PLANNING COMMISSION

JULY 26TH, 2010 7:00 PM

PRESENT:

ANITA SIMPSON

JOHN MUNSCH

LARRY MORRIS

DAVE KAHLEY

TIM MARUCA, VICE CHAIRMAN

JEFF ANZOVINO

ABSENT:

GEORGE SMITH

RICK CUTIA, CHAIRMAN

KAREN STEPANOVICH 

ALSO ABSENT:    LOU DEROSE, SOLICITOR
ALSO PRESENT:    BARBARA J. CIAMPINI, PLANNING DIRECTOR

Tim Maruca, Vice Chairman:  Does anybody have any questions or comments of the June 28th 2010 meeting minutes?   If not can I have a motion to approve the minutes?

Anita Simpson:   I make a motion to approve the minutes as presented.

Larry Morris:  I second the motion.

All were in favor. 

OLD BUSINESS

1. Site plan/land development for SETON HILL UNIVERSITY for a proposed parking lot on the SHU campus----tabled from the May 18, 2010 meeting.

Boyd Ernzer:   I am with Fahringer, McCarty and Grey we are the site development consultants for Seton Hill University.  The last time we were in there was some concerns expressed and some things that we needed to look at further.  Chuck O’Neill could not be here tonight, but I think I can answer any questions you might have.  I would say the drawings are pretty much complete at this point and they are out for bid.   We’re hopeful that things will go smoothly.   We can get under construction here sometime soon.   This is our landscape plan.  If you recall the last time there was some things expressed, some concerns I guess about traffic circulation; about landscaping; and, about some of the site development.  The plan is essentially the same and there were some tweaks to the plan that I think made it very desirable.  I do want to thank everyone who made the suggestions---especially Dave and Barb who were able to meet at the site and kind of looked at it in the field.   The biggest change was, if you recall; we had a single entrance and it’s in the same location that it was before. There is a full service driveway in and there is a gate that is located here (he is pointing to the drawing). There are two tiers of parking separated by vegetated landscaped islands.  Before we had a single connection in between the upper and lower, a middle connection, then there was a connection at the end that connects to the beginning of the parking lot.   I think Dave had expressed some concerns about whether or not this would tend to become a speed way and there would either be people trying to speed around to the upper level or vise a versa.   We did add an additional access connection and now we have the parking lot split into three (3) segments of vegetated islands.   Some of the other changes are that we added space here (he is pointing to the drawing) for a larger plaza that would access the steps up to the upper level and we added a larger plaza that would access steps up to the upper level.  We added a larger plaza in this location (he is pointing to the drawing) with steps up to the upper level and we also added a sidewalk along the driveway here with a crosswalk and another set of steps up to the McKenna Center.   The whole idea behind the parking lot is that it will be for students, for staff and for special events.   It will be a controlled situation and whereby there will be a card reader at the entrance and that will be accessible by students and staff.   During events the gate would be up and it would be opened for basketball games and those sorts of things.   The previous plan also had a congested center section with a pull off for a shuttle bus.  We took all that and moved it to this location.  (he is pointing to the drawing). This is sort of a landscaped plaza. There will be a shelter here and there is handicapped parking along this section with crosswalks and there are also crosswalks that will allow folks who are parked on the lower level to come straight across and into the center of the parking lot itself.   We did add sidewalks along the upper level so instead of walking in the aisle way people will have a safe haven. They can cross to the steps or walk along the parking spaces to the lower steps. The Administration building is up where my hand is.  This is the McKenna Center here and the back parking area is about here and this is Lady’s Grotto   (he is pointing with his hand.)  The sisters’ cemetery back here.   There were some concerns about the detention facility. We meet with the Westmoreland Conservation District and they had some suggestions which we took to heart.   We now have a wet pond. This is a detention area here with a four (4) bay so all the water is collected along this section of the parking lot and is piped to the four (4) bay. A four (4) bay is sort of a wet land area. It will have a few feet of water and then that flows into the pond.   There were also comments about additional landscaping which we added quite a bit more landscaping.   We added it on the slope facing Route 130 and added trees along this slope. (He is pointing to the drawings) We added a significant amount of planting around the ponds.   We are trying to make this all look as natural as possible.   There are some trees that would remain. This is essentially from the previous plan here, here and here.   Of course all the trees beyond from down to where the parking starts to the existing parking, those trees will remain.   Although there will be some selective trimming of trees and the University is talking about bringing in an arborist to look at some of those trees.   The diseased ones will go and there will be some that will be replaced.  That is pretty much it, I think.   We did make some significant changes to the NPDES. We do have the permit and we have provided approval letters from the Westmoreland Conservation District, from the Greater Greensburg Sewage Authority and from Gibson Thomas Engineering.   I’d be glad to answer any questions.  I did bring a complete set of drawings along and I have a small set also.   
Tim Maruca:   I’m sorry but I wasn’t here last month.   My question is, what about lighting?  Is that all satisfactory?

Barbara Ciampini:   Yes.  

Boyd Ernzer:   There are lights within the center of the parking lot and we also have lights up either one of the steps and lighting in the shelter.  This is a nice pre fabricated 20x10 shelter. 
Tim Maruca:   Any other comments or questions?

Barbara Ciampini:   It is a great improvement to the orginal plan. Thank you, Boyd. 
David Kahley:  I’d like to say that I want to complement you and the University for amending the plan and taking some suggestions that I believe has improved life safety.  I think it will make a much more attractive site and people will feel safer and actions to the ponds make it much more nicer to the existing landscape.  I know there were worries about trees.   Some of them need to go, and some of them are on their last natural life anyway.   It’s also refreshing to see trees on the hillside and I think that will reflect well from where people can see.   I am impressed by the plan and the responsibility of the University for doing it.   One thing that we didn’t cover  is that  we recommended a reduction in the  number of handicapped spaces in this lot.   It’s not actually tired to a physical building. If I understand but this is really parking for other places, so I was recommending, I don’t know if you want to make a recommendation?   I was recommending that they not put as much handicapped spaces here but rather develop within three (3) years a handicapped accessibility plan university wide.  I think that in this case the university can adapt to where they have many buildings should treat them like everybody else.  It’s really not in the spirit of what we are trying to accomplish so rather they would have a master plan that we can look at providing better mobility overall.   So I was going to make that as a recommendation.   I know there is nothing in policy but I think we can say somehow, I’d let that up to City Council and Barb to figure but that you would be encouraged to work with the City to develop in the future a plan and therefore ask for Code.sys to give you a wavier on requirements for this location.
Barbara Ciampini:   I agree.

Boyd Ernzer:  I would say that the University has already committed to that study.  Chuck O’Neill and Paul Roman both essentially said they were exploring that and I just don’t know if they hired anyone to do it yet.   My understanding was that it was going to be the group that had worked with the LECOM , the architects, I can’t think of them right now, but they do have someone in mind and I don’t know if they made a contact yet.  

Dave Kahley:   Is that then appropriate to add this as a recommendation?  
Barbara Ciampini:   I would make it part of the record.  It’s appropriate for Seton Hill to have it in the record and appropriate for the City and for Code.sys, the third party reviewing agency to know that is the avenue we are looking towards and that were partnering with Seton Hill to put that together.   It made no sense to go with the large number of handicapped spaces that you originally had, what did you originally have?   

Boyd Ernzer:  I thing we had twelve (12) or fourteen (14) something like that.

Barbara Ciampini:   Yes,you showed parking spaces in there for handicapped and you can’t get to the parking area without using steps. But you will have the University’s shuttle system. It just doesn’t make sense for faculty parking.  SHU knows where the handicapped faculty work and they can accommodate them accordingly.
Boyd Ernzer:    We do have in the drawing an alternate for four (4) additional spaces here, (he is pointing to the drawing) just in case we need them.  Of course even if they were to put those in they can easily be taken out at some future time.  It would be helpful to us if that is part of the record so that Code.sys can read the record. 
Barbara Ciampini:   We can just attach our minutes right to your plan submittal when you are ready to go for that review.
Dave Kahley:    I make a recommendation to City Council to approve this site plan as submitted with the modifications presented tonight and that in addition that the recommended study and mobility plan be accomplished with the City within three (3) years and that Code.sys be notified of this recommendation.   And with that I recommend approval.

Tim Maruca:   Can I have a second to that?

Larry Morris:   I second the motion.

VOTE:

Jeff Anzovino                   Yes

Dave Kahley                     Yes

Larry Morris                      Yes

Anita Simpson                   Yes

John Munsch                     Yes

Tim Maruca                       Yes

All were in favor

NEW BUSINESS
1.)  Subdivision for the Redevelopment Authority of the County of Westmoreland for the purpose to subdivide the Troutman building 6-story stairwell from the property that will be transferred to the First Evangelical Lutheran Church
Dan Fajt:   I represent the Troutman Building Associates. I am the Director of Multi-family Housing for the Westmoreland County Housing Authority.  What’s before you tonight is a subdivision for a stairwell that is about 250 square feet. As you may know the annex on North Main Street was razed. The Redevelopment Authority owned the stairwell and it was part of that property not the Troutman building as it is now.   The land is going to be conveyed to the church from the Redevelopment Authority and we would like to have is ownership of the stairwell for our building as a form of egress. They also need it for further development for the building on the other side of the alley for what’s going on at the Pennsylvania side right there.   As they would develop the other parcels, not the Troutman’s building but whoever the City has picked there.  Some modifications still have to be made on our behalf to the stair tower.  We cannot let anybody get in to our first three (3) floors of Agency on Aging and the top three (3) floors, where we have nine (9) units that we rent to the elderly.   We have discussed that with the contractor and as they get to developing they will make the modifications to each floor that we have presented to them and we have had several meetings with the City.  The long of the short of it is that we’d like to have ownership of the stairwell, i.e,  Troutman Building Associates (TBA) and we think we need it.   

Barbara Ciampini:   It’s actually needed.   Troutman Building Associates, the limited partnership that owns the Historic Troutman Center needs the stair tower as their second means of egress. It has always provided that need. Historically there was a point when the Housing Authority thought they were going to move south and develop further housing in what is known on this plan as Lot 1 but that didn’t transpire.  That stair tower is also needed for the Troutman Annex on Pennsylvania Ave, as a second means of egress-- so it will be a shared facility for life safety issues.   

Dan Fajt:  That is correct.  

Barbara Ciampini:  The Redevelopment Authority has no intention of transferring the stair tower to the Lutheran Church for their “peace park” or “praise park”. I don’t think they have picked a name yet. .  The church doesn’t want the stair tower.  It belongs with the existing infrastructure. That is the purpose of the subdivision to remove the staircase from Lot 1  and give it to Lot 2.    They all need to have an additional note on here on the subdivision. I’m confused, I see Lot 1, where is Lot 2 and Lot 3? Dan, did Eric prepare this?  
Dan Fajt:  No, Dennis Dull did it.
Barbara Ciampini:  He can just make the changes to this Mylar.

Dan Fajt:  Why don’t I call you tomorrow?
Barbara Ciampini:  Yes.   I just realized that now and he really needs to do that.  It needs to be designated and any recommendation that the Planning Commission would make would be just in the way of clarifying what gets subdivided to which lot. Wait, he does have Lot 2 here I guess it’s over here.  That’s good, that should be fine and then Lot 2 will be transferred to this lot. It should have a name. No, now I see it. This plat is fine. 
Dan Fajt:   I’ll get Eric tomorrow.

Barbara Ciampini:   Just have Eric call me it’s just a little housekeeping.  Other than that there is no reason not to recommend it.   

Dan Fajt:   Then the Redevelopment Authority will then convey that piece of property to the church

Barbara Ciampini:  They will convey Lot 1 to the church and Lot 2 to you, TBA. 
Dan Fajt:  That’s right.   

Dave Kahley:   I’m curious as to how the tax assessor is going to assess the stairwell; I don’t think I’ve ever seen comparable.

Barbara Ciampini:  Yes, for just a stairwell.   I have no clue.   The County will have to find some comparables.  Good Luck with that task.  It’s a long time in coming, this stairwell issue.  

Jeff Anzovino:   I make a recommendation to City Council to approve the subdivision as presented.  

John Munsch:   I second the motion.  

VOTE

Jeff Anzovino              Yes

Dave Kahley                Yes

Larry Morris                Yes

Anita Simpson            Yes

John Munsch               Yes

Tim Maruca              Yes

Meeting adjourned at 8:00 PM
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