HARRIS TOWNSHIP

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Public Hearing – Harpster Farm Tentative Plan
Minutes of April 10, 2006

A Public Hearing held by the Harris Township Board of Supervisors for the Harpster Farm Tentative Plan was called to order on April 10, 2006, at 7:40 p.m. in the Boalsburg Fire Hall by Vice-Chairman Dennis Hameister. In attendance were Supervisor Charles Graham, Supervisor Chris Lee and Supervisor Nigel Wilson. Chairman Cliff Warner was absent.
Also in attendance were Harris Township Manager Amy Farkas; Todd Shea, Zoning/Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; D.J. Liggett, CRPA Senior Planner; Don Franson, Township Engineer; Ron Seybert. Trans Associates; Bob Crum, CRPA Director; Van Winter, Boalsburg Fire Company; John Wainright and Jim Keener, Township Planning Commission; Brian Grieco and Patrick O’Kane, C-NET; Diane Bloom, ARC; Fred Henry, Henry Surveys; Dwayne Hake, George Lower, JB Reilly, and Brown Vincent, Traditions of America (TA); Jim Wagner, Tri-Tech/Wagner Engineering; Township residents: See attached list.
Public Hearing 


Vice-Chairman Hameister opened the hearing for public comment regarding the tentative plan for PRD applications by Traditions of America (TA).  Ms. Farkas reported that the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (MPC) requires a public hearing on the tentative plan for PRD applications. She noted that the Board of Supervisors has 60 days following the close of the public hearing to act on a plan and render a decision, and that the Board may also continue the public hearing for a period of up to 60 days.

Mr. Shea reviewed the history of the proposed development, noting that Traditions of America (TA) had initially submitted its first tentative plan for review on October 28, 2005. Staff completed reviews of the 60-plus page plan and related documents, and returned comments to the developers by approximately November 30, 2005. A second tentative plan was submitted on February 3, 2006, and Staff reviewed a 38-page plan and related documents, which was returned with comments around February 16, 2006.  The Planning Commission reviewed the Harpster Farm Tentative PRD Plan as part of their agenda at their February 21st meeting. The PC reviewed the comments of the second plan and requested that the developers address the greater number of those comments prior to their March meeting, and directed Staff to place the plan on their March 20 agenda. A third tentative plan was submitted on March 1, 2006. Staff reviewed that 38-page plan and related documents and returned comments to the developers by approximately March 15th. The Harpster Farm Tentative PRD Plan was an item on the Planning Commission’s March 20 agenda. The PC reviewed the comments of the third plan review and determined that Traditions of America had not made significant progress in addressing those comments. The PC asked the developers for a time extension to revise the plan again for the April PC meeting, but TA declined to grant such an extension.  Therefore, the Planning Commission voted to recommend denial of the plan to the Board of Supervisors. Traditions of America submitted their fourth tentative plan on April 3, 2006, and Staff was working at the time of the public hearing to review the 44-page plan and related documents. It was hoped that comments could be provided to the developers by April 17, 2006. 

Vice-Chairman Hameister began with a five minute comment period for Traditions of America and advised that their comments should not be a rebuttal or sales. He asked Terry Williams, representing Traditions of America, to begin. Mr. Williams said the developers were at a position where the Board needed to make a decision with regard to the proposed plan. He said the developers were looking for input from the public as well as the Board regarding the plan deficiencies. He said that the developers intend to buy the property and develop it in some manner, preferably as proposed, and that the developers were willing to modify the plan as the Supervisors want. He noted that the developers are running up against the time period as stipulated by the Municipalities Planning Code (MPC). 


J.B. Reilly, Traditions of America principle, noted that there have been no drastic changes in the most recent plan from a technical aspect, and that changes have been made when issues were raised. He said of note is that the 82-acre site has a large swale that provides natural drainage and which TA hopes to maintain. He said that TA had worked with the Township, and realized that developers are penalized if they choose to develop a property under the PRD Ordinance, whereas in a by-right development more density is permitted. He noted that the PRD Ordinance was changed to allow a density of 3.5 units per acre, which allowed the development of the active-adult plan with similar density as the by-right plan. Mr. Reilly said that when the first plan was submitted in October 2005, there was another entrance on Belle Avenue, but that it is essentially the same plan as the April 2006 plan, except that, because of comments from Staff, another entrance had to be placed on Memorial Drive. Mr. Reilly also noted that at the December 19, 2005 meeting with Township Staff and the traffic engineer, TA was asked to redesign the internal road patterns of the development to lessen the impact on the existing neighborhood roads from the development, which he said TA did while still preserving the swale. He added that the Township traffic engineer asked at that meeting that TA look at their traffic study to see if there needed to be two means of egress onto Route 45. Mr. Reilly said that TA’s traffic study concluded that the single entrance onto Route 45 does meet acceptable levels of service. He said that the Township’s traffic engineer concurred with all the assumptions and calculations as part of that analysis. Also, TA submitted their plan and traffic studies to PennDOT. TA received two preliminary reviews from them, and none of their reviews are in conflict with what TA submitted.

Mr. Reilly said that, in the comments to TA, Van Winter, Boalsburg Fire Department Chief, expressed concern regarding the proximity of the proposed buildings, particularly the townhouses. Mr. Reilly said that, according to the ordinance, if the water pressure is adequate, there can be 15 feet or less distance between units. He said that flow tests showed that there is adequate pressure. He said TA also looked at what was approved for Springfield Commons, and saw that there was 25 feet of separation for townhouses, and for single detached and semi-detached homes the requirement was 15 feet. He said TA did address this by making some units smaller and some bigger. The current plan is in compliance with the ordinance, with the townhouses having a separation of 25 feet, and the one-story single family homes having separation distances of 15 feet. 


Mr. Reilly stated that he believed that Traditions of America has complied with all comments from all of the agencies involved. He noted that there have been four revisions, although the fourth one has not been reviewed to date. Mr. Reilly noted that the most recent plan submitted on April 3 addressed the last set of engineering comments, and had no substantial changes in design, just response to technical questions. Those comments that are still open will be addressed at the final plan stage, reminding the assemblage that this was a tentative PRD approval.

What Traditions is trying to do is get approval to move forward. He said he believed it was a good plan, perhaps better than the original, and believes it will be a beneficial, low-impact use for the site, as traffic volume would be less than half of that with a traditional single-family home development. He expressed concern that the Township would take a position that they do not want the development, and that TA will be forced to do a single-family-home development, which would result in elimination of open space and increased traffic. He said he believes the Board of Supervisors recognized that it is a good plan for the Township. He hoped all would look at this rationally.

Mr. Shea clarified the process of a proposed PRD as a two-step process. He noted that the first step as required by the MPC is a tentative plan, also known as a master plan, which is less detailed than the final land development plan. If the deliberations are within 180 days of the plan, the Board must act, or take up to 60 days from the close of a public hearing to render a decision on the tentative plan, which the Township puts in writing. The Board can approve the plan with conditions. The satisfactory completion of the conditions would then render the plan approved, and then a developer can do a final plan. The final plan has greater engineering detail and contains a time limit. So far there have been two time extensions permitted for the TA development. The purpose of the hearing is for input, after which the Board will act on the tentative plan at some point and, if approved, the developer submits a final plan. The Planning Commission does not review the final plan. The review and final approval is given by the Board. The Board has three choices for deciding on the plan: to deny, to approve the plan with conditions, or to approve the plan without conditions if they believe all requirements have been met.

Vice-Chairman Hameister opened the discussion for public comment.

Jane Steff, Memorial Drive, expressed appreciation to the Board for the hearing, as she felt the residents had not been listened to during the process.  She expressed concern that the surrounding streets are narrow, have no sidewalks, that the visibility is poor, and that there is a curve. Residents are worried about the additional cars that may come down their street if access to the new development is permitted. Mrs. Steff said that she believed the figure quoted by Mr. Seybert of Trans Associates for cars that will use the existing streets is grossly underestimated. Traditions of America said they originally did not want to have any connections to the existing neighborhood, but were obliged to do so by the Township. 


The Board was asked why the Planning Commission recommended rejection of the plan. Mr. Shea responded that a large number of comments generated by Staff review had not been adequately addressed when the PC received the plan; therefore they recommended rejection of the plan to the Board. All comments have been available to the public and have been provided to anyone who has requested them.

Chuck Thompson, 230 Lee Avenue, distributed an aerial image with the street system of The Hill area. He remarked that there is great interconnection of the existing streets, and a blind corner which would make the area prohibitive with additional traffic. He said he thought the sight distance was also bad. He challenged the traffic study that showed a 10percent increase in traffic, saying there was no guarantee that would be the true figure. He said he thought that one access would be adequate for the new development’s traffic. He also expressed his support for the development as proposed.

Sharon Faulkner, Memorial Drive, said that while there are technical issues to deal with, there are more personal ones to address. She noted that several Township-related groups had been consulted and involved in the process. However, the Supervisors had not made a sight visit to view Memorial Drive and Belle Avenue or any of the surrounding neighborhood to see for how the Hill is used. She stated that what did not exhibit responsibility is the proposed road layout and the outlets into the established neighborhood.

Paul Gable, Pine Tree Avenue, stated that he had sent an email to Supervisor Graham which was in agreement with prior speakers and their concern about the results of increased traffic. He said he did his own traffic speed study on Pine Tree Avenue, and saw several cars that were going at high rates of speed. He said the design of the existing roads lend themselves to increased speed. Mr. Gable said he also wanted to keep the cul-de-sac on Memorial Drive and not allow access to the new development.

Elsie Stine, Belle Avenue, said she was concerned about the added traffic because of the school, the number of children in the area, and that there are no sidewalks. There are both daytime and evening activities at the school, children using the school playground, and many cars use the street to park, which reduces visibility and makes it harder to use Belle Avenue.

Michael Green, Belle Avenue, stated that the development is good for the community overall, although he was disappointed that the natural swale was being eliminated from the open space. He said he wanted controlled access for emergency vehicles-only onto Belle Avenue, as cars speed as they descend on the street. Also, there are over 60 houses in Meyer Estates, many with children, and he likes the closed community provided by no through-traffic.

Mark McLaren, 217 Kimport Avenue, said he and his wife like to walk in the evening and there are no lights in the development, which they prefer. However, adding traffic will have a negative impact. He questioned the publicity of the hearing, and asked if information could be placed in the Township newsletter, as well as how the development is being planned. He claimed that there are no police patrols enforcing the speed limit within the development. Mr. McLaren said he believes that the TA plan is great, and a responsible use of the land, but that access to the Hill is a bad idea, and that one more car on the Hill is too many. 

John Weaver said he lives on the corner of Belle Avenue and Lamp Post Lane, and that with on-street parking the streets are even narrower. Also, drivers heading north will go through the neighborhood from the new development.

Jim Boyer, Memorial Drive, said he has observed changes within his neighborhood since he first moved to the area about twenty years ago, including loss of bucolic views when others built nearby and welcomed them when they came to his area. He said he welcomes the development. However, the development will change the character of the existing neighborhood if allowed to proceed as required.

Rod Beard spoke as an attorney hired by some of the Hill residents. He said he had not heard a review of the ordinances that apply to the PRD. He distributed written comments to the Board, and maintained that the MPC provides flexibility for the municipality to deal with issues. He expressed concern that Mr. Reilly had said that TA is required to connect to the existing streets, but that he saw nothing that requires such. In his estimation, he sees that there is prevention of through-traffic and restriction of access to local street use, as the Corridor Overlay District (COD) requires avoidance of local street use. Mr. Beard maintained that in a PRD there are provisions that if there are non-residential uses local streets cannot be accessed. Since there are buildings with non-residential uses in this plan, there should be no access to Belle Avenue and Memorial Drive. He also stated that the PRD Ordinance encourages negotiation and mediation of the process, and it does not have to be an all or nothing situation. 


Derec Markle, Kimport Avenue, said that the development is good because of the added tax base. He questioned whether the Township’s traffic study had included the adjacent streets, such as Kimport Avenue. He was glad to see the green space preserved, and asked about the variety of trees to be planted, as well as landscaping of the new development. He asked if having an entrance off of Route 322 over the stream would be approved by PennDOT. He said he wants Belle Avenue and Memorial Drive to be used as emergency-only access, and recommended using eco-pavers. Finally, he asked if the new development would be part of the beneficial reuse program. Mr. Seybert, Trans Associates, responded that there was not a study done on the impact to secondary roads by the new development. Ms. Farkas added that the development would not be a part of the UAJA Beneficial Reuse Program.

Kim Neely said she lives at the corner of Belle Avenue and Boalsburg Pike, and it too is a blind corner, over which many people drive. She added that there is more activity than represented and that there are evening events, sports programs, walkers, and group meetings in a busy area with poor visibility and poor lighting. 


John Sheehan, 222 Lee Avenue, said that the new development is in his backyard and he is in favor of the development. He said the consensus is that there is emergency access-only, not additional traffic into the existing neighborhood. He asked if there is anything the residents could do to prevent the access to the existing neighborhood, and requested that Belle Avenue and Memorial Drive be emergency-only. Mr. Seybert responded that it is not uncommon for traffic calming measures to be added as a requirement for plan approval of a new development, and those types of things have been done in the Centre Region. However, it is important that if that is done all of the other aspects of the ordinance are maintained with respect to the requirements for the approval of the development. The Township could perform traffic-calming measures at the intersections with the other neighborhood but in implementing such measures the Township still must comply with all aspects of the ordinance and subdivision requirements. There may be some specific requirement that the Board would have waive in order to accomplish the objectives if the Township so chooses. Supervisor Lee said he understood that the residents do not want any access. Mr. Seybert said that if access for emergency vehicles-only is made using barriers, extreme caution must be taken in the design. Mr. Shea added that there is nothing in the Township ordinances that specifically addresses emergency accesses, either for or against. Vice-Chairman Hameister recalled that when Aspen Heights was developed, there was a provision for an emergency access placed in the development plan. That emergency access has not been maintained and has since grown over.

Ron Neidigh, West Main, questioned the discussion of two entrances onto Route 45, and noted that there are two off of Route 45 for Ashworth Woods. Mr. Seybert said it is feasible to have a second entrance onto Route 45 from the new development. Mr. Neidigh said it would solve many problems.



Gene Steele, 306 Belle Avenue, said that in addition to the two roads being discussed, Mary Elizabeth Street is a very dangerous road and was not included in the traffic study. He said that Mary Elizabeth Street also does not need added traffic.

Greg Fredericks, 350 E. Outer Drive, said he is familiar with the Hill, and that while the residents like the plan the two accesses into the existing development should be eliminated. He said it appeared there is nothing in the PRD Ordinance that requires the developers to have the two accesses into the existing development. He said the developers and the residents do not want the two accesses, therefore it is not an issue and the accesses onto the existing streets should not be made. 

Scott Frye, Lamp Post Lane, affirmed that there are children in the development, and pleaded for the children’s safety. He asked that there be two entrances only onto Route 45, as it would be identical to what exists currently at Ashworth Woods.


Mr. Reilly said he would talk to Township Staff about limiting access onto Belle Avenue and Memorial Drive, but that the developers have concluded that a second egress from Route 45 is not feasible. He said the grade change is dramatic and would change the engineering. TA would lose a substantial number of homes. Also, up to a 50 percent impervious coverage is permitted in a PRD, and the development is at its limit now. He reiterated that a second entrance would be very expensive, and that TA’s traffic engineer had said that 85 percent of the traffic would go through the single entrance on Route 45, with 10 percent onto Memorial Drive and five percent onto Belle Avenue, and that all of the traffic engineers are in agreement with those figures. Mr. Reilly said the developers can meet an acceptable level of service with one entrance. He agreed that TA would study the issue more and give the access consideration, and look at all the ramifications to the project. He said TA believes it is desirable to have access through Memorial Drive. 

Don Franson, Township Engineer, in response to an earlier question about where it was shown that the new development must connect to the existing roads, cited Article IV, Section 2.1.3 of Chapter 11 of the Harris Township Subdivision Ordinance that requires that the arrangement of streets shall provide for continuation of existing or recorded streets. He said this could be waived, but noted that when Memorial Drive was built there was not a cul-de-sac put at the end of it, which meant that the street was planned for extension in the future. While a cul-de-sac at the end of Belle Avenue was shown on the deed, it was shown as a temporary one and would make it a permanent cul-de-sac if the road is not extended.

Ms. Farkas said that if the Supervisors would choose to close the public hearing there would be 60 days from the date of the hearing to render a decision, which means it would be on the May agenda, should the Supervisors not refer the plan to the Planning Commission. Comments will be accepted from residents by the Township. The time period is needed to establish legal procedures as well as to have an opportunity to review the plan submitted by Traditions of America on April 3rd.  If the hearing is continued, there are 60 days in which to continue the hearing, and then after the hearing is closed there are 60 days the Board can take before rendering a decision. If the hearing is continued, the April 3rd plan can be referred to the Planning Commission and ask them to provide a review of the information received. If referred to the PC, the date will be changed and residents notified. 


Steve Moyer, Memorial Drive, said that in the comments at the June 2005 Board meeting the plan showed a bricked emergency access. Then, at a fall meeting Mr. Vincent said the access was removed because there was too much traffic onto Memorial Drive.


In summary, the public hearing comments were as follows:
· The majority of the residents support the idea of an active-adult community for the parcel.

· There are safety concerns about conditions on Belle Avenue which include

1. Poor sight distance

2. Narrow streets

3. On-street parking permitted in the neighborhood

4. Blind corners and curves on the existing streets

5. Lack of sidewalks for pedestrians

6. Concern for children’s safety as they walk to and from school

7. Concerns for speeding on the streets, particularly Belle, Kimport, and Pine Tree Avenues. Also, Mary Elizabeth Street would be impacted by increased traffic, and is already a dangerous road.

· Support was expressed for a second access and egress for Route 45.

· Some residents expressed preference that Belle Avenue and Memorial Drive have emergency-only access, and that the streets are not used at all for traffic.

· Some residents expressed concern that the traffic impact studies were not accurate, and did not take into consideration adjacent streets such as Kimport Avenue.

· Concern was expressed that the character of the existing neighborhood not be ruined

· It was stated that a resident did not believe the Township had advertised the meeting or information about the development well.

· Concern was expressed that there are no street lights in the Hill neighborhood, and this will make the neighborhood more dangerous with increased traffic.

· It was questioned whether the Supervisors were familiar with the Hill neighborhood. They were encouraged to make a field trip there.

· A resident asked if the beneficial reuse project would be a part of the new development.


Supervisor Lee said the plan submitted on April 3rd should be referred to the Planning Commission for their review and comment before the next Supervisors’ meeting in May. At that time the Board can review the plan and recommendations from the Planning Commission.


Vice-Chairman Hameister said the Township would continue the public hearing for up to sixty days and would refer the April 3rd tentative plan to the Planning Commission for their review. Vice-Chairman Hameister recessed the Public Hearing for the Harpster Farm Tentative Plan at 9:07 p.m. 
Submitted by,

Amy Farkas, Township Secretary 
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