

8. That the applicant obtains a letter from the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection approving a sewage facilities planning module or an
exemption thereto.

9. That the applicant complies with the recommendation of the Public Safety
Commission as contained in Fire Marshal John Frantz’s review dated August 4, 2021.

10. That the applicant complies with the forthcoming recommendation of the
Landscape and Shade Tree Commission.

11. That the applicant addresses all issues and obtains all approvals deemed necessary
by the South Whitehall Township Board of Commissioners in so far as matters
pertaining to the Township’s water and sewer service are concerned.

12. That the applicant reconciles all open invoices for Township engineering and legal
services prior to the plan being recorded.

13. That the plans are to be revised and deemed to be “clean” prior to them being
presented to the Board of Commissioners.

Attorney Chris McLean, Engineer Martin Smith, and John Wishner McMahon
accompanied Dominick Baker of Triple Net Investments and Rusty Johnson of US
Express Trucking (the tenant) to present the plan and answer questions. Mr. Johnson
stated that US Express has 20 employees onsite (15 mechanics and 5 office staff) with
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24/7 security onsite as well. He stated that the typical traffic is 30 trucks per day. He
stated that the site has a restriction on trucks idling and that the use of batteries is
required. He stated that the typical length of stay for a vehicle is between one and
three days. He stated that the site includes vending machines, washing machines,
showers and a lounge for the drivers, and secure storage for the truck and trailer. He
stated that the busiest times for the site are the afternoon and evening hours. He
stated that the site is an OTR shop and uses dedicated drivers.

Mr. Mulqueen inquired as to the functions of the mechanics.

Mr. Johnson stated that there are three shifts of mechanics for 24/7 availability.
He stated that US Express will be hiring local mechanics to fill the positions.

Mr. Hite inquired as to the shift schedule for the mechanics.
Mr. Johnson stated that the schedules have not been set yet.

Mr. Hite inquired as to whether the mechanics will work on any truck brought in
or would be exclusive to US Express.

Mr. Johnson stated that the mechanics’ work would be exclusive to US Express
and their subsidiaries.

Mr. Hite inquired as to whether there would be a dedicated area for tow-ins.

Mr. Johnson stated that the dedicated areas may be in flux and dependent upon
the traffic at the time.

Mr. Hite noted the fifty feet of space between the doors and the parking spaces.

Engineer Smith stated that the doors along the north side are for tractors only.
The canopy area is for pre- and post-work inspections. The west end is for full trailer
drive-through with a truck wash. He presented the truck turning exhibit. He presented
the truck route exhibit showing the primary route to US 22 via Crackersport Road,
Hausman Road and PA Route 309.

Mr. Hite inquired as to whether there would be fueling onsite.
Engineer Smith stated that all fueling will be on the road and never onsite.

Mr. Hite inquired as to the State requirement to remove snow from the top of
trailers.

Mr. Johnson stated that he was unaware of that requirement but would check
onit.

Chairman MacNair inquired as to the handling of hazardous materials onsite.

Engineer Smith stated that the trailer materials are not handled onsite and that
petroleum products from the trucks will be the only hazardous materials handled.

Mr. Johnson stated that spill control areas are included within the shops,
including spill containers and MSDS sheets.
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Mr. Hite inquired as to whether the trailers are owned by US Express and
whether they are dry trailers or reefers.

Mr. Johnson stated that the trailers are mostly dry trailers owned by US Express.
Chairman MacNair inquired as to the sidewalks.

Engineer Smith stated that the plan does not propose sidewalks, as they were
deferred with the previous plan approval.

Mr. Wilson inquired as to whether the existing right-of-way width meets
Township standards and state dt hat sidewalks should be shown on the plan.

Engineer Smith stated that the right-of-way does meet Township standards but
pointed out the wall on the adjoining property to the east and that the nearest LANTA
bus stop is at PA Route 309 and Ridgeview Drive.

Mr. Mulqueen inquired as to whether there is a zoning issue. He inquired as to
whether shade trees would impact the sidewalk.

Mr. Adams stated that the trees required by the previously-approved plan were
installed per the Township standards and are still present and in good health. He
opined that the Shade Tree Commission’s review would unlikely to impact the plan.

Zoning Officer Laura Harrier clarified the Township’s position on the application
with regard to conditional use approval. She noted that the current Use was previously
approved before the Zoning Ordinance was amended to change the Use to a Conditional
Use. She stated that the application was not required to go through conditional use
review because the proposed Use is consistent with the previously-approved Use.

Mr. Adams stated that staff would like to add a Condition #14 requiring the
inclusion of the plan note detailing the prior approval and conditional use.

Attorney McLean stated that the condition was acceptable.

Mr. Hite inquired as to whether there are other prior sidewalk deferrals in the
area, such as Interspace Airport Advertising or the 4845 Crackersport Road flex building.

Mr. Adams stated that there are but he was uncertain of their locations. He
stated that staff will research the matter.

Solicitor DeVito suggested that the applicant be required to submit a written
request to defer the sidewalk to the Planning Commission with justification for the
deferral.

Mr. Hite stated his preference for requiring the construction of the sidewalk.

Mr. Manhardt stated that the Department typically reviews an area wherein
sidewalk is to be constructed and looks at the existing sidewalk network and the
deferrals in the area to determine if it would be an appropriate time to call in the
deferrals to create a more complete sidewalk network. He noted that such a call-in
would allow the property owners to coordinate the installation and perhaps benefit
from bidding a larger amount of work.

Page 5 of 10

I:\Planning Commission\Minutes\2021\2021.08.19 PLANNING COMM - Minutes.docx



Chairman MacNair and Mrs. Kelly agreed with Mr. Hite to require the sidewalk.

Mr. Mulqueen opined that if the sidewalk is to be required, it would be a good
time to call in the adjoining deferrals.

The Planning Commission had a discussion of the mechanics of calling in
deferrals and coordinating between property owners.

Mr. Mulqueen suggested that a conditional Certificate of Occupancy can be
issued pending the construction of the sidewalk, with the Certificate of Occupancy being
issued after the sidewalk is constructed.

Mr. Tallarida pointed out that if the sidewalk id required, the work is to be
secured and the project cannot enter the Maintenance Period until it is constructed.

Mr. Manhardt pointed out that a conditional Certificate of Occupancy allows
normal operations and the incentive to obtain the full Certificate of Occupancy is
sufficiently small so as to be deterred by an expense such as constructing a sidewalk.

Mr. Mulqueen stated that he is okay with requiring the sidewalk but wants to
encourage cooperation between the neighbors with Township assistance.

Solicitor DeVito suggested that the Planning Commission memorialize the
discussion by voting to denial the deferral request and recommend that the Board of
Commissioners call in any adjoining sidewalk deferrals in the area so that a continuous
sidewalk be installed.

Hr. Hite made the afore-mentioned motion.
Mr. Tope seconded and the motion passed unanimously, 6-0.

Mrs. Kelly made a motion to support the applicant’s request to waive the
requirement of Section 312-12(b)(15) of the Subdivision and Land Development
Ordinance pertaining to the showing of existing and proposed contours on the entire
tract and adjacent land within 400 feet of the tract.

Mr. Hite seconded and the motion passed unanimously, 6-0.

Mr. Tallarida pointed out that the applicant may wish to waive the requirement
of Section 312-12(b)(20) of the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance pertaining
to the showing of the location, character and elevation of any building within 100 feet of
the tract and the requirement of Section 312-12(b)(21) of the Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance pertaining to the showing of the locations and widths of all
sidewalks, trails, driveways, streets, easements, and rights-of-way within 400 feet of the
tract. He noted that the Township Engineer has no objections to the requests, with the
exception of the details in the area of the sidewalk tie-ins.

Mr. Hite made a motion to support the applicant’s request to waive the
requirement of Section 312-12(b)(20) of the Subdivision and Land Development
Ordinance pertaining to the showing of the location, character and elevation of any
building within 100 feet of the tract and the requirement of Section 312-12(b)(21) of the
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Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance pertaining to the showing of the locations
and widths of all sidewalks, trails, driveways, streets, easements, and rights-of-way
within 400 feet of the tract, with the exception of the area at the sidewalk tie-ins.

Mrs. Kelly seconded and the motion passed unanimously, 6-0.

Mr. Tope made a motion to recommend preliminary/final approval to the Board
of Commissioners subject to the applicant complying with the following conditions:

1. If deemed to be necessary, the applicant shall execute subdivision improvement,
security, maintenance and indemnification agreements acceptable to the Township
and its Solicitor, be executed, that sufficient security in a form acceptable to the
Township be posted, such security shall be available for draws/presentation no
further than 60 miles from the Township’s office, and evidence of necessary
insurance coverage shall be provided prior to the plan being recorded.

2. That the applicant addresses to the satisfaction of the Township Engineer, the
comments of Mr. Anthony Tallarida, as contained in his review dated August 13,
2021.

3. That the applicant addresses to the satisfaction of the Township Water & Sewer
Engineer, the comments of Mr. Jason Newhard, as contained in his review dated
August 11, 2021.

4. That the applicant addresses to the satisfaction of the Township Geotechnical
Consultant, the comments of Mr. Chris Taylor, as contained in his review dated
August 4, 2021.

5. That the applicant addresses to the satisfaction of the Community Development
Department, the comments of Mr. Gregg Adams, as contained in his review dated
August 13, 2021.

6. That the applicant addresses to the satisfaction of the Public Works Department,
the comments of Mr. Herb Bender, as contained in his review dated August 10,
2021.

7. That the applicant adds a note to the plan addressing the comments of the Zoning
Officer’s review dated August 16, 2021, to the satisfaction of the Zoning Officer and
Township Solicitor.

8. If deemed to be necessary, that the applicant obtains a letter from the Lehigh
County Conservation District approving the Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Plan pursuant to Section 312-39(e) of the Subdivision and Land Development
Ordinance.

9. That the applicant obtains a letter from the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection approving a sewage facilities planning module or an
exemption thereto.

10. That the applicant complies with the recommendation of the Public Safety
Commission as contained in Fire Marshal John Frantz’s review dated August 4, 2021.

11. That the applicant complies with the forthcoming recommendation of the
Landscape and Shade Tree Commission.

Page 7 of 10

I:\Planning Commission\Minutes\2021\2021.08.19 PLANNING COMM - Minutes.docx



12. That the applicant addresses all issues and obtains all approvals deemed necessary
by the South Whitehall Township Board of Commissioners in so far as matters
pertaining to the Township’s water and sewer service are concerned.

13. That the applicant reconciles all open invoices for Township engineering and legal
services prior to the plan being recorded.

14. That the plans are to be revised and deemed to be “clean” prior to them being
presented to the Board of Commissioners.

Mr. Mulqueen seconded and the motion passed unanimously, 6-0.

AGENDA ITEM #5 — TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE UPDATE

Mr. Tallarida stated that there is an LVTS meeting this week . He noted that the
Let Date for the Tilghman Street Interchange Project is in 2022. He noted that the US
Route 22 improvement Project between 15" Street and 1-378 is to start engineering and
then phase beyond 2022.

Mr. Mulqueen inquired as to the inclusion of sound walls during the widening.

Mr. Tallarida stated that the matter is being discussed.

AGENDA ITEM #6 — COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

Mr. Manhardt stated that staff will review the Working Group recommendations
and come before the Planning Commission with a rough draft of each chapter in turn, so
that when the final chapter is delivered the foundation for the Land Use Map will be in
place. He noted that the work required will have to be assessed to determine if a
consultant will have to be brought in.

Chairman MacNair suggested reviewing each draft chapter against the 2009
Comp Plan and then updating as needed. He inquired as to the use of the models in the
process.

Mr. Manhardt suggested that the Land Use Map be developed first and then run
the map through the models to determine the impacts, and then tweak the map as
needed.

Chairman MacNair noted that so many recommendations generated by the
Working Groups depended upon funding and on outside agencies. He inquired as to the
outcome if PennDOT is not cooperative, particularly with some development models.

Mr. Mulqueen inquired as to how the Comp Plan can help with PennDOT
cooperation. He noted that the State roads are in poor shape and that is driving traffic
onto Township roads. He asked how we can coordinate with PennDOT to support the
development envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Wilson suggested that the development or improvement is placed in the
Comp Plan and Official Map, which then supports the project’s position on the TIP.
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Mr. Hite stated that inclusion in the Comp Plan and Official Map shows thought
and support of the project or improvement.

Mr. Manhardt stated that the LVPC married the Long range Transportation Plan
and the Comprehensive Plan and the Township intends to do something similar.

Mr. Mulqueen stated the difficulties of coordinating with PennDOT with regard
to the Hills at Winchester plan.

Mr. Manhardt pointed out that the LVPC is more involved with PennDOT and the
Township is now working more with the LVPC.

Mr. Mulqueen suggested using local legislators as well.
Chairman MacNair inquired as to how open space preservation can be effected.

Mr. Manhardt described a Transfer of Development Rights program, which
grants “development rights” to areas the Township wants preserved and allows the
owners to sell those rights to developers to use in areas where development is wanted.

Mr. Mulqueen stated that the County has money for preservation but the
Township must contribute to get the funds.

Mr. Manhardt stated that such funding is for preservation. He noted that the
challenge for staff and policymakers is locating areas to increase density.

Chairman MacNair opened the floor to comments.

Mr. Robert Haine of 1731 Independence Court stated his concerns for
stormwater with the Ridge Farm plan. He noted that a large amount of stormwater
comes down a small ravine uphill of Independence Court and floods that area around he
house. He noted that the Ridge Farm plan show two houses to be built over that ravine.

Mr. Tallarida stated that the current Ridge Farm plan proposed an upstream
storm sewer system to capture the runoff. He noted that the design is not yet
complete.

Mrs. Monica Hodges of 1707 Penns Crossing noted that Ridge Farm is off the
agenda but still listed on the website.

AGENDA ITEM #7 — CORRESPONDENCE

No comments.

AGENDA ITEM #8 — COURTESY OF THE FLOOR

None.
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AGENDA ITEM #9 — ADJOURNMENT

Chairman MacNair requested a motion to adjourn at 9:21 p.m. Mr. Mulqueen
made the motion, Mr. Tope seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

ADOPTED THIS DATE:
ATTEST:

Secretary Chairman
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Mr. Gregg Adams 19 August 3, 2021
Planner
19. For the Subsurface Infiltration Bed, the following issues shall be addressed:

a. One (1) detail is labelled “Tnfiltration Bed” and the other ‘Detention Bed”. The labelling of the
identification and function of the facility shall be revised to be consistent.

This comment has been adequately addressed.
This comment was previously addressed.

b.  Provide a larger version of the bed detail for legibility.
This comment has been adequately addressed.

This comment was previously addressed.

¢. . Document that the manufacturer of the proposed perforated piping has reviewed the specifications
contained in the detatl and confirmed that the pipe spacing, foundation, and cover dimensions along with
the stone type are appropriate for use with this product.

This comment has not been addressed.
This comment has been adequately addressed.
This comment was previously addressed.

d. Clarify if the use of geotextile or other synthetic material should be specified under the foundation stone to
prevent it from sinking into the underlying soil and/ or masking the soil, thus inbibiting infiltration. It
appears that barrier material should be used on top of the stone bed to prevent soil intrusion into the
Stone.

This comment has not been addressed.
This comment has been adequately addressed.
This comment was previously addressed.

e.  The elevation difference between the invert and top of the stone bed does not match the dimensions
provided. Clarify if the pipe wall thickness is equal to six inches (6”) and therefore makes up this
difference. Provide a detail of the pipe cross section showing the interior diameter, wall thickness, and
nominal exterior diameter.

This comment has not been addressed.

This comment has not been fully addressed. Additional information and dimensions have been provided.
However, the difference in elevations provided (4.5 feet) does not match the dimension provided (4.0 feet).

This comment has been adequately addressed.



Mr. Gregg Adams 20 August 3, 2021
Planner

,

Provide instructions for the preparation of the bed bottom (i.e. — to be scarified, etc.). Clarify if
confirming permeabilzty testing will be required to demonstrate the adequacy of the permeability rate of
the bed bottom.

This comment has not been addressed.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

This comment was previously addressed.

The width listed for the subsurface bed does not math out with the dimensions provided. The width shall
be checked and revised as appropriate.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

This comment was previously addressed.

20. The following issues with the Sinkhole Treatment Detail on Sheet 78 shall be addressed:

a.

The detail references “sinkhbole remediation notes in the Erosion and Sediment Pollution Control
Report”. These notes shall be provided on the plan along with the detail.

This comment has not been addressed.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

This comment was previously addressed.

Revise the note to indicate notification to the Township also of a sinkhole occurrence.
This comment has been adequately addressed.

This comment was previously addressed.

E. Stormwater Management Ordinance

1.

Section 296-9.K: Groundwater recharge methods shall not be permitted in the areas of limestone geology. The
consultant shall provide the location of the carbonate bedrock per previons comments and address the
implications of this requirement.

This comment has not been addressed.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

This comment was previously addressed.



Mr. Gregg Adams 21 August 3, 2021
Planner

2. Section 296-12.H: The applicant shall conduct a preliminary site investigation as outlined in Appendix G.
1t appears that the investigation reported in the Infiltration Test & Site Investigation Report serves to satisfy
the testing requirements of this section, subject to the locations of all tests being provided on the engineering
plans. However, the reporting requirements have not been fully met. The report states that the consultant
“...dud not perform testing or analyses to determine the presence or concentration of any karst feature (if
identified) at the site ...”. The consultant shall determine the presence or absence on the project site of all
special geologic features listed in Appendix G and any other features, whether karst in nature or not, that
may affect the development of the site or present a hazard to subsurface stability or groundwater quality. This
tnvestigation may rely on information already developed, or new data, as the consultant deems necessary. Any
special geologic features or other features identified previously or as the result of this new investigation shall be
clearly depicted and labelled on the engineering plans.

This comment has not been addressed. The presence or absence of each special geologic feature shall be
provided by the project geologic or geotechnical consultant.

This comment has not been fully addressed. The response letter refers to Figure 4. But as commented earlier,
this one (1) sheet does not show the entire site or the boundary between carbonate and non-carbonate bedrock.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

3. Section 296-12.1.(1),(2), and (3): Conformance with the requirements of this section for vertical isolation
distances and soil permeability cannot be confirmed until all existing testing is shown on the engineering plans.

This comment has not been addressed.
This comment has been adequately addressed.
This comment was previously addressed.

4. Section 296-12.1.(4): Several of the proposed infiltration facilities are very close to property lines. The
consultant shall provide information for existing or potential future off-site features such as water supply wells,
building foundations, and septic system drainfields on neighboring properties, or provide notes addressing the
absence of such features.

This comment has not been addressed.

This comment has not been adequately addressed. In the response letter the consultant references overland
stormwater runoff. This Ordinance requirement is concerned with the flow of water through the subsurface
Jollowing infiltration and how it will affect the subsurface features listed.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

5. Section 296-12.K: For infiltration areas that appear feasibly based on the preliminary site investigation, the
applicant shall conduct the additional site investigation and testing as outlined in Appendix G. It does not
appear that this requirement has been met. The applicant shall conduct the additional testing required.
Additional testing shall be conducted at the exact location and depth of each proposed infiltration facility in
order to satisfy the requirements of this section. The number and type of tests shall be in accordance with the
density table in Appendix G. This office shall be notified of the soil testing in order to observe the testing per



Mr. Gregg Adams 22 August 3, 2021
Planner

Section H. Al items listed under Required Site Data and Site Information shall be provided in the report of
this investigation.

This comment has not been fully addressed. Additional testing has been conducted. All testing shall be shown
on an engineering plan sheet at a legible scale so that the adequacy of the test density, locations, and depths to
satisfy the Ordinance can be assessed. All Required Site Data and Site Information has not been provided.

This comment has not been fully addressed. Additional testing has been provided and depicted on site plans.
The consultant has stated that more testing is yet to be conducted. The consultant shall tabulate all testing by
Jacility, list the facility square footage, and compare the results to the requirements in the density table to
demonstrate that the required number and type of tests has been provided.

This comment has not been fully addressed. A table has been provided which lists each
facility square footage and number of infiltration tests. It appears that the number of
infiltration tests is adequate. However, the number of test pits and soil augers (which are
required only in carbonate geology areas) has not been provided.

6. Section 292-12.L: If a site has both carbonate and noncarbonate areas, the applicant shall investigate the
ability of the noncarbonate portion of the site to fully meet this chapter to meet the requirements for RE, for
the whole site through infiltration. The applicant shall demonstrate that he has attempred to comply with this
requirement, or document why it proved infeasible.

This comment has not been addressed.
This comment has been adequately addressed.
This comment was previously addressed.

7. Section 296-12.M: If infiltration BMPs are proposed in carbonate areas, the post-development two-year
runoff volume leaving the site shall be 80% or more of the predevelopment runoff volume. The applicant shall
demonstrate compliance with this requirement.

It is not apparent that this comment has been addressed.

This comment has not been adequately addressed. The consultant requests further coordination with the
Township consultants.

This comment has not been adequately addressed. The response letter states that the
consultant will work closely with our office to develop an analysis that will meet the
requirements of the Ordinance.

F. General

8. Research indicates that the adjoining property to the east is owned by the City of Allentown. 1t appears that
this property may be used for public water supply. The City of Allentown shall be made aware of this project
and given an opportunity to provide comments relative to the potential impact of the project on their operations

at this property.



Mr. Gregg Adams 23 August 3, 2021
Planner

This comment has not been addressed,

In the response letter the consultant acknowledges this comment and states that he has coordinated with the
City of Allentown Engineer. The consultant shall advise the Township of the results.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

G. New Comments (June 7, 2021)

1. A portion of the site is located within the area designated as the groundwater recharge basin on the Official

Map of South Whitehall Township (Component 1). The consultant shall depict the limits of the recharge
area on an engineering plan sheet along with proposed improvements, quantify the amount of impervioss
coverage proposed within this area, caliulate the loss of groundwater recharge caused by impervious coverage,
and demonstrate how this loss will be mitigated through proposed infiltration facilities or other means.

This comment has not been addressed. The response letter says that a separate analysis under separate cover

will be provided.

This comment has not been addressed. The response letter states that the consultant is in the
process of creating the requested plan and associated calculations and will provide when
complete.

Portions of the site are located within area depicted on the Official Map as containing slopes of fifteen to
twenty five percent (15% - 25%), and greater than twenty-five percent (>25%). The consultant shall clarify
how slope stability issues in these areas will be addressed.

This comment has not been fully addressed. The consultant states in the response letter that erosion control
matting will be employed and refers to Plan Sheet CG 504. This sheet is not found in the plan set provided.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

Going by the Design Infiltration Rate Caliulation Table, the infiltration test results for the following facilities
are not provided in Appendix A of the Supplemental Infiltration and Site Investigation Report: Basin 4,
Basin 5, Basin 7 (tests H1-1 and RF 9), Basin 7A (tests RF-1 through 4), Basin 8 (tests C5 through
C8), Basin 9 (tests C1 through C4), Basin 10 (tests RFI 1 and 2), and Porous Pavement 1. All tests shall
be provided in one (1) comprebensive report, regardless of completion date and prior submiission.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

H. New Comments (August 3, 2021)

1.

Per the review letter of June 11, 2021 by The Pidcock Company, Comment C.1: We have
reviewed the proposed infiltration facilities and associated runoff volume control and
approve the same without comment.

Per the review letter of June 11, 2021 by The Pidcock Company, Comment C.6: We have
reviewed the bed areas, infiltration period, loading ratios, and setbacks. We offer the
following comments:
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a. The infiltration period exceeds the recommended maximum of seventy-two (72) houts
for the following basins: 1A, 3, 4, and 8. These basins should be redesigned to provide
an infiltration period of seventy-two (72) hours or less.

b. Stormwater Management Ordinance Section 296-12.1.(4)(b): Underground Bed 2 appears

to be less than the minimum required distance for non-residential development of one
hundred feet (100°) from the downgradient medical office building.

¢. Stormwater Management Ordinance Section 296-12.1.(4)(b): Rain Garden 3 appears to
be less than the minimum required distance for residential development of forty feet
(40°) from the adjacent downgradient structures.

3. On Plan Sheet CG-110 and elsewhere, it appears that Basin 8 is mis-labelled as Basin 9.

We trust that this is the information that you require. Should you have any questions ot concerns
regarding this information, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Respectfully,

HANOVER ENGINEERING

Christopher A. Taylor, PG

cat:cat/sas
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cc: Mr. Dave Manhardt, Director of Community Development (via email)
Mt. Herb Bender, Public Works Department Supetintendent (via email)
Mr. Anthony Tallarida, PE, The Pidcock Company (via email)
Mr. Matk Gnall, PE, The Pidcock Company (via email)
Mr. Rick Koze, Kay Walbert, LLC
Mt. Jason Engelhardt, PE, Langan
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April 13, 2020

South Whitehall Township
4444 Walbert Avenue
Allentown, PA 18104-1699

Attn:

Re:

Mr. Gregg Adams

Ridge Farms - Preliminary Plan

Dear Mr. Adams:

I have reviewed the Information submitted for the Ridge Farms project in the Township. The reviewed
plans were prepared by LANGAN and dated March 18, 2020 with no revisions. The following plans
were reviewed for conformance with the Township Lighting Ordinance:

Sheet 125 of 136, Dwg LL-100, titled “Master Lighting Plan.”
Sheet 126 of 136, Dwg LL-101, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 127 of 136, Dwg LL-102, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 128 of 136, Dwg LL-103, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 129 of 136, Dwg LL-104, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 130 of 136, Dwg LL-105, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 131 of 136, Dwg LL-106, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 132 of 136, Dwg LL-107, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 133 of 136, Dwg LL-108, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 134 of 136, Dwg LL-109, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 135 of 136, Dwg LL-110, titled “Lighting Plan.”

Sheet 136 of 136, Dwg LL-501, titled “Lighting Notes and Details.”

The plan as submitted is not in compliance with the latest Township Ordinance.

Not all driveways leading into Apartment/condo complex are not illuminated appropriately. See
drawing LL-104 for example and provide sufficient lighting for driveways leading from the road
to parking areas.
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In compliance with Ordinance Section 350-32, (g), (7), all streets shall be adequately lighted. It is my
interpretation in conjunction with IESNA recommendations that all streets shall be illuminated to a
minimum standard of 0.2 foot-candles. The applicant has provided lighting at crosswalks, intersections
and bends in the roadway, but has not provided lighting to meet a minimum level of 0.2 foot-candles.
The Township should review this application to determine if the intent of the Ordinance is to provide
minimum lighting levels on all streets, which could require lighting fixtures every 80’ along the
roadway, or if the applicant has met the intent of the Ordinance for “adequately” lighting the streets in
this application.

Please request the plan be revised and resubmitted for further review.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Very Truly Yours,

JAkg I~

Robert L. Malehorn, Jr. P.E.
Snyder Hoffman Associates, Inc.

cc: Mark J. Gnall, P.E.; Anthony Tallarida, P.E. — The Pidcock Company
George Kinney; Laura M. Harrier; Lynn A. LaBarre — South Whitehall Township
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THOMAS COMITTA ASSOCIATES, INC.
Town Planners & Landscape Architects

MEMORANDUM

TO: South Whitehall Township Officials, Staff & Consultants
Ridge Farm Team

FROM: Thomas J. Comitta, AICP, CNU-A, RLA
Erin L. Gross, RLA, ASLA, APA

DATE: June 23, 2020

SUBJECT: RIDGE FARM = REVIEW COMMENTS:
PRELMINARY LAND DEVELOPMENT PLANS, DATED: 3-18-2020;
MANUAL OF DESIGN STANDARDS AND DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES; AND
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL, DATED: 3-4-2020, 3-13-2020, AND 3-18-2020

Please note the enclosed Review Comments pertaining to the following items that we received
on June 5, 2020, including:

+

Project Narrative: Ridge Farm Community (10 pages), dated 3-18-2020;

+ Preliminary Land Development Plans, prepared by Langan, dated 3-18-2020;

+

Ridge Farm: Manual of Design Standards and Development Guidelines (20 pages), prepared by
Jackson Land Planning, dated 3-18-2020;

+

Ridgeview Gateway Proposed Concept (4 pages), prepared by Spillman Farmer Architects,
dated 3-4-2020; and

+

Ridgeview Gateway Proposed Concept (2 pages), prepared by Spillman Farmer Architects, dated 3-13-2020.

Please call if there are any questions.

www.comitta.com

18 West Chestnut Street - West Chester, PA 19382 - PHONE: 610-696-3896 - FAX: 610-430-3804
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Please note the Review Comments below pertaining to the documents listed in the cover
Memorandum, relative to compliance with Appendix C of the South Whitehall Township Zoning
Ordinance (SWT Z0).

1. Overall Design and Layout

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

Building Location
Per Appendix C of the SWT ZO, buildings shall be placed at Build-to Lines in
accordance with the TND Overlay Districts.

The building locations depicted for the proposed TND are located at the Build-to
Lines and help to define the streetscape and provide “anchors” along the
streetscape, and meet the intent of Appendix C.

Building Height

The minimum building height is 2-stories or 20 feet, and the maximum building
height of building structures is 4-stories or 60 feet. The proposed minimum
building height is 2-stories or = 20 feet, and the proposed maximum building
height is 4-stories or < 60 feet. Per Appendix C (SWT ZO), higher buildings
heights are intended to induce more efficient land use while providing the
opportunity for a vertical mix of uses, and minimum building heights along Build-
to Lines are intended to help define more recognizable Streetscape edges.

The proposed Mixed Use Buildings and proposed Medical Office building range
in height of 46 to 55 feet. The proposed Restaurant Buildings are 20 feet height.
Therefore, the proposed Building Heights meet the intent of Appendix C in order
to help define the Streetscape edge.

Main Street Environment (MSE)

1.3.a. The blocks of the Main Street are proposed to be comprised of a mix of
uses including: commercial, residential, and common open space, and
achieves the intent of Appendix C (SWT ZO).

1.3.b. The Streetscape of the MSE is between the required sixty (60 and one
hundred (100) feet in width, and achieves the intent of Appendix C (SWT ZO).

1.3.c. On-street parking is provided in the MSE and the majority of off-street
parking is located to the rear of buildings and, therefore, achieves the
intent of Appendix C (SWT ZO).
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1.3.d. At least 50% of the proposed Mixed Use Buildings in MSE provide a
second, third, and fourth floor useable for apartments, and the proposed
Medical Office Building provides 30,000 square feet of office area.
Therefore, the intent of Appendix C (SWT ZO) is achieved.

2. Parking Location & Alleys

2.1.  Appendix C: General Manual of Written and Graphic Design Standards (SWT
Z0) indicates that off-street parking areas shall be located to the rear of
buildings, and all off-street parking for apartment buildings shall be located to the
side or rear of the residential building.

The proposed TND meets the intent of Appendix C with parking located in the
rear of the proposed Apartment Buildings.

3. Public Realm/TND Open Space, & TND Pedestrian Circulation

3.1. Public Realm/TND Open Space

3.1.a. Per Appendix C (SWT Z0O), Greens, Squares, and Plazas are intended to
provide important public space to add balance and attractiveness to a
proposed development.

The Plan depicts a fairly even distribution of TND Active Open Space in
most portions of the proposed TND except in the northwest portion of the
site with the Single Family Dwellings and Twin Dwellings. This portion of
the proposed TND does not have an easily accessible central Open
Space Area. Some of the dwellings in this portion of the TND appear to
be at least ¥4 of a mile from the clubhouse. We recommend the addition
of a Green or like-type Pedestrian Gathering Area in this portion of the
TND.

3.1.b. Please provide enlargements of each of the proposed TND Open Space
areas in order to depict detail of the proposed amenities for each Open
Space #1-#11.
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3.1.c.

3.1.d.

3.1.e.

3.11.

3.1.0.

Please provide details/specifications for the fountain, gazebos, pavilions,
play equipment, and benches proposed in the Active Open Space on the
TND Open Space Plan (Sheet 39/CS-300). In addition, please provide a
detail/specification for what appears to be a trellis in Active Open Space #8.

Please specify a black matte finish for the Bike Rack Detail provided on
the Site Details (Sheet 52/CS-502).

The parking area located to the north of the proposed Medical Office
Building does not have well defined pedestrian circulation. Please
consider adding in a pedestrian walkway in the parking lot in order to
increase pedestrian safety, create a more pedestrian friendly
environment, and in order to be more cohesive with the MSE.

Please clarify the proposed grades for the Active Open Space #1 Area,
east of the proposed Club House.

Please clarify the proposed use of the two (2) areas along Road A in the
northern portion of the site next to the single-family lots SF-11 and SF-95-
A. Should these be color coded as blue?

4, Streets and Streetscapes

4.1. Streetscape

4.2.a. Per Appendix C of the SWT ZO, Design Standard 13.5 indicates that the

Streetscape shall be embellished with street trees and street lights, and
enhanced with other street furniture and amenities. Road G is a main
ingress/egress into the proposed TND from Walbert Avenue. The
Landscape Plan (Sheet 113/LP-100) does not depict any street trees for
the Streetscape along Road G.

The note on the Landscape Plan indicates: “Street Trees have been
provided as suitable along roadway frontages. Where the total number of
trees will not fit at the required spacing, proposed street trees have been
provided elsewhere on site to provide compliance.” However, the
Streetscape along Road G does not include any street trees and,
therefore, we recommend that street trees be incorporated along Road G
where feasible.
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4.2.b. The Selux Pedestrian Light detail is provided on the Lighting Notes and
Details (Sheet 136/LL-501). This detail provides options for the CCT and
the Finish. The Site Lighting Schedule on the Master Lighting Plan (Sheet
125/LL-100) indicates the color black. However, please specify 30
(3000K) for the CCT and BL (Semi-Matte Black) for the Finish on the
Lighting Notes and Details.

4.2.c. A Board on Board Trash Enclosure is provided on Site Details Sheet
(Sheet 51/CS-501). Please specify Black matte finish for the Galvanized
Rail and Steel Post in order to create a cohesive appearance with the
other proposed streetscape elements and features.

5. Design Standards

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

54.

There are two (2) fountain features depicted on the Plans near the corner of
Walbert and N. Cedar Crest Boulevard. The “Retail Plaza Fountain” illustrated on
page 8 of the Manual of Design Standards and Development Guidelines appears
to be flanked by buildings on several sides, and help to define the space. The
location of the fountains depicted on the Plans do not appear to have the same
or similar definition of space defined by buildings as illustrated in the Manual of
Design Standards and Development Guidelines.

The Manual of Design Standards and Development Guidelines appears to depict
a sculpture in the Plaza at the corner of Walbert Avenue and N. Cedar Crest
Boulevard. However, the Plans do not appear to illustrate a sculpture
feature/element for the proposed Plaza on the corner of Walbert Avenue and N.
Cedar Crest. Please clarify.

The proposed Medical Office Building (MOB) building appears to have a different
configuration/building footprint illustrated in the Manual of Design Standards and
Development Guidelines (page 10) than what is depicted on the Plans. In
addition, the illustration of the MOB in the Manual of Design Standards and
Development Guidelines appears to be closer to the intersection of Walbert
Avenue and Cedar Crest Boulevard, and does not appear to include the front
yard buffer that is depicted on the Plans. Please clarify.

Graphics pertaining to the proposed Stormwater Basin 2 is depicted on page 11
of the Manual of Design Standards and Development Guidelines. However, the
page only includes pictures, and does not provide any description or detail of the
proposed plantings, aesthetics, etc. This Stormwater Basin 2 is located in a
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prominent location within the mixed use portion of the TND and, therefore, it is
important that the desired aesthetic and function is created.

In addition, there is limited information on Landscape Plan, Sheet 119 (LP-106)
pertaining to the proposed plantings around the perimeter of the Stormwater
Basin (expect for the Meadow Mix ‘A’ depicted for the planting of that actual
Basin 2).

5.5. A Dog Park is included/depicted on page 13 of the Manual of Design Standards
and Development Guidelines as one of the proposed amenities for the Club
House facilities. However, a Dog Park does not appear to be included at either of
these Club House facilities as an Amenity on the TND Open Space Plan (Sheet
39/CS-300). Please clarify.

5.6. Please clarify in the Manual and the Project Narrative what “Representative
Architectural Style” means. Will the actual proposed buildings look like the
images provided?

5.7.  Please consider the following additions/modifications to the Manual of Design
Standards and Development Guidelines.

5.7.a. Add a Table of Contents to the Manual.

5.7.b. Add section to the Manual pertaining to the TND Frontage and screen
wall/front yard buffer element.

5.7.c. Add a section to the Manual to pertaining to the proposed Village Greens,
Open Space and Active Open Space, and Pedestrian/Trail Circulation.

In addition, consider adding trails to create better connection and
increased walkability from the residential development in the northern
portion of the TND to the mixed use area in the southern portion of the
TND.

5.7.d. Add captions for all photos on page 11, to indicate the elements in the
photos that are being proposed.
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6. Other Related Items

6.1. Please standardize the name of the proposed TND. The Langan Plans indicate:
“Ridge Farms”; the Manual indicates: “Ridge Farm”; and the Spillman Farmer
drawings indicate: “Ridgeview Gateway”.

6.2. Relative to proposed “Open Space” and “Active Open Space”, please cross-

check the blue and green colors on the TND Open Space Plan, with the Green
Colors shown on the cover of the Manual. (Also see comment 3.1.9.)

Please call if there are any questions.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

To: DAVE MANHARDT, DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
FROM: HERB BENDER, PuBLIC WORKS MANAGER
DATE: OCcTOBER 12, 2021

SuBJECT: RIDGE FARM
MaJor PLAN 2017-101

The Public Works Dept. reviewed the above project and has the following comments:

1. Please refer to Spotts Stevens & McCoy’s comments

C:\Users\eliasm\Desktop\2018 Memo Template - Copy - Copy (2) - Copy.docx 10/12/2021 2:54 PM



a5 ‘v"\"\“ r’ H /enue, VKL A\HET TOW Vi, F &} ] ¢ | NN

WWW.SO ~.I YW i\,z;:f‘,;‘;||",-.-'- * 6 ] :‘,'l‘;l' 11

SOUTH WHITEHALL TOWNSHIP

October 15, 2021

Kay Walbert LLC
5930 Hamilton Boulevard, Suite 10
Allentown, PA 18106

Re: Ridge Farms
Major Subdivision #2017-101
Preliminary Land Development Plan Review

Dear Mr. Koze:

The purpose of this letter is to report non-engineering related comments that are to be
addressed. My comments follow:

Zoning

All comments from the August 12, 2021, Zoning Officer’s review letter have been addressed by
the Applicant with exception to the Buchman Street access.

1. The Applicant shall demonstrate that the Applicant has the legal authority to connect to
Buchman Street. If the Applicant cannot secure access to Buchman Street, and the plan
changes, the plan shall be re-reviewed to show that the new plan meets all requirements of
the TND section of the ordinance.

The Applicant’s response in their letter dated September 23, 2021, states that “the legal
rights to this access have been secured and provided to the Township Solicitor”. The
Township Solicitor should confirm.

Fire Inspector

1. The Fire Inspector reported no further comments.

Open Space and Recreation

1. That the Parks and Recreation Board is open to acquiring the Jeras Barn for Township
use and is interested in touring the barn in the near future to determine uses suitable to
the structure.

L} asc &~ VI T
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2. That a trail connection from the pedestrian circulation system proposed for the
development to Guth Road be shown on the plan for Township review and approval.

3. That the Parks and Recreation Board expressed a preference that the commercial village
open space be available for Township recreation programs, and that the Homeowners’
Association documents regarding the commercial village open space be reviewed and
approved by the Township.

4. That the developer is “on the right track” with regard to the open space and recreation
design and that the Parks and Recreation Board requests that future plans return to the
Board for their review.

Water & Sewer

1. The applicant is to request allocations for water and sewer from the South Whitehall
Township Board of Commissioners. Please be aware that the Board of Commissioners
now charges both allocation fees and tapping (connection) fees. The applicant must
address all water and sewer service issues, and obtain all approvals deemed necessary
by the South Whitehall Township Board of Commissioners. You are advised to contact
the Township Water and Sewer Manager as soon as practicable, to learn of, or confirm
any or all of:

a. The amount of any water and/or sewer allocation fees. The application is available
on the Township website under Water/Sewer Forms/FAQs/Links. The fee for the
allocation(s) will be due with the submission of the application;

b. The amount of any water and/or sewer connection fees. The fees are due at or
before the building permit is to be issued. Application is also available on the
Township website under Water/Sewer Forms/FAQs/Links;

c. The amount of any contributions that would cover the cost of extending the water
and/or sewer system so that it can serve your development.

2. The applicant is to contact the PA Department of Environmental Protection to
determine what Sewage Facility Planning requirements are to be met for this
development.

3. An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is required for any earth disturbance activity of
more than 5,000 square feet pursuant to Section 296-11(B) of the South Whitehall
Township Codified Ordinance (Stormwater Management Plan).

4. Confirmation of a plan submittal to PPL for a recommendation on street lighting shall be
provided.

Page 2 of 4
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Legal and Other

1. The Township Solicitor and Township Engineer may want to comment upon the legal

requirements of the MS4 program with regard to any private stormwater management
facilities.

2. The developer is to provide documentation confirming legal access to the Township
public road network from Roads K and L.

Waiver and Deferral Request Commentary

1. No comments.

Official Map & Comprehensive Plan

1. The Official Map depicts the subject parcel as underlain by karst geology south of the
top of Huckleberry Ridge and underlain by a groundwater recharge basin north of
Huckleberry Ridge. Steep slopes between 15% and 25% exist on the north and south
face of the Huckleberry Ridge, with slopes in excess of 25% existing in the area of
Huckleberry Road in the northwest quadrant of the tract. Walbert Avenue, Cedar Crest
Boulevard and Huckleberry road west of Cedar Crest Boulevard are minor arterial roads.
Huckleberry road east of Cedar Crest Boulevard is a collector road. The Official Map also
depicts an extension of Chalmette Road to connect with Cedar Crest Boulevard

To the north of Huckleberry Road and to the west of Cedar Crest Boulevard, the
Comprehensive Plan envisions a T2 Character Area, which includes agricultural
preservation, very low density cluster residential, open space and recreation, and
predominantly single-family dwellings.

To the north of the Country Crossing neighborhood and to the west of Cedar Crest
Boulevard, the Comprehensive Plan envisions a T3 Character Area, which includes low-
density residential with neighborhood services, conservation design and cluster
development, a mix of lot and house sizes, and predominantly single-family dwellings
(both detached and semi-detached).

For the remainder of the tract, the Comprehensive Plan envisions a T4 Character Area,
which includes 5,000 to 10,000 square foot lots, residential development with
neighborhood services, Traditional Neighborhood Development, existing villages, a mix
of lot and house sizes, small-scale commercial (less than 40,000 square feet in
residential mixed-use), and live/work units. This area is also under a Growth
Opportunity Area and Walbert Avenue, Cedar Crest Boulevard and Huckleberry Road
are Enhanced Transportation Corridors.

Page 3 of 4
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Your plan is scheduled to be reviewed by the Planning Commission at the Municipal Building
located at 4444 Walbert Avenue on Thursday October 21, 2021 at 7:30 p.m.

The current Waiver from the Time Limitation to Review the Plan expires on November 4,
2021. A completed Waiver From The Time Limitation To Review The Plan form may be
required, depending upon the results of the Planning Commission decision.

This review in not comprehensive and more comments may be added as the review progresses.

If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely,
/ 7
{ /

Gregg R. Adams, Planner
Community Development Department

cc: D. Manhardt R. Cope L. Harrier H. Bender
J. Frantz J. Alderfer, Esq. J. Zator, Esq S. Pidcock
A. Tallarida J. Engelhardt, Langan J. Preston, Esq R. Brooks

File #2017-101

Page 4 of 4
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MEMORANDUM

To: Planning Commission
FROM: Gregg Adams, Planner
DATE: September 27, 2021
SuBJECT:  Landscaping Plan Review

Ridge Farm

Major Plan 2017-101

Plan dated September 23, 2021
CoPIES: Landscape and Shade Tree Commission, D. Manhardt, J. Alderfer, S.

Pidcock, Applicant

At their September 27, 2021 meeting, the Landscape and Shade Tree Commission reviewed the
above-mentioned plan and recommended the following:

The plan is acceptable.

Respectfully submitted,

1/ l |
t'\

( _—

Gregg Adams, Planner
Community Development Department

I:\Landscape And Shade Tree\Correspondence\2021\2021.09.27 L&ST COMM - 27Sept21 Plan Review - 2017-101.docx






The project site is located in an area designated for Development, Preservation Buffer and
Farmland Preservation in the General Land Use Plan of FuturelV: The Regional Plan, in a
transitional area between the City of Allentown suburbs to the south and the Township’s more
rural areas to the north. The Township has indicated an intent to develop this area with base
zoning designations of High- and Medium-Density Residential, with Rural Residential zoning
toward the north of the site, and the Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) Innovative Overlay
zoning. Additionally, the site is located along two Major Corridors and is in close proximity to a
Post-War Center in the Transportation Plan. For these reasons, the LVPC has determined the
proposal to be generally consistent with FufurelV: The Regional Plan.

However, the LVPC notes the following impacts and impiications related to the proposed
development that require careful consideration by the Township:

Growing Development Pressure

The development of the project in this location, while appropriate for its proximity to existing
development and infrastructure, is likely to cause increased development pressure on the
rural and agricultural areas north of the project site. Of note, a cluster of properties adjacent
to the northernmost site boundary are enrolled in Agricuitural Security Area and Agricultural
Easement programs. The LVPC encourages the Township to consider strategies to mitigate
the long-term impacts of the proposal on the larger area, especially as it relates to ‘preserve
farmland to maintain rural character and open space’ (Policy 3.3).

Equity Considerations

The LVPC’s 2020 Equity Analysis indicates that the proposed development is located within
two Census Tracts (60.01 and 60.02) that have Very High and High access to opportunity,
respectively. The LVPC commends the diverse range of housing types included in the
proposal, which serves to ‘increase housing density in Centers and along Corridors’ (of Policy
4.5).

The LVPC encourages the Township to work with the developer to ensure housing
opportunities are accessible for a wide range of individuals and households. The area’s
median household incomes of $72,077 (Tract 60.01) and $90,549 (Tract 60.02) should be
considered for the purpose of marketing future housing prices, especially in consideration of
the current trend toward “luxury” price points, to ensure housing is made available to residents
at a variety of income levels. FutureLV advocates for communities to ‘promote mixed-income
neighborhoods’ and ‘diversity price points of available housing’ (of Policy 4.5).

The location of these housing units in close proximity to employment areas serves to maximize
social and economic opportunities for everyone, though this requires a ‘local balance between
housing and jobs’ that enables residents to live near where they work (also of Policy 4.5). To
further increase opportunities for historically disadvantaged populations, the LVPC
recommends that the developer reach out to Lehigh Valley-based businesses to lease the
proposed commercial spaces. Providing consumers access to locally owned businesses,
especially those owned by persons of color, would not only ‘expand small businesses and
entrepreneurship’ (of Policy 4.2) and ‘encourage the purchase of local goods and services’ {of
Policy 4.3), but also establish the development as a center that ‘complements the unique



history, environment, culture and needs of the Valley' (Policy 5.4).

Transportation Impacts

The LVPC reviewed a transportation impact assessment (TIS) dated January 21, 2020 for the
proposed project. The project is anticipated to generate a total of 9,997 weekday trips, with
858 weekday morning peak hour trips and 992 weekday evening peak hour trips. Trips were
calculated using the [nstitute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10t
Edition, using the following land use codes:

ITE Land Use Code Proposed Land Use
210 Single-Family Housing (Detached)
220 Apartments
230 Residential Townhouse
251 Senior Adult Housing (Detached)
720 Medical/Dental Office Building
826 Specialty Retail
932 High-Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant

The volume of anticipated trips will have a tremendous impact on both the Township and
regional roadway networks, especially regarding congested corridors in the vicinity. The LVPC
Congestion Management Process identifies Route 22, North Cedar Crest Boulevard (from
Ritter Road to Walbert Avenue), Route 309 (from Levans Road to Waibert Avenue) and
Mauch Chunk Road (from Route 329 to Cedar Crest Boulevard) as current congested
corridors. Further stretches of North Cedar Crest Boulevard and Route 309 are projected to
become congested by 2040, as well as Schadt Avenue from Mauch Chunk Road to MacArthur
Road. Tilghman Street (from North Cedar Crest Boulevard to North 15" Street) is identified
as a 2040 Priority Corridor.

The LVPC encourages the Township to consider roadway and traffic control-related
improvements that wouid help to mitigate these impacts, and improve the level of service for
affected corridors and intersections, to ‘support the expansion of technology, communications
and utilities to reduce travel demands and optimize traffic flow' (of Policy 2.5).

Roadway Safety and Improvements

The LVPC commends the series of proposed roadway improvements outlined in the TIS. An
additienal factor for consideration is the project’s proximity to the high-crash corridor along
Cedar Crest Boulevard (from Albright Avenue to Tilghman Street), identified in the LVPC
Traffic Safety Plan. The LVPC recommends that roadway improvements be made by the
developer and/or Township with specific considerations to mitigate crashes along this corridor
and ‘provide a safe, well-maintained transportation network’ (Policy 2.2).

Several other transportation improvement projects (TIP} are currently underway or pending
construction in the vicinity of the development site that may temporarily hinder site access:

¢ Route 309: Resurfacing from Walbert Avenue to Shankweiler Road
¢ Route 309 and Orefield Road Intersection: Resurfacing



e Route 22: Resurfacing from Route 309 to 15th Street
e Mauch Chunk Road: Signal upgrades

Additionally, the proposed Hills at Winchester project is located on the north side of Walbert
Avenue, west of Cedar Crest Boulevard and east of Route 309. The project proposes three
access points along Walbert Avenue, two of which are opposite Hampton Road and 40th
street. The LVPC recommends that the developer coordinate with Hills at Winchester project
developer and PennDOT on programmed transportation improvements.

The LVPC recommends the installation of appropriate signage throughout the site and along
roadways in the site vicinity that indicate appropriate truck routes and vehicular access points,
to minimize conflicts between motorized transportation and pedestrians or bicyclists and
‘reduce bicycle and pedestrian fatalities to zero’ (of Policy 5.1).

Muitimodal Accessibility _

The LVPC commends the applicant for the thorough inclusion of sidewalks along the proposed
internal roadways and plaza areas, connecting to the existing sidewalk network along the
property frontages, as well as the placement of bicycle storage racks throughout the site. The
inclusion of recreational trails throughout the project further serve to ‘integrate mixed-
transportation into public space design’ (of Policy 5.2). The LVPC recommends that all traffic
signals within the site and in the site vicinity be equipped with pedestrian crossing signals and
push buttons, with visibie crosswalks and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant
curb cuts, which ‘promote safe and secure community design’ (Policy 5.1).

The Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority (LANTA) provides fixed-route bus
service adjacent to the site along Walbert Avenue and Cedar Crest Boulevard. The LVPC
applauds the inciusion of a sheltered bus stop along Walbert Avenue that wouid allow for
transit service at the site without requiring a diverted route, ‘improving connections between
bus stops and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure’ (of Policy 5.2). However, the proposed
bus stop location between two turn lanes to the east and west cause concern for potential bus
conflicts with traffic movements. The LVPC strongly encourages the developer to coordinate with
LANTA on the specifics of location and design of the bus stop.

It is recommended that the developer consider designing the bus shelter to enhance the
architectural and cultural nature of the development and community. Such design
improvements would benefit the community by creating ‘public spaces that reflect and
enhance local culture’, as well as ‘integrate visual art into public space’ (both of Policy 5.4).

The LVPC commends the inclusion of multiple specified ‘School Bus Stop’ locations in the
residential areas of the project to promote ‘safe routes to school' (of Poalicy 5.2), and
encourages the applicant to install traditional bus stop amenities such as seating, shelters,
lighting and trash receptacles in these locations.

The wide variety of transportation modes available at the project site serves to improve
equitable access to jobs (of Policy 4.3) and ‘increase social and economic access to daily
needs for all people’ (Policy 5.2).



Open Space and Sustainability

The applicant is to be commended for the integration of open space and active recreation,
well-connected by trails, plazas and sidewalk infrastructure, throughout the entirety of the site.
The outdoor spaces are outfitted with amenities such as fountains, benches and gazebos that
encourage use throughout the year. These outdoor amenities and recreational opportunities
provide widespread access to green spaces that support the physical and mental health of
deveiopment residents and visitors alike {of Policy 5.3).

The LVPC commends the inclusion of ‘native and carbon-sequestering landscaping’
throughout the site. The developer should further consider opportunities to incorporate green
infrastructure into the project design, such as pervious pavements, green roofs and renewable
building materials, and service buildings with sustainable energy sources or recycled
greywater. These design choices serve to ‘reduce the climate change impacts and carbon
footprint of the development through mitigation and adaptation’ (Policy 3.4).

Stormwater

The project site is located within the Jordan Creek Watershed. This watershed has a fully
implemented Act 167 Stormwater Management Ordinance. Comments relative to our review
of the project’s stormwater management plan are included as Attachment 1.

The LVPC has copied appropriate representatives from all adjacent municipalities in order to
further ‘coordinate land use decisions across municipal boundaries’ (of Policy 1.4).

Our review does not include an in-depth examination of the plan relative to subdivision design
standards or ordinance requirements since these items are covered in the municipal review.

Should this proposal move forward for approval, please call or email myself or another
Community Planning staff person for information on how to obtain LVPC signatures on the final
plans.

Sincerely,

Jillian Seitz
Senior Community Planner

cCi

Renee C. Bickel, SPHR, South Whitehall Township Manager

Scott Pideock PE, South Whitehall Township Engineer

Jason Scott Engelhardt, PE, Langan Engineering

Irene Woodward, AICP, City of Allentown Director of Planning & Zoning
Thomas Beil, Lower Macungie Township Planning Commission Chair
Bruce Beitel, Lower Macungie Township Manager

Brian Horwith, North Whitehall Township Planning Commission Chair
Chris Garges, North Whitehall Township Manager



Kerry Rabold, Salisbury Township Planning & Zoning Officer

Cathy Bonaskiewich, Salisbury Township Manager

Charles Deprili, Upper Macungie Township Planning Commission Chair

Robert Ibach, Jr., Upper Macungie Township Manager

Lee Rackus, Whitehall Township Planning, Zoning & Development Bureau Chief
Molly Wood, LANTA Planner/Land Use Specialist

Garrett Cook, Lehigh County Conservation District Engineer

Geoff Reese, LVPC Director of Environmental Planning

Charlie Doyle, LVPC Director of Transportation Planning and Data



ATTACHMENT 1
Act 167 Drainage Plan Review

August 7, 2020

Re: Ridge Farms
Plans Dated March 18, 2020
South Whitehall Township
Lehigh County

The proposed storm drainage concept presented in the plans dated March 18, 2020 and storm drainage
calculations dated March 19, 2020 has been reviewed for consistency with the Jordan Creek Watershed Act
167 Storm Water Management Ordinance, May 1992. A checklist of the Act 167 review items is attached for
your information. As indicated on the checklist, each item of the Drainage Plan has been reviewed for
consistency with the Act 167 Ordinance. A brief narrative of the review findings is as follows:

The proposed development is located within drainage districts 126, 129, 134, 137 and 138 of
the Jordan Creek Watershed as delineated in the Act 167 Plan. As such, the runoff controi
criterion for districts 126 and 129 is Provisional No Detention for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year
return period storms, meaning that post-development impervious cover may be discharged
without defention controls provided that capacity is available to convey increased peak flows.
The runoff control criteria for districts 134, 137, and 138 are a 30% Release Rate for the 2-year
storm and a 100% Release Rate for the 10-, 25- and 100-year return period storms. Based on
review of the plans and calculations, the following deficiencies are noted. The Existing Features
Plan and the Existing Watershed Map need to have the same topographic detail. The pre-
development drainage boundary split by Cedar Crest Boulevard does not appear to be fully
consistent with the contours across the roadway. Drainage points of interest for analysis need
to be selected to protect all properties from any adverse impacts and all drainage systems from
being overloaded, considering diffused and concentrated runoff discharge. Points of interest
well removed from the property line, such as numbers 6 and 7, may not accomplish this
objective. The post-development drainage areas need to be clearly labeled. A variety of
clarifications regarding post-development drainage boundaries need to be provided relative to
proposed contours and storm drainage systems including:

- between proposed basins 1, 1A and 2

- between basins 2 and 7 in the vicinity of the road A and road C intersection

- the eastern boundary of basin 3 from the basin berm to Cedar Crest Boulevard
- between undetained areas 3 and 4

- between drainage areas 5 and 6
- the western drainage boundary of basin 5 and the northwestern boundary of basin 4 offsite

- - the western boundary of the basin 6 drainage area south of Huckleberry Road and the
eastern boundary north of Huckleberry Road
- the direct drainage area upslope of basin 9
- the direct drainage area to basin 7 from the western berm.

In several instances, the proposed contours overlay proposed buildings (e.g., CG-207).
Available capacity in existing storm sewers that are proposed to be used for project flows needs
to be verified. In the pre-development condition, the time of concentration calculation for point
of interest 1 needs to be provided. In the pre-development condition, the drainage area of point
of interest 8 has a closed depression that should be analyzed to verify the allowable runoff
peaks. In the existing condition, the curve number calculations for point of interest 2 considers
an acreage of 18, but the hydrographs use 13.20 acres. Contour elevations need to be labeled
on the drainage maps that should be provided without the aerial to show more clearly the
drainage areas and the features of the site in both pre-and post-development conditions. A



Mr. George Kinney

South Whitehall Township
August 7, 2020

Page 2

schematic of the hydrograph models should be provided. The total area differs between the pre-
development and the post-development conditions. The curve number for undetained area PR-
1 is not consistent between the associated calculations and hydrographs. The curve number for
the basin 7 drainage area is not consistent between the calculations and hydrographs. In the
existing condition, the length of the time of concentration path for point of interest 2 is not
consistent between the plans and calculations. Complete contours of the basins need to be
shown on the plans for basins 1A, 2, 5, 6, 8 and 9. The basin #2 volume appears to be
overstated on the pond report. The top of grate of basin 2 is not consistent between the pond
report and the plans. The spillway lengths for basins 2, 4 and 7A are not consistent between
the pond reports and spillway calculations. The underground basin 1 storage appears to be
overstated. The infiltration testing report and the infiltration testing location map need to be
provided. The outlet control structure of Basin #10 is not consistent between plans and pond
report. Roadway improvements associated with the project need to be factored into the site
analysis. Therefore, the Drainage Plan has been found to be inconsistent with the Act 167
requirements.

Note that only those details of the Drainage Plan included on the checklist have been covered by this review.
Therefore, notable portions of the Drainage Plan not reviewed include any aspect of the post-
construction storm water management plan concerning water quality, the details and design of any
proposed water quality BMPs, the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and the details of the
runoff collection system (piping). These items are reviewed by the municipal engineer and/or others, as
applicable.

Once the outlined issues have been addressed, the revised plans will need to be resubmitted to our office.
Please call me with any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely yours,

Ao o

Geoffrey A. Reese, PE
Director of Environmental Planning

Attachment
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GREG ZEBROWSKI

Chair

1 N STEVEN GLICKMAN
/ _ i Vice Chair

g . YEAU PAMELA PEARSON
A Treasurer

Lehigh Valley Plannmg Commlssmn 1961-2021

BECKY A. BRADLEY, AICP
Executive Director

August 20, 2021

Mr. David Manhardt, Director
Community Development Department
South Whitehall Township

4444 Walbert Avenue

Allentown, Pennsylvania 18104

Re: Ridge Farms
Plans Revised May 19, 2021
South Whitehall Township
Lehigh County

Dear Mr. Manhardt:

The proposed storm drainage concept presented in the plans and storm drainage calculations revised May
19, 2021 has been reviewed for consistency with the Jordan Creek Watershed Act 167 Storm Water
Management Ordinance, May 1992. A checklist of the Act 167 review items is attached for your information.
As indicated on the checklist, each item of the Drainage Plan has been reviewed for consistency with the Act
167 Ordinances. A brief narrative of the review findings is as follows:

The proposed development is located within drainage districts 126, 129, 134, 137 and 138 of
the Jordan Creek Watershed as delineated in the Act 167 Plan. As such, the runoff control
criterion for districts 126 and 129 is Provisional No Detention for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year
return period storms, meaning that post-development impervious cover may be discharged
without detention controls, provided that capacity is available to convey increased peak flows.
The runoff control criteria for districts 134, 137, and 138 are a 30% Release Rate for the 2-year
storm and a 100% Release Rate for the 10-, 25- and 100-year return period storms. Based on
review of the plans and calculations, the following deficiencies are noted. Basin 4 connects to
a manhole on the west side of North Cedar Crest Boulevard so it would appear to drain to point
of analysis 2 instead of 1 as considered in the calculations. The post-development drainage
area boundaries are not consistent with the proposed grading and/or proposed storm sewer
system for the following areas:

- the boundary splitting the drainage areas to basins 5 and 6 east and west of Road |

- the drainage area boundary directly west of the high point of North Cedar Crest
Boulevard towards unit SF 11W splitting areas to basins 3, 4 and 6

- the drainage area boundary splitting area to basins 3 and 6 east of unit SF 12W south
to unit SF 26W

- the drainage area boundary between the cul-de--sacs north of basin 4

- the western drainage area boundary to basin 4

- the northeast portion of the drainage area to underground basin 1

- the drainage area to basin 10 near the southern end of road G.

Planning for the Future of Lehigh and Northampton Counties at 961 Marcon Blvd., Ste 310, Allentown, PA 18109 B (610) 264-4544 B Ilvpc@lvpc.org B www.lvpc.org



Mr. David Manhardt
South Whitehall Township
August 20, 2021

Page 2

Revised basin drainage areas would potentially impact both peak flow rates and meeting basin
freeboard requirements. Topographic contours for all basin elevations used in the calculations
for storage volume should be shown on the grading plans. Inlet top elevations for the outlet
control structures for basins 1,1A, 2, 5, 6, 7 and 10 are not consistent between the hydrograph
routing pond reports and the plan details. Similarly, the outlet pipe elevations are not consistent
for basins 1B and 10. The underground basin 1 storage volume used for the hydrograph routings
is overstated. Therefore, the Drainage Plan has been found to be inconsistent with the Act 167
requirements.

Note that only those details of the Drainage Plan included on the checklist have been covered by this review.
Therefore, notable portions of the Drainage Plan not reviewed include any aspect of the post-
construction storm water management plan concerning water quality, the details and design of any
proposed water quality BMPs, the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and the details of the
runoff collection system (piping). These items are reviewed by the municipal engineer and/or others, as
applicable.

Once the outlined issues have been addressed, the revised plans will need to be resubmitted to our office.
Please call me with any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely yours,

Loseot o R

Geoffrey A. Reese, PE
Director of Environmental Planning

Attachment

cc. Renee C. Bickel, SPHR, Township Manager
John R. Russek, Jr., PE, The Pidcock Company
Anthony Tallarida, PE, The Pidcock Company
Jason S. Engelhardt, PE, LEED AP, Langan Engineering & Environmental Services
Lehigh County Conservation District



LVPC ACT 167 REVIEW CHECKLIST

Development Name:__ Ridge Farms Watershed:__Jordan Creek
Municipality: South Whitehall Township Reviewer:__ Geoffrey A. Reese, PE
Date: August 20, 2021 Checked by:
Consistency
Ordinance w/Ordinance
Reference Item Yes No N/A Comment
301.A-G.General storm water management requirements ..o ).
H. Consideration of volume ControlS ........ccovvvirivirecvier e X/ Infiltration proposed.
302.A,B. Applicable Storm Water Management Provision
Subarea(s) 126 129 134 137 138
: 30%/100% 30%/100% 30%/100%
Criteria PND PND RR RR RR
Criteria Key: RR = release rate; PND = provisional no detention
303.A. Design consistency with applicable provisions from 302.A. and B........ X/ See letter for details.
B. Mapping of Storm Water Management District Boundaries................... X/ |
C. Downstream capacity analySiS ......ccooccrvieiiiie e [ X
D. Multiple discharge points within a single subarea....................c.cooeee [ IX
E,F. Multiple discharge points within mulfiple subareas................................ X/ 4
G. Documentation of “no harm” downstream .............ooocev i, [ IX
H. Regional or subregional detention analysis ... I IX
I.  Capacity improvements analysis ........cccccoe i, I IX
304.A. Computation method (rational or soil-cover-complex) ........................... X! 1 Soil-cover complex method used.
B. Verification of detention design by routing ..o, . See letter for details.
Check rational method detention volume vs. TR55 ......................... I X
C. Minimum detention pond freeboard specifications..............c..ccccoeoen X/ See letter for details.
D. Soil-cover-complex method design rainfall ............ccooovvieeiiii . X/ |
E. Rainfall intensities for rational method ...l [ I X
F. Curve Numbers for soil-cover-complex method.........cc.cccoee e, X/ |
G. Runoff coefficients for the rational method.................................... I I X
H. Manning equation to calculate watercourse capacity ............cccceceeenn. [ I X

403. Drainage Plan Contents..........oiiii e [ X/ See letter for details,



Gregg R. Adams

From: Molly Wood <mwood®@lantabus-pa.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 13, 2021 1:38 PM

To: Gregg R. Adams

Cc: David Manhardt; Kathleen Gallagher; Jason Engelhardt; AJ Jordan; Owen O'Neil
Subject: LANTA Comments Ridge Farm - 8.13.21

Gregg,

The Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority (LANTA) has reviewed the revised and resubmitted “Ridge
Farms” Site Plan dated 7/15/21 and offers the following comments regarding the proposed development at the
intersection of Walbert Avenue and North Cedar Crest Boulevard in South Whitehall Township, Lehigh County. LANTA
currently provides fixed public transportation service to the project site with a westbound bus stop nearside of the
Walbert Avenue and North Cedar Crest Boulevard intersection. Walbert Avenue is one of LANTA’s main transit corridors
through South Whitehall Township, and we appreciate the continued opportunity to provide feedback to the Ridge Farm
plan.

The Ridge Farm site plan proposes a complete walkable environment with a comprehensive pedestrian network within
the project site, connecting with the property frontage along Walbert Avenue and Cedar Crest Boulevard. The proposed
plan has relocated the existing westbound bus stop approximately .15 miles east on Walbert Avenue, to a location in
between the proposed exit/entrance ramps of the two main interior roads within the project complex. LANTA
appreciates the redesign of the proposed concrete slab of the bus stop to be aligned directly with the curb. While LANTA
appreciates the efforts to consider LANTA’s previous recommendations to relocate the bus stop where it does not
conflict with merging exit and entrance ramps, we have learned that the discussions between engineers and PennDOT
have still determined the proposed bus stop location as the best location for the project site.

LANTA would like to emphasize that the main area of concern of the proposed bus stop location is the safety for bus
operators. LANTA strongly recommends further detailed discussion with South Whitehall, the project engineers, and
PennDOT to ensure that our immediate concerns with this proposed bus stop location have been addressed. We look
forward to continuing this collaboration to finalize the details of a safe bus stop for the Ridge Farms project.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 610-776-7433 x165 or mwood@lantabus-pa.gov.

Thank you,
Molly

AT
Molly S. Wood, AICP

Planner/Land Use Specialist

Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority
1060 Lehigh Street, Allentown, PA 18103

PH: 610-439-1376

mwood@lantabus-pa.gov

www.lantabus.com




LAW OFFICES

BROUGHAL & DEVITO, L.L.P.

38 WEST MARKET STREET
BETHLEHEM, PENNSYLVANIA 18018-5703

JAMES L. BROUGHAL TELEPHONE
LEO V. DEVITO, JR. (610) 865-3664
JOHN S. HARRISON FAX
JAMES F. PRESTON*® (610) 865-0969

LISA A. PEREIRA*

E-MAIL
ERIKA A. FARKAS lawyers@broughal-devito.com
ANTHONY GIOVANNINI, JR. WEBSITE

. . www.broughal-devito.com
OF COUNSEL:

RICHARD F. BOYER

*ALSO MEMBER NEW JERSEY BAR

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL adamsg@southwhitehall.com

September 17, 2021
Gregg Adams
Planner for South Whitehall Township
4400 Walbert Avenue
Allentown, PA 18104

Re: Ridge Farms; Plan Review
Dear Gregg:

South Whitehall Township is reviewing the Ridge Farms Major Subdivision Plan
submitted by my client, Kay Walbert, LLC. This letter confirms that Kay Walbert, LLC has
agreed to extend the deadline by which South Whitehall Township must make a decision on the
Ridge Farms Major Subdivision Plan through November 4, 2021.

7
Very truly yours,
.-/' /

“James F. P;;ég;ton, Esquire
)
JFP/tk

cc: Randy Cope
ce! Richard Brooks
cc: Jason S. Engelhardt, P.E., LEED AP — Langan Engineering



PROJECT NARRATIVE
Ridge Farm Community
March 18, 2020
Last Revised May 19, 2021

OVERVIEW

The Proposed Ridge Farm TND Site is located at the intersection of Cedar Crest Boulevard and Walbert
Avenue in South Whitehall Township. The site extends north to Huckleberry Road and includes a parcel on
the west side of Cedar Crest Boulevard.

A portion of the Ridge Farms project is outside the TND zoning that we will refer to in this document as the
Non-TND Site. The Proposed Ridge Farm Non-TND Site is located north of the intersection of Cedar Crest
Boulevard and Walbert Avenue in South Whitehall Township. This part of the site is entirely on the western
side of Cedar Crest Boulevard and extends north of the Cedar Crest Boulevard and Huckleberry Road
intersection.

The TND project site is composed of six (6) parcels totaling 138.34 acres. The Non-TND project site is
composed of seven (7) parcels totaling 62.70 acres. The site exists as a ridge of land extending east west
through the property. The top of the ridge has gentle slopes at 5-8 percent. The ridge side slopes are
generally 15 to 25 percent. The section of land fronting on Walbert Road has gentle slopes of 3 to 8 percent,
where the most intensive development is planned. The current use of the ground is predominantly
agricultural.

Kay Walbert LLC is the Applicant (Owner) for the proposed community. The site program includes single
family units, twins, apartments, a TND Cluster development and some limited village mixed-use apartments
over retail. The proposed site is fronted by four existing roadways, which are as follows: PennDOT S.R.
1019 (North Cedar Crest Boulevard) to the east and west, PennDOT S.R. 1006 (Walbert Avenue) to the
south, Township road (Huckleberry Road) to the north and south, and Township road (Yellowstone Road)
to the west of North Cedar Crest Boulevard. The proposed TND site area includes six (6) existing parcels
owned by Kay Walbert LLC, as shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Summary of Existing Parcel Owners and Gross Acreage

Owner Parcel Number | Gross Acreage
Kay Walbert LLC 548746422139 111.18
Kay Walbert LLC 548767544734 4.72
Kay Walbert LLC 548767273685 1.51
Kay Walbert LLC 548725550358 8.58*
Kay Walbert LLC 548737014729 0.25
Kay Walbert LLC 548757625489 12.10

*Note: For parcel 548725550358 the TND boundary includes 8.58 acres of the overall 31.96-acre tract.

Page | 1



PROJECT NARRATIVE
Ridge Farm Community
March 18, 2020
Last Revised May 19, 2021

The proposed Non-TND site area includes seven (7) existing parcels as shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Summary of Existing Parcel Owners and Gross Acreage

Owner NPuar:Leelr Gross Acreage

Kay Walbert LLC 548727343134 15.98
Fred J. Jaindl 548727303984 0.41

Kay Walbert LLC 548726571146 13.67
Jaindl Land Company 548726323076 6.69
Jaindl Land Company 548726413932 2.26
Lawrence E. & Alice E. Ritter | 548726730450 0.31

Kay Walbert LLC 548725550358 23.38*

*Note: For parcel 548725550358 the Non-TND boundary includes 23.38 acres of the overall 31.96-acre tract.

This community will be served by public water and sanitary sewer systems.

The Ridge Farm TND section was planned and designed according to the main tenets of Smart Growth
and the guidelines of the TND- Residential Cluster Overlay District. Three features of the Ridge Farm Plan
assure positive development and long-term quality for the resident and the Township:

1. Major park areas for common and Active open space, easily accessible from and central to

residential neighborhoods.

2. Village retail areas easily walkable from residential neighborhoods.

3. Adiversity of housing choices: a variety of small lot Singles, Twin Homes and, Apartments.

The site plan proposes a Traditional Neighborhood Design, featuring tree lines streets with sidewalks linking

the residents to village shops, restaurants, and pocket parks, all within easy walking distance.
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TND Zoning:
The entire TND community is located on the township’s Innovative Overlay District Map and is within the
TND-Residential Cluster Overlay District. The underlying zoning for the site area is R-10 on approximately
44 acres of the site fronting on Walbert Ave. with 84-acres zoned R-2 and a section of R-4. Approximately
8.5 ac., zoned R-4, is located on the west corner of Cedar Crest Blvd.

The plan complies with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance April 1, 2019, the Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance April 1, 2019, and Appendix C -General Manual of Written and Graphic Design
Standards.

Ridge Farmland Development Program:

LAND USE NUMBER OF UNITS / SQ. FT.
TND Market Rate Single Family Homes 68
TND Market Rate Twin Homes 40
TND Age Restricted Single Family Homes 88
TND Age Restricted Twin Homes 82
TND East Apartments 308
TND West Apartments / Condominiums 60
TND Restaurant Village Commercial Area 17,200
TND Medical Office Village Commercial Area 30,000
TND Retail Village Commercial Area 20,000
TND Market Rate Twin Homes (Buchman Street Access) 34
TND Apartments within Commercial Village 100
AREA OVERVIEW

TND - RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER OVERLAY DISTRICT
TND Residential Cluster Site Area 138.340 AC.
Total TND Units 780
Commercial Mixed Use Area 12.455 AC.
Open Space 38.176 AC
Active Open Space 13.229 AC
Village Non-Residential Lot Coverage 74.58%

There are 780 Total Units.
156 units (20%) Single Family
156 units (20%) Twin Homes
468 units (60%) Apartment Units
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Development Intensity Option:

The TND-Cluster Residential Zone grants base level zoning to R-4 level, based on some of the land is
zoned R-2. Two 2-Density Credits are proposed to obtain R-10 level. The Development option proposed
within the TND-Residential Cluster zone is a Residential community with approximately 10% of the total

TND land area as Commercial.

Density credit table to achieve R-10 level follow:

TND - RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER OVERLAY DISTRICT
DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY CREDIT CALCULATION
The purpose of this table is to show that with 2 density credits the TND portion of this project can follow the bulk criteria for Zoning district R-10 High Density
Residential, an increase from R-4 Medium Density Residential.
OPEN SPACE:
For each additional 5% of the gross tract area beyond the minimum percentage of gross tract area required dedicated for open space.
One-half Density Credit may be permitted above the Base Density.
AREA (SQ. FT.) AREA (ACRES) CREDITS
Required Open Space: 1,178,101 SF. 27.045 AC. 19.6%
Provided Open Space: 1,662,932 SF. 38.176 AC. 27.6%
Percentage above Required: 8.0%
0.5 Density Credit for every 5% above Required: 0.5 CREDIT
ALLEY ACCESS:
For each twenty-five (25) percent of Dwelling units not required to have Alley access that are provided with Alleys.
One-half Density Credit may be permitted above the Base Density.
ALLEY UNITS NUMBER OF UNITS PERCENTAGE CREDITS
Single Detached and Twins 87
Apartments 368
Total Alley Units 455 58%
Total TND Units 780 1 CREDITS
PUBLIC BUS SHELTER:
For each public bus shelter provided within the development in coordination with the local transportation authority.
One-half Density Credit may be permitted above the Base Density.
TYPE OF SHELTER NUMBER OF BUS SHELTERS CREDITS
Public Bus Shelter 1 0.5 CREDIT
TOAL DENSITY CREDITS: 2.0 CREDITS

The Development option table for Residential community with Commercial village as well as the total
provided Open Space and Active Open Space follow:

RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS TABLE
RESIDENTIAL WITH COMMERCIAL COMPONENT (DEVELOPMENT OPTION #2)

ITEM

REQUIRED / PERMITTED

PROPOSED

Minimum Tract Size:

Increase in Development Intensity:
Increase Development Intensity 1 Level or to R-4, whichever is
greater:

Minimum % of the Tract to be Open Space:
15% plus 0.5% for every 1% of the gross tract area developed as
commercial

Minimum % of the Tract to be Active Open Space:
5% plus 0.5% for every 1% of the gross tract area developed as
commercial

Maximum % of the Tract to be Gross Area for Commercial Uses:

50.0 AC.

Increased to R-4, with added Density Bonuses
allows for an increase to R-10

19.55%

9.55%

10%

138.340 AC

R-10, See TND - Residential Cluster Overlay
Development Intensity Table

27.60%

9.56%

9.1%

Note: Please refer to the TND - Residential Cluster Overlay Development Intensity Table and the Open Space Calculation tables for further calculations in support of the

required and proposed information provided.
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TND Open Space:

The provided total Open Space is 27.60% or 38.176 acres of site area. The provided Active Open Space
area is 13.229 acres or 9.56% of total site area. The Active Open Space is centrally located within the
neighborhoods, and greater than 50% of the Active Open is in the form of Greens, Squares or, Plazas. A
number of amenities are proposed within the different Active Open Space locations including; walkways,
trails, gazebos, pavilions, playground equipment, club house recreation facilities, hardscape plaza areas,
seating areas, and bike racks. The majority of the Open Space and Active Open Space provided as part of
TND community will be owned and maintained by the Home Owners Association. The Active Open Space
areas located in the Commercial Mixed Use portion of the site is offered to South Whitehall Township for

dedication.

REQUIRED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS
TND - RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER OVERLAY DISTRICT (RESIDENTIAL WITH COMMERCIAL COMPONENT)

WETLANDS / STEEP SLOPES IN EXCESS OF 25%

REQUIRED / PERMITTED
AREA DESIGNATION AREA IN SQ. FT. AREA IN ACRES PERCENTAGES
TND RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER SITE AREA 6,026,090 138.340
ACTIVE OPEN SPACE REQUIRED"” 575,492 13.211 9.55%
OPEN SPACE REQUIRED" 1,178,101 27.045 19.55%
MAXIMUM OPEN SPACE WITHIN FLOODWAY / 706,860 16.207 60%

PROVIDED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS
TND - RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER OVERLAY DISTRICT (RESIDENTIAL WITH COMMERCIAL COMPONENT)

WETLANDS / STEEP SLOPES IN EXCESS OF 25%°

AREA DESIGNATION AREAIN SQ. FT. | AREA IN ACRES PROVIDED PERCENTAGES
COMMERCIAL MIXED USE AREA"? 542,548 12.455 9.1%
OPEN SPACE 1,086,687 24.947 18.03%
ACTIVE OPEN SPACE 576,245 13.229 9.56%
TOTAL OPEN SPACE 1,662,932 38.176 27.60%
OPEN SPACE WITHIN FLOODWAY /
224,804 5.161 13.52%

NOTES:

1. Minimum percentage of Tract to be Open Space 15% plus 0.5% for every 1% of gross tract area developed as commercial.
2. Minimum percentage of Tract to be Active Open Space 5% plus 0.5% for every 1% of gross tract area developed as commercial.
3. All open space areas in this calculation are within steep slopes in excess of 25%. There are no known floodways or wetlands on-site.

OPEN SPACE
AREA DESIGNATION AREAIN SQ. FT. AREA IN ACRES AMENITY OWNER
A 424,353 9.742 Trails Homeowner's Association
B 98,345 2.258 None Homeowner's Association
C 140,177 3.218 Trails Homeowner's Association
D 129,386 2.970 Trails Homeowner's Association
E 6,167 0.142 None Homeowner's Association
F 108,697 2.495 None Homeowner's Association
G 20,627 0.474 None Homeowner's Association
H 46,218 1.061 None Homeowner's Association
| 13,982 0.321 None Homeowner's Association
J 11,000 0.253 Trails Homeowner's Association
K 5,400 0.124 Trails Homeowner's Association
L 5,400 0.124 Trails Homeowner's Association
M 12,155 0.279 Rain Garden Homeowner's Association
N 18,699 0.429 Trails Homeowner's Association
(o) 46,081 1.058 Trails, Benches Homeowner's Association
Open Space Total 1,086,687 SF. 24.947 Ac.

NOTES:
1. Open Space areas do not include areas less than 500 SF.

2. Open Space areas include existing street ultimate right-of-way areas along portions of North Cedar Crest Bivd and Walbert Ave.

3. The 50' wide mobility easement connecting the eastern residential area to the commercial area is not included in the open space calculations.
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Active Open Space Table Listing Amenities Provided.

ACTIVE OPEN SPACE
AREA DESIGNATION AREA IN SQ. FT. AREA IN ACRES AMENITY OWNER
. . Clubhouse, Pavilion, Pickle Ball, . -
ACTIVE O.S. #1 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 156,808 3.600 Benches, Bike Rack, Trails Homeowner's Association
. . Gazebo, Clubhouse, Play Equipment, . -
ACTIVE O.S. #2 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 42,156 0.968 Pool, Benches, Bike Rzlacl? T‘:ails Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #3 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 43,087 0.989 Gazebo, Benches, Bike Rack, Trails Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #4 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 72,322 1.660 Gazebo, Benches, Bike Rack, Trails Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #5 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 9,131 0.210 Gazebo, Benches, Bike Rack, Trails Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #6 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 74,178 1.703 Fountain, Benches, Bike Rack, Trails Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #7 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 41,678 0.957 Pavilion, Benches, Bike Rack Trails Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #8 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 50,684 1.164 Pavilion, Benches, Bike Rack, Plaza/Traill Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #9 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 43,567 1.0 AC. Pauvilion, Benches, Bike Rack, PIaza/Traj Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #10 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 12,395 0.285 Gazebo, Benches, Bike Rack, Trails Homeowner's Association
ACTIVE O.S. #11 (Green or Square with seating area or Plaza) 30,239 0.694 Gazebo, Benches, Bike Rack, Trails Homeowner's Association
Active Open Space Total 576,245 SF. 13.229 Ac.
NOTES:

1. Active Open Space areas include existing street ultimate right-of-way areas, up to 10 feet to proposed roadway improvements.
2. Active Open Space areas have a maximum grade of 5%.
3. All Active Open Space areas, 100%, will be Village Greens or Squares having seating areas and Plazas with the amenities listed above.

Non-TND Open Space Summary:

NON-TND OPEN SPACE

BASIN/ RAIN AREA AREA

AREA DESIGNATION AREA GARDEN AREA |SQUARE FEET| ACRES OWNER
RR-2 LOTA 267,422 SF. 43,142 SF. 224,280 SF. 5.149 AC. | Homeowner's Association
R-2/R-4 LOT B 143,886 SF. 28,647 SF. 115,239 SF. 2.646 AC. | Homeowner's Association
R-4LOTC 8,954 SF. N/A 8,954 SF. 0.206 AC. | Homeowner's Association
OPEN SPACE TOTAL 348,473 SF. 8.0 AC.

Pedestrian Connectivity:

All areas of the community are pedestrian accessible. The Pedestrian Plan illustrates an interconnected
network of sidewalks and trails which connect all areas of the community. The Trails and sidewalks are
located within the streetscape, Open Space and Active Open Space. This plan includes a 8 wide
pedestrian/ bike trail along both Cedar Crest Blvd. and Walbert Ave. which provide linkage to the broader
community.

Residential

This TND community contains three different unit types; single family, twins, and apartments intermingled
on the site. There is an age restricted section of the single family and twins. All buildings have the front
facade located at the Build-to Line as measured from the 60’ wide Ultimate Right Of Way. Street frontage
single family and twins units have a 10’ Build To Line for the front fagade with a 10’ recessed garage. The
single family detached lot widths vary by 5’ for every three consecutive lots. The minimum lot sizes are:
6,000 SF for singles lots and, 4,800 SF for twin lots.
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TND - RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER DEVELOPMENT
AREA AND BULK REGULATIONS AND DESIGN STANDARDS TABLE

ITEM

REQUIRED / PERMITTED

PROPOSED

RESIDENTIAL USES:
R-10 High Density Residential
Dwelling Type:
Minimum Lot Area per Use:
Minimum Frontage:
Build to Line (TND requirement):
Minimum Sides to Lot Lines:
Minimum Rear to Lot Lines:
Maximum Units per Building:
Minimum Height (TND requirement):
Maximum Height of Building Structure:

Dwelling Type:

Maximum Dwelling units per Gross Acre:
Build to Line (TND requirement):
Minimum Sides to Lot Lines:

Minimum Rear to Lot Lines:

Maximum Units per Building:

Maximum Height of Building Structure:

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES:
N-C Neighborhood Commercial / TND Residential Cluster

Use Type:

Maximum Individual Use:*

Build to Line (TND requirement):

Minimum Height (TND requirement):

Maximum Height of Building Structure (TND requirement):
Minimum Building Separation on same lot:

Single Detached / Twin
6,000 SF. / 4,800 SF.
50 FT
10FT-15FT
8FT/10FT
25FT
1 Unit/ 2 Units
20 FT
35FT

Apartment / Condo Buildings

10 UNITS
10FT-15FT
20FT
30FT
16 UNITS
35FT

Mixed Use Building / Retail / Restaurant /

Medical Office
5,000 SF.
5FT-15FT
2 Stories or 20 FT

4 Stories or 60 FT (along aerial roads)

Single Detached / Twin
26,000 SF. / 24,800 SF.

250FT/240FT
10FT-15FT
28FT/210FT
225FT
1 Unit/ 2 Units
220 FT
< 35FT

Apartment / Condo Buildings
See Apartment Increase Credit Tables

10FT-15FT
220FT
230FT

See Apartment Increase Credit Tables
See Apartment Increase Credit Tables

Mixed Use Building / Retail / Restaurant /

Medical Office
< 5,000 SF.
5FT-15FT
2 Stories or 220 FT

4 Stories or < 60 FT (along aerial roads)

20 FT 220 FT
Max. Non-Res. Building Footprint:
3 stories or 45 FT in height or less: 6,500 SF. < 6,500 SF.
greater than 3 stories or 45 FT in height: 20,000 SF. < 20,000 SF.
Maximum Lot Coverage (TND requirement): 75% 74.58%
Notes:
1. TND requirements were taken from South W hitehall Township Zoning Code Section 350-31(f)(2).
2. Medical Offices will have separate uses, no greater than 5,000 SF for each office.
Residential Parking Table:
TND RESIDENTIAL PARKING CALCULATIONS
BUILDING TYPE DWELLING UNITS PARKING REQUIREMENT REQUIRED SPACES | PROPOSED SPACES]
Single Detached Dwelling' 156 2 Spaces / D.U. 312 312
Twins' 156 2 Spaces / D.U. 312 312
On-Street Parking 246
Apartment Area #1 East 308 2.25 Spaces / D.U.2 693 701
Apartment Area #2 West 60 2.25 Spaces / D.U.>* 135 142
Number of Apartment parking areas 4 Areas 1 Large space for parking areas 4 4
with 50 or more spaces
NOTES:

1. Each TND single family and twin unit will have a 2 car garage, 2 garage spaces per unit will be provided. Additional on-street parking spaces are provided
throughout the market rate and age restricted development areas. These on-street parking spaces are not needed to meet the required parking calculation
2. The required apartment parking is 2 spaces for each dwelling unit and an additional 0.25 spaces per unit for overflow parking.

3. Apartment Area #2 West units include 1 assigned driveway space and 1 garage space for each unit. Overflow parking spaces are provided around the

perimeter of Active Open Space #12.

TND CLUBHOUSE PARKING CALCULATIONS
PROPOSED USE BUILDING SIZE (SF) PARKING REQUIREMENT REQUIRED SPACES | PROPOSED SPACES)
Clubhouse A' 5,000 1 Space / 300 SF of Office 46 46
Clubhouse B' 5,000 1 Space / 50 SF of meeting room 46 46
NOTES:

1. Each clubhouse will have a 2,000 SF meeting room area and an office area of 600 SF. The remaining area will be lobby / marketing display space.

2. Clubhouse parking lots are not counted towards open space.
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Non-TND Zoning Tables:

RR-2 RURAL RESIDENTIAL-2

LOT AVERAGING DEVELOPMENT OPTION

ITEM

REQUIRED / PERMITTED

PROPOSED

RESIDENTIAL USES:
Minimum Eligible Lot Area:
Density: Total Area / 80,000 SF.
Minimum Lot Area:
Minimum Frontage:
Minimum Front Yard:
Minimum Side Yard:
Minimum Rear Yard:
Maximum Building Height:

Parking Requirement:

Single Detached Dwelling Unit
5AC.
694,024 SF. / 80,000 SF. = 8.7
43,560 SF.
75FT
35FT
15FT
50 FT
35FT

2 Spaces / D.U.

Single Detached Dwelling Unit
15.933 AC.
8 Units
> 43,560 SF.
160 FT
35 FT
15 FT
50 FT
35 FT

16 SPACES

NOTES:

1. Each Single family unit will have a 2 car garage, 2 garage spaces per unit will be provided.

RR RURAL RESIDENTIAL AND AGRICULTURAL

ITEM

REQUIRED / PERMITTED

PROPOSED

RESIDENTIAL USES:
Tract Area:
Minimum Lot Area Per Use:
Minimum Frontage:
Minimum Front Yard:
Minimum Side Yard:
Minimum Rear Yard:
Maximum Building Height:

Parking Requirement:'

Single Detached Dwelling

NA

1AC.

160 FT

50 FT

15 FT

50 FT

40 FT

2 Spaces / D.U.

Single Detached Dwelling
13.666 AC.
= 1AC.
160 FT
50 FT
15 FT
50 FT
40 FT

18 SPACES

NOTES:

1. Each Single family unit will have a 2 car garage, 2 garage spaces per unit will be provided.

R-2 RURAL LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

ITEM

REQUIRED / PERMITTED

PROPOSED

RESIDENTIAL USES:

Tract Area:

Minimum Lot Area Per Use:
Minimum Frontage:
Minimum Front Yard:
Minimum Side Yard:
Minimum Rear Yard:
Maximum Building Height:

Parking Requirement:'

Single Detached Dwelling
NA
20,000 SF.
125FT
35 FT
25 FT
40 FT
40 FT

2 Spaces / D.U.

Single Detached Dwelling
9.767 AC.
220,000 SF.

125 FT
35FT
25FT
40 FT
40 FT

18 SPACES

NOTES:

1. Each Single family unit will have a 2 car garage, 2 garage spaces per unit will be provided.

R-4 MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

ITEM REQUIRED / PERMITTED PROPOSED

RESIDENTIAL USES: Twin Twin

Tract Area: N/A 23.19 AC.

Minimum Lot Area Per Use: 8,400 SF. > 8,400 SF.

Minimum Frontage:" 70 FT /42 FT along cul-de-sac lot 70 FT/ 47 FT along cul-de-sac

Minimum Front Yard: 25 FT 25FT

Minimum Side Yard: 10 FT 10FT

Minimum Rear Yard: 30 FT 30 FT

Maximum Building Height: 35 FT 35FT

Parkina Reauirement:’ 2 Spaces / D.U. 128 SPACES

NOTES:

1. Zoning Section 350-42-(i)(3)(l) Frontage along cul-de-sac Lots may be satisfied at the standard front building

or Use setback line, provided the length of the ROW line equals at least 60% of the required frontage.
2. Each Twin unit will have a 2 car garage, 2 garage spaces per unit will be provided.
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Community Clubhouse:
Two community recreation buildings are proposed. One club, 5000 sf, for the Single Family and Twin
homes, and One club, 5000 sf, for the apartments.

Commercial / Mixed-Use Village:

The Build to Line for the Non-Residential / Mixed Use buildings is 5-15 feet. A maximum of 25% of the
linear frontage of an individual building facade, located within the Commercial Area, may be offset from the
Build-to Line by 4 to 20 feet in order to provide visual diversity, architectural enhancements, or open space
in the form of pedestrian gathering areas or plaza. Buildings Located on corners will be placed along Build-
to Lines, unless a Plaza, Green, or Square is located at the same street corner. All parking along adjacent
to the Main Street will be provided with a 4’ high screen wall placed at the Build To Line.

The Mixed-Use Buildings are 3 to 4 stories, with 46’ to 55’ building height. Mixed Use buildings will have
ground floor retail and restaurants with 2 to 3 stories of apartments above. The medical office building is 3
stories with a building height of 46’. The medical office building will be a focal point building in the village.
The medical office building and mixed use building will not have greater than 5,000 sf of a single user. Over
50% of the buildings in the Main Street Environment have second floor usable area for apartments. Single-
use retail and restaurant buildings will have a minimum building height of 20 feet.

Commercial / Mixed Use Parking Table:

TND NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING CALCULATIONS
Mixed Use / Village Commercial Area: REQUIRED SPACES |PROPOSED SPACES
Apartments as part of a Mixed Use Building 100 2.25 Spaces / D.U." 225 225
Retail / Restaurant Mixed Use Building #1 6,940 28
Retail / Restaurant Mixed Use Building #2 6,940 28
Retail Mixed Use Building #3 6,660 27
Retail Mixed Use Building #4 6,660 1 Space / 225 SF of GFA? 27
Restaurant A 5,000 20
Restaurant B 5,000 20
Medical Office (Usable Office Space) 30,000 134
Sub Total: 67,200 299 300
Total Mixed Use / Village Commercial: 524 525
NOTES:

1. The required apartment parking is 2 spaces for each dwelling unit and an additional 0.25 spaces per unit for overflow parking.
2. The required shopping center parking is 1 space for each 225 square feet of gross floor area.
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Commercial / Mixed Use Coverage:

MIXED USE VILLAGE COMMERCIAL AREA
IMPERVIOUS CALCULATIONS
AREA DESIGNATION AREAIN SQ. FT. [AREAIN ACRES | PERCENTAGES
COMMERCIAL MIXED USE AREA 542,548 12.455
MAXIMUM IMPERVIOUS PERMITTED 75.0%
PERVIOUS AREAS: 137,903 SF. 3.166
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS:| 404,645 SF. 9.289 74.58%

TND Street Plan:
The streets and alleys will be owned and maintained by the Homeowners Association.

Residential Streetscape:

The residential local streets will have a 50’ wide street right-of-way and 60’ wide ultimate right-of-way to
define Build To Lines. On street parallel parking is located on one side of the street. The Streetscape is
defined by buildings located along the Build-to Line. The typical Residential Streetscape width is 80’ wide
per appendix “C”. A 5’ wide sidewalk is located on both sides of the street. A 4.5’ to 5.5’ grass strip is
provided between the sidewalk and the curb for street trees. Visual diversity along the street is obtained by
providing a variety of architecture, mixing housing types, and varying the lot width by 5’ every three lots.
Block intermingling, having two unit types within a block length is proposed for 58% of the residential street.

Alleys:
Single Family and Twin units taking access from alleys will have garages setback a minimum of 4 feet from

the alley right-of-way. These alleys have a 18' wide right-of-way and a 16" wide cartway. Apartment alleys
are 24’ wide with 90 deg. parking and adjacent dedicated carports.

Main Street

The Main Streetscape width is 85-95 feet as defined within Appendix "C”. The Main Street will provide on-
street 60 degree angled parking and make up 21% of the total parking provided within the Commercial
Area. The majority of parking is off street and located in the rear of buildings.
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Apartment Density Credits:
There are two apartment areas. Apartment area #1 is located on the east side of Cedar Crest Blvd.
Apartment area #2 is located on the west side of Cedar crest Blvd. The credit requirements for each area
to achieve building height, units per acre, and units per building are outlined in the table below.

Apartment Credits for Apartment Area #1:

APARTMENT BUILDING - #1 AREA EAST
DENSITY INCREASE CREDIT CALCULATION
The purpose of this table is to show that with the 6 total density credits achieved that the maximum R-10 Apartment building density can increase from 10 dwelling
units per acres to 11 dwelling units per acre (1 credit required). And that the maximum R-10 Apartment building height can increase from 35 feet to 55 feet
(2 credits required). And that the maximum R-10 Apartment units per building can increase from 16 units to 28 units (3 density credits required).
ITEM AREA (SQ. FT.) AREA (ACRES) CREDITS
Apartment Area (#1 Area East) 1,254,870 SF. 28.808 AC.
Apartments Proposed 308 UNITS
Permitted Density BEFORE credit is applied (10 units per acre) 288 UNITS
Permitted Density AFTER credit is applied (11 units per acre) 317 UNITS
OPEN SPACE:
Required Open Space: 250,974 SF. 5.762 AC. 20.0%
Provided Open Space:1 511,200 SF. 11.736 AC. 40.7%
Percentage above Required: 20.7%
0.5 Density Credit for every 5% above Required: 2.0 CREDITS
CARPORTS:
Apartment Units Proposed: 308 UNITS
Provided Carport Spaces: 308 CARPORT SPACES 100.0%
0.5 Density Credit for each 25% Carport Spaces Per Unit: 2.0 CREDITS
ASSIGNED GARAGES:
Apartment Units Proposed: 308 UNITS
Provided assigned garage spaces: 144 GARAGE SPACES 46.8%
0.5 Density Credit for each 15% of units with assigned garage space: 1.5 CREDITS
CLUB HOUSE:

Number of Clubhouses Prpoposed: 1 CLUBHOUSE
0.5 Density Credit for 5,000 SF. Clubhouse: 0.5 CREDIT
TOAL DENSITY CREDITS: 6.0 CREDITS

Notes:
1. The provided open space area listed does not include Open Space Basin #1, Open Space Basin #2 or Open Space Basin #3 areas.

Apartment Credits for Apartment Area #2:
APARTMENT BUILDING - #2 AREA WEST
DENSITY INCREASE CREDIT CALCULATION
The purpose of this table is to show that with the 3 total density credits achieved (only 2 needed) that the maximum R-10 Apartment building height can increase

from 35 feet to 45 feet (1 credit required). And that the maximum R-10 Apartment units per building can increase from 16 units to 18 units (1 density credit required).

ASSIGNED GARAGES:
Apartment Units Proposed: 60 UNITS
Provided assigned garage spaces: 60 GARAGE SPACES 100.0%
0.5 Density Credit for each 15% of units with assigned garage space: 3.0 CREDITS
TOAL DENSITY CREDITS: 3.0 CREDITS
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Walbert Ave and Cedar Crest Blvd. Streetscape Pedestrian / Bike Trail:

The Plan will include pedestrian friendly streetscape improvements along frontage sections of Cedar Crest
Boulevard and Walbert Avenue. This will include an 8 wide pedestrian / bike path, street trees, shrub or
perennial meadow plantings, and raingardens. Stone identity columns are located at the corner intersection
of Walbert Ave. and Cedar Crest Blvd.; and project entrance with identity signage.

CONSULTANTS

The Planning Consultant is:
Fred Jackson, PLA
Jackson Land Planning, LLC
321 Valley View Rd. King of Prussia, PA 19406
Phone: 848-919-4810
Email: jacksonplanning@outlook.com

The Engineering Consultant is:
Jason Engelhardt, PE
Langan Engineering and Environmental Services
One West Broad Street, Suite 200
Bethlehem, PA 18018
Phone: 610-984-8500
Email: jengelhardt@langan.com
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Calendar 2022

January February March April
N S M| T | W | T F| S Nl S| M| T W | T F S N S M| T W | T|F | S N S M| T |W | T|F | S
52 1 5 1 2 8 4 ) 9 1 2 3 4 ) 13 1 2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 6 6 7 8 9 |10 | 11 | 12 10| 6 7 8 9 |10 | 11 | 12 14| 3 | 4| 5|6 |7 |89
2 9 |10 | 11|12 |13 | 14 | 15 7113|114 |15 |16 | 17 | 18 | 19 1113 |14 | 15 | 16 | 17 | 18 | 19 15 |10 |11 [ 12 |13 [ 14 | 15 | 16
3 116 |17 |18 |19 | 20 | 21 | 22 8 | 20|21 | 22|23 |24 25| 26 12 | 20 | 21 |22 | 23 |24 | 25| 26 16 |17 |18 |19 |20 | 21 | 22 | 23
4 | 23|24 |25 26| 27|28 29 9 | 27 | 28 13 | 27 | 28 | 29 | 30 | 31 17 | 24 |26 |26 |27 | 28|29 | 30
5 | 30 | 31
May June July August
NS M| T | W | T F| S N | s M| T | W | T F | S S M| T W | T)|F | S NS M| T | W|T)|F | S
18 | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 22 1 2 8 4 26 1 2 31 1 2131456 |6
19 | 8 9 |10 | 11|12 | 13 | 14 23 | 5 6 7 g |10 | 11 27 | 3 4 | 5 6 7 8 9 32| 7 8|9 |10]|11]12]13
2015 |16 |17 [ 18 | 19 | 20 | 21 24 112 |13 |14 |15 |16 | 17 | 18 28 10 |11 |12 |13 [ 14 | 15 | 16 3 14 15 |16 |17 |18 | 19 | 20
20 |22 |23 |24 | 25| 26|27 |28 25 |19 120 | 21 |22 |23 |24 | 25 20 | 17 |18 |19 | 20 | 21 | 22| 23 4 |21 22|23 |24 |25 |26 |27
2 |20 30 | 3 28 | 26 | 27 | 28 | 29 | 30 30 | 24|25 |26 |27 | 28|29 30 3% | 28 | 29 | 30 | 31
3| 31
September October November December
N s M| T W | T F| S N s M| T | W | T F| S N ' S M| T W | T|F | S N S M| T | W | T|F | S
36 1 2 3 39 1 44 1 2 3 4 ] 48 1 2| 3
¥ | 4 5 6 7 8 9 | 10 40 | 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8 45 | 6 7 8 9 |10 | 11| 12 49 | 4 | 5|6 |7 |89 10
3% |11 112 |13 | 14 | 15 | 16 | 17 4| 9 |10 [ 11 (1213 |14 | 15 46 | 13 |14 | 15 | 16 | 17 | 18 | 19 50 | 11 |12 |13 |14 | 15 | 16 | 17
® |18 |19 | 20 | 21 | 22 | 23 | 24 42 |16 | 17 | 18 | 19 | 20 | 21 | 22 47 | 20| 21 |22 | 23 | 24 | 25| 26 51 |18 |19 | 20 | 21 | 22 | 23 | 24
3 | 25 |26 | 27 | 28| 29| 30 43 | 23 | 24 | 25 |26 | 27 | 28 | 29 48 | 27 | 28 | 29 | 30 52 | 25 |26 | 27 | 28 | 29 | 30 | 31
4 | 30 | 3
wheniscalendars.com
United States Federal Holidays 2022
Jan. 1 : New Year's Day May 30 : Memorial Day Sept. 5 : Labor Day Nov. 24 : Thanksgiving
Jan. 17 : Martin Luther King Day Jul. 4 : Independence Day Oct 10 : Columbus Day Dec. 25 : Christmas Day
Feb. 21: Presidents Day MNov. 11 : Veterans' Day Dec. 26 : 'Christmas Day’ observed
SWT Night Meeting Dates:
1st Mondays—Parks and Recreation Board 1st Wednesdays—Board of Commissioners 1st Thursdays—Zoning Hearing Board Overflow Hearing date (as needed)
2nd Monday—Public Safety Commission
3rd Wednesday — Board of Commissioners 3rd Thursday—Planning Commission

4th Wednesday—Zoning Hearing Board
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