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PUBLIC HEARING
MONDAY, MARCH 13, 2017
(CONTINUED FROM FEBRUARY 13, 2017)
6:30 P.M. (ACTUAL STARTING TIME 6:43 P.M.)

Roll Call

Walt Sackinsky presiding. Board member Ed Snee was present.
Also in attendance were: Karen Fosbaugh, Township Manager;
Dennis McDonough, Chief of Police; and Paul Gitnik, Solicitor.
Absent: Board member David Buchewicz.

Purpose of Hearing The purpose of the Public Hearing is to take oral or written
testimony to consider the tentative Planned Residential
Development (PRD) request submitted by Hawthorne Partner II,
LLC, d/b/a Scarmazzi Homes, with regard to the property located
on Snowden Road, being Lot and Block No. 1007-M-235 and Lot
and Block No. 1007-S-l 15. The hearing was continued from
February 13, 2017, at the request of the Developer.
Testimony

Mr. Wargo - Mr. Wargo stated that the Developer submitted his
application on 1/3/2017, and on 1/9/2017 the Board of Supervisors
scheduled a Public Hearing for 2/13/2017 for the tentative PRD.
On 1/16/2017, a legal notice was sent to the Pittsburgh PostGazette and was published in the Local Xtra South edition on
1/27/2017 and 2/3/2017, notifying the public of the date and time.
On 1/18/2017, the property and the Administration Lobby were
posted notifying the public of the time and date of the Planning
Commission Meeting. Also, 109 letters were sent to property
owners within a 200 foot radius of the proposed development,
notifying them of the date and time of the Public Hearing. On
1/20/2017, a Certified Notice was sent to the applicant notifying
him of the dates and times of the Planning Commission Meeting
and the Public Hearing; and on 1/24/17, the Developer signed for
the Certified Mail. On 1/20/2017, Mr. Wargo received a request
from Mr. Scarmazzi for a continuance of the Public Hearing to
February. On 1/25/2017, the applicant requested that the Planning
Commission Meeting, relative to the PRD, be continued to
2/22/2017. On 1/27/2017, the Planning Commission sent a letter
to the applicant reminding him that the Public Hearing was
continued to 3/13/2017. On 2/13/2017, the Board of Supervisors
continued the Public Hearing to 3/13/2017, at 6:30 p.m. The
property and the Administration Lobby were posted for the
Tentative PRD, notifying the public of the date and time of the
Planning Commission Meeting. On 2/22/2017, the Planning
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Commission recommended the PRD along with three waivers,
which are: Traffic Analysis; Storm Water Management Report;
and Street Lengths of Bideford Drive and Tract C with cul de sacs.
On 2/24/2017, a letter was sent to the applicant and the Board of
Supervisors notifying them of the Planning Commission's decision
and reminding them of the Public Hearing and Board of
Supervisors Meeting on 3/13/2017. On 3/3/2017, the Soils Report
was received from the Engineer, HRG, Inc. and forwarded to the
applicant. On 3/6/2017, the property and the Administration
Lobby were posted for the PRD Public Hearing notifying the
public of the date and time. On 3/8/2017, the Board of
Supervisors, Township Manager, Township Engineer, Township
Solicitor, and Code Enforcement Officer met to review all of the
general PRD materials and submitted information. Mr. Wargo
asked that his testimony be placed into the record.
Paul Scarmazzi, President, Scarmazzi Homes -102, W. Pike
Street, Houston, PA 15342 - Mr. Scarmazzi stated that at the last
Public Hearing he was granted a Conditional Use Approval for the
PRD. He explained that when the property was first placed under
contract in June, he knew that it was a very difficult site in that it
was previously deep mined and strip mined. An environmental
study was done of the property, which came back clean. He met
with Mr. Wargo to discuss the project and explained that the
proposed homes are geared for empty-nesters and active retirees.
The homes are 42 feet wide and 70 to 75 feet deep. Since they
require deep and narrow lots, Mr. Wargo had suggested moving
forward under the PRD provision. Mr. Scarmazzi stated that he
has reviewed the Township's PRD code, and he feels that his
development would be a good fit for the site and the Township.
He explained that they are proposing to create smaller lots, with
less lineal footage of roadways to maintain and less earth to move.
The only use they are proposing is Single-Family Detached
Homes. They are proposing one section that has two parcels A and
B, which will have 44 single family lots; and another tract C which
will have 44 single family lots; and ancillary lots along Snowden
Road, for a total of 95 lots. Approximately 60% of the site will be
left undisturbed. Mr. Scarmazzi explained the hand-out that he
provided. He stated that Tract A and B will be a more traditional
single family, two-level home. He commented that he received
counsel from Mr. Gitnik and a letter from the Township, relative to
the Conditional Use Approval, which stated that the Township has
not approved acceptance of the streets and trash collection. He
explained the difference between the Hidden Ridge Condominium
PRD and his proposed plan. He stated that the Hidden Ridge
Plan's site geometry, turning lanes, and on-street parking would
not permit what would be needed for public road acceptance. He
continued explaining that his proposed plan is very different in that
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it is more of a single family development. Within Tract C, they
will not be constructing a clubhouse or a pool; however, they are
proposing to build a pavilion. They have constructed pavilions in
other communities, and it is used like an out-door living space and
generally gets a great deal of use. In his research based on a
survey of 6,800 baby-boomers, the number one amenity requested
is walking trails or sidewalks. His company generally installs
sidewalks on both sides of the road, and that is what they are
proposing for Tract C, which will have carriage homes. The
sidewalks in Tract C will connect to the pavilion. However, Tract
A and B will not have any sidewalks, since the homes will be more
traditional. A homeowner's association would be formed for both
sections: Tract A and B section, and Tract C. In Tract C, the
homeowner's association would incorporate exterior services such
as grass cutting, snow removal, etc. In both communities, the
homeowner's association would be obligated in regards to
stormwater management and maintaining the retention pond. They
are designing the roads to Township specifications and would look
at those, as well as the sanitary sewers, as a public improvement to
be taken over at the appropriate time, after they are constructed,
bonded, and the maintenance bonds are in place.
Conor Kennedy, 1244 Megown Drive - Mr. Kennedy
commented that the retention pond for water runoff is a big
concern in the area where he resides. He asked for the definition
of a retention pond and clarification on its purpose. He also
inquired as to whether fencing will be installed around the pond,
because he is concerned for the children in the area. Township
Engineer, Rob Arnold, explained that a retention pond is made
for the collection and slow release of storm water. Typically it is a
grass depressed area, and fencing is required. It would not be for
public use, only for the collection of stormwater. Mr. Kennedy
inquired about the treatment of stagnant water, and Mr. Arnold
replied that it is required to de-water within 72 hours so that it will
not remain stagnant. Mr. Gitnik inquired about the number of
retention ponds for the site, and Mr. Scarmazzi replied that there
will be three retention ponds. Mr. Scarmazzi pointed out the
retention ponds on a site map that was provided. He further
explained that when impervious areas are created such as streets,
roofs, and post construction, the discharge of that water cannot be
greater than that in preconstruction. This means that they have to
take the velocity of that water, store it, and then release it. The
retained rate would naturally go into the ground, drain off, and
flow naturally. He continued to explain that during construction,
the pond will also serve as a silk sediment trap, and will fill with
water. There is a device to enable the pond to then de-water. Once
construction is completed, it will be cleaned out, turned over and
grassed. It will naturally fill up and drain back down.

11
Mrs. Fosbaugh - Mrs. Fosbaugh asked that Mr. Scarmazzi
explain why they are requesting waivers with regard to stormwater
management and the traffic analysis. Mr. Scarmazzi stated that
according to the Township Ordinance, the applicant must provide a
stormwater management plan and receive Allegheny County
approval. He feels that the Township Ordinance is written poorly
relative to preliminary tentative PRD approval. He explained that
basically all that they are looking for is the right to use the land
with regard to the layout. The purpose is for public comment and
input and the Township Supervisors and Planning Commission. In
order to prepare the stormwater management plan, you need to
design the entire site. We have designed the site from a grading
standpoint, but now our engineers would have to do the horizontal
design of the pipes and would have to do very detailed calculations
of the stormwater. That would then need to be submitted to
Allegheny County, and that review process takes some time. It
would basically kill the project. The property was put under option
in June, and they have to close sometime this summer; which they
will not do without approvals. In Tract C, Snowden Road is a
PennDOT road. The ordinance states that in order to grant
preliminary tentative approval, you need a PennDOT highway
occupancy permit. They could not do that since the plans are not
fully developed. They are not requesting a waiver for the
requirements; they would be more than glad to provide the detailed
calculations and the engineering drawing to the Township
Engineer. Once they receive the tentative preliminary approval,
they can do the design and submit the information to Allegheny
County. In regard to the Traffic Analysis, they did provide a TripGeneration letter from Woosters and Associates and provided a
letter dated January 21,2017. During the peak hours, 7:00 a.m. to
9:00 p.m., ten vehicles entered and 33 exited. That number will
require zero improvements. They will do the traffic analysis; since
it is in the ordinance, they will comply at the time of the final
approval. What they are asking for is preliminary tentative PRD
approval to allow them to use the land as proposed. Mrs.
Fosbaugh commented that last month the conditional use was
approved by the Board of Supervisors. The project being proposed
is a conditional use in that particular zoning classification.
Therefore, the Board has approved the developer moving forward
with the project with regard to the conditional use. Mr. Scarmazzi
inquired as to what other conditions the Board may impose. Mrs.
Fosbaugh commented that the only area that Mr. Scarmazzi is
proposing sidewalks is in Tract C. Mr. Scarmazzi replied that that
is correct; the sidewalks will be on both sides. Mrs. Fosbaugh
inquired about sidewalks on Bideford Drive extension and
Frickwood Drive, and Mr. Scarmazzi replied that that was never
mentioned in their discussions, and he did not realize that a waiver
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would be needed. Mrs. Fosbaugh inquired about snow plowing in
Tract C, which is a traditional PRO of carriage homes. Mr.
Scarmazzi replied that he would expect the Township to plow the
roads in that area. The homeowner's association would only be
responsible for the driveways and sidewalks. Mrs. Fosbaugh
commented on the concern regarding the area that has the
conveyance system with acid mine water drainage. She stated that
although it is not the developer's responsibility to alleviate the acid
mine water drainage because they did not create it, it is the
developer's responsibility not to worsen the condition. Based on
the Township Engineer's report, the drainage is a concern. Mr.
Scarmazzi commented that that is a concern of one of the residents
on Sheplar Drive. He presented a copy of a site map that he
provided the resident. He explained the hand-out, and stated that
the resident has a very valid concern. He mentioned that he met
with the resident to show her where her elevation sits relative to
the borings that were done. He explained that it is manifesting
itself down to where the DER previously put in the drain. He had
explained to the resident that he felt confident that he would not
increase the problem. Where they are going to fill does not impact
or go near where the drainage is currently occurring. They will be
creating a barrier where there will be rows of houses that will catch
the water coming down and take it to a detention pond away from
her home. The subsurface water they cannot control, but they will
not be contributing to it.
Mr. Gitnik - Mr. Gitnik commented that on a tentative approval
of a PRD, the homeowner's association agreement should be
presented to the Board of Supervisors in a form that is ready for
execution and/or implementation. Mr. Scarmazzi replied that the
agreement was sent to the Township on January 21 st. Mr. Gitnik
responded that he has reviewed the agreement, which did not meet
the Township's requirements. He added that he sent
correspondence to Mr. Scarmazzi's attorney on February 23rd with
a copy of the Township ordinance and where the requirements
needed to be included. Mr. Scarmazzi asked if the actual acreage
and units can be left blank on the document, since it is more for the
concept of who is legally obligated for the maintenance of
stormwater management, etc. Mr. Gitnik agreed and added that
there are specific requirements within the code that actually states
what needs to be done. He mentioned that one of the specific
requirements of the homeowner's association and of a PRD refers
to the word "recreation." The proposed homeowner's association
agreement did not address recreation. Mr. Gitnik commented on
the proposed pavilion and sidewalks that Mr. Scarmazzi had
discussed. Mr. Scarmazzi stated that they will be constructing a
16' x 16' pavilion with a fireplace. Mr. Gitnik responded that the
pavilion would need to be included in the agreement, stating that
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the homeowner's association would be responsible for the
maintenance of the pavilion. Mr. Gitnik added that he discussed
with Mr. Scarmazzi's attorney the concept of natural trails through
part of the common open space, constructed of possibly bark,
rubberized bark, etc. A trail structure would show active
pedestrian recreation, since a PRD must include some type of
recreational area. This must also be included in the homeowner's
association agreement. Mr. Gitnik also commented that the
Township's Maintenance and Monitoring Agreement has been
presented to Mr. Scarmazzi's organization. The agreement
addresses an escrow fund, and the Township would be willing to
accept one (1) stormwater facility maintenance agreement;
however, there would be three (3) escrow accounts that would be
in perpetuity. For the Board to give tentative approval, the
stormwater facility maintenance agreement must be submitted.
Mr. Scarmazzi replied that he understands. Mr. Gitnik addressed
the subject of sidewalks in a PRD, and mentioned that sidewalks
are required on at least one side of all streets. Therefore, if the
developer did not want to install sidewalks in the other Tracts, he
would need to request a waiver, which would need to be approved
by the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Scarmazzi agreed. Mr. Gitnik
commented that the developer's plan is not a traditional PRD; it is
somewhat of a hybrid. Mr. Scarmazzi replied that it is a singlefamily development. Mr. Gitnik responded that with the exception
of Tract C, the development is more of a subdivision, and Mr.
Scarmazzi agreed. Mr. Gitnik explained that in a PRD, much of
the functions that would occur by municipal government would be
taken care of by the homeowner's association. He added that any
signage hi the common area would be maintained by the
association and stated in the agreement. Mr. Gitnik explained that
the Hidden Ridge Condominium Development is a traditional PRD
and is built according to the Township's PRD standards. The plan
has its own receptacles for waste, which is a requirement for a
PRD. He explained that Mr. Scarmazzi's development is not a
traditional PRD; however, the Board does not have to accept the
streets or provide refuse collection. Mr. Gitnik asked if the
developer would like to ask for a continuance, and Mr. Scarmazzi
replied that he would like a continuance. Mr. Gitnik explained that
in a tentative PRD approval, one of the reasons that a traffic
analysis and the stormwater management plan is included is
because in a normal PRD, without waivers, the developer is on a
somewhat fast-track. He further explained that if Mr. Scarmazzi
had submitted the stormwater management plan and the traffic
analysis, a second public hearing would not be required. Mr.
Gitnik stated that even if Mr. Scarmazzi is granted his waivers, he
would still need another public hearing. He continued explaining
that if Mr. Scarmazzi does not submit the complete package,
including the stormwater management plan and traffic analysis, at
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final approval other conditions may be included. Mr. Scarmazzi
stated that he understands; however, because he has worked in
good faith with the Township staff, he would not expect an
arbitrary condition to be imposed. Mr. Gitnik suggested that Mr.
Scarmazzi review the list for the conditional use and decide what is
acceptable and what is not acceptable to be included in the
homeowner's association in order to move forward with his
development. He added that from a legal perspective, those
requirements would have been addressed in the homeowner's
association agreement. Once the agreement is submitted, the
Board would be better informed and be able to make decisions on
the streets, sidewalks, etc. Mr. Scarmazzi stated that he
understands. He commented that the number one amenity for
carriage home customers is walking trails. In Western
Pennsylvania, that typically takes the form of sidewalks. He
provided a site map and explained that most of the area has 24 to
40 percent slopes; therefore, trying to create walking trails for an
empty nester or active retiree does not make sense. He does not
feel that the trails would get used or maintained. Mr. Gitnik stated
that perhaps sidewalks should also be installed in the other section,
as well. Mr. Gitnik asked if there will be a connector between all
of the tracts, and Mr. Scarmazzi replied that they cannot connect.
The pavilion is only to be used by Tract C. Mr. Gitnik inquired as
to who the residents of Tract C will pay their homeowner's
association fees, and Mr. Scarmazzi replied that there is a master
association. Mr. Gitnik asked if a parking pad will be constructed
near the pavilion, and Mr. Scarmazzi replied that there will be no
parking pad since the pavilion is not intended to attract people
from outside the community. Mr. Scarmazzi expressed his
appreciation for the explanation and comments and stated that they
would like to request a continuance. He commented that his
development is a single-family development, not a PRD or hybrid.
The only reason he applied for a PRD was because of the lot
widths. He inquired as to whether it would easier to ask for a
variance on the lots and then present a clean subdivision. Mr.
Gitnik replied that he was perplexed as to why Mr. Scarmazzi did
not originally submit a subdivision plan and apply for a variance.
Mr. Scarmazzi asked if the Board of Supervisors would be
opposed if he went that route, while continuing this to preserve the
right and opportunity that they have under a PRD, to make the
process a little simpler. The Board had no objection. Mr. Wargo
requested that Mr. Scarmazzi submit a letter with a timeframe in
the next couple of days. He explained that the conditional use
gave Mr. Scarmazzi the permission to do a PRD, and Mr.
Scarmazzi stated that he understood. Mr. Wargo mentioned that
Mr. Scarmazzi made a comment that it was Mr. Wargo's
recommendation during the staff meeting that Mr. Scarmazzi
submit an application for a PRD. Mr. Wargo stated that he never
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recommended the PRD. Mr. Scarmazzi thanked Mr. Wargo for
clarifying and stated that he did not mean to put words in his
mouth. He explained that he met with Gary and told him that the
only way he would do his development was with a PRD and asked
Mr. Wargo what he thought. He stated that Mr. Wargo did not tell
him to do a PRD; that was his assumption. Mrs. Fosbaugh asked
Mr. Scarmazzi if he is indicating that he would like to move
forward but would like to continue the hearing, and Mr. Scarmazzi
stated that that is correct. Mrs. Fosbaugh inquired as to his
timeframe, and Mr. Scarmazzi replied he would like to continue
the hearing in 90 days, and he will follow-up with a letter to Mr.
Wargo. Mr. Wargo asked that Mr. Scarmazzi contact him
tomorrow regarding the Zoning Hearing Board meeting. Mrs.
Fosbaugh suggested making the continuance three (3) months,
which would be on June 12th, when the Board of Supervisors will
meet. Mrs. Fosbaugh stated that the Public Hearing will be at 6:30
p.m. on June 12th.
Continue Public
Hearing

Motion by Mr. Snee and seconded by Mr. Sackinsky to continue
the Public Hearing to June 12, 2017, at 6:30 p.m. All members
voted aye. Motion carried.
Time: 7:35 p.m.

