Roll Call

Purpose of Hearing

Testimony

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES
MONDAY, DECEMBER 9, 2024

6:45 P.M.

Edward Snee presiding. Board members Brian Lucot and
Lawrence Vogel were present. Also in attendance were: Karen
Fosbaugh, Township Manager; Dennis McDonough, Chief of
Police; Tom Bonidie, Code Enforcement Officer; Aaron Laughlin,
Public Works Director; Irv Firman, Esg., Township Solicitor; Dan
Deiseroth, Township Engineer; and Carolyn Yagle, Planning
Consultant.

The purpose of the Public Hearing is to take oral or written
testimony for the purpose of considering the Conditional Use
Application and the Planned Residential Development (PRD)
request submitted by Sheffler & Company Inc. on behalf of
Foxlane Homes of Pittsburgh LLC, with regard to the property
located at 3501 Brownsville Road, being Sunset Golf, Lot and
Block No. 886-R-250.

Ryan Wotus, Attorney representing Foxlane Homes - Mr.
Wotus started by confirming this is for the redevelopment of 3501
Brownsville Road, which most people know as a portion of Sunset
Golf. This proposal includes a Planned Residential Development
(PRD), consisting of 39 units. This portion of Sunset Golf is zoned
as R-2, which is a Medium density, single family residential
zoning district. The purpose of this hearing, in part, is to address
the Conditional Use aspect of the PRD itself, and two
modifications that are being sought. The first modification relates
to the timing of the submission of a full Geotechnical Report, as
part of the Subdivision and Land Development process, that it be
included as part of the Final PRD Application, rather than the
Preliminary PRD Application. The second modification relates to
the level of service standards set forth in the Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance and will undergo further review by a
Traffic Engineer. The proposal anticipates creating safer traffic
movements in the existing intersection.

Mike Wetzel, Attorney with Wetzel and Associates,
representing Foxlane Homes — Mr. Wetzel stated that the
anticipated Planned Residential Development (PRD) for Sunset
Golf will be an age restrictive 55+, single-family development,
maintenance free community. With no school aged children in the



development, thus providing a community that has less traffic, and
no impact on the school. This will be a maintenance-free
community, meaning no grass cutting, no snow removal and no
mulch work for the residents. All the homes will be maintained at
the same time, giving a consistent look throughout the
development. Mr. Wetzel displayed the Township zoning map,
pointing out the 32.7 Acres of the site area, in relation to the
surrounding zoning districts. There will be no thru-way from this
new development connecting to Ajay Drive or Highland Avenue.
The total homes on the property will be the 39 new units, along
with the property owner’s single-family home already on site.
Currently the entrance for Sunset Golf is offset from Stewart Road.
The new proposal would move the entrance to create a new 4-way
intersection. Mr. Wetzel reviewed the Planning Commision’s vote
results regarding Sunset Golf from the November 26", 2024
meeting. The Planning Commission voted favorably concerning
the Conditional Use Application, the PRD, and the two waiver
requests. The applicant has also responded and addressed all
review comment letters sent from Allegheny County Department
of Economic Development, Environmental Planning and Design,
Gateway Engineers, Allegheny Public Works and South Park
Police Department. Some of the amenities to the property will
include pickle ball court, gazebo, picnic areas and access trail to
the Montour Trail. This development will be governed by the
Homeowners Association. Mr. Wetzel displayed potential model
homes that the development would be based on, stating that some
appearances may vary. Some homes may have a second floor,
some may have a basement, but all the homes will have a 2-car
garage, and enough room for 2 cars to park in the driveway. There
is an existing 12-inch gas line with a 50-foot easement associated
with the gas line. This is where the golf activities take place. Mr.
Wetzel reviewed the elevations of the proposed development, the
low point being 938 feet, and high point is 1,152 feet. There’s a
214-foot elevation change that takes place, with less of the slopes
throughout the development, and more of the steepness towards the
Southern edge of the property line. There is a small drainage way
that has been delineated by the environmental report within the
plan. As part of the requirements for the Conditional Use
Application, in regard to a Planned Residential Development, in an
R-2 Medium density zoning district, Article 18 allows for
construction of a PRD, provided all of the necessary forms have
been completed. Mr. Wetzel states that those forms have been
completed, and reiterated that the Planning Commission had voted
that the Preliminary Application was deemed complete, and
recommended approving the Conditional Use by a 5-0 vote. The
proposed PRD includes changing the current intersection on
Brownsville Road, leading into Sunset Golf. The new plan would
create a 4-way intersection with Stewart Road, and a newly built



road, leading to two cul-de-sac areas. The road and cul-de-sacs
would meet all Township specifications regarding paving, curves,
etc. within the plan. Near the entrance will be a parking area, a
CBU (Cluster Box Unit for mail delivery), the pickle ball court,
pavilion, access to the detention facility and a trail that will lead to
the Montour Trail. Pointing to a map, Mr. Wetzel identified green
areas, which are designated open spaces. He explained that open
spaces are protected areas in a PRD, preventing them from being
further built after the development has been established. This plan
leaves about 20.7 acres of open space, which is about 62% of the
overall site. Under PRD requirements, only 25% has to be
designated as open space. Mr. Wetzel continued to compare the
site data chart between the R-2/PRD Requirements, and the Sunset
Golf PRD plan. By keeping lot sizes closer to the minimum size
requirements and having less units than a site of its size could
have, 39 housing units instead of 130, this plan is prioritizing those
open space preservation areas. The Sunset Golf PRD plan meets all
the requirements of Article 18. Mr. Wetzel explained the locations
of the sanitary sewer lines and stormwater management, and access
to the detention facility. He also identified the locations of the
uninterrupted existing tree lines that give a natural buffer to the
property. Mr. Wetzel then discussed the two waiver requests, and
provided further detail about each. The first waiver request was the
Geotechnical Investigation Report; the requirement is for a
Tentative PRD is to provide a full Geotechnical Report with the
Tentative PRD plans. Mr. Wetzel explained that the full idea of a
Tentative PRD plan is to make a submission, go back and forth
with staff, and Township consultants, and the plan becomes fluid at
times. During this planning phase, roads could easily shift 40 — 80
feet within the plan, utilizing areas and topography that hadn’t
been anticipated. If the Geotechnical Report was provided, along
with boring results, if a slope needed to be redesigned, that boring
might become useless. What this request would allow would be the
ability to determine that the site layout and grading plan for the
Tentative PRD plan is approved first, then be able to provide the
most accurate Geotech boring testing locations based on the
approved PRD plan. If the design needed to shift 40-feet, the team
would have to come back, do more Geotech testing in a new
location. The Preliminary Geotechnical Report that was provided,
has a sufficient amount of information to substantiate the
feasibility of construction, and that’s been reviewed by the
Township and Township consultants. Just to emphasize, the final
Geotechnical Report will be submitted with the Final Application
based on the approved Tentative PRD Plan. The final submitted
Geotechnical Report will cover all requirements of the Ordinance
and meet all regulations. The second waiver request was the level
of service Traffic Waiver, and Bob Goetz from Trans Associates,
the Traffic Engineer, will discuss the details about that issue.



Robert Goetz, Trans Associates — Mr. Goetz stated that the
waiver being requested is the intersection of Brownsville Road,
Stewart Road and the site entrance. SALDO states that with a
newer intersection certain levels of service must be maintained,
level C or better for each traffic movement, unless otherwise
specified by the Township. The issue is that Stewart Road
currently operates at a service level F during the weekday AM and
PM peak periods, Saturday it is service level C. The only feasible
way to mitigate this would be to install traffic signals.
Unfortunately, there is not enough traffic to warrant a signal. Due
to sight distance issues, there did need to be hillside grading
cutback and realignment of the access route. Sight distance deals
with vehicles having enough time to stop in the worst weather
conditions. Currently those sight lines do not meet the new
regulations due to the embankment on Stewart Road, and this new
intersection would correct that.

Mike Wetzel, Attorney with Wetzel and Associates,
representing Foxlane Homes — Mr. Wetzel added details about
the current intersection for the Sunset Golf entrance, explaining
how the current layout causes traffic to backup due to drivers
crossing traffic to make a left turn into Stewart Road and/or into
Sunset Golf. The way the two roads are offset, vehicles can form a
line, waiting for someone to make their left turn, and end up
blocking the opposing street, causing even more of a backup in
traffic. Ideally these two roads would meet to form a four-way
intersection, and that’s what the proposal suggests.

Robert Goetz, Trans Associates — Mr. Goetz did confirm that
making this change would improve the site distance. Stewart Road
approaches Brownsville Road at a skewed, 60-degree angle. The
ideal angle would be 90 degrees. The proposed new road would
create 90-degree angles. The anticipated location is also the best
possible spot, providing the ideal angles and better sight lines
along the road. This location was also presented to Allegheny
County Department of Public Works as Brownsville Road is a
County Road. The Allegheny County Public Works Department
agreed with this location as well. Also, because this location is
further up the hill on Brownsville Road, it will limit the grade of
elevation. Mr. Goetz confirmed that based on his engineering
opinion, changing the intersection to create a 4-way with Stewart
Road would be the safest and most appropriate way to redesign
this access to the property.



Mike Wetzel, Attorney with Wetzel and Associates,
representing Foxlane Homes — Mr. Wetzel wrapped up the
presentation by stating that abiding by Article 18 of the PRD
compliance Ordinance, all the drawings have been submitted and
reviewed by staff and consultants. He continued that they have
either met or exceeded all the developer’s standards. The Tentative
Recording Plan has been submitted as part of the application, and
this highlights the yard setbacks, utility easements, road widths
within the plan, lot numbers, and the square footages of the open
spaces. Mr. Wetzel concluded that they are here for the
Conditional Use Approval, along with the PRD approval for
Sunset Golf, and are happy to answer any questions that the board
or the public might have.

Mr. Firman — Mr. Firman asked for more explanation regarding
the Exhibits provided. Mr. Wotus identified Exhibit 1, mentioned
correspondence between the engineers and municipality, and he
offered copies.

Mike Wetzel, Attorney with Wetzel and Associates,
representing Foxlane Homes — Mr. Wetzel stated that a copy of
the presentation was provided to the stenographer.

Mrs. Fosbaugh — Mrs. Fosbaugh stated that Danielle Strimlan had
submitted information that she wished to be brought up during the
meeting: one being an article titled, “Commonwealth Court Offers
Reminder that Land Development Waivers Must Meet Undue
Hardship Threshold” and a second article titled, “Waiver Requests
in Land Development: A Step Not to Be Taken Lightly.” Those
two articles were submitted to the public record.

Raymond Steinhauser, 1555 Berryman Ave — Mr. Steinhauser
states that driving down Stewart Road is part of his daily commute,
and while Mr. Goetz mentioned that the intersection was not busy
enough to warrant a traffic signal, the intersection itself is very
dangerous. He asked the Board of Supervisors to heed what the
Chief of Police had originally written, that it is a difficult
intersection. Adding another housing plan, and elderly people to
the mix, will not make the intersection any better. He concluded by
requesting: Don’t let this waiver happen.

Ray Elko, 2640 Oakhill Drive — Mr. Elko expressed the need for
a light at the intersection, and a turn-around area for trucks that
cannot fit under the trestle. Without those two elements, the
intersection is going to be a disaster by adding more traffic to it.



Ben Gray, 3619 Downing Street — Mr. Gray stated that the MPC
does not require a formal Public Hearing for Final Approval,
although the Municipality’s Ordinance may provide for one. Final
Approval might only be denied if the Final Development Plan as
submitted contains substantial variations from the approved
Tentative Plan. Because of this standard, the final stamp of
approval is often just a formality. Mr. Gray had stated that the
developer failed to provide a reasonable justification for a waiver
request for the Full Geotechnical Report. He then asked if the
Board of Supervisors or Township Engineer had read and had
possession of the current Geotechnical Report that had been
submitted. Mr. Gray continued that he did have the chance to
review the materials after the Planning Commission meeting, but
was not permitted to take photos or make copies of the materials,
therefore his summary is not verbatim to the actual report. His
summary was that there are two different coal layers on the
property, coal spoil is covering much of the property and the
planned location for one of the homes’ foundations would be over
a mine wall. Mr. Gray stated that the issue with coal layers and
coal spoil, is that it cannot be built upon, it must be removed or
amended first. What the developer provided was a desktop
preliminary report, no one came and physically assessed the land.
The developer’s justification for not having it done is that it will be
provided with the final application. Mr. Gray concluded that the
Tentative PRD should be denied for not having the Full
Geotechnical Report completed and not having an acceptable
reason; the developer can resubmit once the Full Geotechnical
Report has been completed and proceed from there. Mr. Vogel
asked for Mr. Gray’s professional background, Mr. Gray stated
that he works for the Department of Environmental Protection, Oil
and Gas Management, with Waterfalling. He attends construction
sites to determine if they’re following standards for earth
disturbance and standards for erosion and sedimentation control.
Mr. Gray added that he can add more comments to those effects as
well. Did the developers perform detention basin soil probes to
determine if that will infiltrate? Mr. Gray concluded that if the
Township approves of this plan as it is, then they are in dereliction
of their duty.

Danielle Strimlan, 620 Carothers Avenue — Ms. Strimlan read
directly from the Township Ordinance regarding PRD, stating
South Park Township Subdivision and Land Development
Ordinance mandates a full Geotechnical Report before granting
tentative approval for the Planned Residential Development (PRD)
it is crucial to comply with this requirement... ensuring that the
development is safe, sustainable and conforms to regulatory
standards. The Geotechnical Report helps in making informed



decisions and planning effective mitigation strategies, ultimately
leading to a smoother approval process and successful execution.

Mr. Firman — Mr. Firman requested that the applicant address the
issues raised by the residents concerning the traffic light, the truck
turn-around and trestle, the Geotechnical Report, along with the
PRD Standard for modification.

Mr. Robert Goetz, Trans Associates — Mr. Goetz stated that the
process in Pennsylvania is that there are a set of approximately 10
warrants from a federal manual that specifies what conditions
would allow for a traffic signal. All the applicable warrants were
reviewed to see if this intersection would be eligible for a traffic
signal. The main feature is that a specific volume must be met,
even with collisions. If there have been 5 or more crashes within a
12-month period, over the last 3 years, then it could be eligible.
This intersection hasn’t had that volume of collisions over the last
3 years. Another example is the 8-hour warrant, which only was
satisfied for 3 hours, there’s a 4-hour warrant, which was only
satisfied for 2 of the hours. The Peak Hour warrant which was
satisfied for 0 hours. The current traffic pattern volume won’t meet
the criteria needed for a traffic signal. Mr. Lucot asked how the
information for the crash warrant was obtained, Mr. Goetz
responded that it was obtained from a site in Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania Crash Information Tool. It is a state-wide database
that allows users to choose the location and review the reportable
crashes. Mr. Lucot followed up to ask how this information was
received for the database, if it was multiple police departments and
emergency services reporting, not just one entity. Mr. Goetz
answered that it is updated by multiple entities, and continued to
state that the information their team has access to goes through
December 31, 2023. Typically, the site is updated in April or May,
the following year, therefore information for 2024 will not be
updated until April or May of 2025. Mr. Goetz did reiterate that the
proposed new intersection would be a safer condition for Sunset
Golf, than the current existing entrance. Mr. Lucot asked if the
truck turn-around and trestle had been brought up at previous
meetings. Mr. Goetz stated that the issue had come up about a
height restriction, however, it is an existing condition, this
development would not change that, nor does it anticipate
increasing the truck traffic in the area.

Ryan Wotus, Attorney representing Foxlane Homes — Mr.
Wotus addressed a letter that was received from the South Park
Township Police Department, dated November 21, 2024. This
correspondence shows that the Chief of Police had reviewed the
updated traffic plan, and found that the most current drawings and
proposal has addressed all concerns regarding sight lines, traffic



flow, ingress and egress of traffic into the new development. Mr.
Wotus then addressed the concerns over the Geotechnical Report
being submitted with the Final PRD rather than the Tentative PRD.
He stated that the standard that has been provided and interpreted,
the MPC provision, by the Commonwealth Board, has provided
this quote, “A waiver is proper where development offers a
substantial equivalent to a subdivision requirement, where an
additional requirement would offer little or no additional benefit.”
Mr. Wotus reiterated, that the team is not seeking to waive the
Geotechnical obligation. He then mentioned a similar development
—ina 2021 case Brandywine Village Associates LP vs East
Brandywine Board of Supervisors citation 260A.3D1102. Before
there is any development, before any shovels are in the ground,
there will be a full Geotechnical Report. Township consultants will
have the opportunity to review and confirm that it meets the
applicable standards. There is no additional benefit in having that
report right now as no development is occurring at this moment.
By providing the Geotechnical Report with the Final PRD that is a
substantial equivalent. Mr. Firman questioned that if the
Geotechnical Report did not meet the appropriate standards, then
that would be reason to deny the Final PRD. Mr. Wotus agreed and
stated that if the findings in the Geotechnical Report showed that
they needed to make substantial changes or were unable to
continue with their plan, they would have to modify the Tentative
PRD, rather than continue to the Final PRD.

Raymond Steinhauser, 1555 Berryman Ave — Mr. Steinhauser
commented that during none of the presentations was it stated that
this was creating a safe intersection, it will be a better intersection
than it currently is, and currently, it is not safe. Better isn’t the
same as good, he states. It was stated that it would be difficult to
get a red light, not impossible, Mr. Steinhauser implored the Board
of Supervisors to not let one of the residents die at this intersection
because of a vote.

Ray Elko, 2640 Oakhill Drive — Mr. Elko spoke of the traffic,
bringing up the nearby school and school buses that drive through
the area. He also brought up a nearby house that had been hit by a
car, under the unsafe conditions already present, Mr. Elko insisted
that a red light needs to be installed, before additional development
occurs.

Ben Gray, 3619 Downing Street — Mr. Gray read from the
Township’s Code § 118-56 Modifications due to Special
Conditions, stating “the Board of Supervisors may relax such
requirements to the extent deemed just and proper so as to relieve
such difficulty or hardship, provided that such relief may be
granted without detriment to the public good.” He reiterates that



the developer has not expressed any justification of hardship to
warrant the waiver, stating that the Planning Commission should
never have approved the waiver, and Board of Supervisors
shouldn’t either. Rather, let the developer resubmit the Tentative
PRD with the full Geotechnical Report. Mr. Gray then asked Mr.
Firman directly that if the Tentative PRD is approved as is, right
now with all that has been brought up, would the Township be
open to litigation? Would residents be able to sue the Township for
approving the Tentative PRD based on the fact that the developer
provided no justification of hardship? Mr. Firman replied that it
wouldn’t be suing the Township, but any interested aggrieved
party could file an appeal against the decision made with the Board
of Common Pleas.

Carolyn Yagle, Environmental Planning and Design, Planning
Consultant — Ms. Yagle stated that she has been in review of
information regarding this development since August 2024. With
each monthly review, part of the process was verifying that the
application was fulfilling the requirements of the Conditional Use
Application and Article 18 as part of the Tentative PRD. During
these reviews, feedback was provided to the developer in any areas
that may have needed addressed. Based upon the most current
application that was submitted, those elements of the PRD
conditions do comply, everything from the acreages to the
specifics regarding frontage, to consideration for the types of land
use, all those points were considered. The elements as it relates to
infrastructure within the plan itself, these conditions are believed to
have been met.

Dan Deiseroth, Gateway Engineers, Township Engineer — Mr.
Deiseroth confirms that he has also reviewed the application,
stating that it has been an evolution of reviews. His job is to make
sure that the plan complies with the Ordinances in terms of the
engineering standards relating to Subdivision and Land
Development, and his focus has been that the grading, paving,
drainage, and traffic were reviewed and adhere to Township
standards. A preliminary report was provided referring to
Stormwater Management. Infiltration, which was brought up by
one of the residents, will need to be addressed in the final report.
An NPDES permit, which handles grading, soil erosion and
sedimentation control, will also need to be reviewed by the DEP as
part of the final report as well. They do not have all the final
details yet, that’s why this is a Tentative PRD. Mr. Deiseroth
confirmed that he has reviewed the Geotechnical Report, while it is
preliminary in nature, it does outline the subject of the property.
They are aware there was strip mining in part of the property, and
that there is coal underlying in another part of the site. Not unlike
any other part of South Park, where there is coal underlying all the



properties in the Township, some of it is closer to the surface,
some of it has been outcropped, some of it has already been mined
away. Mr. Deiseroth had recommended allowing the waiver for the
Geotechnical Report, because he concurs that the developer needs
approval of the plan, to be able to pinpoint the locations to have the
right answers. Regarding traffic concerns, Michael Haberman is
the Traffic Engineer at Gateway Engineers, he and Mr. Deiseroth
reviewed the traffic study. Mr. Deiseroth has 30 years of
experience reviewing traffic plans, and they both concur with Mr.
Goetz’s assessment of creating the 4-way intersection with Stewart
Road, as opposed to off-setting it. He states that this provides the
best route for entrance into Sunset Golf.

Mr. Vogel — Mr. Vogel asked if the Geotechnical Report would be
reviewed by the State as well. Mr. Deiseroth explained that the
Geotechnical Report provides recommendations on how to build
roads, and how the lots are built, from that perspective. The State
would only be concerned potentially with any coal issues. They
would provide further recommendations about how to support the
roads and the lots. Mr. Deiseroth stated that knowing there has
been strip mining, there are already steps that will need to occur,
whether that is to recondition it, cut it, bring in new materials, etc.
There would most likely need to be mine grouting, and the pattern
of that will depend on what is found in the final investigation.
There are a lot of details relating to that, which are usually spelled
out in the final stage of development, rather than in this particular
stage.

Mr. Lucot — Mr. Lucot asked for clarification regarding the new
intersection, would this intersection allow for the infrastructure for
a traffic light, should it warrant one in the future? Mr. Deiseroth
said yes, rather than keeping the entrance to Sunset Golf where it is
or moving it further down Brownsville Road to where the entrance
would be steeper, creating this intersection gives the best
opportunity for safe entrance, and allows for future improvements.

Mr. Bonidie — Mr. Bonidie read into the record, the Conditional
Use and PRD Timeline:

9/4/2024 — Conditional Use Application and Tentative PRD
Applications were received by Code Enforcement Office.

9/4/2024 — Application was sent to the Planning Consultant and
Township Engineer for review.

9/5/2024 — Application was sent to the County for review via
USPS First Class Mail and email.



9/5/2024 — Application was provided to the Police Department and
Public Works for review and comments.

9/19/2024 — Developer submitted table requests, and waived the
90-day review process.

9/20/2024 — Some revisions and Geotechnical waiver requests
were received by the Code Enforcement Office.

9/27/2024 — Allegheny County Economic Department, County
comments were received in the Code Enforcement Office.

10/2/2024 — New revised submission received, and sent to
Planning Consultant and Township Engineer for review.

10/7/2024 — Sheffler & Company sent revisions directly to ACED,
who replied that they would review and respond.

10/10/2024 — Updated review letter from Gateway and EDP were
received.

10/14/2024 — The Board of Supervisors scheduled a Public
Hearing for Conditional Use to be held at 6:30 PM on Monday
November 11, 2024, prior to their regular scheduled meeting with
the PRD Hearing then scheduled for 6:45 PM that same evening.

10/16/2024 — Advertising sent to PG South for the 10/24/2024 and
10/31/2024 editions were withdrawn.

10/17/2024 — Neighbor letters were sent to properties within a 300
square foot radius of the subject property.

10/21/2024 — Developer requested to wait until November
Planning Commission Meeting to look into recent traffic study
report.

11/11/2024 — Conditional Use and PRD Hearing rescheduled to
December 9™,

11/14/2024 — Advertisement requests sent to PG South for
11/21/2024 and 11/28/2024 editions.

11/19/2024 — Code Enforcement Officer posted Lobby and
Property.

11/26/2024 — Planning Commission Meeting in which the
Conditional Use and Tentative PRD as well as both waivers were
recommended for approval.



Close Public
Hearing

Adjournment

12/2/2024 — Public Hearings were posted.

Chief McDonough — No comment.

Motion by Mr. Lucot and seconded by Mr. Vogel to close the
public hearing. All members voted aye. Motion carried.

Motion by Mr. Lucot and seconded by Mr. Vogel to adjourn the
public hearing. All members voted aye. Motion carried.

Time: 8:28 p.m.



