ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY COUNCIL MINUTES
FEBRUARY 4, 2019
The regularly scheduled meeting of the Hampton Township Environmental
Advisory Council was held on Tuesday, February 4, 2019, at the Hampton
Township Municipal Building, located at 3101 McCully Road, Allison Park, PA. Mr.
Heggestad called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. 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
Bob Sapsara with Crossgates Inc., was in attendance with the following
representatives for the applicant; Matthew Prather from Sebring & Associates;
Ryan Schwotzer, President of Crossgates; Bud Sheffler, Ed Moore, and Graham
Ferry with Sheffler & Co.; Michael McLane, with ACA who prepared the
geotechnical report; Steve Horhut, with Horhut Tree Service; and Andrew
Longenecker with Ajay Environmental. Mr. Sapsara reported that they have
prepared an outline with some of the changes that have been made since the last
meeting, namely implementing a 75’ buffer in many of the development areas;
increasing the amount of undisturbed area, which had previously totaled 20.04
acres out of the 63.4 acre development and now totals approximately 23.85 acres,
(including the pond basins, which when you removed is about 20.5 acres); the
elimination of the Crestview Drive connection and the installation of a cul-de-sac
street there instead; the re-alignment of that road to avoid shining headlights into
the Lawall property; the additional modification request from Council for the
Crestview Drive non-connection; and the submission of the Watercourse and
Wetlands analysis and the Regulated Waters Investigation Report. He noted that
the buffer setbacks around all the watercourses comply with ordinance
requirements, except for the existing pond. He added that they have asked for a
modification for one of the walking trails that is proposed to encroach on the 100’
setback requirement from the existing pond, and added that a water swale will also
be within the setback, which is also included in the modification request.
Regarding the potential for the tree clearing to impact any migratory bird habitats,
their expert has reported that as long as any grading work is completed prior to
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March 31st, this should not interfere with any migratory bird habitats. Regarding
the PNDI search in the wildlife report for a bat inquiry, Mr. Sapsara reported that
there were no hits for any bat issues on the property. He added that the
geotechnical consultant is present to answer any questions regarding the coal
blossom and/or red clay deposits.
He reported that they have salvaged
approximately 34 specimen trees that will remain on the property due to the revised
layout. He asked for any questions from the EAC, specifically regarding the
Gateway Engineers letter dated December 28, 2018, which requested the EAC’s
comments on several areas of the plan review, specifically page 8. Mr. Sapsara
added that, if the EAC has comments or items that they would like to see for the
betterment of the plan, they would like to receive those comments because the
current status of the reviews from the engineering firms seem to make favorable
recommendations for their PRD. He requested feedback from the EAC, so any
concerns they have can be implemented in the plan, if they aren’t already.
Ms. Spence stated that on page 3 of the revised PRD narrative they report that
they are asking for a modification of a setback of no less than 20’ from the existing
pond. She noted that, when they talked about this at a previous meeting she had
advised the applicant that they cannot ask for relief that is more than what the State
allows. She asserted that the developer’s environmentalist agreed that the
Township cannot grant relief for more than what the State allows. She stated that
this means that they need more than just a modification from Zoning Ordinance
Article 9, but they would also have to get approval from another entity to encroach
in that setback. Mr. Sapsara replied that this is a legal question that he cannot
answer. Ms. Spence replied that it is not a legal question, it’s the environmental
laws. She asserted that this was discussed at a previous meeting and the
developer’s environmental representative agreed. She added that she thought this
issue was resolved at that meeting, but now it’s back on the plans again. Mr.
Sapsara replied that their request is for a modification from the Township, if they
are discussing a legal matter that needs to be decided by the Township then he
would defer to his legal counsel. Ms. Spence stated that this is not something you
can ask the Township for, but perhaps they can make this request of the State.
Township solicitor Tom McDermott was in attendance and remarked that, without
commenting on whether or not the setback is a binding requirement on the State
level, for the Township’s purposes, if there is an approval required from an outside
agency the Township can only speak to the local ordinance requirements, not on
the regulatory requirements of the outside agency. Mr. Sapsara remarked that, if
the Township is going to grant relief, he would think that they would let him know
if there is some other State requirement that they must abide by. He added that
they will then explore that requirement. Ms. Spence stated that they talked about
this in January, and she thought it would be an issue they would no longer need to
address because either the plan would be revised, or they would have applied to
the State. Mr. Sapsara replied that he is clear on her point and if there is a State
requirement that they need to get approval for, then he doesn’t believe that’s an
issue that they can’t overcome.
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Ms. Ronald revisited a point brought up by Mr. Wilson at a previous meeting, that
some lots were reduced in size, and also that there was a decrease in the number
of trees to be planted on lot 138, from 26 trees down to eight. She asked why the
amount of replanting seems to be an aberration on this lot in relation to the other
lots. Mr. Sapsara replied that this is the historic lot, on which there will be very
minimal disturbance, so the revised ratio was applied to the disturbed area. He
added that, because it’s the historic lot and there are already many trees planted
there, those trees will remain on the lot in entirety. As such, there are only a few
trees being planted to compliment this one-acre lot because there is only 1A of an
acre of disturbance occurring there. He noted that the other % of an acre has
existing trees that will remain on the lot, which is why the number looks so much
lower than the rest of the lots. Ms. Ronald asked where they are with the ordinance
(variance) for the tree replanting. Mr. Sapsara replied that they are waiting on a
decision from the Zoning Hearing Board. Mr. Heggestad and Mr. Sapsara
discussed the total number of trees to be planted per lot, with Mr. Sapsara noting
that it will be roughly 32 trees per acre of disturbance. Mr. Heggestad asked if they
have looked at the practicality of fitting 33 trees onto an acre of land, in addition to
the room required for the house. Mr. Sapsara replied that they have looked at this
and added that this has all be decided through the Zoning Hearing Board with
respect to proper planting practices and tree canopy. Mr. Heggestad replied that
he has a problem with this, noting that he understands what Mr. Sapsara is saying
but planting that many trees is not feasible. Mr. Sapsara replied that, with all due
respect, they are trying to plant back as many trees as possible. Mr. Wilson
remarked that, according to his calculations, the average portion of the lot that is
available for landscaping is only about 1/3 of an acre, which means that they will
have even less area to plant the trees. Mr. Sapsara explained that they will be
planting a mix of trees that are various sizes to reach that number with the space
available. He noted that they worked with their arborist to develop a mix of trees
that would be healthy and responsible for these lots. Mr. Sapsara commented that
this is what the ZHB concurred with and they have been granted that variance by
the ZHB. He added that they have simply applied the agreed methodology to the
additional area and lots that came from the change in layout with the new road
connecting to S. Pioneer.
Ms. Spence noted that their tree selection is off, as they are proposing a
monoculture with only one species for all the street trees, which they cannot do.
She noted that the species proposed for the street trees is on the EAC planting list
and is acceptable; however, there always needs to be a variety of tree species, no
matter where it is in the development. Mr. Sapsara replied that he respects and
values their opinion and asked for suggestions. Ms. S pence asked if Mr. Sapsara
needs a copy of the EAC’s planting list, to which Mr. Sapsara replied no. Ms.
S pence asserted that the developer did not pick trees from the EAC’s planting list
since they are proposing to plant Colorado spruce trees which is not the EAC’s
number one preferred tree, although it is acceptable. Mr. Sapsara replied that they
can certainly work with their arborist to develop less of a monoculture for the trees.
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He added that right now they are showing trees that are on the EAC’s list and, per
the Township engineer’s letter, he has asked for the EAC to provide their
comments. Ms. Spence replied that this is the fifth or sixth time that she has said
the same thing about these trees. Mr. Sapsara assured Ms. Spence that, prior to
the final plan being created, they will include any recommendations from the EAC
on the final plan. Ms. Spence replied that it makes her worried about the developer
not crossing all their T’s and dotting all their l’s, since this is something that seems
very important to her.
Ms. Spence remarked that they do not have a list from the applicant as to the type
of trees that will be planted on the lots. She clarified that they only have a list of
the trees that will be planted as a part of the main development phase, as well as
the street trees, but they have noting for the proposed lot trees. She stated that
this must be looked at too and asked if the homeowner or the builder will plant the
trees. Mr. Sapsara replied that the builder will pay for and plant the lot trees. Ms.
Spence replied that sometimes the developer’s information refers to the “builder”
and sometimes they refer to the “homeowner.” Mr. McDermott replied that those
terms are interpreted as one and the same from a legal standpoint. Mr. Heggestad
questioned how the Township determines the responsible party. Mr. McDermott
replied that, at the building permit level, the parties are synonymous and explained
the legal reason why. Mr. Heggestad questioned who will enforce the on-lot
plantings, to which Mr. McDermott replied that Township staff would be responsible
for that. Mr. McDermott remarked that Township staff and the consultants do
police these developments. Mr. Sapsara stated that there is an engineering
requirement for them to provide individual lot plans specifying the number and type
of trees for every lot in the development. Ms. Spence replied that the EAC would
like to see what the species and sizes of the trees will be that will be planted on
these lots. She stated that the developer has been given a great leeway with the
trees. Mr. Sapsara replied that they will see to it for every single lot that a building
permit is filed for, noting that this is a requirement of the development and the PRD,
and it is something that they have committed to. Mr. Heggestad explained that
some of their concern is due to previous PRD’s where this has not happened, and
the Township did not take over the development because of that very reason. Mr.
McDermott remarked that checks and balances have been put in place because
of previous developments where improvements were not installed properly, and
the Township made the developer fix the issues. He acknowledged that, although
it is not usual to have this intricate of a review during the building permit phase;
however, Township staff is certainly prepared to handle it.
Regarding the stormwater concerns, Mr. McDermott stated that, as a result of past
developments where the stormwater improvements were not completed correctly,
within the last six or eight months the Township has put into place a very intricate,
five-point, detailed punch list that developers must go through to certify compliance
at every step of the process. He explained that, when the developer is done mass
grading, that is shot and surveyed and must match what’s on paper. Then, when
that is turned over to the builder, the builder must certify that they received the
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plans. Then when they go to build on a lot, they have to certify that they have done
their grading and not altered the development’s grading.
Mr. McDermott
commented that the builder receives this grading plan and knows that they cannot
change it, which will be the case when they receive the tree plan as well. He
continued, when the builder has completed the grading for the foundation, the
Township comes back out and to make sure that everything matches the approved
grading plan for the development. After the home construction is complete, the
Township comes back out again, before the issuance of the certificate of
occupancy, and certifies again that the builder has not changed the grading plans
and that the grading on the finished lot works. He noted that this is what the
Township has done as a result of the EAC’s concerns about past developments.
Laverne Sochats of 5143 Lakewood Drive asked Mr. McDermottto identify himself.
Mr. McDermott provided a brief summary of his credentials and experience as one
of the Township’s solicitors for almost 15 years. He added that the checks and
balances that have been put into place on the stormwater side will be equally
applicable to the tree planting issue.
Regarding the street trees being a monoculture, Mr. Meneilly explained the reason
for the EAC’s concern, namely the possibility of losing all the plantings due to a
species-specific parasite or blight. He stated that the EAC has a recommended
planting list and the arborist can come up with a mix from that. Mr. Sapsara replied
that he totally understands their point and view and stated that they will happily
follow the EAC’s recommendation on this issue. Ms. Spence clarified that her main
concern was why she has seen six versions of the plan after their first comment
on the trees, but this has never been changed. She noted that this makes her
apprehensive about follow through and has made her question if they are going to
pay attention to other details. She added that it’s not a good presentation of what’s
going on. Regarding the Gateway review letter, Ms. Spence noted that it stipulates
that the engineer is deferring to the Township regarding any particularly
old/historic/valued/unusual tree specimens. She noted that it was brought up at
the last meeting from the community regarding the very tall spruce trees on
Chalfant Lane. Ms. Spence stated that moving the location of the street by just 5’
could preserve those trees. She noted that these are big trees, but they are good
to last for another fifty or sixty years. Ms. Spence recommended, as per the
Gateway Engineers suggestion that the EAC comment on the trees, that they try
to do something to save those trees. Mr. Sapsara replied that they did investigate
this possibility but determined that relocating the road by 5’ impairs lots and
impacts many other aspects of the development. He noted that they are
preserving 34 other specimen trees on this property and added that there are 2,021
that are not being disturbed within the surveyed area. Ms. Spence replied that
these are glorious trees and would make a lovely entry way to their development.
She noted that, since the developer made concessions for other people, maybe
that should have been looked at as well.
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Regarding the buffer zones, Ms. Spence stated that she believes that they require
a bit more of a buffer around the existing house. She stated that the buffer zone
on lots D9 and Dl 0 includes the grading and clearing of trees, even though they
are still in the residential district. She stated her belief that their development
should have a larger buffer zone between it and the existing house, and the buffer
should contain a combination of evergreen and deciduous trees. She stated that
it should be the buffer zone in the zoning code for residential district between two
adjoining Residential B areas. Mr. Sapsara replied that he is not aware of any
buffers that are not meeting the Township zoning requirements. With the trees
being removed within that buffer zone, Ms. Spence stated that she wasn’t too sure
that this buffer zone would meet the requirements. Mr. Sapsara remarked that he
did not see anything in the Township engineer’s letters about the buffer zones not
meeting the landscaping requirements. Mr. Wilson asked if Ms. Spence is referring
to the plantings more so than the width of the buffer zone. Ms. Spence replied
yes. Ms. Spence said she wasn’t sure what the width of the buffers around the
existing house were, but they look quite small. Mr. Sapsara replied that the buffer
on the right is twice the minimum requirement of 15’ wide and the buffer on the left
is meeting the 15’ minimum buffer requirement. Mr. Meneilly and Mr. Sapsara
discussed the mock-up of the individual lot plans that will be submitted.
Brian King of 2700 W. Hardies Road asked from the audience if the meeting is
being recorded, to which Ms. Gold-Lukas replied yes.
The members of the EAC reviewed plan sheet 0701. Mr. Meneilly agreed that the
buffer zones around the existing lot meet the minimum requirements. Ms. Spence
replied that since this lot is being impacted due to the removal of the large spruce
trees, she wondered if there could have been more plantings put in this buffer zone
in conjunction with the changes in the grading that the trees that are being
removed. Regarding page 0701, Mr. Wilson asked for clarification regarding the
methodology being used in the buffer zones around lot 101, which is showing
exactly what trees are supposed to be planted in the buffer zones, as well as for
the other side of the existing lot. However, on the other existing lot the buffer zones
do not show the specific trees to be planted there. He asked if this is an intentional
reflection of the planting plan or if the area around lot 101 is shown as an example
of the typical buffer yard plantings that will be used everywhere. Ed Moore with
Sheffler & Co. replied that the buffers behind the duplexes are in an area where
the existing trees will remain, so they are not planting any additional trees there,
which is why there are none shown on the plan. Ms. Spence noted that the plans
show grading and tree removal behind that lot. Mr. Sapsara replied that there is
no grading or tree removal proposed in this area and, while this is not expressly
written on the plans, the paffern on the plan in that area is the same as the pattern
shown in other areas of undisturbed natural buffer. Mr. Sapsara reiterated that
they are leaving the trees in their natural state within the 30’ and 15’ buffers around
the existing Lawall property. Mr. McDermott commented that, if they are using
existing vegetation to satisfy the buffer yard requirements, that is a perpetual
requirement. As such, if those trees would all die out due to a blight, the developer
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would be required to replant vegetation as per the buffer yard requirements. He
added that this is usually handled with a note on the plans at this stage. Ms.
Spence stated that her concern is that the tree survey does not include the existing
vegetation in those areas, so they cannot even determine if the existing trees meet
the minimum requirements for buffer yard plantings. Regarding this issue Mr.
Meneilly commented that pages 0105 and CI 06 (the tree survey) show the buffer
zones and the existing trees inside them. Ms. Spence clarified that she is talking
about the buffer zone around the existing house, which is shown on 0104. She
stated that there is a buffer zone around that house but there are not trees marked
for this area. She added that they can’t see what’s existing, she doe not see what’s
being taken out, and the developer doesn’t specify what is going in. Ms. Gold
Lukas remarked that the developer is permitted to use existing vegetation to satisfy
the buffer yard requirements; however, in order to do this, they need to document
the vegetation that is existing in those areas and show how it is meeting or
exceeding Township requirements. Mr. McDermoff added that these areas will be
subject to restrictive easements and a note designating them as such will be
included on the plans.
Mr. Heggestad commented that the EAC only makes recommendations and he
does not want to get into providing a waffling decision. He asserted that both
engineering letters are waffling on many of the issues, which is concerning. Mr.
McDermott replied that he wasn’t speaking to that but was speaking to the fact
that, if there is an entity with an outside requirement, the developer will need to
prove to the Township that they have met that requirement, and a note will be
added to the plans to ensure perpetual maintenance. Mr. Sapsara added that this
is part of what the engineers’ letters refer to when addressing the developer’s
agreement and other post approval requirements, such as the easement
requirements and the restrictions on the property. Mr. Sapsara remarked that the
buffer areas meet Township requirements regarding width and they can determine
the final plantings during the final development phase of the plan review. Mr.
Heggestad commented that many of the comments in the Gateway and PVE
letters say things like that the item is “ok for preliminary approval”, rather than
nailing things down. Ms. Spence asserted that this is something the EAC usually
sees at the first submission and added that the EAC has asked several times to
see the plantings that will be added to the buffer zones. She noted that, if they
existing vegetation meets the minimum requirements they are good to go, but the
EACneedstoseethis.
Mr. Heggestad stated that on page 2 of the PVE review letter, in paragraph number
four, items A through C, it states that a grading and house placement plan is
needed. Mr. Heggestad asked if the applicant has looked at those issues. Mr.
Heggestad stated that pages 2, 3, and 4 contain many items that are either pending
or say that “a permit has been applied for”. He added that the drain towards the
cut slope on lots D4 and Dl 0 concerns him, especially if there is clay in the toe of
the slope. Graham Ferry with Sheffler & Co., the applicant’s stormwater engineer,
addressed comments 2 and 3 first, stating that the reason why these items are
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pending is because they are submitted in parallel with the Township approval
process. He added that it takes several months to receive the permits; however,
they have been submitted and are being reviewed by the Allegheny County
Conservation District. As such, until they receive approval from the ACCD it will
be listed as an outstanding item. Moving on to the other items, Mr. Ferry
commented that the type of grading that it being discussed in these comments is
more of a fine grading that is done at the time of home construction. He noted that
they typically don’t show this level of fine grading for each lot, but they have
provided more of that type of information for this project than for the other ones
they have worked on. He stated that he doesn’t think that any of these comments
are things that cannot be addressed. Mr. Heggestad stated that they key matter
is the drainage issue and whether that will be resolved. Mr. Ferry replied that it will
certainly be resolved.
Mr. McDermott referenced the protocol he spoke of earlier and noted that the
Township now does not leave it to the builder post-approval to tell the Township
how the lots work on an individual basis. He noted that, as per the comments from
the Township stormwater engineer, Andy Banfield, it will have to be shown that the
macro grading plan/stormwater plan actually works as designed. Mr. McDermott
acknowledged that there is fine grading that takes place on the lots but added that
when it is approved it must work to Mr. Banfield’s standards. He stated that every
lot must match the mass grading, then the Township certifies when the
development is handed off to the builder that the builder know this, and when they
go to do their grading on that lot, whether it is pre-foundation, post-foundation, or
pre-occupancy, they all have to go back to the original plan and requirements. Mr.
McDermott stated that this is why Mr. Banfield will assure, before this plan is given
final approval, that the macro grading will meet the Township’s requirements. Mr.
McDermott discussed the different phases of the plan review and approval. Mr.
Sapsara replied that they have worked through this process with Mr. Banfield, and
they understand he wants to see the individual lot plans and the on those plans
they must record the finished floor elevation of every one of the houses on the plan
so the builder can match this FEE for each of the houses that are built. Additionally,
the plans must include directional arrows indicating the direction that drainage is
supposed to occur. He added that these plans must match the overall grading
plan to make sure that proper drainage is occurring and all the stormwater is being
directed where it needs to go.
From the same letter, Mr. Heggestad read the following quote from page three,
The supplemental geotechnical information provided states that the
ponds can handle the stormwater volumes regardless of loading
ratios. A calculation or further analysis showing that this statement is
in fact truc is required. Our concern is not how or if the water will
infiltrate at the basin, but that too much water will be directed below
ground causing potential flooding downstream due to groundwater
where it may not have existed prior. If the geotechnical engineer can
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assure that no flooding impacts downstream of the Basins will occur
due to the exceedance of the Loading Ratios will occur, we will
consider the proposed configuration of Basins I and 3.
Mr. Heggestad commented that there are a lot of “if’s” in that comment, and asked
Mr. Ferry if he agreed, to which Mr. Ferry replied yes. Moving on to item 6 on page
3, he read, “The proposed permanent drainage swales ICB1.3, ICB3.1, ICB3.2,
and ICB3.3 exceed the maximum slope of 9%. The slopes must be between 2%
and 9% as per Township Ordinance. Justification for these slopes should be
provided.” Mr. Ferry reported that he has already spoken to Mr. Banfield about
this issue and they have already worked out a solution for this. He explained that
the solution will be to increase the pipe of lining and the strength capacity of the
lining of the channels. He reported that this has been deemed to be acceptable
by Mr. Banfield. Ms. Spence asked if the Township has received those replies.
Mr. Ferry answered that the this was discussed verbally. Mr. McDermott added
that they will need to submit those changes officially on the plan and asked for
clarity regarding their response to item number 2. Mr. Ferry answered that they
will be supplying supplemental information to address this comment. Mr. Ferry
added that he believes they will be able to provide the information being requested.
Regarding the tree issue, Ms. Gallogly remarked that she recalled hearing earlier
in the meeting that they are saving 34 specimen trees. She asked Mr. Sapsara to
indicate what plan sheet shows the 34 specimen trees being saved. Mr. Sapsara
replied that he made this determination for his own sake by coloring various
sections of the engineer’s drawing. He noted that the EAC does not have that on
a plan/drawing but he would be happy to provide it. Ms. Gallogly asked if all the
trees that they are identifying on 103 through 106 are coming out, to which Mr.
Sapsara replied no. Ms. Gallogly asked if they have a schematic showing what
trees are staying versus what trees are being removed. Mr. Sapsara replied that,
as a part of the ZHB decision, they calculated the trees that were being removed
and their sizes. She asked if there is a map showing what trees will be remaining
in the end. Mr. Sapsara replied yes and commented that the engineer has done
those calculations. He stated that it was overlaid and pulled out of the survey to
come up with those counts. Ms. Gallogly verified from Mr. Sapsara that the trees
that will remain have been listed, categorized, and mapped. He explained that the
list was generated by using the limits of disturbance shown on the plans, which are
then extrapolated and pulled out of there. He added that everything that’s outside
of the graded area within the tree survey are trees that will remain, which is the
2,021 trees that he referred to earlier. Ms. Gallogly commented that it would have
been good for the EAC to see that because right now all they see is a huge amount
of trees and it’s hard to determine which trees they are keeping and which they are
not. She added that this also speaks to Ms. Spence’s comment about what the
buffers will look like when they are all done. Ms. Gallogly noted that, if the EAC
had had that information, it would have been easier for them to envision what this
is going to look like in relation to the trees when the development is done. Mr.
Sapsara replied that they did provide an exhibit with the limits of disturbance and
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the trees that will remain, and he asked if Ms. Gallogly recalled seeing that. Mr.
Sapsara displayed an exhibit that was submitted at the previous meeting showing
the limits of disturbance and the trees remaining. Ms. Gallogly asked if the exhibit
lists the trees that will be remaining. Mr. Sapsara replied that it represents the tree
survey, the trees that are remaining, and the trees that are being removed. Mr.
Meneilly commented that plan sheets Cl 03, Cl 04, Cl 05 and Cl 06 are relevant to
this information. Ms. Gallogly referenced sheet 0103 and asked where within the
red area it lists the trees that will be remaining. Several remarks were exchanged
about the way to determine the information that was being requested regarding the
tree removal plan.
Mr. Meneilly stated that plan sheets C103, 0104, C105, and C106 are redlined
and he requested that the developer shade the areas where the trees that are
existing are being removed. Mr. Sapsara agreed to this. Mr. Meneilly also
requested that the 36 specimen trees being preserved be specifically identified by
number and marked on site in some way. Mr. Sapsara replied that they are. Ms.
Spence suggested placing snow fencing around the trees since most of them are
right along the line of disturbance. Mr. Sapsara replied that once the project begins
Sheffler & Co will survey the limits of disturbance and erect snow fences to ensure
that no one goes beyond the limits of disturbance or distrubes trees that are
required to stay. He noted that this is spelled out in the E & S plans. Mr. Meneilly
suggested that the trunks of the specimen trees be wrapped in orange snow
fencing, and Mr. Sapsara agreed to this. Ms. Spence remarked that they also need
to protect the roots. Mr. Meneilly asked that the specimen trees that are remaining
also be identified by number on the revised plan with shading that he requested.
Mr. Sapsara added that all the areas of undisturbed land with trees remaining will
be wrapped in snow fencing. Mr. Heggestad asked what kind of construction
equipment they will be using to move the soil and clear the land. Mr. Sapsara
replied that there will be all kinds of machinery used, including the kinds that are
needed for narrow excavation, as may be required, as well as bulk excavations.
Mr. Heggestad commented that someone will really have to watch what’s going on
because the excavators can use bigger equipment to get in and out a lot quicker.
Mr. Sapsara agreed that the excavator will need to be monitored. Mr. Sapsara
remarked that they know that they need to protect the perimeter of the roots based
on the tree sizes.
Ms. Spence commented that a point was brought up at a previous meeting by one
of the residents when they were discussing the area of disturbance. She asserted
that the developer’s engineer replied that in their permit they were required to ask
for the whole potential area of disturbance, but they are only actually disturbing the
37 acres listed on the plans. Ms. Spence reported that she contacted the ACCD
and they did say that what they ask for is the total project site and the total
disturbed area, not the total potential disturbed. She noted that this means that
they should report where earth disturbance activities are planned to occur. Ms.
Spence commented that when they submitted their permit they listed the total
disturbed area as 57 acres. She added that the ACCD isn’t asking for where they
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might just happen to go, but where they are actually planning on disturbing earth.
She added that they are asking the County for permission to disturb 57 acres on
their permit. Mr. Sapsara remarked that they are still waiting for the Conservation
District to reply to their application. Ms. Spence stated that they asked for 57 acres,
not the 37 acres that they keep talking about as the total disturbed area. Mr. Ferry
replied that this is because the boundary that is drawn around the area that is to
be disturbed includes islands of area that will not to be disturbed, for example the
existing residences, which are not subtracted out of the total. He explained that
they don’t have the right to go in and disturb these areas, adding that the area is
all one large area, not the actual area of dirt that will be turned over. Ms. Spence
replied that, when she talked to the County, they wanted the total disturbed area
where they think there will be activity, not just what may occur, but what they are
actually planning on. She added that this ties into their concern that the large
equipment may encroach into the detention ponds or other areas that are right now
being marked as undisturbed. She asserted that they will end up with a greater
disturbed area, even if they don’t build on it, than what the EAC is being shown.
Mr. Sapsara replied that, if the property is properly snow fenced at the beginning
of the project, which it will be, there will not be the opportunity to encroach on those
areas. Ms. Spence replied that then they would only need to ask for the 37 acres,
not the 57 acres they listed.
Mr. Heggestad asked for the correct size of the lot, which Mr. Sapsara replied is
63.4 acres. Ms. Spence remarked that they reported the total project size to the
County as 67.3 acres. Mr. Ferry replied that this the permit area, which is a
different value. Several more comments were exchanged regarding this. Mr.
Sapsara stated that there was a typo on an early version of the plans, which has
been corrected. He added that there are also off-site areas, such as rights-of-way
and the off-site sanitary extension on S. Pioneer, and he asked Mr. Ferry if this
could be contributed to the higher number. Ms. Spence restated that the County
specifies that the permit should be completed with a number that represents where
earth disturbance activities are planned, to the nearest tenth of an acre. She
explained that they are not just asking for possible places, they want where the
developer is actually going to be disturbing the earth. Ms. Spence continued by
stated that this is different than what they have seen, in terms of the area of
disturbance. She noted that, as was said last week, the EAC could then assume
that the areas around detention ponds, and other places where they are moving
about, may be disturbed. Mr. Ferry replied that, if this occurred, this would result
in the removal of additional trees that aren’t permitted to be removed, so they would
be in violation of that as well. Mr. Meneilly commented that this seems to be an
inconsistency and they are just trying to understand why. Mr. Sapsara remarked
that, for every project he has ever done, he has always seen the earth disturbance
reported as the perimeter of the site. He added that they have never carved out
islands or pockets from the disturbed area before. He noted that the grading plan
that they filed is reflected in the stormwater calculations and is exactly what you
see shaded in red on the drawing. He added that, if any grading were to occur
outside of that area they would be out of compliance and, likewise, if they remove
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trees that are outside of that red area they would be out of compliance. He noted
that they are going to start this project by putting up construction fencing so that
there aren’t any mistakes or encroachments beyond the approved limits of
disturbance. He added that the Township has an engineer that the developer pays
an escrow for to come out and perform periodic site inspections. The minute that
he comes out and sees that they are beyond the lines of grading he is going to
shut the site down immediately because they are not following the plans. Mr.
Sapsara remarked that it is not their intention to build a development and not follow
the approved plan. He added that they will not clear-cut trees beyond what is
shown on the approved grading plan. He added that this is traditionally how they
have submitted their permits to the Allegheny County Conservation District and if
the ACCD wants to ask the developer to remove any islands of undisturbed area
from the total area of disturbance, they are happy to do that. However, he added
that they are not going to exceed the grading that is shown on the plans. Mr.
Meneilly asked for a plan sheet showing the islands of undisturbed area removed
from the total limits of disturbance as well as the areas of tree removal and
preservation. Mr. Sapsara agreed to provide this. Mr. McDermott explained that
the developer files the NPDES permit with plans, which are reviewed by an
engineer in their office. He remarked that the term “disturbed area” under their
regulations is a term of art. Mr. McDermott commented that they are required as
a part of the submission to list what the “disturbed area” is for part of the whole
review. He asked Mr. Ferry if he believes he has a common understanding with
the ACCD of what is typically reported on these permits for the area of disturbance.
Mr. McDermott asked if the way that the permit was written and submitted is the
typical format that he is required to use to identify the disturbed area in a
submission, to which Mr. Ferry replied yes. Mr. McDermott asked if this is the
format that was used on the Windmont Farms permit, to which Mr. Ferry replied
yes. Mr. McDermott asked if it is common to include the islands of undisturbed
area, or if they commonly submit it as was done. Mr. Ferry replied that it is more
common for them to submit an overall number for disturbed area. Mr. McDermott
stated that the “disturbed area” is a glossary term for the engineers that are
submitting them.
Regarding the drawing being reviewed, Mr. Wilson stated that the disturbed area
is shown as encroaching in the undisturbed area behind the existing lot and asked
why this would be. Mr. Sapsara replied that this may be a coloring error on his
part and it is not intended to infringe on the buffer. Mr. Wilson remarked that this
is what is shown on Page C104, with the red line showing the disturbed area. He
added that, if they are disturbing in that area they need to show what kind of trees
will be replaced in the buffer area. Mr. Sapsara agreed with Mr. Wilson’s
comments and agreed to make this revision on the plan. Mr. McDermott pointed
out two other similar areas in the corners of this lot. Regarding plan C102, Ms.
Spence stated that there are discrepancies with open space and the use open
space and trails. She noted that Cl 02 shows a sliver of open space going to the
end of Pioneer Road and with the detention pond. She stated that these areas are
being counted as open space but they won’t really be used by anyone for
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recreation. Ms. Spence commented that the open space is supposed to be
connected to recreation, but she did not anticipate anyone enjoying recreational
activities along S. Pioneer Road. Mr. Sapsara asked what she would like him to
identify this area as since it is a green area that is proposed to remain as such.
She replied that her question is in part because later on they get into the question
of how much open space they have and what kind of activities are they allowing
for. She added that Gateway also had some concern with that. She noted that
the space is not very big and suggested that perhaps they could label is as a “pond
management area,” but it is certainly not useable open space. Ms. Spence stated
that open space is not the same thing as undeveloped area. Mr. Sapsara replied
that they are way above the minimum requirement for open space, and, even if he
were to call that area something else, he did not believe that this would make any
difference. He stated that he respects her opinion and believes that her comments
are valuable, but this is a green area that will remain and it fell under the open
space requirement. He stated that it is unfortunate that there is a new road that is
intersecting this area, which did not previously exist.
Ms. S pence referenced the section of the Gateway review letter that stipulates that
the developer has an engineer on site. Mr. Sapsara asked if she was referring to
the coal blossom and noted that their geotechnical engineering, Michael McLane
with ACA, is happy to address any of the EAC’s concerns regarding this matter.
He stated that it is their intention to employ Mr. McLane, the geotechnical engineer
of record for the project, to be on-site full time during the grading phase of the
project and during the cut/fill placement. He noted that Mr. McLane’s firm is doing
the engineering and will be verifying if all of the conditions of the site are being met
because, ultimately, it is his stamp and seal that will guarantee to the Township
that everything has been done in accordance with the plans and specifications.
Mr. McLane specified that ACA Engineering will have engineering technicians onsite that will monitor fill placement, verify toe key depths and materials, and ensure
that the project is constructed in accordance with the recommendations that were
put forth in the Geotech report. He attested, as a PE with ACA Engineering, that
they would be overseeing the construction materials testing. Mr. Heggestad asked
if any of the toes are of concern to him. Mr. McLane replied that at test boring B5
they hit a little bit of red material and described the method of remediation used to
address this. Regarding the coal blossom that was mentioned, Mr. McLane
clarified that this is not a traditional coal seam but instead more of a weathered
rock with a splash of coal fragments in it. He added that they only hit it at one
boring and they will not be exposing or disturbing it in any way during construction.
He added that it is not any real concern of his. Ms. Spence replied that it was a
concern of Gateway’s. He replied that he has not seen their comment.
Ms. Spence asked if Mr. McLane is aware of a development very close to this one
on Hardies Road called Hampton Place, to which Mr. McLane replied yes. She
asked if ACA constructed the detention ponds for Hampton Place. Mr. McLane
replied that ACA performed the Geotech report, but they were not involved in the
stormwater design. Ms. Spence commented that PVE stipulated that ACA should
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have included more detail in their Geotech report for Hampton Place, which may
have avoided the problems that came up, or alluded to the fact that they would not
have done it the same way. Mr. Wilson referenced one of the developer’s exhibits
that shows green highlighting on the trees that will remain. He stated that a number
of those trees are not in the undisturbed area and asked what mechanism there is
to ensure that these trees will be preserved. Mr. Sapsara replied that they will be
fenced in, as he had noted at the beginning of the meeting. Mr. Wilson stated his
concern that Mr. Sapsara indicated that the referenced document in green was
something that he had compiled for his own understanding and it was not part of
the submission to the Township. Mr. Wilson asked for a listing on the plans of the
34 specimen trees being preserved. Mr. Sapsara reported that he has agreed to
provide this. Ms. Spence stated that the EAC’s recommendations regarding the
plan may not necessary become reality, as per Gateway’s review letter, since she
already asked for the developer to preserve the large pine trees in front of the
Lawall property and the developer has said that they can’t. Ms. Gallogly asked
what constitutes “specimen tree”. Mr. Sapsara replied that he believes that it is
when the tree is over 24” in diameter. Ms. Ronald asked about unique trees, since
that language is also included. Mr. Sapsara replied that the cross section of tree
specimens on site doesn’t really lend to being classified as special or unique. Mr.
Horhut agreed that there are no one-off tree species on site.
Regarding the stormwater plan, Mr. Heggestad asked what the process is when a
stormwater system does not work as designed. Mr. McDermott again described
the five-point protocol document. He added that the developer not only has their
engineers on site but, in addition to that, the Township also has their engineers onsite for periodic inspections, which are they paid for by the developer, as well as
during any critical junctures of the development, such as toe installations, sewer
compaction and covering, or critical grading operations, the developer is required
to call the Township inspectors out at those specific times. He added that, under
the Developer’s Agreement, if they fail to call the Township for a required
inspection, the developer has to dig it back up so that compliance can be verified.
Mr. Heggestad asked what the stick is, to which Ms. Gold-Lukas replied the
bonding/improvements security. Mr. McDermott stated that, under the Developer’s
Agreement, the improvements are bonded and if they are not completed correctly,
the Township can collect on the bond, shut the job down, or stop issuing permits.
Ms. Gold-Lukas explained that whenever a development is approved they are
required to submit a construction cost estimate covering all of the necessary
improvements. She added that the developer is required to establish an
improvements security in the amount of 110% of that agreed upon construction
cost estimate. The Township then controls those funds and will not release those
funds back to the developer until the Township’s inspectors sign off on every stage
of the development. Mr. Heggestad asked what happens when our people sign
off on it and then something happens, like at Hampton Place. Ms. Gold-Lukas
replied that the Township has not signed off on the stormwater facility for Hampton
Place. Mr. McDermott remarked that the issues at Hampton Place are what led to
the document that is being used by Hampton, and other communities, to prevent
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this from happening again. Ms. Spence asked what document Mr. McDermott is
referring to. He stated that the document, which is imposed right now in Hampton
Place development, is called the Developer/Builder Inspection Protocols to Assure
the As-Built Compliance with Approved Grading and Stormwater Management
Plans. He described requirements in this document, noting that the developer
cannot move on to the next phase, or be released from the development, until they
pass every one of the certifications in this document. This should address
everyone’s concerns that people are not following the plans and noted that this is
how the Township ensures that the site matches the plans all the way through the
process.
Laverne Sochats of 5143 Lakewood Drive stated that, with all due respect, there
were a lot of questions asked at the meeting that night, and a lot of the answers
were that the information would be provided later. She added that many of these
things have been requested numerous times by this board. She noted that this
plan has come before this board five times and there still is not compliance. To
Mr. McDermott, she stated that, with all due respect, she appreciates that after the
fact at The Hamptons, which is such a debacle, the Township has come up with
this checklist for the developer to do, but that doesn’t mean that they will do it and
that doesn’t mean that what they put in their plans they’re actually going to do
because we already know that they filed an application with the Allegheny County
Conservation District that talks about the number of acres of disturbance they’re
going to have, and yet their plans reflect 20 acres less. Ms. Sochats remarked
that she is a lawyer and believes that the plain language of the application sets
forth the requirement that they are supposed to put in their application.
Mr. McDermott replied that, with all due respect, regarding that submission
requirement, if she is a lawyer she should know that this is a term of art and he
trusts that the reviewers with the ACCD would find them to be comparable. He
noted that this is not a partisan statement, he is just speaking to how this process
works. He attested to his experience working with the ACCD and noted that the
designations on their permit applications are technical things. He stated his belief
that the people involved are saying the same thing but in different words and there
may be a misunderstanding happening. He stated that he trusts that the ACCD,
which reviews these permits, is reviewing it and that review will include the proper
glossary definition of what they are supposed to include as the accurate limit of
disturbance. He commented that the Township ensures that they adherence to
the plans by not allowing the construction to proceed to the next phase before
approval on the prior one and/or shutting the job site down. Mr. McDermott stated
that he is happy to share the protocol document with Ms. Sochats, which she
replied that she would like to see this. She noted that Mr. McDermott remarked
that they are supposed to monitor if trees die out from the buffer yards, but at The
Hamptons the buffer yard trees fall onto her property all the time and nothing has
been replaced. Mr. McDermott remarked that this is an ongoing development and
if there are trees that need to be replaced, they will be replaced before the
developer’s bond money is released. Ms. Sochats asked how long this will be.
15

ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY COUNCIL MINUTES
FEBRUARY 4, 2019
Mr. McDermott replied that it is ongoing, but he estimated that it may be done in a
year or so. He added that the Township holds that bond money for the entire time
and has inspectors on site for the whole process. Ms. Sochats reported that she
is going to buy trees and plant them along her property line to protect her property
from the trees that are falling over and not being replaced at The Hamptons. She
added that they have no buffer, and this is precisely what everyone is concerned
will happen with this development because there are a lot of things that aren’t done,
which should have been done, but have not been presented to date. Mr.
McDermott replied that all he can do is speak to the past experiences of the
Township and how those have been handled. Ms. Sochats asked if this is the first
development since The Hamptons that this document has been in place for. Mr.
McDermott replied that it is in place in Hampton and has been used several times
in the other municipalities that he serves. He noted that changes and updates
have been made to the document in response to implementation experiences. Ms.
Sochats asked how long it has been used in Hampton Township. Mr. McDermott
replied that it has been in place since the issues arose at The Hamptons and noted
the various revision dates. Mr. McDermott again described the components of the
protocol. Ms. Sochats asked if it was in place for The Hamptons. Mr. McDermott
replied that it was developed in response to The Hamptons and was put in place
early in the development process. He noted that this is the protocol that’s being
followed in The Hamptons right now. Ms. Sochats replied that it is probably too
late for The Hamptons. She asked Mr. McDermott to share the document with her.
Stanley Ostrowski of 2749 W. Bardonner Road stated that, as you look at the plan
you see these detention lakes. He noted that it is his understanding that this
property is 90% clay and asked, when the detention lakes fill up with water, once
they reach a certain point, where is that water supposed to go, or will it stay in
there perpetually. Mr. Ostrowski stated that the pond at The Hamptons is never
empty. He asked what will happen to the water when the detention ponds overflow.
He asserted that the water will go into Chalfant Stream, then into Crouse Run, then
into Pine Creek, and the people downstream will pay the price. Mr. Ostrowski
stated that he is downhill from this development, as well as near the swale that
connects one pond to the other. He asked again where this water is supposed to
drain after it goes into the ponds. Ms. Gold-Lukas asked that Mr. Ferry address
Mr. Ostrowski’s concerns. Mr. Ferry noted that the Township’s standard for
stormwater attenuation is a period of 24 to 72 hours, meaning that the basins
cannot entirely dewater within 24 hours after a rain event, but must fully dewater
within 72 hours. He noted that Mr. Banfield has requested additional calculations
to prove that the attenuation periods are acceptable for all the basins, which have
been provided. Mr. Ferry reported that Mr. Banfield is satisfied with those
calculations. Mr. Gold-Lukas asked Mr. Ferry to point out the areas where the
basins will be discharging, which he did. Mr. Ostrowski stated that his main
concern is the basin on the southwestern corner because it is close to where he
lives and there is already water draining in that direction. Mr. Ferry pointed out the
location and method of construction for the outfall structure. He added that the
outfall is designed to slow down the rate of the water being discharged
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considerably versus what is there now. He added that the water is then piped out
of the outfall and discharges into the stream below. Mr. Ostrowski stated that the
soil in this area is mostly clay, so when the basin fills up with water it’s not going
to dissipate and go down through the soil structure, it will stay in the basin and be
perpetually wet. Mr. Ferry replied that this is not true because they have a
requirement to completely drain the basin within 72 hours, which is a standard rule
of thumb due to mosquito incubation periods. Mr. Ostrowski restated that the
runoff from all the new impervious area will go into the pond and end up
downstream. Mr. Ferry spoke to the three main concerns that stormwater
engineers look at in relation to flooding and explained the difference between a
reduction in peak rate runoff and a reduction in the volume of runoff. He
commented that the water from the new impervious surface areas will be directed
to the basis and then will be released at a much slower rate than what is occurring
now, noting that Hampton imposes additional requirements to slow the water down
even more, namely a 25% slower release rate than pre-development conditions.
He added that the reason they have to install basins is to make up for the loss of
other natural filtration devices, like trees. Mr. Ostrowski pointed out the swales on
the southern and eastern sides of the property and asked how deep and wide they
will be. He also asked if Mr. Ferry could guarantee that no water would seep out
of the sides of the swales, through the clay, and onto his property. Mr. Ferry replied
that he can’t “guarantee” anything, but the intent is for the water to enter the swales
and make its way to the detention ponds. Mr. Sapsara replied that the swales are
not even required by code but are being installed as a “belt and suspenders” for
the benefit of the residents. Mr. Sapsara added that, although the swales are not
required, they are installing them because they feel it’s the right thing to do.
Wayne Lusebrink of 5086 Lakewood Drive stated that, supposing that everything
is designed properly, with the first big rain the future runoff should be less than the
original. He noted that this is a theoretical directive and asked, what if there is
something wrong with the calculations, with some type of terrain, and the water is
much greater than the theoretical estimates. He asked what is in place to flag that,
catch it, report it, and monitor it. He inquired if there is anything in place that would
report the discrepancy between the theoretical numbers and the actual numbers,
if they end up being higher. Mr. Sheffler replied that this is a crazy question and
added that they are professional engineers that are signing and certifying these
documents. He added that the Township’s engineers are licensed professionals
and advised Mr. Lusebrink to ask his question to the Township engineer.
Mr. Lusebrink stated that, when you do a plan, there’s a bunch of inputs and a
bunch of outputs, like electric, gas, water, cable, phone, traffic, and mail. He
continued by stating that the things that come out of this residential plan are things
like students, garbage, sewage, and runoff. He added that every one of those has
a theoretical calculation of flow or quantity and they all have some sort of
monitoring system, whether it’s formal or informal. He commented that they also
have performance tests, which are done in most industries. Mr. Lusebrink
commented that they all have it, except the runoff. He asserted that nothing is
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watched and, if something isn’t right, then the response is “I guess whoever is
downstream is just out of luck.” He asked if anyone has any idea what the system
is to monitor the actual runoff relative to the theoretical runoff. Mr. McDermott
stated that on a legal/conceptual level, under the stormwater management plan
that’s approved, if it’s proven that the design actually doesn’t function postconstruction, the Township can require the modification of the plan. He noted that
the ponds are designed, and, with the protocol in place, it is assured that the
construction follows the plan design. Mr. McDermott added that the calculations
are determined by the engineers, and the Township must trust that when you build
a plane to design, it’s going to fly. He added that if it wrecks the Township tries to
improve it. Mr. McDermott stated that there will be a recorded Stormwater
Agreement, and as a part of this, the Township sets aside money from the
developer, then calculates the amount required over the next three decades and
the Township takes a fee based on the present value of inspecting the entire
system twice a year, or after a significant rain event. He noted that this includes
checking the 0 & M plan, making sure the basins are being maintained properly,
and that the outlet orifices are working properly, among other things. He added
that, if there is a failure, a report gets sent out and the developer must fix it.
Mr. McDermott spoke to the changes and improvements that have been made to
the stormwater inspection and monitoring procedures over the years. Mr.
Lusebrink asked if there is an actual measurement or performance test of any type
that measures what comes off these ponds. Ms. Gold-Lukas replied that the
Township would defer to its stormwater engineer for this. She explained that the
Township’s engineers perform ongoing inspections and will sign and seal the
functionality of the basin. She noted that no one on the EAC serves as the
Township’s stormwater engineer, but the engineer will be checking and verifying
that the facility works as it is supposed to. Mr. McDermott stated that, before the
final release of the bond is approved, there is a performance test that will be
completed by PVE to verify that the basis functions as it was designed and
approved. Mr. Heggestad asked if this plan falls under the new stormwater
ordinance or the old one. Several comments were exchanged between the
members of the EAC as to whether Mr. Heggestad’s question was germane to the
topic being discussed. Mr. McDermott replied that the application was filed prior
to the adoption of the new Act 167 regulations. Mr. McDermott added that the
Township’s previous Stormwater Ordinance was also quite stringent. He noted
that the developer is entitled to fall under the ordinance that was in place at the
time of their application, which was the old one.
Mr. Heggestad asked if the checklist that was instituted due to Hampton Place will
be used for Wind mont Farms, to which Mr. McDermott replied yes. Mr. Sheffler
apologized for his comments to Mr. Lusebrink and noted that their professional
registrations and seals are attached to this project for a very long time. He
explained the length of time that engineers are liable for their plans. Mr. Lusebrink
again asked if there is anything in place that measures the performance or total
amount of runoff relative to the theoretical amount. Mr. McDermott summarized
18

ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY COUNCIL MINUTES
FEBRUARY 4,2019
the Township’s inspection process for developments, noting that PVE will perform
a final inspection checking for the functionality of the basin. Mr. Sheffler briefly
described the model and process that is used by Mr. Banfield for this task. He
advised Mr. Lusebrink to talk to Mr. Banfield about the methods he will use to
determine that the basin works as designed. Ms. Gold-Lukas stated that Mr.
Banfield will be at the March 13, 2019 Public Hearing for Windmont Farms, so Mr.
Lusebrink can address his questions directly to Mr. Banfield on that date. Mr.
Lusebrink stated that the tensions that are running between the developer and the
dozens of people from the community are about all this water that comes across
their property. He stated that, if there isn’t any type of performance test to ensure
that that flow is less than the theoretical, there’s nothing there and whenever it
does occur what’s going to happen is the Township will have a bunch of angry
residents walking in, and that is their performance test. Mr. Lusebrink stated that
there is not performance test that is applied to any of this runoff theoretical data.
He added that there are lots of different models and every PhD has their own
system for how to do the open channel flow, the underwater ground flow, and
everything else. He commented that there is no actual performance test that is
applied to any of this. Mr. McDermott asked Mr. Lusebrink to define “performance
test.” Mr. Lusebrink discussed what he means by “performance test.” He stated
that the developer comes up with a theoretical estimate for the flow out of the basin.
He again asked, if the actual flow is higher, what is in place to catch that difference.
Ms. Gold-Lukas replied that the inspection process that was outlined by Mr.
McDermott, as well as the improvements security, would catch this discrepancy.
Mr. Lusebrink asked the inspection of what, to which Ms. Gold-Lukas replied the
inspection of the stormwater facility. She clarified that she is not saying that a
performance test is not completed, but it is simply that neither herself, nor the
members of the EAC, know the name of the specific test that is used because they
are not stormwater engineers. Mr. Lusebrink noted that he is also not a stormwater
engineer, but he has worked in the industry long enough to know that you verify
your product by performance test. Mr. McDermott restated that this is done by the
Township and added that Mr. Banfield will be able to answer his question and
describe the process that Mr. Lusebrink is seeking clarification on.
Mr. Lusebrink asserted that the answer he is being given is that there is no system
in place to pick up the difference between the actually flow and the theoretical flow.
Ms. Gold-Lukas replied that this is not what was said. Mr. McDermott stated that
are saying precisely the opposite, that there is a system in place by which a
performance test is completed that does address precisely what he is saying. Mr.
Meneilly asked if Mr. Lusebrink is implying that the Township should recreate a
500-year flood to make sure that the facility works. Mr. Lusebrink replied that it
wouldn’t need to be a 500-year flood. Mr. Meneilly asked how this can be done.
Mr. Lusebrink again stated that there is no system. Mr. Lusebrink commented that
with any rain event they could go through their chart and look at what the cubic
feet per second of flow is supposed to be and then check to see if it’s actually
higher than that. Mr. McDermott stated that Mr. Banfield will be able to explain the
manner in which they perform the measurement that Mr. Lusebrink is describing,
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and specified that the engineers do, in fact, complete a performance test. Mr.
Lusebrink replied that he has never seen a report that states the actual runoff. Mr.
McDermott stated that all the Township can do is share with him the generally
accepted engineering practices that are used to ensure that the as-built matches
the design.
Mr. Lusebrink asked if anyone has any explanation as to why so many people have
so much water now, compared to 10-12 years ago. Mr. McDermott replied that
people debate the reasons why we are getting more precipitation than we used to.
Mr. Lusebrink stated that no one has any idea why there’s more water today than
12 years ago. Mr. Meneilly remarked that there was record amounts of rainfall last
year. Ms. Spence stated that perhaps Mr. Lusebrink is looking for the EAC to say
that this is due to more development. Ms. Spence stated that she will agree that
the flow that comes off the site is more concentrated, so it’s a different type of
runoff. Mr. Meneilly stated that the post-development runoff will also be controlled,
whereas right now it is completely uncontrolled. Ms. Spence stated that it is
uncontrolled, but it is also dissipated over a large area. Mr. Meneilly stated that
the whole purpose of this is to control the water that on-site that’s created due to
the changes in the property. Ms. Spence replied that this is done through
concentration and noted that some of the things they don’t take into consideration
is that every single tree (based upon its size, age and type) takes a different
amount of water from a storm and prevents it from moving down the drainage path.
She added that, theoretically, they won’t be able to get a really great picture of how
much water is coming off an area unless they know the variety, the species, and
the size of each one of the trees being removed. She added that they could go to
a tree expert who would tell the applicant how much water you can expect the
various types of trees on site to absorb in a 3” rainfall. However, she noted that
no municipalities State-wide ask developers to do this, but it may be incorporated
at some point down the road. Several remarks were exchanged by the EAC
members over top of each other. Several members of the Board advised Mr.
Lusebrink to discuss his questions with Mr. Banfield during the Public Hearing.
Merrit DesLauriers of 5152 Lakewood Drive thanked the EAC for allowing the
residents to speak on another plan submission and for taking the time with them
that evening. She stated that this plan has some differences from the last plan
and she is not in favor of them. She restated the adverse effects of the S. Pioneer
Road connection, and how they will negatively affect the environment. She added
that these effects were stated on the record by the applicants. Ms. DesLauriers
quoted Mr. Sapsara from the minutes of the November 5, 2019 EAC Meeting,
noting that the PC asked about the connection to S. Pioneer Road, and the minutes
state that:
Mr. Sapsara replied that they have supplied a legal opinion as to
why a secondary access is not necessary. He added that they will
be submitting a report to the Township engineer and the Planning
Commission from their traffic engineer, which states that it will not
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make the area any more or less safe to add the secondary
connection onto S. Pioneer Road. Mr. Heggestad and Mr. Sapsara
discussed the scope of the traffic study. Mr. Sapsara sfressed the
additional environmental impact that would be created by
connecting to S. Pioneer Road including increased grading, free
removaI and stormwater runoff... He replied that they are working
on a mockup of this option and added that this connection would
push the development closer to the wetlands.
Ms. DesLauriers noted that the applicant stated that this connection would have
adverse environmental impacts, but they still chose to do it. Ms. DesLauriers
remarked that Ms. Sebring stated that this connection will adversely affect the
environment in the October 8, 2018 PC minutes, noting that:
Ms. Sebring reviewed numerous reasons why they are not in favor
of the connection to S. Pioneer Road and the ways in which she
believes that the Township Ordinances do not support this
connection. These reasons included, limiting disturbance and tree
removaI an increase in the total amount of impervious surface area
and stormwater runoft reduced ability to buffer the patio home lots
from the noise of the Turnpike, a disruption to the character of the
neighborhood, an increase in traffic through the neighborhood, and
a reduction in wildlife habitat area and migration paths... She noted
that the ordinance sections cited by Gateway Engineers in the
connectivity review letter only apply to the potential Crestview Drive
connection and do not resolve any of the problems that were listed
in the letter. Ms. Sebring stated that the Township’s ordinances. .do
not support the S. Pioneer Road access.
.

Ms. DesLauriers asserted that the wildlife habitat area being referenced by Ms.
Sebring could be in relation to the bats that the residents keep talking about. She
added that she wanted it known that Ms. Sebring and Mr. Sapsara said that there
were environmental issues, but they still chose to connect the road and add four
more homes, which was not requested by the Township. Ms. DesLauriers also
read the following remarks from the October 8, 2018 PC meeting minutes, “Ms.
Sebring discussed whether the addition of a S. Pioneer access road would remove
the need for the cul-de-sac length modification request. She asserted that much
more of the site would be disturbed by making this change, and the development
would not be economically feasible.”
Regarding a comment that was made earlier in the meeting about the on-lot
planting plans, Ms. DesLauriers stated that Mr. Sapsara remarked that these plans
are forthcoming; however, this item has been brought up at multiple meetings and
has been listed on multiple Gateway Engineers review letters. She added that this
item was due by January 2, 2019, yet the developer received an extension and
submitted everything else on January 11, 2019. She commented that, at the
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January 23, 2019 Council Meeting, Ms. Sebring stated that all of the requirements
are 100% fulfilled with the new plan submissions. Ms. DesLauriers stated that she
does not feel that this statement has been substantiated. Regarding the historic
lot, she added that the grading has not changed on that lot from one plan version
to another but has remained constant throughout the whole process. She added
that the ZHB approved the planting of 26 trees on the historic lot. Ms. DesLauriers
commented that, after they approved that number, nothing changed with that lot,
yet the developer still reduced the number of trees being planted down to eight.
She stated her opinion that there is no reason for that change. She noted that all
they did was apply a generic calculation from the ZHB to every lot, whether that lot
had new grading or not. She stated that there is no reason not to plant the
originally approved 26 trees and abide by the ZHB. She asserted that these are
things that constantly fall through the cracks, just like the street trees. Ms.
DesLauriers commented that she has read through all of the minutes from the last
five times this plan has been in front of the EAC. She added that the street trees
have been brought up multiple times and every time Mr. Sapsara replied that it
would be fixed on the next set of plans, but it hasn’t been. She stated that this
issue is just as important as building standards or stormwater management. She
remarked that you can see illustrated by all of these shortcomings that economics
is playing a role and nothing else. She stated that this is not a benefit to the
residents, the community, or the environment. She added that this may be fiscal
and economic, but it is not meeting all the needs that the plan is required to meet.
She stated that the EAC pointed out many reasons why the plan should not be
recommended for approval that evening and she asked that the EAC does not
recommend approval of the plan because it is not a complete set of plans that
address many of the requests or discrepancies that have been identified, even as
recent as the last meeting.
Brian King of 2700 W. Hardies Road stated that he lives on Chalfant Lane. Mr.
King asserted that Mr. McDermott stated that “The Hamptons are suffering now
because of the penalty of the stormwater.” He clarified his comments, specifying
that Mr. McDermott said that the Township won’t give out certain permits. Mr.
McDermott replied that he did not use the word “suffering” and was not sure that
he understood Mr. King’s question. Mr. McDermott added that he said that the
protocol was put into place because of the experiences there and elsewhere. He
added that the Township made the developer change/fix a lot of the things that
were built inconsistent with the design. Mr. McDermott added that, the Township
put into place a protocol that prohibits the developer from getting to their next
permit threshold, which has been applied to all the houses that have been built
since the protocol came into place. Mr. King asked if the Township is still issuing
building permits for the houses in The Hamptons. Mr. McDermott replied that he
could not speak to the current status of the building permits for this development.
Ms. Gold-Lukas stated that building permits are still being issued, with conditions
of approval attached related to the function of the stormwater facility. She added
that there is a remediation plan in place to fix the leaking stormwater basin;
however, Township is waiting on the Allegheny County Conservation District to
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allow the developer to convert the stormwater basin, which must take place before
the remediation can be completed. Mr. McDermott verified from Ms. Gold-Lukas
that all permanent certificates of occupancy are being held until this issue is
resolved. Mr. King asked for additional details regarding the conditions of approval
attached to the building permits for The Hamptons. Mr. McDermott replied that the
Township is happy to go over that with Mr. King, but this discussion should occur
outside of the setting of a public meeting regarding Windmont Farms.
Mr. King asked Ms. Gold-Lukas to display plan sheet C701 and asked if it is
displaying the buffer zones or the existing trees. Mr. Sapsara replied that the area
being referenced denotes the existing tree line. Mr. King pointed out the location
of his house and stated that he has no trees on his property where the existing tree
line is shown on the plans. Regarding his father-in-law’s property, he stated that
he did not understand why the existing tree line shows trees on top of his garage
and all through the yard where they do not actually exist. He stated that there are
no trees anywhere near that and noted that he does not understand this canopy
representation at all. Ms. Sheffler replied that they did not trespass on either of
these private properties, so the tree line was most likely determined using aerials
from Google Earth just to show the continuation of the line. He added that they
are in no way representing any information on Mr. King, or his father-in-law’s,
properties. Mr. King stated that the plan is wrong. Mr. King and Mr. Sheffler
exchanged several remarks over top of each other. Mr. King stated that, if you
were to look it up on Google Earth this is a square lot and his property goes all the
way to the back with no trees. He acknowledged that there are canopies on the
edge of the property but stated that it is a square lot and the markings on this plan
don’t exist on this property. Mr. Meneilly asked that Ms. Gold-Lukas display plan
sheet C105. Mr. Meneilly pointed out the location of Mr. King’s house and the
trees identified on that plan. Mr. King replied that this is fine, but it is not the sheet
that they are looking at. Mr. Meneilly replied that plan sheet COl 5 is more accurate
than the one that Mr. King was referencing. Ms. Spence added that the developer
wouldn’t have counted the trees on Mr. King’s, or his father-in-law’s, properties.
Mr. Meneilly agreed with this and stated that the plan sheet he referenced is more
accurate than the canopy estimation from Google Earth. Mr. King stated that it’s
fine if it’s a representation, but when the EAC looks at it they see it. Mr. Meneilly
replied that when he is looking at the trees he is looking at plan sheets C104 and
Cl 05. Mr. McDermott elaborated that the developer did not just rely on the general
plan, but instead on the more specific plan sheets. Mr. Meneilly stated that he has
seen it before where aerials from Google Earth are used to show the rough outline
of the tree line.
Mr. King asked for plan sheet EXIO1 to be displayed. Regarding the trees and the
grading, Mr. King pointed out an area that the developer has earmarked for grading
and stated that, “the grading is back in here, so he just said it was this lot right here
that they are grading into, but they’re into the buffer zone there, but they’re also in
the buffer zone over here at my house, and also over here.” He asked if they are
counting those areas and planting there. Ms. DesLauriers explained that Mr. King
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is referring to Ms. Spence’s comments about the buffer yard plantings. She added
that, if you look at the back of the Lawall property, as show on sheets D9 and DI 0,
she pointed out the location of the required 15’ buffer zone and noted that it can
be seen that the grading area encroaches on this buffer zone, which means that
they are taking out trees. Mr. Sapsara replied that this issue was already
discussed earlier in the meeting.
Ms. DesLauriers commented that the
landscaping plan does not specify that there will be any replanting in this area,
which was not made clear in the beginning of the meeting. Mr. Sapsara answered
that they understood after Ms. Spence pointed it out that they will need to show on
a subsequent plan how they will compliant with all the buffer yard requirements of
Hampton Township in the areas where the grading encroaches on the buffer
zones. Related to this issue, Mr. Sapsara reported that they have previously told
Mr. King that, if he wants to widen the buffer on his own property, they would
volunteer to give him trees to help expand the buffer on that side. Mr. King
acknowledged this as correct. Mr. Sapsara noted that they are still committed to
that offer. Mr. Meneilly requested that Ms. Gold-Lukas display sheet C701. Going
back to Mr. King’s comment that they are grading within the buffer zone, he clarified
that, while they may be grading there, the plan shows that they are also coming
back in later and adding numerous plantings to that area. He noted that the
replacement plantings are not shown behind Mr. King’s property because that is
the 75’ buffer that will remain undisturbed, so they do not need to add trees to that
area.
Maureen Lah of 2617 Lah Road asked if the plan will change if the developer does
not get the variance from the ZHB, meaning that they are required to replant the
220 trees. Ms. Spence noted that they may have to change the plan if they don’t
get the variance. Ms. Lah asked if they will be required change the whole plan or
just the tree plan. Mr. Heggestad stated that he does not know but he guessed
that they may need to provide more lots to plant trees as opposed to houses. Ms.
Lah stated that she previously submitted an exhibit in which she overlaid Grouse
Run with the Hampton Township Zoning Map, with shading added for the new
developments that were not reflected on the map. She noted that she missed a
large development behind Home Depot when she created that map, which she
wanted to note for the record. She added that, as such, when they are looking at
this exhibit, the amount of development is even larger than what is represented.
Ms. Lah remarked that she also wanted to make sure that the EAC remembers
that the numbers used on the PVE leffer from December 20, 2018 stipulate that
the developer is responsible for 2.4% of Grouse Run’s watershed. She remarked
that this is a lot of water and any errors are going to make a huge difference. Ms.
Lah commented that she understands that money will be held back in case
anything goes wrong, but at that point it will be too late for her and she will be
underwater. She asked the EAG to consider this, noting that a pocket full of money
is not her money, but she will still be under water.
Mr. Wilson remarked that several months ago he saw a letter from one of the
employees of the Township addressing the cul-de-sac on Grestview Drive where
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it does not connect. He stated his recollection that the letter requested a
hammerhead turn-around so that the public works crews could maneuver in there
more easily. He asked if anyone knows what became of that issue. Ms. Gold
Lukas remarked that this would most likely have been a comment from the
Department of Community Services. Ms. Spence asserted that Trans Associates
reported that the turn radius of the cul-de-sac, as well as the tangent and reverse
curves on Chalfant, do not meet Township requirements. Mr. Heggestad added
that Gateway Engineers referred to this issue on page 40 of 41 on their review
letter. Mr. Heggestad read a portion of the review comment, which noted that the
applicant has requested a modification from Council and read the relevant section
of the review letter. Ms. Spence and Mr. Wilson remarked that the applicant is
asking for a variance for this issue. Mr. Wilson made the following motion, with
Mr. Heggestad requesting that Ms. Gold-Lukas provide the appropriate ordinance
flu mbers.
MR. WILSON MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND THAT THE WINDMONT
FARMS PRELIMINARY PRD (18-06) NOT BE APPROVED, WITH THE
FOLLOWING STATEMENT: IT IS NOT CLEAR THAT THE PLAN IS IN THE
BEST INTEREST OF THE TOWNSHIP BASED ON THE FACTS THAT; 1)
THERE ARE INPUTS TO LANDSCAPING AND ENGINEERING THAT ARE NOT
YET COMPLETE, AND; 2) THE PLAN APPEARS TO STRETCH THE LIMITS OF
THE LAND IN QUESTION SO THAT THERE ARE CONTINUING CONCERNS
ABOUT THE FOLLOWING ITEMS;
• THE ADEQUACY OF STORMWATER CONTROL AND CONCERNS FOR
THE DOWNSTREAM WATER EFFECTS, BASED ON THE
STORMWATER ORDINANCE, NO. 708;
• THE PRACTICALITY OF TREE REPLACEMENT AT THE RATES THAT
ARE CURRENTLY PLANNED;
• THE NEED FOR ASSURANCE OF SPECIMEN TREE PRESERVATION;
• THE NATURE OF THE BUFFER ZONES AROUND THE EXISTING LOTS,
BASED ON THE ZONING ORDINANCE, NO. 310;
• THE NEED FOR ASSURANCE OF STREET TREE VARIETY, BASED ON
THE ZONING ORDINANCE, NO. 310; AND CONCERN REGARDING
THE TURN-AROUND SPACE ON THE CRESTVIEW DRIVE CUL-DE
SAC, BASED ON THE ZONING ORDINANCE, NO. 310.
MS. SPENCE SECONDED. VOTES WERE CAST AS FOLLOWS:
MS. SPENCE: FAVOR
MR. WILSON: FAVOR
MR. HEGGESTAD: FAVOR
MR. MENEILLY: NOT IN FAVOR
MS. GALLOGLY: NOT IN FAVOR
MS. RONALD: ABSTAINED
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Mr. McDermott asked if Ms. Ronald’s abstention was due to a conflict, noting that
board members are required to have a conflict in order to abstain. Ms. Ronald
replied yes, she does have a conflict. Ms. Ronald remarked that she sees a lot of
sides to this debate since there are still a lot of items that are not complete, so she
needs to have faith that it will all be done. She added that she doesn’t want a bad
development to go in that is terrible for the neighbors, but that being said, the land
is probably going to be developed at some point, so the EAC is here to make the
development better.
FOLLOWING THE DISCUSSION, MS RONALD VERIFIED HER ABSTENTION.
MOTION CARRIED.
OLD BUSINESS
MS. GALLOGLY MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE
MINUTES FOR THE EAC REORGANIZATION MEETING OF JANUARY 8, 2019.
MS. SPENCE SECONDED. VOTE WAS UNANIMOUS BY THE SIX (6)
MEMBERS PRESENT. MOTION CARRIED.
MS. GALLOGLY MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE
MINUTES FOR THE EAC MEETING OF JANUARY 8, 2019. MS. SPENCE
SECONDED. VOTE WAS UNANIMOUS BY THE SIX (6) MEMBERS PRESENT.
MOTION CARRIED.
Ms. Spence stated that she has been getting a lot of flack from people regarding
the Township allowing the dome at the Wildwood Sports Center to go in with that
height. Ms. Gold-Lukas noted that the property owners received a variance from
the ZHB for the height of the dome structure. Ms. Spence recalled talking to the
applicants about their stormwater plan when it was being reviewed. She noted
that they had a stormwater collector right in the middle of the old parking lot, which
they were going to leave in place. She asserted that they also said they are not
paving that parking lot. She noted that when she recently drove by she saw that
the parking lot was asphalt, not gravel. Ms. Gold-Lukas replied that they did submit
a major modification to their NPDES permit. Ms. Spence remarked that the
applicant stated specifically that they were not going to pave this parking lot
because of how close it is to the stream. Ms. Spence asked the Township to look
into what was approved for this parking area.
Ms. DesLauriers asked what would have happened if there had been an equal tie
on the vote. Mr. McDermott replied that if you make a motion and the vote is tied,
the motion fails.
TRACKER REPORTS
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None

NEW BUSINESS
None

OPEN DISCUSSION
None

MR. MENEILLY MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN THE MEETING. MS. SPENCE
SECONDED. VOTE WAS UNANIMOUS BY THE SIX (6) MEMBERS PRESENT.
MOTION CARRIED.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:47 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

Recording Secretary
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