PUBLIC HEARING
MONDAY, JUNE 11, 2018

6:30 P.M.
Roll Call

Dave Buchewicz presiding. Board members Walt Sackinsky and
Ed Snee were present. Also in attendance were: Karen Fosbaugh,
Township Manager; Chief Dennis McDonough; Paul J. Gitnik,
Esq., Township Solicitor (via phone); Glenn Prokopovitch, Code
Enforcement Officer; and Aaron Laughlin, Director of Public
Works.

Purpose of Hearing The purpose of the Public Hearing is to take oral or written
testimony on the Conditional Use Application submitted by Villas
of South Park, LP (Zokaites Properties), with regard to the
property located on Snowden Road, being Lot and Block Nos.
1007-M-235 and 1007-S-l 15, for the purpose of establishing a
PRD (PRO) in the vicinity of Snowden Road.
Testimony

Mr. Prokopovitch - Mr. Prokopovitch testified on the following:
The application was received on 5/2/2018, and on 5/10/2018, the
initial reviews from the planning consultant and engineer were sent
to the applicant. At the regular Board of Supervisors' meeting held
on 5/14/2018, the Supervisors scheduled a public hearing for
6/11/2018 at 6:30 p.m. for the conditional use, and at 6:45 p.m. for
the tentative Planned Residential Development (PRD). On
5/15/2018, a staff meeting was held at the Township
Administration Building. On 5/16/2018, the property was posted
and letters were sent to all neighbors within 200 feet of the
property giving notification of the upcoming Planning Commission
meeting. A certified letter was sent to the applicant on 5/17/2018,
notifying him of the Planning Commission meeting and the Public
Hearing dates and times. A legal notice was advertised in the PostGazette Xtra South Edition on 5/25/2018 and 6/1/2018. On
6/4/2018, the property was posted, notifying the public of the
Public Hearing date and time.
Mike Wetzel, Victor-Wetzel Associates - Mr. Wetzel explained
that he is present for both the conditional use application and the
tentative PRD plan for the Villas of South Park. He added that the
presentation he is going to give will be for both Public Hearings,
since both applications go hand-in-hand. Mr. Wetzel referred to a
site map and explained that it is a total of 100.61 acres and is
located to the right of Snowden Road, the left of Piney Fork Road,
and the top left of Connor Road, in an R-2 Zoning District. He
indicated on the site plan the locations of Sheplar Drive, Megown

Drive, Bideford Drive, Frickwood Drive, and Connor Drive. Mr.
Wetzel explained the contours of the site, stating the high point is
at the existing cul-de-sac for Bideford Drive, and it falls in
elevation down to Snowden Road, Sheplar Drive and towards
Piney Fork Road and the tributaries through that section.
The site is made of two parcels. Parcel #1007-M-235 is 100.6
acres and encompasses much of the entire site. Along Snowden
Road, parcel #1007-8-115 is a half-acre in size. The majority of
the site is wooded and undeveloped; and in the area of Megown
and Sheplar Drive, there are a number of trails within that section.
In the middle of the site is an existing gas line that bisects the
eastern and western portions of the overall site. The proposed
PRD is 86.46 acres. Along the Snowden Road frontage, there is a
14.15 acre proposed development, which is not included in the
PRD. Referring to the site plan, Mr. Wetzel mentioned various
slopes on the site and stated that there are approximately 36 acres
of slopes that are greater than 25 percent slopes. The PRD area
takes into account 42 percent of the overall site. Along the Piney
Fork area is the largest concentration of the plus 25 percent slopes.
Just above the gas line is a delineated drainage along the top, and
off that area there are two smaller wetland areas. There are
wetlands located off Megown Drive and a series of existing trails
located near Megown Drive, Sheplar Drive and Snowden Road.
An existing trail connects over to Connor Drive and another trail
leads up towards Frickwood Drive. The gas line also has an
existing trail that is located within the site.
Mr. Wetzel explained that the Villas of South Park will be broken
into three areas and will have a total of 91 lots associated with the
development. Area A, Frickwood Drive Extension, will have 20
lots off of Frickwood and the extension of the cul-de-sac into the
property. These lots will be 60 feet wide. Area B encompasses 29
60-foot wide lots. Area A and B will be typical single-family
homes. Area C, which will encompass 42 lots, will be patio lots
for a carefree lifestyle or a plus-55 type community, and grass
cutting, lawn raking, and snow removal will be the responsibility
of the Homeowners Association (HOA). He explained that under
the PRD Ordinance, you are permitted up to 4 dwelling units per
acre, and they are under the maximum required for permitted
density for the site. The site has 54.5 acres of open space or 62
percent of the overall site. The PRD Ordinance requires 25 percent
or only 21.6 acres. The steeper slopes associated with the site are
part of the open space and the protection of the HOA. Mr. Wetzel
indicated on the map proposed trails that will come off of the three
development areas and tie into the existing trail. Therefore, there
will be a considerable amount of trail that will be able to be used
by the residents of the Villas of South Park. Mr. Buchewicz

inquired as to the purpose of the existing trails, and Mr. Wetzel
replied that he assumes existing neighbors within the development
use the trails for ATV use. He added that between Area C to Area
A there is a very nice undulating type of trail that is not overly
steep. Mr. Buchewicz asked if the trails were walkable, and Mr.
Wetzel replied that he has walked all of them. Mr. Sackinsky
asked if the existing trails would be modified, and Mr. Wetzel
stated that the new trails will be graded to match the existing trails.
Some of the low spots associated with some of the existing trails
may need modified for drainage purposes. Mr. Buchewicz asked
how old the gas line is and if it is metal. Mr. Wetzel replied that he
does not know; however, it has been there for quite a while. Since
it is underground, he has no way of knowing what the gas line is
made of. He mentioned that it has a 50-foot right-of-way
associated with it.
Mr. Wetzel explained that Area A is the extension off Frickwood
Drive. The existing cul-de-sac head will be removed and restored
back to a lawn area. The cul-de-sac will occur at the end of the
street associated with the site plan. There are no existing
sidewalks within Frickwood or Bideford Drive, but as part of the
PRD requirements, proposed sidewalks will be located on lots 111
through 120. The trail connection will occur off lot 101, graded
down to meet the existing trail. There is a detention access road
that also leads down to stormwater management number one. All
utilities in regard to all three areas will be extended by the existing
road network. He indicated on the site plan map sanitary sewers
coming up the valley to serve the 20 lots in Area A. There are
many existing trees that will remain in the site area.
Mr. Wetzel clarified that Area B is the extension of Bideford
Drive. The existing cul-de-sac that is along the edge of the
property will be removed and be created into a more street-like
feature. There will be an intermediate cul-de-sac or turn-around
located on lot 121, and the road will be extended to a township culde-sac. This plan extension will have 29 lots. Sidewalks will be
located on the bottom of the street from lots 134 to 149. He stated
that all streets within the proposed development will be built to
township specifications in regard to street construction, street
widths, as well as a 50-foot road right-of-way associated with the
plan. Mr. Wetzel mentioned that after receiving a call from the
Township Engineer and Zoning Officer relative to a proposed trail
occurring along lot 149, which is next to one of the existing lots at
the end of Bideford Drive, they are proposing a plan amendment to
remove the trail next to lot 149. The open space parcel next to lot
149 will also be removed and the lot lines will be shifted over to
the right to create a 15-foot open space access between lots 141
and 142. The current plans do not show the amendment; but if the

amendment is approved by the Board of Supervisors, it will be
included in the final plan submittal.
Mr. Wetzel added that Area C consists of 42 lots of carefree
lifestyle units. This is a low-maintenance type of development in
regard to an age-restricted, plus 55 community. Sidewalks will be
included and maintained. Access to this area is off of Snowden
Road. Initially they were proposing to align the new road with
Sunny Drive; however, the traffic report indicated there was not a
safe sight distance to create a plus intersection and would not
justify adding a stop sign along a PennDOT road. Therefore,
Village Drive is located as an offset and meets all the requirements
for sight distance as well as separation. This area of the plan will
have a pavilion associated with the site for the residents use.
According to the US Postal Service, this neighborhood will be
required to have its own CBU mail station at a centralized location,
but Areas A & B will be permitted to have individual mailboxes at
each lot. Mr. Wetzel indicated on the site plan the proposed
detention facility and how the grade works for this particular area.
He stated that there will be fencing around the detention facility,
and the detention facility will capture any water going down
toward the lots along Sheplar Drive. They will be adding 20
evergreen trees along the storm water area in the rear of the Sheplar
Drive lots associated with the plan.
Mr. Wetzel stated that their goal is to submit final construction
plans for the development by late summer or early fall, contingent
upon approval of the tentative PRD plans and conditional use. He
added that all work will be completed in one phase. They are only
proposing single-family units, not two-family or duplex lots.
A detailed description of the adherence to the zoning requirements
for a PRD in an R-2 Zoning District was given by Mr. Wetzel. An
additional buffer was added at the detention pond, which is not a
requirement for a PRD. The development's minimum lot size is
9,500, and there are 1.1 dwelling units per acre. The lot width is
60-foot wide, and the front yard setback is a 20-foot building
setback from the road right-of-way. There will be 7-feet on each
side for the side yard setback, and they are proposing a 30-foot rear
yard setback. The maximum building height will be approximately
2-1/2 stories or 45 feet. There will be 62 percent of open space.
Sidewalks will be constructed on one side of one street, as
required. Under the PRD Ordinance, a minimum of two parking
spaces per unit is required. All units will have a minimum of a
two-car garage and two parking spaces within their driveways for a
total of four parking spaces per lot. Under the PRD Ordinance,
there is a visitor's parking requirement of one space for every four
lots. With the four spaces per unit, they are providing two visitor

parking spaces per unit; and would, therefore, meet the
requirement. The HOA will have a requirement that there be trash
and recycling services available through the site. They are
requesting a modification relative to section 112.12.3.5.13,
maximum grade of a detention access road. They are proposing a
15 percent detention access for stormwater management number
one with a shot and ship access road. All other detention access
drives are 10 percent or less, and they will be gravel. The HOA
will be responsible for maintaining the detention facilities and will
hire a contractor to perform the work. They prefer the access roads
to be gravel rather than paved, so as not to encourage vehicles to
drive on the roads. Mr. Wetzel explained that the existing
topography of the slope justifies the PRD development in the R-2
Zoning District. He added that the proposed PRD will not alter the
essential character of the neighborhood or district or be detrimental
to the public welfare. The surrounding residential development is
compatible in lot sizes and lot widths. Sixty percent of the existing
trees will remain, the majority remaining in the open space area
where no future development will occur. The 42 lots in Area C
will provide revenue to the community without additional burden
to the school district, since it is an age-restricted community with
no school-age children permitted. Traffic counts associated with
Area C are substantially less than a typical single-family
development, and they have provided a traffic report supporting
those findings. They have met the landscaping requirement by
proposing street trees for all three neighborhoods, as well as
adding the detention buffer along the Stormwater Management
Area C.
Katie Erney, 938 Bideford Drive - Ms. Erney spoke in
opposition to the proposed PRD. She read from the Zoning
Ordinance relative to buffers in a PRD and inquired as to why an
access road coming off Frickwood Drive would pass through a
required 15-foot buffer. Mr. Wetzel replied that according to the
Township engineer, they have satisfied all landscaping buffer
requirements. He added that the age-restricted area is not a
retirement community, which would require a buffer area. Ms.
Yagle explained that the current access goes off the property to
service the existing facility. The distance between the existing
driveway, which is outside of the existing development, but used
for the existing development, is the 15 feet minimum. In not
proposing any disturbance to what exists, 15 feet can exist beyond
the access driveway. Ms. Erney questioned the proposed access
drive cutting through the existing drive. Mr. Wetzel explained that
there is already an existing gravel drive that serves the existing
detention facility, and the developer would not be planting a buffer
over that existing drive. Mr. Sackinsky asked if the existing access
road has anything to do with the proposed development, and Mr.

Wetzel replied that it does not. He continued explaining that the
developer is not building a new detention access. The existing
detention access road is located on the developer's property.
Therefore, they are utilizing the existing access drive that crosses
onto the developer's property. Mr. Sackinsky asked if there was a
secondary access drive. Matt Bagaley, Gateway Engineers,
explained that the proposed development will share the existing
drive from behind lot 116 to lot 120. At lot 116, it will divert and
head toward their proposed pond. He added that it is a stormwater
pond, not an access drive. Ms. Erney stated that it is labeled as an
access drive on the plan, and Mr. Wetzel responded that it is
labeled as a detention access drive. Ms. Erney insisted that it is not
permissible. Mr. Bagaley stated there is some space between the
existing access drive and the back of the lots, so the open space is
not from the property line to the back of the lots. The access road
is not the only thing in that space. Mr. Sackinsky asked if the
Township owns the road. Ms. Erney responded that the Township
owns that parcel, and Mr. Prokopovitch stated that the Township
owns the pond. Ms. Erney continued discussing the buffer area
and stated that the developer is not providing privacy for their PRD
residents. Mr. Buchewicz asked if the developer will be removing
trees. Mr. Wetzel replied that the site grading plan was reviewed
by the township engineer, and this particular PRD did not require a
buffer yard. He added that if it is determined that a buffer yard is
required, even though they were told that no Buffer Yard B is
required, they will add it. Ms. Erney commented that she asked
about the buffer at the Planning Commission meeting and was told
she was wrong. Mr. Sackinsky stated that he will have the
Township legal and engineering staff review the issue.
Ms. Erney commented that according to the Zoning Ordinance, a
PRD site cannot adjoin to a non-PRD site. Ms. Yagle clarified that
each of the homes are single-family detached units. There are no
single-family attached units in the plan. The property lines cannot
adjoin any single-family lot outside of a PRD site, such as lot 121,
Tract B. Mr. Wetzel commented that the road networks of
Frickwood, Bideford and Megown are designed to be extended
into the site. Ms. Erney responded that a PRD is not permitted to
adjoin a non-PRD, and lot 121 will adjoin the PRD. They are
taking out the trail behind the other lots. Ms. Erney stated that
they can put the trail back into the plan. Mr. Sackinsky
commented that if you install a trail through the area in question, it
would satisfy the ordinance. The issue will have to be reviewed by
the legal staff.
Ms. Erney provided a petition showing the residents' concern
regarding the negative impact associated with the Villas of South
Park. One of the concerns is the traffic increase to multiple

intersections, particularly school bus stops. Mr. Wetzel
commented that they submitted a traffic report, which included all
91 lots, as part of the requirement for a PRD. It was reviewed by
the Township staff and found to be acceptable in regard to the
traffic counts associated with this development. Ms. Erney stated
that she brought the issue up before the Planning Commission and
was told by school board member, Pat Sable, that they could reroute the school bus, possibly having it go up Bideford Drive to the
cul-de-sac and turn around. Mr. Sackinsky responded that the
Planning Commission cannot dictate bus routes. Mr. Wetzel
commented that Mr. Sable voted to recommend approval for the
PRD plan, and it was a unanimous vote. Ms. Erney inquired about
the safety of the children, and Mr. Sackinsky replied that the
Township has nothing to do with the bus stops. Ms. Erney
expressed her concern for the additional vehicles on Bideford
Drive and mentioned that vehicles do not always stop at the stop
signs on Connor Road. Mr. Wetzel responded that there is a
requirement in regard to the traffic report to add an all-stop sign at
all four intersections. Ms. Erney replied that that will not help if
drivers do not stop. Ms. Erney inquired about a proposed stop sign
at Frickwood Drive and Bideford Drive, stating that the plan
indicates that there is already one existing. Mr. Wetzel replied that
the plan is to provide a stop sign at the intersection because
currently one does not exist.
Ms. Erney inquired about the HOA. Mr. Wetzel replied that there
will be two separate HOAs. Ms. Erney asked about snow removal,
and Mr. Wetzel replied that the roads will be built to Township
standards and be owned and maintained by the Township. Mr.
Sackinsky stated that they will need to hire a private contractor.
Mr. Gitnik stated that the Township has not determined whether
snow removal will be done by the Township. The developer has
chosen to cohabitate with the existing community, rather than
making it separate from the existing community. If the Township
agrees to perform snow removal, they would enter into an
agreement with the Township and reimburse the Township. Ms.
Erney commented that her house and one other are currently the
only houses on Frickwood Drive and asked how that would work
concerning snow removal. Mr. Sackinsky replied that there are
currently streets that are divided between South Park and Bethel
Park, and the snow removal in South Park is not a problem. Mrs.
Fosbaugh added that there are a number of issues that have to be
determined at the time of the final action on the plan and will not
be determined at this meeting, such as the streets, sidewalks,
sanitary sewers, fire hydrants, refuse & recycling services, signage,
storm sewers, and things of that nature. Mr. Gitnik stated that it
was made clear to the developer that the Township of South Park
may or may not assume some of those. Mrs. Fosbaugh assured

Ms. Erney that once the public works drivers are educated, and
they are very good seasoned drivers, there is not a problem with
snow removal.
Ms. Erney expressed her concern relative to the maintenance of the
trails, and Mr. Wetzel replied they would be owned and maintained
by the HOA. He added that HOA documents would be provided to
the Township. Mr. Sackinsky stated that the documents will be
reviewed by the Township legal staff. Mrs. Fosbaugh commented
that until ownership of streets, sidewalks, etc. are established, the
HOA documents cannot be finalized, which is typically done prior
to final approval. Mr. Buchewicz inquired about the ATVs using
the trails. Mr. Wetzel responded that ATVs will not be permitted
on the trail networks, and currently they have a liability issue with
trespassers. Ms. Erney stated that she is concerned that the open
space will not be maintained and the Township will have to take
over maintenance. Mrs. Fosbaugh replied that the Township is
very thorough with the HOA documents to make sure that the
Township's interests are protected in the event that something
should happen with the HOA. Mr. Wetzel stated that none of the
trail system will be part of the Montour Trail. They will all be
private trails associated with the HOA. Ms. Erney asked who will
be responsible if a tree from the open space falls onto an existing
resident's pool or shed. Mr. Gitnik replied that the HOA will have
some type of liability insurance.
Ms. Erney, again, expressed her concerns regarding increased
traffic. Mr. Bagaely stated that the intersection is rated A and will
remain an A. He mentioned that there is a sight distance issue at
Snowden Road and Connor Road that may need correcting. Ms.
Erney responded that the traffic volume is the problem, not sight
distance.
Ms. Erney asked about required documentation regarding proposed
common open space. Mr. Gitnik replied that in addition to those
documents, they have to set forth who is going to own it and who
is going to maintain it. The HOA documents would then need to
be submitted in executable form. Ms. Erney expressed her concern
regarding documents submitted relative to landscaping, buffer
areas, type of plant material, location/width of walks, sidewalks,
and trails. Mr. Gitnik replied that that information would be
included on the proposed plan. They would also be required to
document who will be maintaining them. The Township cannot
require them to negate a third-party company to operate a HOA.
The HOA documents will address everything, including
construction, maintenance, repair and replacement of the common
area, including the trail. They will not allow any ATV vehicles or

any type of motor vehicles on the trail, and they will be responsible
for enforcing the use by pedestrians only.
Ms. Erney stated that she does not find the proposed development
to be in the public interest, and Mr. Gitnik replied that that is why
she is present this evening and why the meeting is being recorded.
The Board of Supervisors will take her testimony under
advisement. Ms. Erney commented that 49 proposed additional
homes on Bideford Drive will add additional burden to the school
district, and students are already having to share lockers. She
asked how that will affect class size and students' achievements,
and Mr. Sackinsky replied that her concern should be brought
before the school district. Mr. Sackinsky added that he was
assured that the schools were built to handle the increased capacity
of future developments. Mr. Gitnik stated that legally, the
Township cannot prevent a development if they meet all of the
standards, whether or not the school district has properly planned
for an increase in students. Ms. Erney read aloud negative reviews
from Facebook relative to Zokaites Properties. Mr. Sackinsky
responded that Facebook is an avenue for people to vent anything
and everything they have a problem with; however, it is something
the Township will look into. Mr. Buchewicz asked for a copy of
Ms. Erney's comments, and she replied that she will make a copy
and have it delivered.
Bob Hughes, 934 Bideford Drive - Mr. Hughes stated that he is
retired and resides across the street from Ms. Erney. He inquired
as to why a road cannot be installed off of Connor Road to provide
two accesses, and he indicated on the map where the road could be
located. Mr. Wetzel replied that there is a 50-foot road right-ofway and an existing drainage way that occurs in that location.
Therefore, you cannot add a secondary entrance from Connor
Road. Mr. Wetzel discussed the slopes, elevations and road
grades. He stated that the traffic report was submitted and found
acceptable.
Christopher Jones, 1703 Connor Drive - Mr. Jones inquired as
to why the cul-de-sacs cannot be added onto. Mr. Wetzel
explained that due to the contours and ravine that currently exists,
you cannot grade within the 50-foot road right-of-way to cross it.
Mr. Jones mentioned Mr. Wetzel's comment about walking the
existing trail from Tract C to Tract A and stating it was an easy
walk. He commented that he did not believe Mr. Wetzel was
speaking the truth, and Mr. Wetzel confirmed that he did indeed
walk the trail. Mr. Jones expressed his concern regarding only one
access road. He also stated that he rides his ATV on the existing
trails that are not suitable for pedestrians. Trails are being added
that he can no long access because it will be private property. Mr.

Sackinsky responded that quads are not legal on private property,
and Mrs. Fosbaugh stated that he is currently riding his ATV on
private property. Mrs. Fosbaugh added that it is the property
owner's right to not permit ATVs. Mr. Jones stated that he
understands; however, the existing trails are not walking trails and
referred to the Montour Trail. Mr. Wetzel responded that they are
not constructing the Montour Trail, and he has walked every one of
the existing trails. Mr. Jones stated that vehicles frequently do not
stop at the stop sign located at Connor Road and Bideford Drive,
and asked if speed bumps can be installed. He has contacted the
Police on multiple occasions. He added that the trees on his
property do not obscure the stop sign. He commented that by
adding additional traffic, it only makes the condition more
hazardous for the children. Mr. Jones expressed his concern about
the proposed lot sizes in the development and how it will affect his
property value. He asked about the traffic plan for construction,
and Mrs. Fosbaugh stated that the Township has an ordinance with
regard to construction activity. Construction activities are
permitted from 7:00 a.m. until 7:00 p.m. Mr. Jones asked if the
ordinance can be amended, since it will not be safe for school
children walking to and from the bus stop. Mr. Bagaley added that
Snowden Road is a state road, and they will have to abide by any
requirements that PennDOT would have relative to working hours,
as well. Mr. Jones inquired about the damage from construction
equipment that may occur to the existing roads. Mr. Gitnik stated
that the developer would be responsible for any damage to an
existing road, and Mr. Sackinsky added that they will need to post
a bond. Mr. Jones asked if everyone will have pedestrian access to
the trails in Area C, and Mrs. Fosbaugh replied that that has not
been determined at this time.
Karen Drennen, 1920 Sheplar Drive - Mrs. Drennen indicated
on the site plan map where her house is located. She discussed
acid mine drainage, which she has in her backyard. She
commented that there is poor water runoff and springs below the
area. Since her house is located in the lowest lying area at the
bottom of the development, she is concerned about property
damage. The additional 91 homes may cause more surface area
and add a substantial increase in the volume of water runoff and
potential flooding during and post-construction. DEP installed a
drainage pipe in her yard in 1994 and maintains it every six months
with an outlet. She stated that the previous developer withdrew his
plans because of a water problem. She expressed her concern that
a detention pond will be located behind her property, which spans
across three houses and will be ten-feet deep. She commented that
it will affect her homeowners insurance, she may need to obtain
flood insurance, and it will affect the resale value of her house.
She inquired about a buffer, and Mr. Wetzel replied that per the

Planning Commission's request, they will add a double row of
evergreen trees. Mr. Wetzel added that the detention facility will
catch the water prior to her property; therefore, none of the
upstream ground water that exists today will be going to her
property. The pond is part of the requirement of the tentative
approval needed to provide a stormwater management report.
They have an emergency spillway that occurs at this location of the
site. The stormwater management report was submitted with the
application and found acceptable. Ms. Drennen stated that the
detention pond is actually a dam, since it is 15 feet high with a
buffer. Mr. Wetzel indicated on the site plan map where the water
is being discharged. Mr. Bagaley asked for the status of the NFS
permit, and Mr. Wetzel replied that an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan, as well as an NPDES Permit will be reviewed by
Allegheny County and Gateway Engineers which will occur at the
time of final plans. Mr. Bagaley commented that from the exhibits
and documentation provided, the water that is currently going
toward Ms. Drennen's property is going to be collected and taken
to the stormwater pond and routed to the west away from her
property to an existing drainage course. He added that he is sure
that the stormwater facility is designed as to not be in accordance
with the dam provisions. Mr. Sackinsky mentioned that the pond
will not be continuously filled with water. Mr. Wetzel explained
that each detention facility handles each particular neighborhood.
Stormwater Management #3 will handle the 42 lots, which he
indicated on the site plan map. They each have their own outlet,
and none of the water from the other developments go to pond #3.
Ms. Drennen asked how long the ponds will remain full. Mr.
Wetzel replied that the Stormwater Management Report shows
how water is detained and released, and it meets the Township's
requirement. Mr. Buchewicz asked if he had the report, and Mr.
Wetzel replied that he did not currently have it with him. Ms.
Drennen expressed her concern for excessive rain amounts not
draining within 72 hours; and according to the DEP, storage in
excess of 72 hours can render the basin ineffective, causing erosion
leaks, odor, and mosquito breeding. The leaks may occur 10 years
later. Mr. Wetzel stated that the ponds will be maintained by the
HOA. Once again, Ms. Drennen voiced her concerns over
potential problems which can occur relative to detention ponds.
Mr. Wetzel explained that the Homeowner Association will hire a
professional contractor to maintain the pond. Mrs. Fosbaugh
mentioned that the Township is involved in Municipal Storm
Sewer Management (MS4) and is responsible for developing a
plan which has been in effect for a number of years. The
Township acquires a permit which lasts for so many years, and
then the permit needs renewed. The Township will be entering the
next phase which is the maintenance of the stormwater
management ponds that are the Township's responsibility, and

there is a provision in MS4 for the maintenance of storm water
management facilities by HOAs. The HOAs are going to be
required to submit inspection reports and provide documentation.
Ms. Drennen commented that the EPA requires inspections four
times a year. Ms. Fosbaugh stated that the Township is mandated
by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection who
are the guiding force with regard to MS4 restrictions, requirements
and maintenance processes. Ms. Drennen asked if the DEP and
EPA were one in the same, and Mrs. Fosbaugh explained that the
EPA is federal and the DEP is statewide under the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania. Ms. Drennen inquired as to where the water will
flow, and Mr. Sackinsky replied that it will flow to Piney Fork
Creek. Ms. Drennen voiced her concerns relative to the creek
flooding and warm water killing the trout. Mr. Sackinsky stated
that trout will survive as long as the water is under 70 degrees, and
the only fish in the past 20 years that were killed was due to
chemicals that had been dumped into the water. Mr. Sackinsky
commented that there is not much anyone can do about flooding,
since requirements do not permit dredging the creek. Mr. Bagaley
explained that one of the requirement under a MPA Permit is
keeping the volume of water to existing levels or less; therefore,
there would not be more volume. It would be the same or less.
Mr. Sackinsky added that they are slowing down the velocity of
the water going into the creek by holding it in the pond and
releasing it. Ms. Drennen commented that she did not understand
why the pond will be located behind her property, and Mr.
Sackinsky stated it is an engineering decision. Ms. Drennen asked
who would be responsible if drainage from a swimming pool or
gutter from one of the new homes flowed down into her yard. Mr.
Gitnik stated that if she could determine that the water was coming
from a neighboring property, she would have cause of action
against the neighboring property owner for the flow of their water,
which would be the same in any other subdivision in the
Township. Mr. Wetzel stated that in Area C, they will not be
permitted to have any swimming pools within that area. Ms.
Drennen criticized HOAs and stated that dealing with them will
make her life more difficult. Mr. Gitnik empathized with Ms.
Drennen and stated that if a developer complies with all of the
requirements in the code, the Township cannot prevent the
developer from developing the property. Ms. Drennen inquired
about vibration damage from construction and asked if a survey
will be conducted relative to construction safety assessment. Ms.
Wetzel replied that they follow all the Township's requirements.
Mrs. Fosbaugh added that the Township does not have a
requirement for any such survey. Mr. Gitnik stated that the
Township does not require the developer to perform an inspection
prior to construction of the existing homes. Ms. Drennen voiced
her concern regarding possible drownings in the pond. Mr. Gitnik

replied that every municipality within Pennsylvania has
stormwater detention ponds and provide all requirements that are
necessary. Mrs. Fosbaugh explained that the ponds are required by
Pennsylvania because the DEP is now focusing on infiltration and
slowing down the volume of stormwater that is going into the
storm sewer system to alleviate flooding. That is the purpose of
the ponds. It is not the Township's option; it is a requirement. Mr.
Drennen stated that she understands. Mr. Sackinsky added that
there are safety recommendations relative to keeping people out of
the facility. Mrs. Fosbaugh mentioned fencing that Mr. Wetzel
had previously addressed. Ms. Drennen commented that children
may climb over the fence, and Mr. Sackinsky replied that the same
issue is relative to swimming pools.
Sherri Knox, 917 Bideford Drive - Ms. Knox stated that she
lives on the last house before the property line of the new proposed
area and indicated the location on the site plan map. She
commented that she had an agreement with Mr. Scarmazzi that an
area, which she indicated on the site plan map, would be
redeveloped with grass and her existing cement driveway would be
extended out. She stated that Mr. Scarmazzi told her he would
speak with Mike concerning the agreement. Mr. Wetzel responded
that they are taking out the cul-de-sac and will restore where there
is grass or where there was paving to grass. If a driveway will
need to be extended, they will extend the paving to the new road
curb area. He stated that Ms. Knox's driveway would be extended
to the new curb in the existing material which is concrete. Ms.
Knox stated that that answered her question and asked about the
new proposed trail. Mr. Wetzel replied that he would be glad to
remove the trail that is next to lot 149 and Ms. Knox's property
and relocate the trail between lot 141 and lot 142. Ms. Knox
voiced her concerns regarding the HOA's, the lot sizes, traffic,
stop signs, and where the plows will push the snow off the road.
Mr. Buchewicz commented that Public Works handles snow
plowing in cul-de-sacs in the best way possible.
Neil Saternos, 990 Bideford Drive - Mr. Saternos indicated
where his house is located on the site plan map. He voiced his
concern relative to the buffer and the lot sizes and inquired about
the site plan map showing red lines on his property. Ms. Yagle
replied that the red lines represent right-of-way or the pavement,
depending upon which one they are highlighting. Mr. Wetzel
commented that the grading shown on the map will need removed;
there will be no grading on Mr. Saternos's property except for the
removal of the cul-de-sac. Mr. Saternos asked how the sewers are
connecting. Mr. Wetzel indicated on the map the high point of
Bideford Drive and how everything flows down to the cul-de-sac.
He explained that the sanitary sewer line comes down through

Hawthorne and ties into a sanitary line on Snowden Road. It will
not be tying into the top of the hill.
Marion Hartman, 3701 Snowden Road - Ms. Hartman stated the
she resides on Snowden Road and Station Street. She inquired as
to what part of the development her house will be facing, and Mr.
Wetzel replied that she would be facing the rear of the proposed
homes. He added that at the intersection of lots 154 and 155, there
will be a proposed slope of 14 feet high. Ms. Hartman inquired
about the direction of the sewage, and Mr. Wetzel indicated on the
site plan map where it ties into.
Ned Williams, 415 East Maiden St., Washington, PA - Mr.
Williams stated that he is a member of the Montour Trail Council.
He commented that the Montour Trail is proposed to be built along
Piney Fork Road and will be family-friendly. He voiced his
concern regarding the stormwater system flowing directly on the
proposed trail and indicated on the site plan map the locations. Mr.
Williams commented that he has never spoken with the developer
and would like to state for the record his concern with the
possibility of water running across the proposed trail. Ms. Erney
commented on the Sediment Control Plan and mentioned that the
area in question is labeled, "lindside silt loam, occasionally
flooded." Mr. Bagaley explained that that refers to the soil type
and does not give any physical evidence of the on-site conditions.
Mr. Bagaley asked if the Montour Trail will be crossing the
watercourse, and Mr. Williams replied there is not currently a
watercourse in that location. Mr. Buchewicz commented that they
want to avoid having the Montour Trail washing out onto Piney
Fork Road or landslides in that area. Mr. Williams stated that the
Montour Trail Council needs to discuss the matter with the
developer.
David Oyler, 3321 Brownsville Road Ext. - Mr. Oyler stated that
he is a member of the Montour Trail Council and the project
manager for the proposed trail development. He commented that
there is not a watercourse; however, there are quad trails that drag
material out onto the road. Mr. Oyler stated that they are in the
process of submitting an application to the Conservation District
for a NPDES permit for the proposed site, and the change in the
water movement is going to invalidate anything they put into the
DPDES permit.
Carol Sweeney, 1020 Bideford Drive - Ms. Sweeney stated that
she is retired and has resided on Bideford Drive for almost 40
years. She expressed her concern for the residents near the
proposed development in regard to traffic & pedestrian safety,

emergency vehicles, snow removal, and the intersections at
Snowden & Conner Road and Bideford & Connor Road.
Sue Wiedder, 997 Bideford Drive - Ms. Wiedder stated that she
resides at the corner of Bideford Drive and Connor Road and is
concerned about the increase in traffic and vehicles not stopping at
the stop sign. She inquired about a timeline after the approval
process, and Mr. Wetzel replied the he anticipates construction to
begin in 2019. She asked for clarification in regard to improving
the intersection at Snowden Road and Connor Road. Mr. Bagaley
explained that there are recommendations within the Traffic Report
relative to sight distance when making a left onto Connor Road
from Snowden Road and the removal of vegetation. Placards
where recommended to be added to some of the stop signs, at the
intersection of Connor Road and Bideford Drive, indicating an allway stop. He commented that the applicant mentioned a proposed
stop sign at Bideford Drive and Frickwood Drive, where certain
conditions would apply relative to the Highway Occupancy Permit.
Ms. Wiedder responded that the additional placards on the stop
signs will be ineffective.
Donna Tressler, 2500 Hout Road- Ms. Tressler inquired about
possibly not connecting the three areas and reconfiguring the
roads. Mr. Wetzel replied that what she is proposing would not
meet the 12 percent maximum road grade per Township road
standards. Ms. Tressler asked about a previous mine fire in the
area and if disclosure statements will be provided to potential
homeowners. Mr. Wetzel replied that documents will be provided,
and they have done a geotech report associated with the site. They
are aware of which units will need grouting or deeper foundations.
Mr. Bagaley commented on a previous testimony relative to
Bideford Drive and whether or not something needed to be
between the lots and the first lot of the PRD. He read the section
of the Ordinance relative to the issue and explained that since it is
not a retirement community, they are required to have a singlefamily detached unit adjoin single-family detached units.
Therefore, as shown on the site plan map, the development
complies with the intent of the Ordinance.
Mr. Sackinsky - Mr. Sackinsky had no further comments.
Mr. Snee - Mr. Snee had no comments.
Mrs. Fosbaugh - Mrs. Fosbaugh had no further comments.
Chief McDonough - Chief McDonough had no comments.

Mr. Buchewicz - Mr. Buchewicz had no further comments.
Action

Motion by Mr. Sackinsky, seconded by Mr. Snee, to close the
public hearing. All members voted aye. Motion carried.

Adjournment

Motion by Mr. Sackinsky, seconded by Mr. Snee, to adjourn the
public hearing. All members voted aye. Motion carried.
Time: 9:25 p.m.

