HARRIS TOWNSHIP

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING
Minutes of February 21, 2006
7:00 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Chairman Bob Igo, Ed Benner, Ronald Buckalew, Charles J. Keener, John Wainright and Paul Weener. Vice-Chairman Mary Ann Kresen was absent.
OTHERS PRESENT:

Amy Farkas, Township Manager; Todd Shea, Zoning/Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; D.J. Liggett, CRPA; Don Franson, Township Engineer; Ron Seybert, Trans Associates; David Loesch, Loesch Construction Company; Ray Regan, PennTerra; Steve Dell and Brown Vincent, Traditions of America; Mark Henise, George Lower, Jim Wagner, and Randy Wright, Tri-Tech/Wagner; Township residents Doug Arnold; Gert and Jean Aron; Trish and Jim Boyer; Sharon Faulkner; Teresa Johnson; Neil and Cindy Kellerman; Joan and John Kormanic; Don and Ginny Mulhatten; Jim and Jane Steff; Mike and Janine Surovec; Robert Sutherland; Paige and Randy Thomas; and Jane and Nelson Wood.
​CALL TO ORDER


Chairman Igo called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It was moved by Mr. Buckalew and seconded by Mr. Keener, to approve the minutes of January 17, 2006. The motion was approved unanimously, 6 to 0.
PUBLIC COMMENT


Chairman Igo asked for public comment. None was received.
PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS

A. Sketch Plan: Jacks Mill Duplexes
Chairman Igo asked Ray Regan of PennTerra to address the Planning Commission regarding the Jacks Mill Drive sketch plan. Mr. Regan said he represented David Loesch of Loesch Construction regarding a proposed development on Jacks Mill Drive. He said the parcel is a 9.5 acre tract located between Huntington Park and the Elks Country Club. He said that there is a fifty-foot right-of-way reserved with a rough-graded but unpaved surface. He said they are proposing abandoning the right-of-way and redesigning a portion of Jacks Mill Drive to meet the current Township standards. He noted that the rear portion of the property contains wetlands.
He said that there are two sketch plans. One sketch plan is dated February 6 and shows 20 two-family units. The land is zoned R-3, and is in the corridor overlay district. The design reflects 4.3 units per acre. 
Mr. Buckalew asked why the developer chose to have condominium use instead of separate dwelling units. Mr. Loesch responded that these are upscale units compared with others in the region, will be 1,600 to 1,800 square feet in size, and will have single car garages. Units will be owned, instead of rented, and will be mid-range in price.
The second sketch plan, dated February 10, is similar but incorporates townhouse units, with a mix of 14 duplexes and 3 four-unit townhouses, with 40 dwellings in all. The density does not change. He acknowledged that it is a concept and that the design could change.

Mr. Weener noted that the access to the proposed development will be upgraded soon as part of safety improvements on Route 322. He said he felt it is an appropriate use of the property’s zoning, and the proximity to a park. He said he felt that the density is reasonable. Mr. Shea stated that it is hard to comment specifically on the sketch plan because it is so general, and decisions will depend on what is submitted for final approval. He cautioned that the rear of the property might be not just wetland, but FEMA mapped floodplain and the Township would need to check those boundaries; if they are on the floodplain there would need to be some changes. At this time he did not see anything adverse. He noted that it is the Township’s last property with R-3 zoning.
Mr. Wainright asked if there would be any parking restrictions and would emergency vehicles have access to the roads. Mr. Regan responded that there would be no on-street parking, as residents would have their garages and driveways to use. They would make a provision for some parking for visitors. Mr. Shea noted that the developer has the flexibility with the condominium concept to have the roads private or serve as driveways. Mr. Regan said there is some concern with maintenance, and requested that there be no more than 33-foot right-of-way required for the private roads, as they are not intended to serve other developments. Mr. Shea said that if the developer chooses private roads, the developer could apply for a waiver request, as the requirement is for a 50-foot right-of-way.
Chairman Igo noted that the proposed development is a sketch plan, and that the developer and contractor would be coming back to the Planning Commission for further review.

B. Tentative PRD Plan for the Harpster Farm
Chairman Igo recounted that there had been meetings last fall for the proposed Harpster Farm Planned Residential Development (PRD), with plans submitted and returned for revisions. A revised plan was received on February 3rd, after Staff held a couple of meetings with the developers following the first review. Staff has since reviewed the revised plan and responded to Traditions of America (TA) as of February 16. He noted that Mr. Shea and Ms. Liggett had each done a great amount of work, and added that there were comments from Township Engineer Don Franson and the Boalsburg Fire Company, as well as from the Township transportation engineer. He then reviewed the process, and noted that there are items that are non-negotiable with a PRD as far as the Township requirements from the ordinances.
Chairman Igo said that items that are negotiable include access onto Route 45, as well as unit separation distances. He added that there are several items still to be done over the next month by TA. He noted that the discussion would be structured as follows: Mr. Shea, TA, and input from residents He emphasized that there would be no conclusions reached at the meeting.

Ms. Liggett pointed out the project is a Planned Residential Development (PRD), and that a PRD is a two-step process. First there is the master plan that contains certain details, followed by the land development plan, which has more specific detail. While there are details incorporated in the master plan, Staff will look more closely once the land development plan is received, as details cannot be addressed until that point.
Mr. Shea referred to a list he had compiled on major issues, based on two reviews of the plans and input from Staff, the Township Engineer, Traffic Engineer, and Boalsburg Fire Company. Those issues include the following:

1. Traffic Impact Study – a major issue is second access onto Route 45
2. General Access – In addition to the traffic study, Staff, the Boalsburg Fire Company, the traffic engineer, and CATA all favor a second access from Route 45. The developers have proposed access onto Memorial Drive and Belle Avenue, and Staff has been working with the developers to minimize potential traffic impact on existing neighborhoods.
3. Building Areas/separation Distances – as a condominium, no lots will exist. Residents will purchase the right to build. The areas must be better defined, and the separation distances between units, in lieu of the usual setbacks, must be determined.
4. Open Space – The PRD Ordinance requires that 30 percent of the tract must be left as open space. The latest version locates more than an acre of the proposed open space in the setback area on the perimeter or the property, and must be addressed.

5. Parkland – Ms. Liggett identified an issue with the amount of parkland proposed and the amount required, per the revised PRD Ordinance.

6. Sidewalks – The developers are proposing sidewalks on one side of the streets, and the PRD Ordinance requires that all uses and structures be connected by pedestrian ways. There are gaps in the pedestrian ways that would require residents to cross streets in order to access a sidewalk, or walk in the streets. This is an important issue, as PRDs are to be pedestrian friendly.
7. Development Schedule – Staff has asked for a more detailed description of when there will be installation of dwelling units, streets, utilities, stormwater controls, open space and parkland, street lights, and landscaping. The developer has stated this will all be done in one phase, with 50-60 units a year to be built. There are questions as to when the infrastructure will be in place.
8. Timing of Approval – The Board has until the third week of April to act on the plan. Staff has heard that the developers must have approvals in place by June 1st in order to proceed with the project. Much work remains in order for the Board to see the plan at their April meeting, as it is certain that the PC will see the plan again at their March meeting. 
Mr. Buckalew commended Mr. Shea and Ms. Liggett on the thoroughness of their reviews.
Mr. Keener asked if there is a bike path proposed. Mr. Shea confirmed current locations for such on the plan. Mr. Wainright asked if the open space is available to the public. Mr. Shea said public access is decided by the developer, per the Township PRD Ordinance. He added that a strip of parkland is being proposed from Ishler Street to Memorial Drive, and it is not anticipated that the right-of-way would be opened.
Mr. Weener observed that the traffic impact study is being revised, and asked how many scenarios the PC would receive for consideration of estimated counts for the various accesses, including the one and two access combinations off of Route 45. Mr. Seybert said that at this time he is acting under the assumption that access to Belle Avenue and to Memorial Drive will be maintained.  The goal is to avoid those two streets from being used as short cuts. Mr. Seybert expressed concerns that a current study shows that Memorial Drive is being used as a short cut to South Atherton Street, as opposed to use of the Mt. Nittany Expressway; this information came from the developer’s previous traffic study. He added that while there may be an increase in traffic from the new development, it is hoped that the roads can be configured to discourage it. Mr. Seybert said he would look at existing travel patterns, and that both traffic calming and emergency routes are being evaluated. He said he would also look at parking on the narrow streets.
Mr. Shea noted the comments from the Boalsburg Fire Company. He said they are on record as being in favor of a second access onto Route 45. He noted comments received from the BFC on their concerns about separation distances, and added that they would be involved in future discussions of the plan. Mr. Keener said it was his understanding that PennDOT said there could not be a second access onto Route 45, but it appeared that it was now being proposed. Mr. Shea said that the Township had not received written comments from PennDOT regarding that issue, and did not know if PennDOT had been asked about a second access or if there have been any applications submitted to them for a second access. While PennDOT has separation distance standards they have stated that, in theory, a second access is possible. Mr. Seybert said he knew of no PennDOT regulations prohibiting a second access, provided correct access and frontage is available. He said he believed there is sufficient sight distance from the Mt. Nittany Expressway off-ramp and could line up with Ashworth Woods’ second access, which is where he believes it should be located. Mr. Keener asked if the Harpster family members remaining would change their access to Route 45. Mr. Seybert said it has been recommended to change that access from its current location onto a new street.

Mr. Buckalew asked if there was any progress since receiving the current meeting agenda containing comments on numerous issues yet to be addressed. Mr. Shea responded that none had been addressed. Mr. Buckalew expressed concern that there are several items still needing to be addressed, particularly regarding sidewalks and pedestrian safety.


Chairman Igo invited Brown Vincent from Traditions of America (TA) to speak. Mr. Vincent introduced members of the development team, and asked Steve Dell from TA to address the PC. Chairman Igo cautioned that the issues to be addressed should not be in depth, but those primary issues commented on at the meeting. Mr. Dell said he appreciated the comments and had identified the same issues as the PC. He said he would like to get some consensus from the PC on how to proceed. He said it has been an extensive process, and that timing is becoming an issue. He noted a list of responses to Staffs’ comments, stating that they could agree to a vast majority of the comments made, but would like to get feedback from the PC on the issues identified. As far as some of the design and open space issues, he thought they could also be addressed, and distributed their responses to the PC. 


Mr. Dell said that with regard to the second access the traffic in the development is currently planned to filter out through Belle Avenue and Memorial Drive. The plan went from one crossing over the stormwater area to three crossings, which allowed them to focus three-fourths of the development’s traffic to the exit onto Route 45. He expressed concerns about the requirement of a second access onto Route 45, making it a major project due to the amount of dirt to move and the redesign necessary. He said he was not sure there is enough gain to justify it due to the expense of the second access. He said the majority of residents would likely go out the access onto Route 45 regardless of whether there are one or two accesses there. Jim Wagner of Tri-Tech/Wagner added that the slope that would need to be disturbed could cause a problem for the developer, and the entrance requirements would need to be separated by 1,000 feet per the Township’s ordinance. Mr. Vincent said that it would be a substantial improvement with a cost estimate of $1,000,000.00. He said he wanted to emphasize that what is being proposed is an over-55 active adult community. The clubhouse that is designed for this type of community will be constructed at a cost in access of $1.7 million, and that if the requirement remains to have the second access onto Route 45 they cannot build the development. There would be a loss of 3 units if the second access was required, and they would have to cut down the embankment 12-14 feet. 

Randy Wright, Tri-Tech/Wagner, addressed the issue regarding PennDOT and the second access issue. He said PennDOT reviews only whatever is submitted for a permit, and feels there would be only one access permitted. He said the traffic study they did shows that one access can handle the traffic there, that the Township’s ordinance and requirements demonstrate there is not enough intersection separation available for a second access, and that the Township Traffic Engineer acknowledged that there is limited access from and onto the ramps. It is not PennDOT’s decision to dictate whether there are one or two accesses, as they only respond to what is asked of them. Mr. Shea said given what the developer is saying it is just as likely that PennDOT could approve two accesses if asked. Chairman Igo said that if PennDOT would allow it that the Township would prefer the two accesses because of safety issues.

Ms. Liggett said with the limit of one access onto Route 45 there is concern from the Boalsburg Fire Company about this not being adequate, especially with there being over 280 units planned. Mr. Shea said that the fire company’s main concern is that while Belle and Memorial would be acceptable secondary accesses, one entrance for an emergency would be primarily off of Route 45. Adding to the equation is the location of a residential fire, and the possibility that the first responder could likely block access of any subsequent responders, redirecting them to the secondary roads. Mr. Dell said that the plan proposes a boulevard-type entrance which would permit the responders another access. Mr. Shea said that this would not help an emergency located inside the development because if the BFC would hook up to the hydrant near the proposed community center the access would then be effectively blocked in both directions. Mr. Weener said though multiple accesses are desirable, many existing developments do not have multiple access points. Ms. Liggett cautioned that this is a very large subdivision development that is being proposed. Mr. Shea added that many of the existing developments were created decades before regulations for fire hydrants and accesses, and that the Township is working to make situations better than in the past.


Mr. Dell said he felt TA meets the setback requirements of the PRD Ordinance. The separation distance is set at 15 feet side-to-side and side-to-rear and 40 feet rear-to-rear. Mr. Shea recalled that for the Springfield Commons PRD the smallest rear-to-rear separation distance the PC and Board would approve was 40 feet, and that he thought the smallest side-to-rear separation distance approved was 25 feet. He thought that the smallest side-to-side approved was 15 feet provided there was fire-resistant wall materials used in the construction. Separation distances varied based on the types of units being constructed.

Mr. Dell said that TA was willing to meet the open space and parkland requirements. Mr. Wagner asked for clarification of the open space issues. Mr. Shea said that the areas currently shown are setback areas, and cannot be considered parkland. He added that it is being proposed as parkland currently, but there is no guarantee that this is where it could actually be placed. Mr. Wagner said they would have to define the setbacks, open space and parkland better. Mr. Shea reminded the PC that, as with the Springfield Commons PRD, metes and bounds descriptions of the building areas must be spelled out in very specific details. 

Mr. Weener said that Ms. Liggett had stated that a certain percentage of the open space needs to be parkland. He noted there appeared to be an eight-acre deficit. Ms. Liggett said there are many slivers of land that are being shown as open space, and a four-acre park is shown. She said the required parkland for the site is about 12.3 acres. A total of 8.3 acres of this requirement is not shown nor specifically accounted for on the proposed plan. Mr. Dell said there are 26 acres of open space in the plan and that he was certain there was 12 acres of parkland. He said the ordinance is specific about what is considered useable parkland. Ms. Liggett said the information as provided to date leaves her with the understanding there is an 8.3 acre deficit in parkland. Mr. Wagner said they have met with the Parks and Recreation Committee to identify bike trails and walking paths. The possibility of fee-in-lieu for parkland was also discussed.

Bob Sutherland, who resides on the corner of Harris and Ishler Streets, asked how usable a park in that area would be because of existing stormwater issues. George Lower, Tri-Tech/Wagner, answered that, after the project is developed, they estimate an approximate 12-13 acre decrease in the watershed area. Mr. Wagner added that the area was designated as parkland by the Township. Don Franson, Township Engineer said that the Township has worked for several years to address stormwater issues in that area for years. He added that when the final plan is submitted, this area will be reevaluated for suitability as parkland. Mr. Sutherland questioned how many times Traditions of America has had to revise their plan because of comments from the Township. Mr. Dell said this process has been the most extensive and involved. Mr. Wagner said that once TA gets the tentative plan approval they are locked into that plan, and only very minor changes could be made. Mr. Vincent asked for clarity from the Township regarding the issue of a second access onto Route 45. He said that if that is going to be the preference of the PC to have the second access that they would have to come back to the Township with an entirely different proposal.

Mr. Shea said that another issue that needs resolution is the location of sidewalks on one side of the street. The ordinance states that a PRD must be pedestrian friendly. Every structure and every use must be connected by a pedestrian way, whether there are sidewalks on both sides of the street or not. Mr. Vincent said that they would comply with the ordinance.

Mr. Dell acknowledged that Traditions of America is in a time-crunch and is eager to move forward. Mr. Wagner said they would sit down and make sure the narrative is done correctly. Mr. Shea asked if there are plans to do the infrastructure in sections or all at one time. Mr. Wagner said they planned to do it all at once. Mr. Shea asked if that meant all the streets, water and sewer lines, stormwater, plantings, streetlights, and parkland would be available for the residents immediately upon occupation of their homes. He said it would appear the project would have to be phased because of these needs, rather than be done all at once. Mr. Vincent said they would likely put in all amenities and infrastructure first, and market the development in phases. He said they would like to get it built and opened as rapidly as possible for everyone’s benefit. The clubhouse would be the first thing they will break ground on.

Chairman Igo asked about the timing of the approval issue. Mr. Dell asked about dates by which the Township needs information from TA, and what is needed from them for each date. Chairman Igo said TA should consult with Staff. Mr. Shea said Staff could review the responses, but they do not mean much until the Township receives the revised plan. He said the materials would be needed by March 5 to review prior to the next meeting. He added that it is his hope that every item is identified and addressed so the PC can recommend approval to the Board at the Board’s April meeting. He detailed what would be needed, and said that surety would have to be posted at the end of the final plan process. Mr. Wagner asked if there were key issues and recommendations that still needed to be addressed.

Mr. Weener said he believed they would meet all the requirements of the PRD Ordinance, but he did not see that there was a requirement to have a second access, which seemed to be a sticking point, and asked if the Township could require it. Mr. Shea affirmed that they could, especially since the Board is responsible for the health, safety and welfare of the residents and may recognize the need for a second access. Chairman Igo stated that he would like to see a second access onto Route 45. Mr. Vincent said that the second access issue is the point on which direction is needed, but Mr. Shea said that the PC is an advisory board and cannot tell TA what will be required.
Mr. Weener said he would like to see the supporting arguments from Staff, the Boalsburg Fire Company, and CATA. Mr. Lower added that the interpretation he saw was that the ordinance limits access to arterial streets and directs access onto secondary streets. Chairman Igo said there were not going to be any decisions made at the meeting and that Staff would be asked to review all comments and provide information.

Jim Steff, 132 Memorial Drive, stated that, from what he heard about the plan as presented, the plan meets minimum setback requirements, minimum fire safety requirements, minimum road access, the minimum amount of open space, below minimum amount of park requirements, with a maximum number of units. He said the plan appeared to expect the existing residents and Harris Township to be sacrificed for a big development, minimizing anything good for the Township while maximizing the developers’ profits. He added that many of the residents who worked with Mr. Vincent had a clear impression from him that if that property was zoned to a higher density the developers would not be using residential roads to access that property, and that the residents feel misled. The residents were left with the perception that if the property was rezoned the developers would have two accesses off of Route 45 and no access to the Hill. 

Cindy Kellerman, Memorial Drive, asked Traditions what had changed since the group had provided support for density change. Mr. Wagner said that the ordinance states that they must tie into existing streets. The original sketches showed no tie-ins, which meant that they therefore had to tie into Memorial and Belle. Mr. Shea pointed out that Traditions of America was told from the first meeting in late 2004 what the ordinance requirements were regarding tying into existing streets. They had been reminded of these requirements throughout the process so it would not appear as something suddenly required by the Township.

Ginny Mulhatten, 121 Heritage Way, asked if there was a change in the ordinance because she interpreted it to mean that there cannot be access to local streets and that the Board may restrict access to a local street when the plan proposes non-residential buildings. Mr. Shea gave background regarding the Springfield Commons PRD and how the PRD Ordinance was amended to allow access to local streets if a PRD proposed no non-residential buildings. The amendment provided the Board the option to allow access onto a local street. In the TA situation there is access onto an arterial street, Route 45, and the connections are Belle Avenue and Memorial Drive. He said that there is no ordinance that says a PRD can never access a local street. Chairman Igo asked to have the point clarified, and Ms. Farkas said it would be sent to the Township Solicitor for review. Mr. Buckalew said the intent of the PRD is the desire for links between neighborhoods, and that he did not want to encourage separation of neighborhoods. 
Ms. Mulhatten said that the PC had been provided a position by a group of residents who do not want vehicles accessing the neighborhood. She said they wanted to see a buffer of 50 yards, as well as have existing landscape maintained. She also expressed concern about lighting, advising that there only be yard lights, and voiced concerns about potential noise issues. The group questioned the volume of traffic that would be generated. She added that the increase in traffic would also negatively impact residents on Mary Elizabeth Street and the Boalsburg Pike.
Jim Boyer, Memorial Drive, asked about the assertion by TA that they could build a clubhouse, but not a second access. Chairman Igo said the issue was of costliness to the project.

Chairman Igo summarized the perspectives that were heard from the Township, CRPA, the builders, and the community. He thanked all for their time and for their questions, and said the plan would be reviewed and examined at the March meeting.
REPORTS
Zoning Permits:
No permits were circulated.
CRPC Report:
Mr. Buckalew noted that Mr. Weener had attended the meeting on his behalf. Mr. Weener said that the Centre Regional Planning Commission Meeting Report of February 2nd that was distributed with the agenda contained the information covered at that meeting.
Adjournment

Mr. Keener moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Benner seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously, 6 to 0. Chairman Igo adjourned the meeting at 9:23 p.m.

Submitted by,
Amy Farkas, Township Manager
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