SPRINGDALE BOROUGH, ALLEGHENY COUNTY
PRESS RELEASE
DECEMBER 9, 2025

Springdale Borough Zoning Hearing Board
approved six dimensional variances for the
proposed Allegheny DC Properties LLC for a parcel
formerly known as the site of the Cheswick Power
Station. The 3-0 decision was approved on

- December 6, 2025 and a copy of the decision is
available at the Borough office and posted on the
Borough of Springdale website. |

Terry Carcella

Borough Manager / Zoning Officer



BEFORE THE BOROUGH OF SPRINGDALE
ZONING HEARING BOARD

InRe: Application of ) _
- Allegheny DC Property Co. ) Hearing Date: October 22, 2025

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DECISION

The Zoning Heanng Board of the Borough of Springdale, Allegheny County,.
hereby publishes the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decision of granting
of the variance for Allegheny DC Property Company LLC (Allegheny DC) for 151 Porter Street,
Springdale, PA with conditions:

| BACKGROUND

Allegheny DC Property Company LLC (Allegheny DC) filed an application for
conditional use approval dated August 29, 2023, through their attorneys, Babst, Calland,
Clgmeﬁts- & Zommir, PC. In the application, Allegheny DC demonsirated standing via a Real
Estate Purchase and Sales Agreement with Cheswick Plant Environmenfal Redeveiopment
Group, LLC, for the property of 151 Porter Street, Springdaie, conéisting of 7 parcels as
identified in the application coordinating to 7 registered parcels with Allegheny County.

| The property in question is commonly known as the former Cheswick Power Station
consisting of approximately 47 acres in the Industrial.Zonhlg District.

In the application, Allegheny DC requested 6 variances, which are the ‘subjeqt of this
Decision énd subject to the jurisdiction of the Springdale Zoning Hearing Board. In the
application, Allegheny DC stated they were planning on usiné the property “as a generation data
center, specifically architected and eng_'meered for the deveiépment of artificial intelligence |

software and services (Data Center).”




In addiﬁoﬁ, contempotaneous with the Zoning Hearing Board requests, Allegheny DC
also sought use approval and/or recommendations throﬁgh the Springdale Plé.nning Commission
‘to then be referred to Borough Council. |

At the time of the Zoning Hearing Board hearing, there was a formal objector who was
represented by counsel and was permitted to cross-examine each witness. Since the time of the
hearing, the cbjector, Mitchell Karaica, through counsel, Thomas Kloehn, Esq., has withdrawn.
Said withdrawal coming before each parties proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusion of Law
were due and, as such, the only proposed findings were submitted by counsel for Allegheny DC.
Nonetheless, this Board has received the testimony of the objector and observed the cross-
examination of witnesses by counsel and in deliberations, the Zoning Hearing Board accorded
such testimony, all consideration, weight and credibility determinations as it has done for all

patties testifying.

THE REQUESTED VARIANCES

1. A variance from Section 490 Aﬁachment 1, “Table of Yard and Area
Requirements” to allow an increase m allowable building height from 45 feet to 60 feet,
maximﬁm.

2. A variance from Section 490-7, “Definitions”, to allow an increase in allowable
equipment height from 60 feet to 75 feet, maximum. |

3. A variance from Section 490-23.B(4)(a), “Off-street parking requi;ements, Size”,
to allow a reduction in conventional parking stall dimensions from 10° wide x 20° long, to 9’
wide x 18 long and handicapped parking stall dimensions from 15” wide x 20° long to 137 wide
x 18" long for non-van spaces and 16° wide by 18’ long for van spaces.

4. A variance from Section 490-23.B(4)(b), “Off-street parking requirements,

Design”, to allow a reduction in interior parking aisles width from 257 to 24°,




5. A variance from Section 490-24;C, “Off-street ioac_iing requirements, Required
off-street loading Sp_aces”, to allow a reduction in the mimber of off-street loading spaces from
59 as required for manufacturing, business, or professional offices, to 4 as will be required for
operation of 'the Data Center.

6. A variance from Section 490-21.A(5), “Fencing and screening; ref,aining walls,
placement, materials, height”, to allow an increase in maximum allowable fence height from 7

feet to 8 feet to accommodate security fence around the perimeter of the site.

' SUMMARY OF HEARING AND. EVIDENCE PRESENTED

1. At the time of the hearing, all three Board members were present along with the
appointed alternate member constituting a quorum of the Board. The Board reorganized and
thereafter held the aforesaid hearing. |

2. The hearing on the apialication, after being duly advertised, was held before the
Borough on October 22, 2025.

3. The appliéant, through counsel, presented three witnesses, Paul D’ Onofrio,
Robert Maloney and Mark Laborte. Each of the witnesses was found to be credentialed in the
area of their respective testimony and each was found to be credible despite 'b'eing Cross-
examined during the hearing.

4. Mr. D’Onoftio’s testimony addressed the 6 variance requests in one mantier or
another touching on all the traditional criteria used to grant these types of variance requests,

5. For each variance requested, Mr, D’Onofrio, along with the other witnesses of the
applicanf, addressed the criteria that enables the granting of the variances together with
reasonable conditions, excepting the oﬁ—s&ect parking requirement “size.”

6. The parking size requirement ruling was withheld to which allow the applicant to '

provide verification outside the hearing as to current industrial standards. Those standards have




been provided by the applicant, fact checked and subsequently found to be applicable and
therefore relevant towards the variance request.

7. During Mr. D’Onofrio’s cross examination as well as citizens’ comments, several
matters were elicited that did not impinge upon his credibility but, nonetheless, merit special
Board consideration, including but not limited to, Tawney Run and the floodplain, the Veteran’s
- Memorial, St. Mark’s Cemetery, the Rache] Carson trail and a Coal Minef’s'Monux.rlentt

8. The next witness offered by Allegheny DC was Robert Maloney of Jacobs
Engineering, who the Board recognized as an expert in landscape architecture.

9, The Board, despite cross examination and testimony of the then objector as well
as citizens® comments; found Mr, Maloney’s testimony to be credible.

10.  The majority of Mr. Maloney’s testimony involved sight lines, natiral sound and
sight batriers involving trees and other hndscaping that Wm;ld enhance the aesthetics of the
project in such a manner that over time the landscaping would allow for aesthetically pleasing
ban'ieré of sufficient he;’ght that would appear natural. It was found this Wouid enhance the
ovefall project and assist in addreséing other concerns such as security and noise while making
the project appear fo be to the extent possible, a natural setting.

11. It was specifically n,otéd that the landscaping would use native trees and shrubs
which the Board recognizes have the best long-term prospect for survival and growth to meet the
intended use and Mr. Maloney will select these items aﬁd place them in a pattern or array
designed to meet the characteristics stated in his tesﬁmony.

12.  In addition, Mr. Maloney’s testimony was found to buttress that of Mr. D’Onofrio
and enhance credibility to the cgtire application of Allegheny DC. |

| 13, The final witness of Allegheny DC was Mark Laborte of Jacobs Engineering, who

the Board recognized as an expert in Civil Engincering.




14,  The Board, despite cross-examination and testimony of the then objector as well
as citizens® comments, found M. Laborte’s testimony to be credible.

15.  Mr. Laborte’s testimony, for the most part, was to buttress the testimony of the
prior witnesses which it, in fact did, particularly as to how and why the variances should be
granted and this testimony, including some cost-benefit analjsis, all of which Supi)ort the
project.. |

16.  Integards to the exhibits presented, the Board finds those exhibits, all of which
were admitted, to be highly probative to the Board. Since the exhibits were offered in a binder
togefher with excerpts of the Springdale Zonmg Code and map as well as the resumes ot Paul
D’ Onofrio and Mark Laborte, the entlre binder labeled “Refore the Springdale Borough Zomng
Hearing Board,” shall become part of this written decision up to the extent any port:on conflicts
with this wﬁﬁen decision and in the event there is any such conflict, the written decision of the
Board shall conirol.

i7. After the th}:rd witnéss and cross-examination thereof, Aflegheny DC closed their
presentation.

18. At this juncture, the then objector, Mitchell Karaica appeared and testified under
examination of his counsel, Thomas L. Kloehn, Esquire. |

19.  Despite later withdrawing his status as objector, the Board finds the testimony

“offered is propetly before the Board, is part of the record and deserves all due consideraiio;i.

20.  Mr. Karaica is a resident of Springdale Borough, living adjacent to the proposed
data center.

21, Mr. Karaica’s testimony was found to be credible. He stated a number of
concerns, including but not 'I_im_ited to, lighting, sight lines, and other items. Said testimony when
considered, was found to be relevant. It is also subjective without any specific .evidence to

underlie his concerns.




22, As acitizen and neighbor, Mr. Karaica’s testimony and concerns will be honored
regardless of the decision either to deny the request of Allegheny DC or grant those requests
along with special conditions. 7

23.  Of special note is that Mr. Karaica purchased his property when the '.site, which is
under consideration, had an active coal fired power plant and that he lived there subject to the
footprint and environmental conditions of the power piaﬁt and those of the related infrastructure.
Much of that infrastructure cont_inues on or about this area. |

24. A number of citizens all testified credibly about their concerns. The testimony,
although lacking objective facts, will be honored regardless of the decision herein, as it is the
duty of the Board to consider any relevant factor applicable to the consideration of variance
matters.

DECISION
Decision: The Application for the six variances is hereby APPROVED in total and each
variance is subject to all the specific and general conditions set forth below.

The Zoning Hearing Board in approving the dimensional variances does not

concur that these are “minor” dimensional variances and recommends the

Zoning Officer ensure strict compliance with this Board’s decision and the

condifions set forth.

i. In granting the vari'aﬁce to allow a building height of 60 maximum feet, the Board
recognizes there are already structures within the Borough that exceed that height.

To enstire site lines are maintained whenever possible, the overall building design
shall be built in suéh a manner that the tallest portions of the building be stepped back towards
the center of the building.

2. The variance to allow equipment height to be up to 75 feet is granted.

Tt is clearly understood by this Board that this is t:o‘ allow for the use of back-up

power generators. As this involves a noise issue, these generators shall not exceed the applicable




noise levels prescribed in tﬁe code, and operated in a manner that allows for the quiet and -
enjoyment of the citizens. |

Furthermore, the Zoning Hearing Board is well aware of the published
recommendations of the Planning Commission and through the Zoning Hearing Board’s
deliberative process, observed the 18 consented to condiﬁon§ as enumerated including, but not
limited to, soun& baffling, alternate testing times of generators, and limited use are consistent
with the Zoning Hearing Board’s deliberation and are hereby adopted in total, as to all 6 |
variances requested from thé Zoning Hearing Board and are attached as Exhibit 1 and
incorporated into this Decision.

3-5.  Variances 3 through 5 are approved based on carrent standards and the limited
7 number of employee occupants. In addition to those conditions expressed and adopted here in
Exhibit 1, the following conditions are conditions precedent to this granting.

_ a) EMS/Fire/Safety inspections must oceur before operation and annuaily
thereafter in and about the building, the property, the fuel depot and all areas of the project and it
is further recommended a fee structure be implemented and assessed for the cost of said
inspections.

b) Anyffutﬁre change or upgrade in capacity for electric or computing presently

_proposed or anytime théreaﬂer shall be disclosed in advance and that plan approved by the
Zoning Officer, and if disapproved, sent to the Zoning Hearing Board in accordance with the
law.

c) Whefe variances 3 through 5 are loading, parking and sizing issues, it is the
position of the Zoning Hearing Baard' that during the construction pha_se, all construction traffic
and parking shall be monitored. Furthefmore, this shall extend to all confractors, sub-com:ractors
and individuals as a party to the transaction. This shall include ensuring there is no parking on

private pfoperty without prior approval. The Zoning Hearing Board specifically finds that
S 7




construction and related vehicles shall be scheduled to limit the impact to local traffic and
provide and publish to the public notice of construction traffic times, routes and vehicular size.
In addition, a construction schedule shall be implemented that takes into effect the
impact on the- community in 6rder to reduce said impact to include all traffic, school .trafﬁc and
pedestrians to ensure their safety.
Finally, it is strongly recommended that the developer use the Allegheny River
when possibie for any and all construction purposes, deliveries and routing.

6. Fencing. The specific findings regarding feﬁcing are adopted from those of the
Planning Commission. However, any enforcement shall be by the Zoning Officer who shall be
consulted prior to installation regarding the aesthetics of the fence such as color, minor design
changes and service entrances or exits. Additionally, the color should be uniform with the
exception that if memorials ot other structures abut the féncin_g, other colors can if selected by
the Zéning Officer be used; such as, red, white and blue for our honored forefathers if the parties
agree.

OVERALL GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. As to Tawney Run and the Rachel Catson trail, these areas are to be kept litter
free .and to the extent possible remove invasive vegetation.

2, Ta@ey Run shail be maintained in such a manner so that it shall be fiee flowing
so as to avoid flooding.

3. Any and all trees and vegetation to he planted shall be native to this region to

ensure their vibrancy and to further the architectural landscape plan.
4. Any use of the property involving the Rachel Carson Trail, St. Mark’s Cemetery
and the Miner’s Memotial shall be given proper deference in use and allow for continued

‘maintenance as needed.




BOARD RESERVATION

It is specifically understood this decision and all decisions of the Zoning Hearing Board are
based of the unique circumstances and facts placed into evidence. As such, this decision
shall have presidential value or of any value in future decisions or appeals from or to the

Zoning Hearing Board.

BY THE SPRINGDALE BOROUGH
ZONINGHEARING BOARD

S ) Lud

Date : David Wessel, Chair
J2-6—25 o W M

Date - . /Paul Perrieflo, Vice Chair
/2-6~25 |

Date Debora Stresky, Secretary




