HARRIS TOWNSHIP

           Planning Commission

Minutes of August 17, 2004
REGULAR MEETING
7:00 PM
 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:

 

Edward Benner, Bob Igo, Charles J. Keener, Mary Ann Kresen, and Paul Weener, Vice-Chairman. Ronald Buckalew also joined the meeting at a later time.
 

OTHERS PRESENT:

 

Kristin Clark, Township Manager; Todd Shea, Zoning and Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; D. J. Liggett, CRPA Planner; Jim Wagner, Tri-Tech/Wagner Engineering, for The Pump Station Cafe; Craig Avedesian, owner of The Pump Station Cafe; Sharon Faulkner, Chair of PRAC; Dan Abruzzo, CBICC; Mark Torretti, PennTerra; Tom Songer, GTW Associates; Tommie Songer III, GTW Associates; Josie Miller, Township resident.
 

 

​CALL TO ORDER
 

Vice-Chairman Paul Weener called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.
 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
 

It was moved by Mr. Keener, and seconded by Mr. Benner, to approve the minutes of June 21, 2004. The motion was approved unanimously, 5 to 0.
 

 

Mr. Buckalew joined the meeting at 7:06 p.m.
 

 

CITIZEN COMMENT
 


Mr. Songer asked to speak to his request to change the PRD site plan that was approved for Springfield Commons. He opened by saying that, while there is no change to the roads or the layout, there have been some single-family homes removed, and changed into duplexes. Also, all of the triplexes and quadplexes are proposed to be duplexes as well. By going to duplexes, there will be less paving and less building area, although the floor plans will be nicer. The development will lose one unit, going from 86 to 85. He claims he is not changing the nature of the development, but the land development plan, and he believes it will be an improvement. He, his solicitor, and the Township solicitor met to discuss whether or not it would require a minor change, or if it will have to go through the whole PRD process. He stated that he is not changing the intent of the development, but the type of residential units.
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS
 

A. Pump Station Café Site Plan
 


Mr. Weener asked Mr. Shea to review where was the process on the proposed Pump Station Café. Mr. Shea said that Staff has completed two reviews of the site plan, which would locate a coffee shop, with a drive-through window, at the old service station on the corner of Boalsburg Pike and Boal Avenue. Comments regarding the site plan are down to very few. He called the Commission members’ attention to the copies of the review distributed with the agenda, and noted that there were only a few outstanding items remaining, including the planting scheme, refining of the lighting plan, and such. He recognized James Wagner, from Tritech/Wagner Engineering, to update the progress on the revisions, and answer any PC questions.
 


Mr. Wagner stated it is a relatively small site, but that they are working to get all requirements satisfied. He is working on the issue Ms. Liggett found with the pedestrian and bikeway access, and will submit a Highway Occupancy permit to PennDOT to close off the Boal Avenue entrance, so that the only access and egress is off of Boalsburg Pike. He added that PennDOT and Ms. Liggett had recommended defining the entrance with a divider. Also, a traffic impact study was submitted to the Township and PennDOT, which complied with Staff requirement on this. Mr. Keener asked if a bicycle rack could be placed on the property, since there would likely be people who could bike to the site, and would take advantage of that if they did so. Mr. Wagner stated there is an area that could be used.
 


Mr. Shea stated that the review of deficiencies was as of the time the agenda was sent, and some satisfaction of those have been reached. He recommended the approval of the site plan, based on the satisfactory completion of those remaining items.
 


Mr. Buckalew moved to recommend approval of the Pump Station Café Site Plan to the Board of Supervisors, contingent upon satisfactory completion of Staff review comments. Ms. Kresen seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously, 6 to 0.
 

 

B. Parkland Dedication/Fee-In-Lieu Ordinance
 


Ms. Clark reminded the Planning Commission that they had considered a draft of the Parkland Dedication/Fee-In-Lieu Ordinance prepared by the PRAC and modified by Staff. She introduced Dan Abruzzo of CBICC, on behalf of Heritage One, a developers’ organization; and Sharon Faulkner, PRAC Chair, who attended to help answer any questions to the Ordinance. Mr. Weener asked that the PC address the items one at a time, beginning with the proposed amendments to Ordinance 206, the Parkland Dedication Ordinance.
 


Ms. Clark stated that the only proposed changes were to Section 12.7, establishing procedure and determination of Fee-In-Lieu. She added that Ms. Liggett had made recommendations to that section. Ms. Liggett stated there had been several discussions on the section, and that the changes proposed were as a result of those deliberations. As a part of the Fee-In-Lieu, she suggested to also add in Section 12.7.6, such that in the event the value of lots became significantly higher within the first year of a development, or when 30% of the lots were sold, the Township should have a reserve, which would give the Township the right to open those remaining lots to reassessment to determine whether the fair market price has significantly changed.
 


Ms. Kresen stated she thought using the phrase “financially disinterested” to qualify a real estate appraiser would be more appropriate. She said she believed the use of “independent” would not necessarily rule out the possibility the appraiser could have some interest in the development. 
 


Ms. Liggett noted another option to determine fee-in-lieu. She noted that Ferguson Township, as well as other municipalities, has developed a formula for determining fee-in-lieu, basing it on the number of dwelling units, times the number of people in each unit, based on the most recent U.S. Census; and multiplying that sum by a multiplier of $1,000. She stated that this method is a cleaner approach, as the appraisal values in the area market are volatile, and have lots of variables. Also, determining the multiplier is problematic, as there has to be a reasonable basis for that figure to avoid a challenge. A resulting higher cost could cause the development of the park to be higher in cost than the cost of the land. Mr. Songer asked if it is still an option that the developer give land for parks, rather than the fee. Ms. Liggett affirmed that. She distributed a page of examples of Parkland Dedication/Fee-In-Lieu, comparing the Township’s current fee-in-lieu with the proposed fee-in-lieu, and then one using Ferguson Township’s formula. An additional example demonstrated the use of fee-in-lieu by Cranberry Township, Butler County. 
 

Ms. Liggett called attention to the fact that the Township has a fairly significant amount of parkland per person, as well as proximity to state forest. She said the Township should weigh whether it wants land or if it want funds to develop the land. Also, the fee should not be set so high that it becomes a disincentive for the development community. Ms. Liggett said developers should be encouraged to take advantage of the fee-in-lieu to have funds to develop plans. The Municipality Planning Code (MPC) does not allow a township to require a fee-in-lieu. The developer has to agree to do so. Mr. Shea noted that the Board of Supervisors has the discretion to determine if the proposed parkland is acceptable. If it is not by the criteria, they do not have to accept all of that land. They can elect to take a combination of land and payment, if agreed to by the developer.
 

Ms. Kresen stated she preferred the use of appraisal of land. She did note that not all land is appraised at the same value. Mr. Songer asked what the Township’s priority was: does it need land or does it need parkland improved? Ms. Clark responded that it is not a simple answer, as different areas of the Township have different needs. Ms. Liggett agreed, stating it is on a case-by-case basis whether an area needs parkland or improvements.
 

Mr. Weener informally polled the Commission members. By general consent it was decided that the use of the formula using the multiplier to which Ms. Liggett spoke was equitable. Mr. Weener asked Ms. Liggett to get information on how the various municipalities using the multiplier derived their figure, and that a reasonable figure be recommended to the Commission for consideration. Mr. Shea suggested that Ms. Liggett could contact Cranberry Township, as well as other municipalities using such a formula, to determine how the multiplier it used is derived. If there is no defensible rationale, then the Township should not use the formula. Finally, Mr. Buckalew made a suggestion for Section 12.7.6, to change sooner to later.
 

Mr. Keener moved to have Staff compare other municipalities to determine the best course of action, to research the average spending per person on parks, and to determine where Cranberry Township derived their figure for the cost multiplier. Mr. Igo seconded the motion. The motion was adopted unanimously, 6 to 0.
 


Ms. Liggett brought the amendments to the Chapter 12, Article XV, Planned Residential Development (PRD), to the attention of the Commission. She noted the changes are where the wording was ambiguous, as well as the use of the word parkland. Mr. Weener asked what the biggest impact of the changes was. Ms. Liggett responded that this would eliminate the problem of usable open space, versus non-usable, and in determining what is usable parkland, as opposed to other open spaces. Mr. Shea added that, instead of the Township being given 30% of land that may or not be usable, the development would have to have 50% of the 30% open space requirement be open space that is continuous, usable parkland. 
 


Mr. Weener asked the definition of parkland. Ms. Liggett responded that there is a need for definition, and Mr. Shea stated Staff would either find an existing one, or develop one. Mr. Weener stated he would like to retain as many options as possible in defining the description.
 


Mr. Shea noted the amendments made to Chapter 12, Article II, Section 5.3.1.6, changing the hierarchy of uses. He stated there might be occasions in a Rural Clustering development where parkland is desired within the 50% of the open space portion of such tract. At some time the Board might determine some of the 50% portion should be parkland, and it is at the discretion of the Board. Ms. Clark added that there is no change to the amount of open space, versus development, just in how the open space is used. Ms. Kresen cautioned that there are a few places where the term open space is used. She stated they should be defined carefully in different documents, as the definitions are not the same in usage.
 


Mr. Buckalew moved to recommend to the Board of Supervisors the acceptance of the amendments to Chapter 12, Article II, Section 5.3.1.6, Open Space Requirements for Rural Clustering. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. The motion was approved, 6 to 0.
 

 

C. Lighting Ordinance
 


Ms. Clark stated that the Board of Supervisors is interested in considering amendments to the lighting ordinance, as well as to the sign ordinance. The specific areas they would like to the Planning Commission to consider are:


1. Measure the light output in lumens


2. Stop light trespass


3. Regulate canopies or backlit signs, and require that signs be down lit, instead.


4. Encourage protection of the night sky as a regional issue.
 


Ms. Clark stated that the 4th recommendation was something for the CRPA to consider, since it is a probable concern for the Centre Region, not just the Township. She stated she thought the 3rd idea was reasonable, and that the pros and cons of the 1st item could be prepared. She noted that the items were being presented for the Commission’s information only, as Staff did not have time to prepare background for discussion at this point.
 

D. Official Map
 


Ms. Clark said that, following the June PC meeting, a base map of the Township was sent to all Commission members to begin generating suggestions for the Official Map. Each PC member is asked to create a list of their most important elements, and give reasons to justify why those elements are important for inclusion on the Map. She reminded the Commission that this is a time consuming and important process that should not be rushed. There is no expectation that members have had the opportunity to fully prepare their list. Additionally, it was anticipated that several PC members would be absent for the meeting, and that it would be better to postpone discussion until all PC members are in attendance.
 


Ms. Liggett stated that as part of the guidelines, PC members should consider roads, parks, bike paths, sidewalks, connections, and any other such public feature they would like as a part of a development. The placement of these things should be negotiable, but members should have a general idea of where they want these features to go. Mr. Shea added that, if these items are on the Official Map before development of a parcel, the developer must abide by the placement.
 

Other
 


Ms. Clark noted that she had included an article on noise in the PC members’ mailings. She added that the Board of Supervisors might be addressing this issue at their next meeting.
 

 

 

REPORTS:
 

 

Zoning Permits: 
The Permit Approval reports for June and July were circulated.

 


CRPC:

Mr. Buckalew noted that, at the CRPC meeting on August 5, there was discussion of the Corneal property being rezoned. A small portion was sold, and the owner wants the larger section, which is 35 acres, to be rezoned to the R-2 designation, which is multiplex housing in College Township. While the property lies in College Township, it borders Harris Township, and is very near Mt. Nittany Middle School. CRPA recently recommended rejecting this, and recommended it be a PRD. Additionally, it is adjacent to Brandywine Drive, which is not finished, and it will affect UAJA. CRPC voted 5 to 2 to reject R-2 for the land, but also recommended it be PRD, and that it could be part of a current PRD. The concern is that, as R-2, there could be approximately 300 units, as opposed to 130-150 units as PRD, which also provides more flexibility. The CRPC believes the R-2 designation would permit too many units, as well as tax UAJA. Ms. Liggett added that, since it is proximate to Brandywine, Warner Boulevard, and Mary Elizabeth Street, it could warrant a signal. The developer is then liable for paying for the signal. She noted this would definitely impact Harris Township in that area.

 


Village District Study:
No Report 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT  

 

Mr. Weener adjourned the meeting at 9:20 p.m.
 

Submitted by

 

 

 

Kristin L. Clark, Secretary
