ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY COUNCIL MINUTES
JANUARY 8, 2019
The regularly scheduled meeting of the Hampton Township Environmental
Advisory Council was held on Tuesday, January 8, 2019, at the Hampton
Township Municipal Building, located at 3101 McCully Road, Allison Park, PA. Mr.
Heggestad called the meeting to order immediately following the reorganization
meeting. Present at roll call were Ms. Gallogly, Mr. Heggestad, Mr. Meneilly, Ms.
Ronald, Ms. Spence, and Mr. Wilson. Amanda Gold-Lukas, Land Use Assistant,
was also present.
CHAIRPERSON ANNOUNCEMENTS
None
ADMINISTRATION
None
PLAN REVIEWS
18-03 Windmont Farms Preliminary PRD
Brenda Sebring, legal counsel for Crossgates, Inc., was in attendance with the
following representatives for the applicant; Bob Sapsara and Ryan Schwotzer with
Crossgates, Inc., Ed Moore and Graham Ferry with Sheffler & Co., Andrew
Longenecker with Ajay Environmental Consulting, and Steven Horhut with Horhut
Tree Experts. Mr. Heggestad requested a summary of the changes that have been
made to the plan since the previous EAC review. Mr. Moore reviewed the plan
changes, including the addition of a roadway connecting to S. Pioneer Road, the
completion of an additional tree survey addressing the revised layout and
connection to S. Pioneer Road, the elimination of the previously proposed roadway
connecting to Crestview Drive (with the addition of a cul-de-sac and buffer in that
area), a realignment of the cul-de-sac location to avoid the potential for headlights
to shine onto the Lawall property, the addition of several home lots, and no change
to the area of disturbance. Mr. Moore stated that they will be resubmitting revised
plans within the next week that will address all the comments from the Township
boards and engineering reviews.
Ms. S pence asked if the density of units has changed. Mr. Moore replied that they
have added two lots, each with two duplexes, for a total of four additional homes.
Mr. Sapsara clarified that they are proposing 69 units, including the existing log
home. Mr. Sapsara and Ms. Ronald discussed the proposed use of the log home.
Mr. Sapsara noted that the existing log home will be privately owned but will have
restrictive covenants placed on it to prevent certain types of alterations. Mr. Wilson
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asked for clarification as to how the area of disturbance has remained the same
yet the number of lots has increased. Ms. Sebring replied that they reconfigured
the layout to decrease the size of the lots, balancing out the extra amount of
disturbance. Ms. Spence noted that, even if the total amount of disturbance has
not changed, the specific areas that are being excavated have changed. Ms.
Sebring replied that this is correct. Ms. Spence requested to see a plan sheet
showing an overlay or depiction of the changes in disturbed areas relative to the
prior plan. Ms. Sebring replied that the engineers have calculated the total area of
disturbance for the current layout, which is shown on the plans. Ms. Spence
replied that she could not determine where the areas of disturbance have changed
from the previous layout. Ms. Spence explained that she is interested to see how
the shifted areas of disturbance affect the areas of tree removal. Several remarks
were exchanged regarding the location of the revision dates on the plans. Mr.
Heggestad and Ms. Sebring discussed the difficulty he had in deciphering the
format of the Township engineers’ review letters and the responding letters from
the applicant. Ms. Ronald reported that she cross referenced the most recent
plans and responses from the engineers with the previous set, and it seems like
almost all the major engineering comments have been met. Ms. Sebring agreed.
She noted that they have been engaged in a continuous dialogue with the
Township engineers and they fully anticipate that all comments will be resolved on
the next plan submission. Several of the EAC members expressed that the
formatting of the review letters, both from the Township engineers and the
applicant’s engineers, are confusing and difficult to read. Ms. Sebring replied that
this is how they have been directed to respond by the Township. Mr. Heggestad
asked what plan set the most recent Gateway review letter addresses.
Ms. Spence stated that the most recent PVE review letter lists the need for a
$40,000 improvement to the culvert under Bardonner Road. She questioned who
will pay for this repair since it is not located on the development site. Ms. Sebring
answered that they have already submitted a reply to the engineering firm
specifying that the developer will pay for the cost of this offsite improvement.
Regarding the revised January 2, 2019 plan documents, Ms. Spence referenced
page C700, which includes a planting chart listing the types and sizes of plantings
that are required, as well as what the developer is proposing. She read from the
plan, stating that the Zoning Code requires the planting of 888 trees; however, they
are only proposing to replant 833 trees. Ms. Sebring replied that they are on the
agenda for the January 22, 2019 meeting of the Zoning Hearing Board (ZHB) to
request the application of the methodology from the previously approved variance
to the revised plan layout. She added that information was submitted showing the
calculation of the new planting totals based upon the acreage being cleared. Ms.
Ronald asked if the change in planting numbers is due to the reduction in lot sizes,
to which Ms. Sebring replied yes. Ms. Spence stated that they requesting to install
less plantings than the ZHB asked for, which was already a big reduction. Ms.
Sebring replied that the Zoning Hearing Board first determined that they were
entitled to a variance because they met the five legal criteria needed to be granted
a variance. She added that, the ZHB then applied a methodology to the areas of
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disturbance and came up with a tree canopy calculation per acre of disturbed area.
Ms. Sebring stated that they extrapolated the ZHB’s calculation to fit the new areas
of disturbance on the revised plans. She commented that they are requesting a
review of the application of this methodology by the ZHB at their January meeting.
Mr. Sapsara explained that there was a reduction in the total area of the home lots
by approximately two acres, which means that there are two less acres to replant
trees. He noted that the total number of plantings was reduced because of the
reduction in lot sizes, even though they used the exact same logic that was
established by the ZHB in the approved variance decision. Mr. Heggestad asked
for the average number of trees being replanted per lot. Ms. Sebring summarized
the content of the ZHB’s decision and how the canopy size calculation addresses
Mr. Heggestad’s question. Ms. Spence asked why additional trees have been
removed from the January 2, 2019 plan revisions that were present on the
December 5, 2018 major plan submission. She noted that they have proposed to
decrease the total amount of trees from 406 to 371; however, both plans depict the
exact same lot sizes and layout. Mr. Sapsara replied that the sheet labeled C700,
submitted on January 2, 2019, is the most current plan and should be the one that
is referenced. He added that the December 5, 2018 plans included an error in the
count on the tree planting schedule, which they corrected on the January 2, 2019
plans, causing this discrepancy. Ms. S pence asked why they needed to apply the
ZHB’s decision, which applies to a heavily forested lot, to the less forested area of
the lot that they are now proposing to clear; however, she stated that she will leave
that issue to the ZHB.
Ms. Spence commented that one of the engineering response letters notes that
the street trees will all be red maple trees. She commented that they are not
permitted to use only one species for the street trees. Ms. Sebring stated that this
change has been made on the most recently submitted plan sheet, C700. Ms.
Spence remarked that the street trees are not included on any of the planting lists,
there is only a mention that the overall number is decreasing. Mr. Sapsara replied
that the street trees are the first tree listed on the tree planting schedule,
specifically the 256 Japanese Zelkova trees. Ms. Spence replied that, except for
developments with multi-family units of three or more, the Zoning Ordinance does
not allow the developer to count the street trees towards the total number of trees
that are required. Ms. Sebring replied that the Zoning Hearing Board gave them a
credit for this as a part of the variance approval. Ms. Spence replied that she did
not see it listed in the decision that street trees count towards the total requirement.
Ms. Sebring provided to the EAC a copy of the ZHB decision and an attached
planting schedule and remarked that they were given a credit for 239 street trees.
Several remarks were offered from the audience contradicting this account. Ms.
Spence stated that she doesn’t believe that this has ever happened before. Mr.
Sapsara commented that the PRD regulations do not require the developer to plant
street trees. Mr. Sapsara stated that they were trying to be good stewards and
find a way to plant more trees back on the property, even though this is not a
requirement. He commented that they are not trying to avoid planting trees, and
as such they are planting 256 street trees as an effort to try to plant back more
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trees. Ms. Spence replied that, if they choose to plant street trees, they cannot all
be the same species. She stated that the EAC did not know about this relief
because street trees do not count towards the total number of required trees for a
residential plan in the Zoning Ordinance, unless it is for apartments. Ms. Sebring
and Mr. Sapsara replied that this was included in the variance approval. Ms.
Spence commented that they received a two-part variance approval if they were
given permission to count the street trees towards the total number of required
plantings, which was already reduced. Ms. Sebring replied that the only other
alternative for the ZHB was to grant the variance for the same number of required
replacement trees that they are still installing, just without the addition of the street
trees. She explained that this is because the ZHB wanted to mandate that they
plant the street trees. Ms. S pence remarked that this is a big difference from the
total number that they would have been required to replant without the variance,
so they got a real deal with the approval, in a way. Ms. Sebring replied that it was
a legally granted variance and is the law. Mr. Wilson asked if they will be asking
for anything different from the ZHB this month. Ms. Sebring replied that they are
asking for the approval of the methodology displayed in their chart. She stated
that they took the ZHB’s calculations and extrapolated figures, which they applied
to their new information. Mr. Wilson again verified from Ms. Sebring that this is
their only request to the ZHB this month.
Ms. Gallogly inquired what board they are requesting relief from for the required
setback from the ponds and the required acreage of active recreation space. Ms.
Sebring replied that these items are modifications that are decided by Township
Council. She added that they have already submitted the written request for those
modifications from Council. Ms. Gallogly asked if Ms. Sebring can explain why
she believes they need the reduction in the setback from the ponds and the
reduction in the recreation space requirement. Ms. Sebring addressed their
rational for the first two requested modifications, namely the cul-de-sac length and
continuation of existing streets. Ms. Gallogly noted that she is only interested in
the rational for the two modifications she specifically listed. Ms. Sebring replied
that Active Recreation is defined as open space that accommodates such facilities
as swimming poois, tennis courts, and ball fields. She reported that it was
discussed during the first review with the Planning Commission (PC) that they do
not want to build these community facilities because, while they may be good sales
tools, they are often unused by the residents due to the beautiful parks already
located close by. She stated that, in lieu of compliance with this requirement, they
posed to the Planning Commission the possibility of using the area around the
existing pond as active recreation space. She added that, while this item is still
under review, it was initially met very favorably by the PC. Ms. Gallogly cited one
of the engineering letters that lists a requirement to have 25 acres of active
recreation space and noted that they are only proposing to have two acres. Ms.
Sebring replied that the ordinance requires 25% open space, not 25 acres
specifically, and they more than satisfy this requirement if the area around the pond
is permitted to be classified as active recreational open space.
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Mr. Meneilly requested clarification regarding the exact location of the active
recreation open space area. Mr. Sapsara illustrated the location of the trail circling
the existing pond and the proposed basin, as depicted on the open space plan in
the December 5, 2018 submission. He stated that this trail area amounts to
roughly three acres, which they are requesting to consider active recreation space.
Ms. Spence noted that the Gateway Engineers review letter questions if they have
met the requirements for the total amount of open space. Ms. Sebring stated that
they have prepared revised plans, in response to the most recent engineering
review letters, that will address this comment through a revision to the plan to
confirm that the required amount of open space has been met. Ms. Spence asked
if this was done through a comment or an actual revision to the plan, to which Ms.
Sebring replied that they have revised the plan. Ms. Spence asked if the plan
version the EAC has been reviewing is not the exact version that addresses this.
Ms. Sebring replied yes and added that they were unable to produce the plans
before the meeting due to the holidays.
Regarding the modification request for the setback from the pond, Ms. Sebring
stated that the purpose of the walking trail is for active enjoyment of the pond area.
She argued that it would be harder to actively enjoy the pond if the trail is located
the required 100’ away. Mr. Meneilly clarified that they are requesting to be within
20’ from the pond instead of 50’. Ms. Sebring added that the purpose for these
buffers is to prevent any environmental impact to the ponds. She argued that the
laying of walking trails, as opposed to the excavation for a house for example, will
have no environmental impact on the ponds.
Ms. Spence relayed her
understanding that the State also has a 50’ setback requirement from the top of a
stream, and the Township cannot be less stringent that the State.
Mr.
Longenecker confirmed that the State does have a 50’ setback requirement;
however, he stated that it is for mass earthmoving and would not apply to the
construction of a trail. Ms. Spence replied that the proposed modification
specifically lists the installation of drainage channels, pipes, stormwater access
roads, and utility lines, which is more than a simple trail. Ms. Sebring provided
their opinion that none of the listed items have the huge environmental impact that
is the purpose of this setback. Ms. Spence contended that a trail is fine, even with
a width of only 2’, but the installation of utility lines and access roads could cause
an impact to the ponds. She remarked that there are State laws in place to which
Hampton cannot grant relief. Ms. Sebring replied that they will look into this matter.
Ms. Spence addressed the Allegheny County Stormwater Act, No. 167, and stated
that she is concerned about the headwaters of Crouse Run. She added that, since
the inclusion of these areas is closer to where they are working, they may be
approaching a point where the County will require the installation of specific
riparian buffers with native grasses, plants, and trees. Mr. Ferry replied that they
are not subject to the requirements of the Act 167 plan since it was not adopted
until the end of May. He explained that the Township did not adopt the County’s
model ordinance prior to the submission of the Windmont Farms application, and
therefore they are not subject to these requirements. Ms. Spence asked why the
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developer would not want to complete the plan in the best and most modern way.
Mr. Ferry commented that there are no riparian buffers affected by this property,
which was pointed out by PVE in their response letter to the Township. Ms.
Spence asserted that PVE requested that the developer install a riparian buffer, to
which Mr. Ferry replied that they did not. She stated that Section 305 is relevant
since they are working in the area of the headwaters of a stream. She commented
that, regardless of size of the stream, you can be asked to install riparian buffers if
it is part of the overall stormwater movement. Mr. Heggestad agreed that this
should be standard procedure. Ms. Spence and Mr. Ferry discussed if PVE
reviewed the revised plans as a “new submission”. Mr. Ferry stated that PVE
considered the revised plans to be a resubmission to an existing application, not a
new application submission. He stated that, as such, the plans are not subject the
Act 167 requirements. Ms. Spence stated that, as a member of an advisory board,
she would always like to see the applicant and the Township going with what are
considered to be the best management practices right now.
Mr. Heggestad requested a simple summary of the status of the stormwater
management review. Mr. Ferry replied that they have received comments from
PVE, LLC regarding the stormwater plan. He reported that they are working with
the Township’s engineers and they plan to address all of PVE’s concerns within
the next few days. Mr. Heggestad verified from Mr. Ferry that the stormwater plan
is not yet finalized and asked for clarity regarding the final stormwater design. Mr.
Ferry replied that it will be very close to the design on the plans that were presented
to the EAC, with very few additional modifications. Mr. Heggestad commented that
the EAC would like to see a review letter from PVE with final approval of the
stormwater plan prior to voting so that they can ensure the neighbors will not be
affected. Ms. Sebring replied that they will address every issue before the plan is
approved. Ms. Ronald noted that the developer stated at a previous meeting that
the recreational open space would be available for the public to use; however, now
the trails are designated for private use by the residents of the plan. She asked
for more insight into their thought process regarding this change. Ms. Sebring
replied that this is a community, not a public park, and communities like this
typically do not build facilities to be utilized by the public at large. She added that
this would put the burden on these few homeowners to bear the expense of
maintenance, repair, and replacement of these facilities that are benefiting the
public as a whole. Ms. Ronald asked if the will be installing parking spaces for
members of the public to access the trails, to which Ms. Sebring replied no. After
a comment from the audience Ms. Sebring clarified that fishing in the existing pond
will only be for the residents of the development. Ms. Gallogly asked if there is a
historic log structure on the property. Ms. Sebring replied yes and noted that it will
be a private residence. Ms. Gallogly asked why the EAC was given information
from the Historical Society stating that the cabin will be preserved. Ms. Sebring
answered that there will be protective covenants placed on the home preventing
the future homeowner from changing certain features to maintain its integrity. Ms.
Gallogly verified from Ms. Sebring that they are not preserving the historic home
for public use. Several of the EAC members expressed that it had been their
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impression that the intention of the log home was for public use. Ms. Sebring and
Ms. Spence disagreed as to whether Ms. Sebring implied at the previous meeting
that they would attempt to add public parking spaces to the site.
Regarding a comment on Page 9 of the January 2, 2019 letter from Sheffler & Co.
responding to the Gateway Engineers letter of December 28, 2018, Mr. Meneilly
asked if the individual lot grading plans have been submitted. Ms. Sebring replied
that they will be submitted to the Township at the time of Building Permit
submission. Mr. Meneilly commented that the plans imply that the individual
grading and planting plans for each lot are included and he again asked where
they are in the plan documents. Mr. Sapsara answered that the comment
referenced by Mr. Meneilly corresponds to changes that were made on the revised
plans, which will be submitted within the next week. He added that the individual
lot plans are being given to the Township as a tool to illustrate how they are
addressing concerns regarding the logistics of tracking the planting schedule and
grading for each lot. He specified that the individual grading and planting plans
will be submitted with the upcoming plans so that the Township staff and engineer
can use them to verify compliance with the proposals submitted later by the
builder/homeowner. Regarding the planting schedule on sheet C700, Ms. Gallogly
asked how it will be practically possible to build a house on a one-acre lot and still
have room to plant 27 trees. Mr. Sapsara replied that they simply applied the ZHB
methodology to the lot sizes to determine these numbers. Ms. Gallogly reviewed
the updated plan sheet containing the revised planting numbers for each lot.
Ms. Spence inquired if they will see plans for all 55 lots in the final submission. Mr.
Sapsara replied that the Township and the stormwater engineer have asked for
arrows on each lot plan showing the direction of the stormwater drainage to verify
compliance with the approved plan. Ms. Sebring stated that 55 separate plans will
be submitted at the time of application for a Building Permit. Ms. Spence asked
who will pay for the replacement trees on each lot, to which Mr. Sapsara replied
that it will be the builder. Ms. Gold-Lukas commented that, if the application is
approved in this format, Township staff will work with the Township engineer verify
the compliance of each lot with the approved plan. She stated that this will occur
at the time of Building Permit submittal and added that each individual lot plan
would not come back before the EAC for approval. Mr. Meneilly clarified from Ms.
Sebring that they plan to grade the lots with the installation of the infrastructure,
but plan wait to plant the trees until the lot is sold and the home is built. He noted
that this could be in six months or in five years. Ms. Sebring stated that the
properties will be vegetated with grass after they are graded, but no trees will be
planted until the lot is sold and improved. Mr. Heggestad stated that with a lesser
density, there would be more places for the trees, but he understands that with a
development they will try to get as many homes in as they can. Ms. Sebring stated
that this is not true and noted that they have not maximized the density of units
that they are proposing and, by taking advantage of the PRD form of development,
which is afforded by the Township, they are disturbing less land and trees than
they would be if they pursued a traditional subdivision. Ms. S pence remarked that
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they understand and appreciate this fact, but their issue is that the plan still looks
like it could have been a bit better, specifically more appealing to the EAC and
beneficial to the Township. She added that, while she understands the developer
thinks they are doing a lot because they have made concessions, the Township
residents and citizens think that it could be even better. Ms. Sebring responded
that they are very pleased with their plan. Ms. Spence remarked that one of the
first stipulations in the zoning code is that the developer should start with the land.
She stated that it looks to her like the plan did not start with what was there but
started with the final housing layout in mind. She added that the developer could
have worked on another solution, such as a Conservation Subdivision where you
do not see a straight street or houses all facing the same direction and instead the
layout would follow the land. Ms. Sebring replied that she respects Ms. Spence’s
opinion. Ms. Spence commented that, as advisors to the Township, the EAC is
thinking “too bad” since there are not many large developable tracts of land left.
Mr. Wilson asked for clarification regarding the planting schedule on plan sheet
C700. He pointed out that the historic lot looks to be an aberration from the others.
He stated that the number of trees on this lot is decreasing from 26 to eight, but no
change in the lot configuration is proposed. He asked for clarification as to what
in the methodology is driving such a drastic reduction of trees on that lot. Mr.
Sapsara replied that he did not know offhand, but he will look into this and provide
the EAC with an answer. Mr. Wilson noted that the only other lot with a similar
aberration is Lot 138. He added that he would appreciate an explanation as to the
reasoning for this change on the historic lot. Regarding the open space recreation
area, Mr. Wilson stated that there is a requirement that a certain portion of the
open space be located on buildable land. He asked for an accounting of the
location of the open spaces. Ms. Sebring illustrated the areas active recreation
open space and noted that revised plans will show the 2.9 acres of open space
using a hatched design. Mr. Wilson asked if they reduced the size of some of the
lots to add this space, to which Ms. Sebring replied no. Mr. Wilson inquired if the
open space is located on buildable land with a slope less than 25%. Ms. Sebring
answered that they are requesting a modification from Council for this requirement
so that they can be credited for the 2.98 acres.
Stanley Ostrowski of 2749 W. Bardonner Road asked if the applicant has
completed core testing and drilling on site. Mr. Heggestad replied that they have
also asked this question but have not yet received an answer from Gateway
Engineers. Mr. Ostrowski stated that he lives downstream from this development
and contended that the soil in this whole area is comprised of clay. He stated that,
due to this clay-heavy soil, when they install the stormwater facilities the water will
not drain down into the ground but will instead build up in the ponds. He
commented that he wants the Township to realize that the stormwater runoff from
Lakewood Drive and the water from the existing Chalfant pond both flow down
behind people’s private property on Graphic Drive. Mr. Ostrowski remarked that
there cannot be a 75% reduction in the stormwater runoff from the ponds,
especially the southwestern pond, because the water will be added to the existing
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water flowing behind people’s properties on Graphic Drive. He asserted that the
water will flow onto his lot once it hits the clay stratus. Regarding the proposal to
expand the stormwater pipe under W. Bardonner Road, Mr. Ostrowski stated that
the Township wants to upsize the pipe to protect the roadway; however, the PVE
review letter stated that any extra water coming down this drainage way will be the
responsibility of the residents to take care of. He asked if it is fair for these people
to bear this burden and he suggested that a pipe be installed all the way up to the
new detention pond. Mr. Ostrowski asserted that any water that does drain
underground will intersect the coal mines, mix with creosote and coal tar oil, and
discharge those pollutants into Pine Creek. He outlined the problems with excess
salt in Pine Creek and how this affects the wildlife. Mr. Ostrowski stated that
seepage containing carcinogens will eventually get into the creek. He commented
that the Township needs to be well aware of this water problem and cannot push
it off onto the residents. He suggested that bonds be put in place to provide a
contingency in case the residents suffer any type of property damage.
Maureen Lah of 2617 Lah Road referenced the PVE, LLC review letter dated
December 20, 2018, which directly addressed comments she made at a previous
meeting. Ms. Lah remarked that one of the points in the letter stated that the water
coming onto her property likely originates from Pine Creek, which is causing her
flooding problems. Ms. Lah remarked that she disagrees with this assertion
because she has been there when the water comes up and it most definitely comes
from Crouse Run. She forwarded photographs depicting the damage to her
property and the pond ing on Crouse Run. She stated that this shows the water is
not coming from Pine Creek. Ms. Lah referenced another point in the letter that
noted that 2.4% of the water, at most, will contribute to Crouse Run based on the
acreage of the development. She displayed her lot consolidation plan from 2007,
which showed that her building was approximately 33’ from the banks of Crouse
Run in 2007. Ms. Lah reported that she has lost an additional 11’ of streambank
since that time. She added that 2.4% of that number would translate to 3.16” of
her streambank that would be lost as a direct result of this development. She also
commented that the PVE letter referenced trolley lines that used to run through
Hampton. She noted that the engineer missed the point, which was that Crouse
Run has always been a vital part of this environment and area, even historically.
She stated that she has no knowledge of trolleys running through Hampton, just
the B & 0 Railroad and the buggies and carts. Lastly, Ms. Lah expressed hope
that the developer will find a way for the historic home to benefit the community at
large since she recently found out that she has family roots connecting her to the
home. She added that, when she applied for Conditional Use approval from the
Hampton in 2001, her property was in the floodplain at that time and the Township
allowed her to build childcare center there. She stated that she was also given
approval to build an addition on the property in 2007, while the property was still in
the floodplain. Ms. Lah remarked that it is incorrect for the PVE letter to claim that
her building should not be there since it was already there and was approved by
the Township.

9

ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY COUNCIL MINUTES
JANUARY 8, 2019
Joseph Lee of S. Pioneer Road reported that he has lived there for many years
and, in that time, the stream has deteriorated tremendously. He noted that his
home sits at a lower elevation then the surrounding area and receives all the runoff
from Graphic drive and the nearby areas. He stated that approving this
development can’t help the water problems that they already have. Mr. Lee read
the following expert from Hampton’s Comprehensive Plan, “Hampton’s residents
and leaders desire to continue strengthening the sense of community while taking
opportunities to maintain a high level of quality of life.” In light of this section, he
asked why Hampton Township would consider a proposal from an out of County
developer who has no prior residential construction experience and has been
denied approval for their incomplete plans from several Hampton Township
agencies. He asserted that this proposal will have a negative affect on sensitive
and historic natural resources and could potentially lower the property value of
approximately several hundred properties. He added that many of these
properties are owned by long-term residents currently enjoying an impacted, highlevel quality of life due to several Hampton Township-approved, but flawed, land
disturbance and PRD projects. Mr. Lee reported that he and his neighbor Janet
McCall live across from the site of a 2016 earth disturbance project on S. Pioneer
Road, which he asserted heavily impacted their properties and for which they did
not receive any notice from the Township. Mr. Lee stated that this prime natural
habitat contained many birds and animals. He reported that, after inquiring with
the Township, they were told that the property was being modified for future
development. He commented that, after the habitat was removed truckloads, of
dirt were brought in from the Pioneer Apartments site on S. Pioneer Road, which
will contribute another 51 units to this area. Mr. Lee elaborated on the changes to
the lot on S. Pioneer Road and stated that these changes have resulted in his
property, and Ms. McCall’s property, becoming undesirable wetlands. He noted
that they were asked by Hampton Township to install raingardens in their front yard
to reduce the amount of water flowing into Crouse Run. Mr. Lee stated that The
Hamptons, a large and flawed PRD, which was approved by Hampton Township,
is another example of a site developed on an area where it possibly should not
have been approved. He asked that they please not continue to make a mockery
of the Township’s Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Lee read the following expert from the Hampton Township Comprehensive
Plan, “These include traffic safety and capacity along Route 8 and other
roadways. and stated that this includes S. Pioneer Road, which has a 25-mph
speed limit that is exceeded by 95% of the vehicles travelling on it. He noted that
the approval of this project, in combination with current construction projects, will
add 150-250 vehicles to a roadway that is already over travelled and dangerous.
He described a recent accident at the intersection of Lakewood Road and W.
Hardies Road, noting that this is a very dangerous intersection. Mr. Lee read the
following excerpt from the Comprehensive Plan, “As part of the comprehensive
planning process and assessment of the Township’s opportunities and challenges,
the following goals have been outlined. Goal 1: Protect the Township’s existing
residential neighborhood character. Goal 2: Continue promoting appreciation of
. .“
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the Township’s sensitive natural resources and enhancement of recreation
amenities.” He noted that Hampton is proud that 1/4 of the Rachel Carson Trail is
located in the Township. He added that one of the feeder streams into the Rachel
Carson Trail is Crouse Run, which has experienced much deterioration due to past
developments. He stated that flooding and stream debris will be further impacted
when this development is approved. Mr. Lee advised the members of the EAC to
remember that water flows downhill.
Mr. Lee read the following excerpt from the Comprehensive Plan,” Goal 3: Foster
retention of long-term residents and attract a new generation of long-term
residents.” He remarked that long-term residents will continue to locate in existing
properties as they become available and others will buy individual lots to build a
home. He stated that Poff School is already overcrowded and questioned where
the children in these homes will receive their education. Mr. Lee commented that
taxes will probably be raised if the development is approved and certainly the
Windmont Farms properties will generate a new tax base. He asserted that the
infrastructure for this plan will probably require additional tax increases for all
Township residents and added that the decreased property value due to the
properties negatively affected by Windmont Farms will slightly lower the incoming
taxes. Mr. Lee referenced the comment on the PVE response letter pertaining to
the coal blossom found at Boring 7, located on one of the cul-de-sac sites. He
asked if any borings were performed under the home lots and stated that this could
be a potential liability if coal blossoms are found under residential lots.
Mr. Lee referenced a comment on the PVE letter that stated that Crouse Run has
many more problems than this development and expressing a hope for continued
remediation of the stream banks in accordance with the Pollution Reduction Plan.
He also read a comment from the PVE letter which agrees that the removal of trees
will have an effect on the runoff characteristics of this area. Mr. Lee read another
comment from the PVE letter stating that this development should not be
compared to The Hamptons with respect to stormwater management and
acknowledged that the resident downstream from The Hamptons facility has
received runoff leaking from the basin, which was not constructed properly in the
opinion of PVE, LLC. Mr. Lee stated that the engineers involved with The
Hamptons made a mistake and asked what’s to stop these engineers from making
a mistake as well. Mr. Lee inquired about the status of The Hamptons, specifically
if there are any pending lawsuits preventing the residents from receiving a properly
executed deed. He noted that these people have taken out mortgages and should
not be prevented from receiving a deed because some engineer screwed up. Mr.
Lee referenced the comment in the PVE letter that agrees that the residents on
Graphic Drive have been flooded before and will continue to be flooded unless a
proper drainage plan and channel are implemented by the residents. He stated
that the residents should not be doing that, the Township should. He read the
comment from the PVE letter regarding the culvert pipe that crosses W. Bardonner
Road, which states that this pipe is undersized and this could cause a backup and
flooding problems. He noted that PVE recommends replacing this pipe with a 30”
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diameter, smooth-lined pipe. Mr. Lee asserted that there are too many issues for
the EAC to approve this project and pointed out that it has been disapproved many
times already. He thanked the members of the EAC. He commented that he
hopes that the Township takes the EAC’s advice because members of
environmental councils are often ignored by the Township.
Erin Stroud of 2656 Crestview Drive asked the members of the EAC to recommend
to Council that the connection to Crestview Drive is not installed. She noted that
this request has 100% support from all the residents on Lakewood Drive, who have
signed a petition to this effect. Ms. Spence replied that this item is not under the
EAC’s purview and, while she prefers the layout with the connection to Crestview
Drive, she will respect the Township’s opinion on this.
Bobbie Stack of 5148 Lakewood Drive reported that she came to the EAC meeting
with great hope that many of these questions would be resolved after two months
of revisions. Ms. Stack commented that, with the large number of issues raised
and the fact that the developer’s answers have not been definitive, she does not
feel confident that the developer knows what they are doing or that the EAC has
enough information to make a decision that evening. She stated that the historic
log cabin structure was originally supposed to be for the residents of Hampton
Township, which was indicated during a previous discussion regarding public
parking spaces. She asserted that this is the first time that they have heard that
the log cabin will be a private residence.
Merrit DesLauriers of 5152 Lakewood Drive reported that she made an overlay of
the areas of disturbance on the previous plan and the new plan. She stated that
this overlay most certainly shows an increase in the areas of disturbance in many
areas, not just where the street is located, which needs to be looked at again. Ms.
DesLauriers commented that a new tree count was performed in those areas;
however, it is not the same level of detail that was provided on the previous tree
count. She stated that she would like to know what trees are leaving and if there
are any special types of trees that could be preserved. She disputed the
description of this change as a “shift” and stated that there is much more
excavation proposed in the areas around the ponds and the home lots.
Ms.DesLauriers asserted that the developer is giving false information due to the
potential for additional stormwater requirements and remediation because they
have less impervious surface area. She noted that the addition of four homes will
increase the amount of stormwater runoff, which has necessitated recalculations
for the stormwater facilities and the removal of more trees. Ms. DesLauriers
referenced the January 2, 2019 response letter to PVE in which the developer
states that they do not fall under the new rule for stormwater ordinances that were
enacted in 2019 since this was after the developer submitted their application. She
stated that she finds this hard to believe because no part of the plan has received
approval from any agency. She asked, if something is updated for the safety of
the residents and the benefit/protection of the Township, why would the developer
not want to be held to the highest standards for safety and regulation. She stated
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that she cannot believe this comment was even written by the applicant when no
soil has been broken and no approvals have been granted. Ms. DesLauriers
stated that this is appalling and needs to be revisited by the Township solicitor.
She added that this development cannot be viewed in a box because the water will
move offsite and affect others downstream. She added that this is incongruous
with the Comprehensive Plan and Township ordinances, and it seems negligent to
proceed.
Ms. DesLauriers stated that the developer has claimed at multiple meetings that
they are only disturbing 39 acres; however, in the November 2018 narrative, the
Executive Summary states that 57.3 acres will potentially be disturbed. She noted
that this 50+ acres of disturbance has been listed on numerous other plan
documents but this discrepancy has never been answered by the Township or the
developer. She stated that plan sheet ES-I shows topsoil stockpiles will be placed
in the open space and on top of trees. She asked how this can be allowed and
stated that she feels like she is being misled because one this is being presented
and another this is really happening behind the scenes. Ms. DesLauriers added
that the installation of the 10’ swales will absolutely cause tree removal and
disturbance outside the 10’ width of the swale because the construction equipment
will need to turn around, especially on the steep slopes. She noted that the 10’ of
disturbance shown on paper is not reality and wondered if this is what is accounting
for the extra area of disturbance. She questioned how it is possible for the
developer to complete all tree removal from the site by March 31, 2019 and asked
why this issue has not been addressed.
Ms. DesLauriers stated that the Gateway and PVE review letters have reinforced
the residents’ concerns. She noted that the coal blossom needs to be fully
explored before any approvals take place, whether from the EAC or Council. She
added that they know of at least one coal blossom in existence and the
geotechnical and soil survey shows that almost no boring holes were performed
under the locations of the home lots. She stated her opinion that more testing
needs to be done and the Township needs to fully explore the extent of the coal
blossom prior to the start of construction. She reported that she is not aware that
the updated plans have been resubmitted to Allegheny County, which is a
requirement. Ms. DesLauriers commented that Ms. Sebring requested numerous
conditions from the ZHB as a part of their decision, including requesting future
relief from tree removal. Ms. DesLauriers stated that the applicant is now
proposing additional tree removal but the ZHB denied this request. She remarked
that it is a disservice to the members of the ZHB, the residents of Hampton, and
the Township staff for the applicant to simply apply the methodology to the new
plans and assume that it will automatically be granted. Ms. DesLauriers
commented that the November 2018 narrative needs to be updated to match the
current plans. She stated that she has yet to hear how this development is actually
beneficial to the existing community in Hampton Township. She added that there
were clearly no goals or missions established when this plan was developed, or
revised, as to how it truly is a benefit to Hampton. She noted that officials at the
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Township and residents have both expressed that they did not want more homes
to be added, which is exactly what the developer has done. She stated that the
neighbors did see a benefit to being able to access the property and use it
recreationally, but now that has been taken away too.
Ms. DesLauriers
commented that the new plans do not clearly show the delineation between the
open space and the buffer zones. She noted the buffer zones that are required
around the roadways and detention ponds also need to be clearly shown. She
added that she would like to know if the stormwater ponds are being included in
the open space. Ms. DesLauriers remarked that the Vegetation and Wildlife
Report is now invalid as it is based on the old plan that proposed less homes and
less acreage cleared. She stated that a new PNDI is required since the plans have
changed and added that trail heads are not permitted on access roads. She
questioned why this is still shown on the plans. Lastly, she noted that the 15’
buffers around the roads and ponds cannot count towards the open space, as per
the Zoning Ordinance. Ms. DesLauriers ended with a quote from Dr. Jane Goodall.
John Glock of 2470 Royal View Drive stated that he lives at the confluence of
Crouse Run and Pine Creek. He remarked that Crouse Run cannot take any more
water. He reported that the water level has risen continuously faster since he
moved there in 2001.
Gavin Farrell of 2787 Florence Drive asserted that all the requests for relief via
variances and modifications are too compact. He reported that he told Mr. Sapsara
that the residents may agree to the plan if the developer reduces the size of the
lots or the number of homes; however, the new plans show more homes and a
development area that is pretty much the same size.
Ms. Spence summarized the unresolved information that the EAC would like to
see in any revised plan submission. She stated that any new trees that will be
removed from the revised areas of disturbance need to be listed in a chart on the
landscaping plan, including the size and type of the tree. She also requested
clarification regarding whether the total area of disturbance is 39 acres or 54 acres.
Ms. Spence noted that Allegheny County allows for active retention ponds to count
as open space; however, this development is proposing to utilize detention ponds.
She suggested that the developer reviews this matter if the ponds are included in
the open space in case the County does not allow this. Ms. Ronald and Ms.
Sebring discussed the developer’s findings of fact from the ZHB decision. Ms.
Ronald and Mr. Meneilly requested clarification regarding whether the actual area
of disturbance is approximately 35 acres or 50 acres. Mr. Sapsara responded that
the 35.35 acres listed on the exhibit referenced by Mr. Meneilly is the limit of what
will be graded and disturbed. He explained that the 50+ acre number is the limit
of disturbance that is required to be listed in the NPDES permit.
Mr. Ferry provided a summary of the NPDES permit application requirements,
noting that this “Limit of Disturbance” refers to the boundary around the entire site.
He added that this should not imply that entire area within the “Limit of Disturbance”
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will be disturbed; however, every bit of disturbance must occur within that
boundary. Mr. Ferry commented that it is not customary to provide an estimate of
the actual acreage of land that will be disturbed, in reality. He noted that the
estimate of approximately 39 acres of disturbance was provided as a courtesy, and
it incorporates every portion of the site on which earthwork will actually occur. He
added that the 50+ acre “Limit of Disturbance” encompasses numerous pockets of
land that will not be disturbed, and which have been subtracted out of that number
to produce the smaller, approximately 39-acre area of disturbance.
He
summarized by stating that the 50+ acre limit of disturbance essentially represents
the permitting boundary. Ms. Gallogly asked if the stormwater calculations are
based on the approximately 59 acres of disturbance listed in the NPDES permit or
the approximately 39 acres of land that they will actually disturb. Several remarks
were exchanged regarding the intent of Ms. Gallogly’s question. Mr. Ferry replied
that the calculations were based on the size of the whole “Limit of Disturbance”,
which is the area of approximately 59 acres. Ms. Spence and Mr. Ferry discussed
the means of installing the detention facilities and how much disturbance it will
create. Ms. Gallogly noted that plan sheet ES-I shows topsoil stockpiles in areas
that Mr. Ferry has stated will not be disturbed. Mr. Ferry answered that the
stockpiles will not be placed on trees and they won’t all exist in their full form at the
same time. He noted that the stockpiles are moved continuously as construction
progresses on the site. Mr. Heggestad stated that much of the grading for the
infrastructure will need to be completed prior to the construction on the home lots.
Mr. Ferry discussed the typical means and methods used by contractors for storing
and accessing topsoil stockpiles. He also reviewed the DEP regulations regarding
stabilizing and revegetating excavated ground. Mr. Meneilly stated that plan
sheets ES-I and EX-1OI both depict the dirt piles in areas that are to remain
undisturbed. Mr. Ferry answered that any overlapping of the dirt pile locations with
existing trees that are slated to remain on site is an error and will be addressed on
the revised plans. Mr. Meneilly stated that he was expecting to see more complete,
final plans given that the developer is under a 90-day extension for the purpose of
completing plan revisions. Mr. Meneilly added that he is struggling with how to
make a recommendation based on incomplete plans.
Mr. Heggestad asked for an update on the findings in the Geotechnical Report,
especially related to the soil composition and any borings that were performed on
site. Mr. Ferry replied that a Geotechnical Report was prepared and reviewed by
Gateway Engineers. He reported that Gateway recently returned a review of the
Geotechnical Report stating that they have no additional comments. Mr. Meneilly
asked if the developer has determined whether there are any old gas wells on the
property. Mr. Ferry replied that none have been found and explained that historic
mapping shows the presence of three vent pipes from the previous mining
activities. He noted that one of the pipes not located within the project area, one
is located under the Turnpike, and the third one is located on Chalfant lane. Mr.
Ferry stated that this pipe is shown on the plans and he described the typical
remediation for unused vent pipes. Mr. Meneilly asked if the pipes are located in
any building areas. Mr. Longenecker replied no and stated that they are by the
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edge of the road. Ms. Gallogly inquired if they reported acid producing rock on
their NPDES permit. Mr. Ferry replied no and explained that the nearest
occurrence of coal is a minimum of 260’ vertically below the lowest point of
proposed disturbance. He added that the Geotechnical Report showed signs of
bedrock at 20’ below the lowest point of proposed disturbance.
Ms. Spence asked Ms. Gold-Lukas how PVE knows about what is on the property,
for example Mr. Meneilly’s comments about the proposed locations of topsoil
stockpiles on top of trees, unless they are provided with a copy of the original, pre
development conditions. She stated that PVE thinks that the plan looks like it will
work but they may not realize that they are going to be storing soil in places that
are supposed to remain as open space. Ms. Gold-Lukas replied that she was not
aware of this question regarding the topsoil sockpiles having been raised in the
most recent PVE review letter. Mr. Ferry replied that this issue will be reviewed by
the Allegheny County Conservation District (ACCD). Ms. Spence stated that the
ACCD sometimes gets overwhelmed and the Township may need to make them
aware of something like this. Ms. Gold-Lukas asked Ms. Spence if she would like
PVE to provide an opinion to the EAC regarding the feasibility of locating the
stockpiles as proposed. Mr. Ferry commented that he has already stated that the
topsoil stockpiles will not be placed in locations that are to remain undisturbed.
Ms. Spence replied that placing dirt on a spot does disturb it. Mr. Sapsara
described the typical construction methods for moving the topsoil stockpiles that
are used to balance cut areas on site. Mr. Sapsara guaranteed that neither the
builder nor the developer will place topsoil in the middle of the woods or on top of
trees, as the plan may seem to suggest. He stated that this is common sense and
described the purpose of showing the topsoil stockpiles on the E & S plans that
are submitted to the ACCD. Mr. Sapsara explained that the topsoil will be stored
in areas that have already been cleared and benched, and they will install the
typical E & S control measures around them as designated on a typical section of
the plan. He discussed the infeasibly of storing topsoil in a dense treed area. Mr.
Sapsara agreed to move the depiction of the stockpiles on the revised plans to a
graded area. Mr. Meneilly stated that he expected much more comprehensive and
complete plans.
Ms. Gold-Lukas reviewed the voting actions available to the EAC, noting that they
can vote to table the application, or make a recommendation for approval or denial.
She explained that, since the developer has already granted an extension through
the end of February to the MPC time limits for the municipal review of land
development applications, if the EAC decides that they would like to table this
application, they can do this since the schedule allows for application to come back
before the EAC in February, which is prior to Council’s final vote. Ms. Gold-Lukas
asked the developer if they are amenable to returning to the EAC, if the EAC
chooses to table the application. Ms. Sebring nodded and reviewed the schedule
of upcoming meetings with Mr. Sapsara. Ms. Gold-Lukas again explained why the
timing extension already place gives the EAC the ability to table the application, if
they choose to. Mr. Meneilly reported that he did not realize that that the EAC had
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the option to table this application. Mr. Heggestad requested a motion from the
EAC regarding the Windmont Farms Preliminary PRD.
MR. MENEILLY MADE A MOTION TO TABLE THE WINDMONT FARMS
PRELIMINARY PRD (18-06). MR. WILSON SECONDED.
Ms. Gallogly stated that, if the application is tabled, she would ask that the
developer presents a complete plan set when they return to the EAC instead of the
peace meal submissions that they have been receiving, which do not address all
the outstanding comments. Mr. Heggestad also requested that the revised plans
include a succinct summary of how the developer has addressed all the concerns
that have been raised by the EAC and the residents of Hampton.
FOLLOWING THE DISCUSSION, VOTE WAS UNANIMOUSLY IN FAVOR BY
THE SIX (6) MEMBERS PRESENT, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF MS. SPENCE
WHO OPPOSED THE MOTION. MOTION CARRIED.
OLD BUSINESS
MR. WILSON MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE
MINUTES FOR THE EAC MEETING OF DECEMBER 3, 2018. MS. SPENCE
SECONDED. VOTE WAS UNANIMOUS BY THE SIX (6) MEMBERS PRESENT.
MOTION CARRIED.
TRACKER REPORTS
None
NEW BUSINESS
None
OPEN DISCUSSION
Ms. S pence provided a brief update regarding a planned presentation to the EAC
on Allegheny County greenways.
Ms. Ronald and Ms. Gold-Lukas discussed Council’s procedure for filling the
vacant seat on the EAC.
Ms. Spence noted that she saw an article in the Hampton Journal about the review
of this application. The members of the EAC and Ms. Gold-Lukas discussed the
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name and firm of the legal counsel employed by the group of residents concerned
with the Wind mont Farms plan. Ms. DesLauriers commented that if the plans had
been more solid they would have requested that their attorney attend the meeting
to speak on their behalf and ask for certain considerations because they are
abiding by the ordinance. She reported that she found so many discrepancies that
she did not even bring up at the meeting, because she felt that there is no way that
the EAC could have possibly approved it. Mr. Heggestad agreed that not enough
information has been provided.
Ms. Spence commented that the Hampton Journal article reported that Hampton
Township will be performing stream bank remediation this summer. Ms. Gold
Lukas explained that this remediation is a part of the Township’s MS4 Pollution
Reduction Plan. Ms. Spence verified from Ms. Gold-Lukas that the purpose of the
stream bank remediation is to reduce the total load of sediment in the local
streams. Ms. Spence stated that it seems ironic that the Township is performing
this work while the proposed Windmont Farms development is happening. She
asked if the streams that will be targeted have been identified yet. Ms. Gold-Lukas
stated that this has not yet occurred. Ms. Spence asked if the Township would like
to receive advice from the EAC on the stream banks that should be selected. Ms.
Gold-Lukas noted that PVE, LLC is providing a report to this effect, and she agreed
to inquire about Ms. Spence’s offer with Township staff. Ms. Spence asked if
Gateway Engineers will contribute to the design of the restoration work, which Ms.
Gold-Lukas did not know. Ms. Spence stated that, at times, Gateway Engineers
can produce a good design and other times they have Township workers throw a
bunch of rip-rap on the sides of the stream. Ms. Gold-Lukas replied that PVE
performs most of the Township’s M54 engineering; however, she agreed to
provide an answer to Ms. Spence regarding Gateway’s involvement.
MS. SPENCE MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN THE MEETING.
MS.
GALLOGLY SECONDED.
VOTE WAS UNANIMOUS BY THE SIX (6)
MEMBERS PRESENT. MOTION CARRIED.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:27 P.M.
Respecifully submitted,

Amanda Gold-Lukas
Recording Secretary
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