PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
FEBRUARY 11,2019
The regular monthly meeting of the Hampton Township Planning Commission was held
on Monday, February II, 2019 at the Hampton Township Municipal Building, 3101
McCuIly Road, Allison Park, PA. The meeting was called to order by Mr. Hess at 7:30 pm.
Present at roll call were Mr. Hess, Mr. Deems, and Mr. Nugent. Mr. Bauman and Mr.
Venture were absent. Martin Orban, Land Use Administrator, was also present.
CHAIRPERSON ANNOUNCEMENTS
None
ADMINISTRATION
Joseph Lee of S. Pioneer Road stated that he consistently has difficulty hearing the
remarks at the meetings and asked if the Planning Commission members could please
use the microphones. Mr. Hess replied yes and thanked Mr. Lee for his suggestion.
PLAN REVIEWS
18-06 Windmont Farms Preliminary PRD
Matthew Prather with Sebring and Associates was in attendance on behalf of the applicant.
He noted that he is replacing Ms. Sebring while she recovers from a health issue and
provided a brief update on the status of her health. Mr. Prather reported that a new set of
plans were submitted on January 11, 2019 and review letters from PVE and Gateway
Engineers were received on January 28, 2019 and January 31, 2019, respectively. He
reviewed the January 31, 2019 Gateway review letter, focusing on the contents of the
conclusion paragraph shown on page 40 of Exhibit 5. He read through the items listed as
unresolved in the Gateway review letter and described their response to each comment.
Regarding the geotechnical report, Gateway suggested to have ACA Engineering on site
full-time during the construction phase and to provide a summary letter at the conclusion,
which Mr. Prather reported they agree with and are comfortable making a condition of
approval. Mr. Prather read item three on page 40 of the Gateway letter and stated that
they are also in agreement with this recommended condition. Mr. Prather read item four
on page 40 of the same letter and noted that they are presently awaiting the ZHB’s
determination regarding their variance. Continuing, Mr. Prather read item five. He stated
that, while they do not have the recommendation of the EAC regarding the preservation of
areas of unique trees and wildflower stands, they did meet with the EAC the previous
week. He stated that the EAC issued a letter dated February 5, 2019 in which they stated
that they are not recommending EAC approval and they set forth some of their concerns.
Mr. Prather commented that they are prepared to take that letter and move forward to
Council with their explanation of how they intend to address those concerns of the EAC.
Mr. Prather read item six from the Gateway Engineers review letter dated January 31,
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2019. He commented that they are requesting a modification from Council for this item.
Mr. Prather read item seven of the same letter. He added that they agree with this
comment and affirmed that they are seeking a modification for this item. Mr. Prather read
item eight of the Gateway letter. He commented that it is accurate that they are requesting
a modification for this item.
Mr. Hess summarized the PVE review letter, noting that it basically said that, for the
purpose of preliminary design, they are satisfied. Mr. Prather replied that this is correct.
Mr. Hess added that this has been one of his main concerns throughout the review
process, based on issues that occurred with a previous plan approved in the same
neighborhood. Mr. Hess stated his opinion that PVE has been particularly careful this time
in their plan review and added that this does not seem to be an issue for that evening’s
discussion. Mr. Hess added that there are a number of items that need to be addressed
on the Gateway review letter and stressed that this is the preliminary plan review only, not
preliminary and final. He explained that the PC receives many applications that are
proposed as a preliminary and final review at once; however, that is not the case here. He
explained that these are preliminary plans that address the basic concepts and layout, as
well as key issues that are remaining as either modifications or conditions of approval.
Mr. Hess requested to address the outstanding comments in the Gateway Engineers
review letter. He noted that item one on page 40 of the Gateway letter dated January 31,
2019 references the PVE review letter. He added that this is strictly an engineering
comment and there is much engineering that will still need to be done as part of the final
review, which is not the purpose of the PC’s review that evening. Mr. Hess commented
that the geotechnical report seems to be a matter of just documenting that inspections and
reports will happen on this project. He noted that this also applies to item three on the
same letter. Mr. Hess stated that he thinks it’s a unique idea and a good idea to leave the
home lots basically undisturbed, with each individual lot having its own reviewed site plan.
He stated that it is unusual, but he thinks it’s a good idea. Regarding the variance request,
Mr. Hess remarked that there isn’t much the PC can do except wait for the ZHB to render
their decision. Mr. Orban noted that the ZHB will render their decision on February 26,
2019. Regarding item five, Mr. Prather remarked that the EAC’s recommendation was not
to approve and summarized the results of the vote.
Mr. Hess asked that Mr. Prather briefly address the concerns listed in the EAC’s motion.
Mr. Prather stated that there are six bullet points listing their concerns. Regarding their
first stated concern about the adequacy of the stormwater controls, Mr. Prather
commented that this item has been reviewed by PVE and they feel that it has been
adequately addressed by both the applicant’s, and the Township’s, stormwater engineers.
Mr. Hess asked if the EAC was in receipt of the PVE review letter when they made their
recommendation. Mr. Prather replied that he believes they did have the letter. Regarding
the second item, which speaks to the practicality of tree replacement at the rates planned,
Mr. Prather remarked that this item relates to the ZHB variance that was granted. He
stated their position, that this is an additional item that they are waiting for from the ZHB
and he added that the variance was previously granted and, provided that it is applied to
the revisions, they believe that this covers that issue. Mr. Prather read the third stated
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concern from the EAC, regarding the need for assurance of specimen tree preservation.
Mr. Prather reported that a revised plan has been prepared that clearly identifies the
specific locations of the specimen trees and the boundaries of disturbance. He added that
their intent is to fence off these trees to protect them from any disturbance to the roots.
Mr. Hess asked if the specimen trees were previously identified. Mr. Prather replied that
Mr. Sapsara on behalf of Crossgates created one plan where he had highlighted the trees,
but one of the EAC’s issues was that there was no overlay showing where the limits of
disturbance were to make it clear how the specimen trees fit within the areas that will be
disturbed. He added that they now have a plan addressing this, and it is their suggestion
that final approval be conditioned upon this revised plan becoming part of the official plans.
Mr. Prather read the fourth item from the EAC’s motion and explained that there are two
existing lots within the plan. He stated that one of the issues raised at the EAC meeting
was that the buffer areas around these lots were also overlapping with some portions of
the limits of disturbance, which seemed to indicate that they did not have any plantings
shown there. He commented that they now have a plan that shows that there will be new
plantings put into any areas within the buffer zones where there will be disturbance.
Similarly, he noted that they would propose to Council that they would make those plans
part of the final plans, as a condition of approval. Mr. Hess asked if any of these plans
could be displayed. Mr. Prather replied yes and asked for Mr. Orban to display Exhibit 23,
noting the location of the specimen trees and the limit of disturbance. He added that they
previously only had a plan that showed highlighting on the specimen trees; however, the
EAC was looking for something more definitive, so this is what they have prepared in
response. Mr. Hess asked if the levels of protection will be defined by the spread of the
tree to protect the roots. Mr. Prather replied that this is correct. Mr. Hess asked if this will
be done on a case by case basis. Mr. Prather replied that each specimen tree will need
to be flagged and they will also put a fence perimeter around the tree as necessary. Mr.
Hess asked if the extent of the markings will be defined on the drawing, to which Mr.
Prather replied that is correct. Several remarks were exchanged regarding the correct
drawing that contains this information. Mr. Prather commented that a note regarding this
was added to the plan. Mr. Hess asked that they add language specifying that the extent
of the root protection should extend to the full size of the canopy above, which is typical
practice but is not clearly marked on the plans. Regarding item number four, Mr. Prather
explained that one of the issues they had was regarding the existing lots. He displayed
the rear buffer yard area for one of the existing lots and noted that, when overlaid with the
limits of disturbance it becomes clear that they overlap. He reported that one of the EAC’s
questions was how they can leave the existing trees within the buffer when it’s also within
the limits of disturbance. In response to this concern, Mr. Prather reported that they have
listed and shown the location of trees that would have to be replaced out of the buffer
zones if the existing trees should be removed.
Mr. Prather read the fifth item on the EAC’s list of concerns, regarding the need for
assurance of street tree variety. He explained that they do not want one species of tree
used for all the street trees because of the potential for disease to wipe out the entirety of
the trees. Mr. Prather noted that they have selected three trees from the EAC’s
recommended planting list and they have sequentially alternated the variety between the
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three types of trees. He noted all of the street trees are labeled with their species, which
are sequentially alternated, on the same revised plan that was just displayed. Mr. Hess
asked whether, if this plan does proceed, the EAC will have the chance to offer
recommendations on any unique wildflower stands. Mr. Orban replied yes. He
commented that, as was stated earlier, this application has both preliminary and final
phases of the review process. As such, it could certainly be a condition that the EAC
would have to provide their recommendations in the final phase. Mr. Prather read the
sixth, and final, item from the EAC’s list of concerns, which relates to a concern regarding
the turn-around space on the Crestview Drive cul-de-sac. He noted that he had not
attended the previous meetings but there was some discussion regarding the installation
of a hammerhead, which then evolved to the cul-de-sac. He stated his understanding that
the cul-de-sac as it presently exists is designed to meet all Township specifications and
requirements. Mr. Hess commented that, at every meeting they have had, he has said
that he agrees with the ordinance requirement for connectivity between the two plans and
that, in his opinion, this is a desirable feature. He noted that he will say the same thing
again because every single entity that reviewed these plans said the same thing, including
the traffic study and the review from fire protection. He stated his opinion that this is a
good planning practice as well. Regarding the connectivity modification request, Mr. Hess
stated that he does not personally recommend granting that requested modification. He
stated his opinion that connectivity is a clear-cut part of Hampton’s ordinance and it’s also
part of the Comprehensive Plan. He clarified that this applies to all types of connectivity,
including for bicycles and pedestrians. Mr. Hess added that this would bring the adjacent
neighborhood up to speed, so they do not have a single point of ingress and egress into
their plan, which is good. He noted he thinks it would also enhance the Wind mont Farms
plan to have three points of ingress/egress. Mr. Hess added that neither of these
developments are large enough to warrant true concern about increased traffic through
either one. He stated that it is certainly the applicant’s right to ask for that modification,
but he wanted to go on record by saying that he does not think its good planning. Mr.
Hess commented that he understands that the residents in that neighborhood do not want
the connection, but he still believes that not connecting would be bad planning.
Regarding the open space in the plan, Mr. Hess asked the applicant if they know what
percentage of the open space is on buildable land. Mr. Prather replied no. Mr. Hess
answered that, since they are asking for a modification, it would be a good piece of
information to present to Council. He added that it also would have been good for them
to be able to present it to the PC; however, he does agree with the applicant’s interpretation
of the recreational space. He added that, with as much as interest there was in preserving
trees on this site, it is an appropriate way to provide for exercise with running/walking. Mr.
Hess commented that the development has sidewalks and there is a trail around the pond,
which is all good. He spoke to the low usage of recreational facilities like tennis courts in
North Park. He commented that, while he does agree with this request, the applicant
should be prepared to answer the question about the percentage of open space on
buildable land when they go in front of Council. For the benefit of the residents in
attendance, Mr. Hess stated that the most recent review letter from Trans Associates
regarding the traffic and street design does still contain some minor requirements. He
stated that these comments would have to be addressed in the final review phase;
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however, Trans Associates has essentially signed off on the preliminary approval of the
layout of the plan. Regarding the most recent PVE review letter, Mr. Hess commented
that they listed several items that are needed for final approval, but as was mentioned
before, PVE feels that the current state of the design is adequate for preliminary approval.
Mr. Hess asked if the applicant has provided the Township with a copy of the photometric
plan. Mr. Prather replied that this sheet is now part of the landscaping plan and asked for
the relevant page to be displayed.
Mr. Deems asked how many units will be tied into the pressurized portion of the sanitary
sewer system. Mr. Prather replied that all except for two units will be tied in. Mr. Deems
asked who is responsible to maintain the common part of the system where the two
portions tie together. He asked if it is accurate that each lot will be required to pay for their
grinder pump and their connection. Mr. Prather replied that this will likely be either a
common element or, more likely, a limited common element of the planned community.
As such, any items that would service more than one, but less than all, the units would
become the responsibility of the lot owner if it’s on their lot and servicing their property.
Mr. Deems asked who would be responsible for the part of the sanitary line past the
property line. Mr. Sapsara asked if the area that Mr. Deems was referring to is within the
public right-of-way, to which Mr. Deems replied yes and added that it would it be gravity at
that point or would there be a common pressurized sewer. Mr. Ferry replied that he
believes they would pump to a Y connection on the gravity sewer and, depending on the
specific authority, he detailed several different ways that authorities can handle this
situation. He noted that the final configuration is up to the authority in that area. Mr.
Deems answered that if the gravity part starts at the public property line, he could see it
being a public sewer. But if there’s a common area of pressurized sewer it would be good
to know who is going to maintain that. Mr. Prather replied that they will have to see what
the authority will require for maintenance, which would be the responsibility of the
individual lot owners and would be included in the declaration they file. Mr. Deems stated
that he thinks with pressurized sewers it’s important to put the location equipment in there,
either wire or tape, because he’s seen developments where they did not put it in and later
if someone wants to install a water line no one knows where anything is. He stated that
this is why it’s good to know who will be responsible for maintaining this. Mr. Hess added
that one of the comments in the Gateway review pertains to the requirement for a
developer’s agreement and a homeowner’s association. He asked if these items have
been started. Mr. Sapsara replied that the Township has the drafts of the developer’s
agreement and the declaration of the HOA covenants. He recognized that there will be
more review of those items, which will take place as part of the final development review.
Mr. Prather agreed that the Township’s legal counsel will want to review these items, and
possibly make changes; however, both of these items will be in place.
Mr. Hess commented that the PC has always accepted comments from the audience and
they have heard many different comments and concerns. He opened up the meeting to
comments from the audience, asking that those comments contain something different
than what has been said already. Mr. Hess stated that he personally believes that this
developer has done a good job of trying to respond to the comments from the PC,
engineers, and the residents in the surrounding neighborhoods. He added that when a
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property is owned by someone they do have the right to develop it. Mr. Hess noted that
zoning regulations are put in place to help guide that process as a municipality, so we
don’t end up with poorly compatible uses right next to each other. He added that this area
is zoned Residential B (RB) and they are not proposing anything that isn’t RB. He stated
that it fits into the Comprehensive Plan as far as the use of the land. Mr. Hess remarked
that, since this is a preliminary review, there will be many details that will be covered later.
He reported that his thoughts on the connectivity/through-cut between the plans, stating
that although he doesn’t know exactly when the stub was built, it was clearly a proposed
connection for future development. He commented that he does think there’s a benefit to
this connection, as does everyone who reviewed the plan. Mr. Hess added that the PC
has reviewed this plan very thoroughly, in what was probably the most thorough review
that he has ever seen here. He remarked that he has heard some people say that this
property is never going to be the same, which is true because any time you build something
its never going to be the same. He added that they want to be sure that they are doing
what they can to make this development be a good neighbor for the people that were there
before. Mr. Hess stated his opinion that their approach to leave the site in its current
condition as much as physically possible is a refreshing take on what is usually seen.
Merrit DesLauriers of 5152 Lakewood Drive asked a procedural question. She stated that
there are three members present that evening, one of whom has recused himself. She
asked how they can vote when there is no quorum. Mr. Hess replied that there is a quorum
and they are not all voting, but two of them are. He added that, unfortunately, it is simply
bad timing that two members had to be absent. He stated that this is a preliminary
approval and they are going to go ahead with what they have. Ms. DesLauriers asked if
they can have a legal vote that evening, to which Mr. Hess replied yes. Mr. Hess stated
that they are an advisory body and they are simply giving Council their opinion. He also
added that it’s not fair to hold up the process because of the PC’s scheduling issue, which
Ms. DesLauriers agreed with. Mr. Hess stated that it may be strange, and it has never
happened before, but they will proceed. Ms. DesLauriers reported that she has questions
for the developer or their engineer since this is a new set of plans and it’s important for
there to be clarity.
Ms. DesLauriers asked a question regarding the pipe and tree clearing along S. Pioneer
Road. She asked if the pipe running along S. Pioneer Road will be a closed or an open
pipe. Mr. Ferry replied that it will be a closed pipe within the Township right-of-way. Ms.
DesLauriers stated that they are clearing trees for that pipe, to which Mr. Ferry replied that
this would be within the Township’s right-of-way. Ms. DesLauriers asked if the pipe will be
filled over, to which Mr. Ferry replied yes, the pipe will be buried. Ms. DesLauriers
commented that she is concerned about this because this is basically a swale channel in
the Township’s right-of-way that collects runoff from S. Pioneer Road, which is an
impervious surface. She commented that it also collects runoff from the Chalfant property
and directs it into Crouse Run. Mr. Hess asked if the drainage along S. Pioneer Road will
be restored to pre-development contours. Mr. Ferry replied yes, it will be restored to the
contours that currently exist. Ms. DesLauriers explained that she just wanted to make sure
of that because she doesn’t want there to be an icing issue on S. Pioneer Road. She
asked what the estimated impervious area for the whole site is, once it is completed. Mr.
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Ferry replied that this value is buried within the stormwater calculations. She asked what
the actual calculation is, which Mr. Ferry did not know. Mr. Hess explained that, on this
kind of plan, there is not a defined footprint for the buildings and driveways. She replied
that this is why she’s asking and added that PVE also requested this number. Mr. Hess
answered that PVE has essentially signed off on the plan because they believe enough
has been done for preliminary approval. Ms. DesLauriers replied that she doesn’t know
how they can have accurate stormwater calculations if they do not have an estimate of
impervious area. Mr. Hess replied that they do have an estimate of this number, adding
that when they provide these things, they plug in a factor based on past experience, which
is how these regulations are developed. He noted that they change the math as they see
if it works or not. Ms. DesLauriers stated that she understands this and asked Mr. Ferry if
he can direct her to where she might find this value in the calculations. He replied that it
would be in the post-construction stormwater narrative. Mr. Ferry added that this has been
reviewed and approved by Mr. Banfield, who is in complete agreement that they have met
the Township stormwater requirements when assessing land cover types.
Ms.
DesLauriers asked if the impervious area includes both the roads and the assumed
impervious areas for the home/driveway/accessory structure or is it just for the roads. Mr.
Ferry replied that the impervious area calculation includes everything. He explained that,
if it cannot absorb water on its own it is classified as impervious. Mr. Ferry added that the
values in the report are conservative because they do not know the size of each structure
on the lots and, as such, the number used is far beyond what will actually be constructed.
Ms. DesLauriers remarked that there is a grading channel shown around the pond. Mr.
Hess replied that this may be used for erosion control to prevent mud from flowing into the
pond. Ms. DesLauriers displayed the appropriate plan showing the grading channel. She
asked if this will be a buried pipe. Mr. Ferry replied no and clarified that it will be a swale.
She asked for clarification regarding where the swale will drain, which Mr. Ferry provided.
Ms. DesLauriers asked if this is the same location of the pedestrian path or if it is only the
access road for the pond. Mr. Ferry replied that it is a shared road. Ms. DesLauriers
received clarification from Mr. Ferry as to the location of the pedestrian path. Ms.
DesLauriers stated that it might be a safety concern to have an open swale right next to
the path where families are walking. She explained that, if they are having a large
stormwater event, or did previously, and a child is in there, this could be a safety concern
if the swale is going to carry a large amount of water. Mr. Hess replied that the path is
more of a road in that location and, as such, he believed that the risk is fairly mitigated by
the width of the path. Ms. DesLauriers noted that she simply wanted to address it. She
stated that, after reading the regulated waterways report, she couldn’t find any information
on how the lake will be fed. Mr. Ferry replied that the existing lake is being fed from the
uncontrolled runoff from the development up the hill from the lake, which was never
detained or managed, but all drains to the existing lake. Ms. DesLauriers asked which
side of Lakewood Drive this applies to. Mr. Ferry replied that it would be coming from the
north and the west. Mr. Longenecker explained that there is a low spot in the ground that’s
draining the development to the west of the lake. Mr. Hess noted that this is an issue and
the PC has seen photographs of flooding due to a small stream in that area. He added
that part of the problem is that the older plan has no stormwater retention at all. Mr. Hess
stated that the water is coming through this property and they are actually picking up the
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runoff. Ms. DesLauriers asked if, now that the developer is going to control that runoff, will
this affect the lake or make it dry up. Mr. Hess replied no and explained that the upstream
flow is not affected. Mr. Ferry added that they are not controlling the runoff from Lakewood,
they are only controlling the runoff from their plan. Ms. DesLauriers remarked that they
also said that the lake is being fed from runoff from the north. Ms. DesLauriers and Mr.
Ferry exchanged several remarks regarding what areas to the north would feed the
stream. Mr. Ferry stated that they are controlling the runoff for any of the homes that they
are building, and they are picking up additional runoff as well and taking it to their basin to
manage. Ms. DesLauriers stated that there is a property directly north of a spot she
illustrated on the map that has grading on it, possibly lot 108. She stated that the plan
shows the grading and that there’s nothing catching that runoff, which is coming down the
valley that’s feeding the lake. She asserted that there’s nothing to catch this water, which
is additional runoff that was not calculated and will go into the lake. Mr. Ferry replied that
this is not true, stating that it has been calculated and included in every report that has
been submitted and that the residents have access to. Ms. DesLauriers pointed out, but
did not identify, the lot in question. She stated that there is nothing behind it, no piping or
swale. She noted that the plan shows arrows that indicate that the direction of the flow is
going directly towards the pond. She added that this is new runoff from a cut slope with
tree clearing. Mr. Ferry replied that this is a fill slope which means that the water will run
the opposite way. He added that there is drainage device behind that structure on the lot
Ms. DesLauriers is referencing to that will collect that water. Ms. DesLauriers commented
that she has not seen this on the plan and asked where she could find this detail. Ms.
DesLauriers stated that she sees a drainage structure behind other lots in this area, but
not behind that specific lot. Mr. Ferry replied that he is concerned about her comment
because on one hand she is worried that the lake will dry up but on the other hand she is
also worried about directing additional runoff into it. She added that there could be a
possibility that the lake would dry up if they had covered all their stormwater, but she is
showing that they have not covered their stormwater because there is nothing behind the
lot that she indicated that is catching the runoff. Mr. Ferry answered that he just stated
that there is something catching that runoff. Ms. DesLauriers answered that she has not
seen it on any of the plans.
Regarding the dam on the existing lake, Ms. DesLauriers noted that this is a man-made
dam that has not been studied. She added that there is going to be a maintenance road
on this is a very steep slope and asked how we know that the dam can handle this type of
impact without being compromised. She asserted that there have not been enough
studies done on the dam. Mr. Hess stated that they are collecting water from immediately
upstream just north of the pond. He noted that they do have some disturbance; however,
they are collecting it and running it down the channel, so it is bypassing the pond. He
stated that he is ok with this and added that the western side of the pond is entirely natural
drainage that won’t change. Ms. DesLauriers acknowledged that this would feed the pond.
Mr. Hess added that there may be a natural spring in that area as well. Ms. DesLauriers
commented that they do not know the depth of the dam; it’s a man-made structure that’s
not been studied or regulated in any way. She asserted that installing this could completely
compromise the dam and, if that happens, everyone on Graphic Drive will have huge
flooding. Ms. DesLauriers added that there are residents on Lakewood that showed up a
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few times and were not listened to regarding their stormwater issues. She stated that
these residents have stopped coming, but they will also be flooded.
Ms. DesLauriers asked if the existing pond is going to be used as a stormwater pond, to
which Mr. Ferry replied no. Ms. DesLauriers pointed out that the plans note it as an
existing stormwater pond. Mr. Ferry replied that he answered her question, to which she
asked again why it is labeled as a “stormwater” pond if that is the case. Mr. Ferry answered
that they can take the word “stormwater” off the plan in that location if it would make Ms.
DesLauriers feel better. Ms. DesLauriers replied that it would because on other parts of
the plan it is not listed as a “stormwater” pond, so there isn’t consistency. Mr. Hess noted
that the pond is, in fact, collecting stormwater from the nearby hillside. Ms. DesLauriers
answered that it was not constructed to be a stormwater pond. Mr. Hess agreed, but
stated that it has been that way ever since Lakewood Drive was developed because
Lakewood has no stormwater controls of its own. Ms. DesLauriers stated that, on another
part of the plan, the developer states that the existing pond will be used as active recreation
for the open space. Mr. Hess answered that this is alright and there is no conflict there.
Ms. DesLauriers stated that she doesn’t know how that can be, adding that, on the
regulated waterways report it is identified as Wetlands Z. Mr. Longenecker replied that a
wetlands can be an open water habitat, which he considered this to be. Mr. Hess remarked
that Ms. DesLauriers’ concern about the dam is a good comment, adding that it is a very
old dam and the Township doesn’t know if it’s been inspected by the State or anyone else.
Mr. Hess remarked that, prior to final approval, there should be documentation on the last
inspection, if one ever occurred, for this dam. Mr. Nugent stated for informational purposes
only that around the year 2000 the pond was drained, and the dam was replaced and
brought up to the State standard for that drainage. An unidentified member of the audience
reported that they spoke to Mr. Chalfant, who stated at the time that the pond had filled up
with sediment, so he had a dozer scrape out the pond and then subsequently fill it back
up. The speaker stated that the pond looked to be about 12’-14’ deep ata minimum. The
unidentified speaker reported that, at that time, Mr. Chalfant did not touch the dam. Mr.
Hess agreed that we don’t know the specifications of the dam and prior to final approval
we should. Ms. DesLauriers added that it could wind up being a jurisdictional waterway.
She added that the sales agreement stipulates that the log home and the pond are to be
protected and preserved in perpetuity through preservation and conservation easements
to bind the future owners. She stated that she is confused about this because the
language in this section makes it sound like whoever purchases the Chalfant home is
responsible for the maintenance of the pond, but the pond is going to be part of the HOA
and the open space. She added that this is a one-acre waterway and asked who will have
the responsibility to maintain it and how they can know that the HOA will be qualified to
maintain a waterway that they really don’t know anything about. Mr. Hess replied that this
is a valid question related to the pond and the dam. He noted that these questions should
be added to the list of items that must be resolved prior to final approval.
Mr. Hess remarked that the pond is a unique feature, to which Ms. DesLauriers agreed
and stated her belief that it should be kept the way it is. She added that, in order to
maintain it you have to study it and take the proper precautions. She stated that the
developer is asking for a buffer for 100’ around the pond, which is a disservice to the
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community because they don’t know if going across that buffer will compromise the
integrity of the pond, or the wildlife that’s within it. She added that this pond is listed within
the plans as an existing body of water, as a pond, as a stormwater pond, a wetlands, and
as active recreation. She added that there were no fish or wildlife listed or studied. An
unidentified representative for the developer (Mr. Longenecker) responded that there was
no requirement for this to be studied. He added that the pond is a regulated water of the
United States and, by that fact, the US Army Corps of Engineers and PA DEP both have
regulations over that waterway. He continued by explaining that if anyone impacts that
water whatsoever, they would need to get a permit from the State or Federal government.
Ms. DesLauriers agreed and asked why there is no permit from the Army Corps of
Engineers, which requires on the permit application the inclusion of a study sheet listing
the aquatic life in the pond, the depth of the pond, and how they actually studied those
parts of the pond. Mr. Longenecker explained that this is not necessary because this
development has no impact to the existing pond. Ms. DesLauriers replied that the
development does impact the pond if the developer obtains the modification to put in a
gravel road. Mr. Longenecker asked where she sees a disturbance of that pond. Ms.
DesLauriers pointed out a spot on the plan and noted that there is a large gravel road right
next to the pond. He replied that this is not within the actual waters of the United States.
Ms. DesLauriers agreed but stated that it is directly right up against it, which could
compromise the integrity of the pond. She acknowledged that it also may not compromise
it, but she doesn’t know because there isn’t a study. She added that there is a large
amount of plant life that are part of the jurisdictional waters. Mr. Longenecker agreed and
added that, during his delineation, the boundary that he delineated is beyond that
vegetative boundary that she is referencing with the hydrophytic plants. Ms. DesLauriers
noted that the boundary was confusing on the wetlands report. Mr. Longenecker replied
that it is physically surveyed but acknowledged that it is hard to see on the map. He added
that he understands her concerns, and they are valid, but at the same time, she may be
reaching a little bit. He added that, at this time, there is no requirement for an additional
report. Ms. DesLauriers replied that she believes it would be best to explore it, especially
with the flooding impacts that are already happening. She stated that she thinks it should
be studied, and PVE also recommended further analysis into the pond in their December
20, 2019 letter, which addressed resident comments. Mr. Hess again stated that he
agrees and during final approval is when those comments will be addressed.
Regarding the coal seam at boring number seven, Ms. DesLauriers requested that this be
fully explored before any recommendation is given because it does have the potential to
cause harm to the community and it could also cause the plan layout to be changed. She
stated that she does not think that they should be given a preliminary approval if the plan
might be subject to change. Mr. Hess answered that he doesn’t believe that it would
change the plan significantly, but it may change how the basin works. Ms. DesLauriers
added that the clearing around it might require more surface area and/or trees to be
cleared, which impacts everything. Mr. Hess agreed that it might, but noted that, as he
explained before, when you develop property, or build a building or anything like that,
sometimes there are surprises. Ms. DesLauriers commented that this has been identified
and is not a surprise. He agreed and stated that as a result of being identified, a soils
engineer will be hired to be on site during grading and backfilling so that the developer is
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aware of it and extra careful. Ms. DesLauriers acknowledged that this individual from ACA
Engineering was present at the last meeting; however, she expressed a concern regarding
ACA since it was the company that PVE said did not supply a proper geotechnical analysis
for The Hamptons development. She added that this is why the plan has an issue with
stormwater runoff and the residents, still to this day three years later, are being flooded.
She added that this is a great concern if they will be using the same firm. Mr. Hess added
that they are aware of this situation and he knows that PVE, in particular, has been pouring
over the design with extreme care out of sensitivity to what happened on this other project.
He stated that, when there are physical issues in the soil, they are identified, which is why
soil borings are performed. If other issues are found after construction begins they will
have to deal with that with engineering. Ms. DesLauriers answered that this can change
the plan, which is why she does not believe it is ready for preliminary approval. Mr. Hess
replied that, in some cases, there is no way to know that until you start turning dirt. Ms.
DesLauriers replied that she thought that the whole point of this process was to know these
things beforehand. Mr. Hess answered that it is practice to perform a reasonable amount
of borings to determine the soil composition, which, for most developments, means
performing two borings in the retention areas to determine what standard they have to
design to. He noted that this is a preliminary design and if the reviewing engineers are not
confident and they want more borings, they’ll say so. Ms. DesLauriers questioned how
they can recommend approval when there’s still a lot of, in her opinion, stormwater
questions pertaining to encroachment on that waterway. Mr. Hess answered that this is
an evolutionary process with more and more detail as they go along. She replied that she
is just questioning because she feels that the layout of the plan might change. He stressed
that this is a preliminary design.
—

Ms. DesLauriers asked if the plan is approved preliminarily will they keep talking about all
these items that need to be addressed. She asked if there are more meetings with public
comment for those plans when they are updated or are the residents then taken out of the
process. Mr. Orban replied that, if they are granted preliminary approval with conditions,
they would have to file another application for the final phase of the review. While this
phase does not require a public hearing, it would still go in front of the EAC, PC and Council
again. She asked if the residents will be able to ask questions during the final phase. Mr.
Orban explained that the final phase will be the exact same scenario that they are in right
now. Ms. DesLauriers confirmed from Mr. Orban that there is no public hearing in the final
phase. She asked if the application is automatically approved if the developer meets all
the conditions. Mr. Orban replied that nothing is automatically approved. She asked how
long the developer has to meet those conditions, after the time of preliminary approval.
Mr. Orban explained that they have a certain amount of time after approval to reapply,
which he believed was one year. She asked, once they apply, how much time would they
have after that for the review. Mr. Orban answered that the process would be exactly the
same as for preliminary, which means they would have 90 days unless they grant an
extension to the Township. She asked if it is possible for there to be a denial of the final
approval because there is no public hearing, emphasizing that she is simply trying to
understand the process. Mr. Hess answered that a public hearing is beneficial when you
are presenting a concept, explaining that the idea is to give an answer as to whether the
basic layout of the plan will work. He added that they have not crossed all the T’s and
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dotted all the l’s. Ms. DesLauriers replied that the developer did say at the last Council
meeting that they have 100% fulfilled everything, dotting every I and crossing every T. Mr.
Hess stressed that the developer is trying to meet 100% of the requirements for the
preliminary level of review. Ms. DesLauriers commented that the dam should be explored
in the preliminary stages. Mr. Hess answered no and added that they aren’t going to argue
about this. He added that the development won’t get built until it goes through the second,
more detailed, phase of the review. Ms. DesLauriers and Mr. Hess exchanged several
more comments about the scope of the preliminary approval. She asked what will happen
if they don’t meet all the conditions in 90 days. Mr. Orban explained that, after the if they
receive preliminary approval, and if there are conditions associated with that (which there
typically are), when they submit their final plans they should address all the listed
conditions of approval. If they don’t meet the conditions, this will be called out by the
engineer and they have to go back and change them. She asked if they will have to submit
a new application if the layout changes. Mr. Orban replied that it depends on the extent
of the changes. She asked where she can find what that extent limit is. Mr. Orban replied
that he doesn’t have an answer for that, but he will look into it and get back to her. She
noted that she is just trying to understand, and she has learned a lot along the way. She
thanked the PC for bearing with her through this process. She added that she believes
this has huge environmental impacts and, while a lot has been addressed over the last
eight months, it’s been a long process of getting there. She stated her opinion that there
are still major items that are of concern that have not been fully explored. Mr. Hess asked
if she has any more concerns. Ms. DesLauriers answered that she is not going to list them
tonight. She said that she does have more concerns, and she will share them, but she
also does not want to be there all night. He noted that if her concerns are more specific
and/or relating to the final engineering, he suggested that she writes them down and sends
them to Mr. Orban. She thanked them for their time.
Kern King of W. Hardies Road/Chalfant Lane stated that it irks her to hear how wonderful
Mr. Sapsara has been in working with members of the community. Mr. Hess stopped Ms.
King and stated that he is talking about the plan, not personalities or the process. She
stated that Mr. Hess has made that comment numerous times. Mr. Hess explained that
he was comparing it to other plans that he has seen. Ms. King asked who he considers to
be “the neighbors.” He answered that he knows they worked to develop the buffer along
Lakewood Drive, they’ve tried to address the stormwater more carefully, and they’ve
responded to the Township’s wish to have another roadway connection. He noted that he
is only saying that they have been cooperative. She answered that they have been
cooperative with four or five people on Lakewood Drive but she lives right in the middle of
this development. Ms. King added that they have made numerous attempts to talk to Mr.
Sapsara to express their feelings. He asked if she has any specific design issues that she
would like to discuss right now. She replied yes and reported that one of her major issues
is that within the Comprehensive Plan it does list that large and unique trees of certain
species are to remain. Ms. King noted that her father has gigantic 75’+ evergreen trees in
front of his property. She stated that even the EAC recommended to shift the road by 5’
to save these trees, but this was shot down. She reported that her father received mixed
messages from the developer that started out saying they could work with him, to a three
minute conference call where it was completely shot down. From that point on, their family
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has never had any bit of communication with the developer. Ms. King stated her opinion
that Mr. Sapsara is willing to give a 75’ privacy buffer and not connect the road so that the
neighbors on Lakewood don’t have to see the development, but they live in the middle of
it with no neighbors and they can’t even seem to have communication to discuss this and
get an explanation why. Mr. Hess and Ms. King discussed which lot she is referring to.
Ms. King noted that pictures of the trees were submitted, they are gigantic, and even the
EAC had asked for this as well. Mr. Hess replied that he remembers this was discussed
at a previous meeting as well. He knows it wasn’t ignored because it was discussed at
the meeting. He stated that he obviously can’t answer for them, and he’s not going to.
Ms. King remarked that it is in the Comprehensive Plan to do everything within your means
to preserve those kind of trees unless they are of imminent danger or where a home is to
be constructed. She continued, stating that it’s something that would have been nice to
take into consideration. She noted that the trees provide cooling in the summer for a home
that doesn’t have air conditioning; and the house is on the top of a hill with intense winds
and the trees provide wind blocking.
Mr. Hess asked if anyone on the developer’s team wanted to address that comment. Mr.
Sapsara replied that there is an existing right-of-way that’s always been proposed and that
they are following. He commented that when Mr. Lawall and Mr. King bought their
properties they would have seen on the survey that there’s a 50’ right-of-way that’s to go
through there. He stated that the trees are within the 50’ right-of-way and, while he would
love to save these trees, they are staying within the recorded right-of-way. Mr. Hess added
that this is a recorded paper street. Ms. King replied that she understands this, but they
have 75’ on the other side of the street that they could reduce down to 70’ to save these
large and unique trees. She added that they would not need a modification for this, which
for some reason is linked to the ratio replacement in the narrative letter. Ms. King stated
her opinion that this could be worked out and the EAC also completely agreed.
Brian King of 2700 W. Hardies Road stated that he also lives on Chalfant Lane and wanted
to suggest something regarding W. Hardies Road. He stated that the developer is
installing mailboxes at the very beginning of the road and right off the roadway. He stated
his concern that the mailbox location could create a bit of a traffic jam on W. Hardies Road
due to kids getting off the bus at the same time as people are arriving home and stopping
to get their mail. He stated that he does not think that this is a good location for the
mailboxes and asked about the possibility of moving them, maybe by the last house on S.
Pioneer Road where there would be more of a pull off that people could use instead of
potentially causing a traffic jam. Mr. Hess answered that the ioop road serving the
community mailboxes was addressed by the Township traffic engineers, who did not think
that there was a problem with the amount of traffic. He said that it is wide enough for oneway traffic to be clearly marked as such with “one way” and “do not enter” signs. Regarding
the one-way entrance, Mr. King pointed out the location of his home and explained that,
while they understand that a development could go in and things will change, what’s
changing for them is everything, not just a buffer or a tree. He added that the changes are
from the ground up and affecting their entire life. Mr. King stated that they aren’t asking
for a whole lot but he’s going to have to go through this whole plan now. He added that
everyone’s not going to go down S. Pioneer Road because there’s nothing down that way
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in the morning. He asserted that everyone’s going to go onto Route 8, and Route 8 is
already crammed. Mr. King relayed a negative experience he had recently with traffic
backups on Richiand Road/Route 8. He stated that he understands that studies on the
roads were performed, but they aren’t there during the major problem hours of the day.
Mr. Hess answered that traffic studies have been provided and reviewed, and they have
not found a significant problem. He added that this is how PennDOT works and how they
make decisions. Mr. King remarked that this is just a suggestion to Mr. Sapsara to move
the location so that it does not jam up traffic. Mr. King asked if the development would be
one-way in. Mr. Hess answered that just the loop will be one-way, not the whole drive.
Mr. King noted that he doesn’t understand how this will help get cars in and out faster and
stated his opinion that it’s still going to cause a problem because people pulling out will
have to cross traffic to get to the loop. He commented that this will create a problem with
traffic stacking up to leave the plan blocking the mailboxes, which could cause people
turning into the plan from W. Hardies to back up traffic because they are blocked from
accessing the mailboxes. He noted that this is something to look at. Ms. King added that
Lakewood Drive is a major bus stop with 40 kids. She agreed that this will be a problem
with people to be trying to get mail blocked by people lined up with their kids. Mr. Hess
added that he understands her point and they have it on record. Mr. King asked if there
will be a bus stop in this plan and where will it be. Mr. Hess replied that that is determined
by the School District, not the Planning Commission or the Township.
Joseph Lee of S. Pioneer Road stated that there was an extension past the January 2,
2019 deadline for submission of plans that was passed by Council but somehow
overlooked. He reported that he heard a rumor that the engineers requested this. He
asked if he could see in writing any documents that would show the request of the
engineers asking for the extension. Mr. Lee also asked why Council approved it.
Secondly, Mr. Lee commented that he heard both the PC and Mr. Orban mention that
when the final plans are prepared, there will be no public hearing. He asked if that meets
the standards that are established in the PA Sunshine Act. Mr. Hess replied yes and
explained that there will be public meetings, for example EAC and PC. Mr. Lee replied
that Mr. Orban said there wouldn’t be. Mr. Orban noted that he said there would not be a
public hearing. Mr. Hess explained that a public hearing is not the same thing as a public
meeting. Mr. Orban provided more detail regarding the difference between the two. Mr.
Hess commented that there will be another whole set of public meetings, EAC, PC and
Council during the final phase of the review.
Stanley Ostrowski of 2749 W. Bardonner Road stated that he understands that the
Township has a plan to make the pipe bigger that goes under W. Bardonner Road where
Chalfant steam comes down. Mr. Orban replied that this is correct. Mr. Ostrowski asked
who will bear the burden of this expense. Mr. Orban replied that he believes this will be
shared between the developer and the Township. Mr. Ostrowski stated that this tells him
that the Township is assuming that there will be a lot of extra water produced in addition
to the water they get from Lakewood Drive and whatever drains out of the existing pond
there. Mr. Hess and Mr. Orban replied that this is not correct. Mr. Hess explained that it
was found that the pipe is currently undersized. Mr. Orban replied that this is correct. Mr.
Ostrowski answered that he will accept their answer for that but as far as the five properties
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that the Chalfant stream crosses, he knows there will be extra water coming out of the
detention lake there and asked if these people are being considered. Mr. Hess replied
yes. Mr. Ostrowski remarked that there are no pipes in the ground, only a trench. He
added that the plan hasn’t even begun yet, but he can already see a ton of water coming
off the hill. Mr. Hess commented that the ground is completely saturated right now. Mr.
Ostrowski asked how long the pipe has been undersized for. Mr. Hess answered that he
does not know when the pipe was installed, he just knows that the comments as a part of
the Windmont Farms plan review stated that the engineer looked at the pipe and they
found it to be undersized.
Mr. King asked if this is a meeting or a hearing. Mr. Hess replied that it is a meeting. Mr.
King stated that, as per the PA Sunshine Act, a meeting must have a gathering of three
characteristics in order to count as a meeting; however, there are only two voting members
of the PC present. Mr. Hess replied that there are three members present that evening,
which is a quorum. Mr. King answered that Mr. Nugent has recused himself and there
needs to be three people voting. Township solicitor Michele Cromer was in attendance
and replied that Mr. King is not correct. She explained that they have a quorum at the
meeting, which is three members. A majority of the quorum, two out of those three
members, will make a recommendation to Council. Mr. King received clarification from
Mr. Hess and Ms. Cromer about the meaning of a quorum.
Maureen Lah of 2617 Lah Road had several questions regarding the Trans Associates
traffic report. She commented that the exit road is not consistent on the plans, which
mention speed humps on a 7% or 8% grade. She asked if the Township is considering
speed humps. Mr. Hess answered that he believes they are. Ms. Lah replied that she
feels badly for the people on Crestview because they weren’t really planning on that. She
added that she noticed that it was in the Trans Associates traffic report that they asked
about Crestview in there, but they didn’t factor that in. She stated that she travels the road
all the time because it is a cut-through to Wickline Road, which is a cut-through to W.
Hard ies Road and Lah Road. She stated that someone mentioned that most of the traffic
would be heading towards town and she knows many people that would come out of that
plan onto S. Pioneer Road, make a left to go to W. Hard ies Road, then make a right to sit
in all those rights on Route 8. She asserted that most people would come down S. Pioneer
Road, make a right, and then head towards Pasquale’s Pizza to get directly onto Route 8
without sitting through all those lights. She stated that this is missing from the Trans
Associates traffic study. Ms. Lah asserted that this is a bad intersection to start with
because it’s at an angle. She stated that it wasn’t on there and according to the traffic
study it’s going to almost double traffic that goes onto S. Pioneer Road due to this plan,
as well as the 230 that are coming out of the 51 apartments. As such, she wondered if
there’s a way to study the amount of traffic that would be heading in the downtown
direction. Ms. Lah described several possible routes to get from Hampton to downtown,
noting that it seems like two major intersections, at W. Hardies and Wildwood and coming
out at Pasquale’s Pizza, could be problems. Mr. Hess stated that she has described the
problem and her comments are on the record. He added that they have Trans Associates
report to reference, and he would ask that those comments be added to what needs to be
considered for final approval.
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Wayne Lusebrink of 5086 Lakewood Drive asked Hampton Township to enforce the State
PE stamping rules and regulations. He stated that he has noticed on every document that
it is not followed. He noted that he printed guidelines off the State engineers board earlier
that day and explained that the very first sheet is supposed to have a seal. A seal under
PA law is an embossed stamp that also needs a signature and a date. All the subsequent
sheets can be a facsimile, which can be a rubber stamp or a computer-generated stamp,
with a signature and date near the stamp. Mr. Lusebrink noted that a lot of documents
have been sent around that have not been stamped properly and therefore would not be
legitimate documents if they had to be PE stamped. He asked if there is any way to have
Hampton enforce the PE stamping rules in the future, as well as go back and stamp the
old documents and resubmit them. Mr. Orban asked for a copy of the document provided
by Mr. Lusebrink and stated that he will pass this along to the Township’s engineering
firms for review.
Erin Stroud of 2656 Crestview Drive stated that, in the Township’s Comprehensive Plan,
the first goal is to protect the Township’s existing residential character as a whole. She
commented that she knows the PC is a proponent of Crestview Drive connecting through
and she would respectfully disagree with that. She noted that the entire group of
Lakewood Drive residents would also disagree with him. Mr. Hess replied that he
understands this. He noted that it is not fun to be unpopular, but he agrees with what the
Zoning Ordinance has in it. Ms. Stroud replied that he seems to love the plan and agree
with everything, except Crestview. Mr. Hess replied no and explained that it is not the
PC’s job, or the Township’s, to design plans for people. He noted that they strictly review
plans and all he has said previously is that he has seen a lot of plans come through without
nearly as much cooperation from the developer. Mr. Stroud asked if Mr. Hess would
cooperate with the residents of Lakewood who are telling them that they don’t want it to
go through. Mr. Hess replied no. She then asked if he will provide sidewalks so if the
Township does connect them they will have sidewalks just like the other development. Mr.
Hess replied no. She asked if he will put a sign up for them indicating when people have
entered Crestview/Lakewood estates. Mr. Hess replied no. Ms. Stroud asked why then
Mr. Hess wants to tie the developments together. Mr. Hess replied that it is actually good
planning. She asked for who, to which Mr. Hess replied for the Township. Ms. Stroud
commented that the residents are saying they don’t want it.
Ms. Stroud asked if Mr. Hess has been at the Northwood Acres plan on Mt. Royal Blvd.,
which is a very large development with only one way in and one way out. Ms. Stroud
stated that, despite only having one entrance/exit, the plow trucks and emergency vehicles
seem to get in and out just fine. She continued by noting that, if emergency vehicle access
is a problem, she questioned if right now they are all in danger because they only have
one entrance. Mr. Hess replied that they are in more danger than they would be if there
was a second entrance. Mr. Hess explained the reason why having a secondary means
of entrance/exit improves safety. Ms. Stroud asked if he has ever taken kids to Chuck E.
Cheese and commented that the best thing about it is that there’s one way in and one way
out. Mr. Hess replied that he understands her point. Ms. Stroud asked Mr. Hess if he
understands that they don’t want it and they have a petition to that effect. Mr. Hess said
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that he does understand that, and he does know that they signed a petition. He also said
that he knows that the developer is asking for it. She asked him if he knows that a traffic
engineer said that the intersection at Lakewood is very dangerous and relayed a story
about a car driving past a school bus that had its stop sign out. She stated that this
happens all the time and she cannot stress enough how much of a problem the bus stop
issue is. She stated that they have turned many people in for driving through this
intersection. Ms. Stroud asserted that if they open Crestview it’s going to increase traffic.
Mr. Hess recommended that, as far as school busses, if this plan is approved and
constructed, Ms. Stroud should go to the school district and request that the bus turn in off
the main road, drop the kids off at the corner of Crestview, and then come back out. He
continued by stating that, the developer has asked for a modification and if Council grants
that modification, it will not go through. He stated his opinion that it should go through and
noted that he is entitled to his opinion. Ms. Stroud stated that he is the Chairperson and it
matters. An unidentified member of the audience stated that these are two distinct
neighborhoods. Mr. Hess commented that he understands this. Ms. Stroud stated that it
is just a stub street. Mr. Hess replied that there are examples all over many different
municipalities, including Hampton, where neighborhoods have been connected after the
fact. He stated that this is the reason that Crestview Drive was built way back in the 1960’s.
Ms. Stroud asserted that they don’t know that this is the reason the stub was put in. The
unidentified audience member asserted that it was installed in case that property ever got
landlocked for some reason, so there would be an access point to the property. Mr. Hess
replied that, while he is not changing his mind on this issue, they have made their
comments and they are on the record. He stated that he is one person who is making a
recommendation on this plan, along with all the other people that reviewed this, that that
street go through. Ms. Stroud asked again if he is aware that they don’t want it, to which
Mr. Hess replied yes. She asked if he needs another copy of the petition, to which Mr.
Hess replied no. He noted that he has heard this comment from all the residents in
attendance for three meetings.
Regarding Ms. Stroud’s comments about sidewalks on Lakewood Drive, Ms. DesLauriers
noted that Mr. Hess outright said no to the sidewalks. Mr. Hess restated that the Township
is not going to build sidewalks on Lakewood Drive. She noted that this is such a safety
issue and she doesn’t know why there wouldn’t be a requirement or condition that, if the
connection is put in, that installing sidewalks on Lakewood should be considered. Mr.
Hess stated that the Township is also not going to build storm control facilities for
Lakewood Drive. She said this is such a huge safety issue to have sidewalks in one
development but not the other development that’s actually being impacted. She said this
is a disservice to the community. Several comments were yelled from the audience that
were not understandable.
Mr. Hess thanked the residents for their comments and added that he really appreciates
the ones that will make a difference in the final evaluation and engineering. Mr. Deems
stated that he is an outdoorsman and he also likes the woods to stay the woods, but sooner
or later these large parcels of land will be developed. He added that he sees a lot of
development all over Allegheny County, and the surrounding counties, due to his business,
and in his opinion this looks like a really friendly plan for the neighbors. Mr. King stated
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that they live in the middle of the plan and they are not permitted to be in it. He added that
his kids will not be able to play in the open space or fish in the pond like they have for the
last twenty years. Mr. Hess replied that these comments have been heard and are on the
record. Mr. King asserted that he has not made these comments before. He questioned
how this is a “friendly” plan to him or his family. Mr. Deems explained that it is a liability
issue for the HOA if they let other people come on the property and they get hurt. Several
comments were offered from the audience that the plans should not then be connected.
Mr. Hess and Mr. King made several comments over top of each other. Mr. King stated,
“it wasn’t supposed to be disturbed, it was talked about the whole time, and now all of a
sudden it’s disturbed.” He stated that if they are going to vote they should just hurry up
because he’s just going to keep talking.
Ms. King stated that they are actually not against the land being developed and they think
that it’s kind of a good thing. Mr. King agreed that it is a good thing. Ms. King added that
their concern is that this is trying to squeeze a boulder into a teacup and it is entirely too
big. Mr. King stated that they are not asking for a lot, they would just like a little bit of
privacy. He stated that they live there an asked that the developer please not wipe out
their privacy. Mr. Hess replied that they have heard these comments, they understand
them, they are on the record, and the plan will be back here again if it proceeds.
Mr. Lee asked how they can take a vote and asked if Mr. Nugent is the trustee for the
Chalfant property. Mr. Nugent replied that he has recused himself from participation since
he is the trustee to the trust of Mr. Chalfant’s deceased son’s two children, which will inherit
1/3 of the Chalfant estate. Therefore, as a trustee, he has recused himself. Mr. Lee asked
how they can have a majority if there are only two people voting that night. Ms. Cromer
replied that legally this doesn’t matter and noted that a quorum is present, and a majority
of the quorum will make a recommendation to Council. As such, if two members of the
PC make a decision, that recommendation will be passed to Council because it is a
majority of the quorum. She summarized by stating that the PC can, and will, vote that
evening. Mr. Lee asked if this is according to the PA Sunshine Act. Mr. Cromer replied
yes and added that it is also according to the PA Municipalities Planning Code. Mr. Hess
apologized for the missing members that evening. Mr. Lee stated that he wants it on
record that he does not think the vote that evening is proper, and he doubts that it would
meet the requirements of the PA Sunshine Act.
Mr. Hess noted that he is going to close the public comment portion of the evening because
people are starting to yell out from the seats. He added that the he does appreciate the
comments that evening and there have been a lot of good improvements to this plan
through the efforts of the community. He stated that his job is to compare the proposed
plan to the ordinance. He commented that he knows that there are things that were just
explained, especially the connection to Crestview, that are not popular. But it is in the
ordinance and he stated that he believes that it will make for a better plan in the long-term.
He noted that he does not have a deciding vote in this, he only has his opinion. With no
further comments or questions, Mr. Hess requested a motion.
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MR. DEEMS MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE WINDMONT
FARMS PRELIMINARY PRD (18-06) SUBJECT TO THE APPLICANT ADDRESSING
ALL OUTSTANDING ENGINEERING ITEMS FOR FINAL APPROVAL, SUBJECT TO
THE APPLICANT BEING GRANTED THE MODIFICATIONS AS DISCUSSED, AND
SUBJECT TO CONSIDERATION OF THE SURROUNDING RESIDENTS’ COMMENTS.
Mr. Hess summarized the conditions listed by Mr. Deems.
MS. HESS SECONDED. MR. DEEMS AND MR. HESS WERE IN FAVOR. MR. NUGENT
ABSTAINED. MOTION CARRIED.
Mr. Hess noted that the PC is an advisory board and they are advising Council that the
plan is acceptable to proceed for final development and further comment at the upcoming
public hearing. He noted that the public hearing is truly a forum with Council, who are the
decision makers. He wished the residents well and thanked them for their participation.
OLD BUSINESS
MR. NUGENT MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FOR THE PLANNING
COMMISSION REORGANIZATION MEETING OF JANUARY 14, 2019. MR. DEEMS
SECONDED. VOTE WAS UNANIMOUS BY THE THREE (3) MEMBERS PRESENT.
MOTION CARRIED.
MR. DEEMS MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FOR THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING OF JANUARY 14, 2019. MR. NUGENT SECONDED. VOTE
WAS UNANIMOUS BY THE THREE (3) MEMBERS PRESENT. MOTION CARRIED.

NEW BUSINESS
Mr. Orban stated that the draft of the Oil & Gas Ordinance may be ready for the PC’s
review at their next meeting. He added that it’s being worked on by the subcommittee and
may be on the agenda. Mr. Hess stated that he has a question regarding the HI/LI
allowance question. Ms. Cromer replied that Nate Boring with the solicitor’s office is
working on this question. Mr. Hess commented that, when he looked at it, it looked
exclusionary for several reasons. Mr. Hess asked that the questioned be addressed so
Council knows what they are voting on. Ms. Cromer added that Mr. Boring is working on
this to see what they can find to support maintaining the restriction to HI only.
OPEN DISCUSSION
None
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
FEBRUARY 11, 2019
MR. NUGENT MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN THE MEETING. MR. DEEMS
SECONDED. VOTE WAS UNANIMOUS BY THE THREE (3) MEMBERS PRESENT.
MOTION CARRIED.
The meeting adjourned at 9:28 P.M.
Respecifully submitted,

ma?r Gold- Lukas
Recording Secretary

Dean Hess
Chairperson
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