HARRIS TOWNSHIP

             Planning Commission
Minutes – January 12, 2003
 

REGULAR MEETING
7:00 PM
 

 

 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:

 

Bob Potter, Chairman; Ed Benner; Bob Igo; Mary Ann Kresen; and Charles J. Keener
 

OTHERS PRESENT:

 

Kristin Clark, Township Manager; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; and D. J. Liggett, CRPA Planner
 

 

​CALL TO ORDER
 

Chairman Bob Potter called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
 

It was moved by Ms. Kresen, and seconded by Mr. Benner, to approve the minutes of December 15, 2003. The motion was approved unanimously, 4 to 0.
 

 

CITIZEN COMMENT
 

No citizen comment was made at this time.
 

 

Mr. Keener joined the meeting at 7:10 p.m.

 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS
 

2004 Planning Commission Work Program  

Chairman Potter directed the Commission members’ attention to the lists compiled by Ms. Liggett and Ms. Clark of suggested areas where the Planning Commission might wish to focus for 2004. He also distributed recommendations of work areas compiled by Paul Weener, who was unable to attend the meeting. He reminded the body that there is a work session with the Board of Supervisors on January 28, at 4:00 p.m. Ms. Clark added that the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee would also be in attendance.
 

Ms. Clark explained that the work session would be an open discussion, beginning with what is the role of each body. She noted that this would be of value, especially since the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee does not feel included in decision making with regard to development plans. She recommended the Commission develop five top priorities to recommend to the Board as its working plan for 2004 when it meets on January 28. She said the Board might also have some additional housekeeping items for the Commission’s work plan.
 

Chairman Potter questioned if other municipalities have a work session such as the one scheduled on January 28. Both Ms. Clark and Ms. Liggett responded that, in their experiences, joint planning is of great value to the municipality as a whole. Ms. Liggett added that her time with the Township is 25% of her budgeted staff time with CRPA. She said that, while other issues may arise, if there are 4 or 5 major initiatives of focus, she could evaluate them and update the Commission monthly. In that way, these initiatives can be completed by the end of the year. She also made the Commission aware that regional work has an impact on local municipalities. She cited the decision in College Township to not change the zoning on Shiloh Road, as the belief is there is adequate area zoned for the various needs. She said that, had zoning been changed to the desired commercial zoning, it would have tremendously impacted not only that particular location, but would have also had a ripple effect on the surrounding communities. 
 

Ms. Clark remarked that there were areas of recommendation from Mr. Weener’s list that would be addressed through a grant received by Clearwater Conservancy, and were part of the Centre Region Planning Agency’s Regional Work Program for 2004. Spring Creek is a specific item on the Regional Work Program, and Ms. Liggett added it relates to UAJA in preparing the riparian buffer zone. Ms. Clark cautioned that she did not think individual authorities should replicate efforts for a similar project. She added that, should the Township not believe protections or actions are strong enough once Clearwater Conservancy and CRPA finalize the report, the Township can strengthen legislation where it sees the need. Ms. Clark also noted that, as far as the South Central Centre County Transportation Study (SCCCTS) being placed on the Commission’s work plan, drafting a statement of the Township’s position is primarily the responsibility of the Board of Supervisors, and that they are currently in the process of updating a position statement for the Township. But, the Board would most likely speak to the issue at the work session, and that might be the time to address any concerns members felt were not covered.
 

Mr. Benner stated he thought the third recommendation from Mr. Weener regarding the Regional Growth Boundary was also addressed in Ms. Liggett’s and Ms. Clark’s lists, which also paralleled the Sewer Service Area (SSA) in many instances. Ms. Liggett cautioned that there is constant pressure to enlarge and extend the SSA along its boundaries, and there are several opportunities along those boundaries to claim special circumstances under which the boundaries should be expanded. Through the Act 537 Plan, which determines where the public sewer service lies, these areas will be reviewed and updated by CRPA in 2005. They will endeavor to identify those areas where it would make sense to expand. Conversely, it will also identify those areas where it is not practical to do so, as in the situation with the Homan Minor Subdivision, and where boundaries may actually be pulled back. Ms. Liggett said she would solicit Regional Planning’s input before those final decisions are made.
 

Ms. Kresen requested there be a session scheduled for new Planning Commission members, as well as continuing members, to review Planning terminology that is used in doing the business of the Commission. In this way all members can put scenarios and recommendations in perspective, and have a clearer understanding of the differing requirements, requisites, and designations. Ms. Liggett agreed that, based on evaluation of the different municipalities, this is a need that could be fulfilled with a workshop. Additionally, there is an opportunity for a regional introduction to planning session of which members might take advantage. It is scheduled for some time in February, and she will work to get more information to the Commission members.
 

Mr. Igo questioned where the responsibility of the Commission lay, whether it is purely advisory, or whether the Commission was responsible for developing the Board’s position for those needs addressed by the Planning Commission. Ms. Clark stated the Board relies on the Planning Commission to the research on these situations, and provide that background, as well as any recommendations, to the Board for a final review and decision. The Planning Commission will be the body dealing with the Official Map, weighing pros and cons, and will advise the Board as to the recommendation. The Planning Commission would possibly want to review the ordinances to make recommendations for new or revised ordinances regarding housing density in the Township. The Board will review and approve the Commission’s priorities, and make the ultimate decision whether or not to implement or pursue certain objectives. The general consensus for this coming year is that all become more proactive than reactive with regard to addressing Township issues.
 

Ms. Kresen also requested that the Planning Commission revisit exactly where the Township lands lay, where there is existing building and proposed building, and then review the zoning of these areas. Mr. Igo agreed, stating that housing density is an issue, as there appears to be more housing in some areas than is desired by residents. Ms. Kresen noted the Commission had discussed whether the Township’s density is appropriate for the zoning, and Chairman Potter asked whether the Township was comparable with other municipalities. Ms. Liggett stated there are differences with how these zones are designated, but that, as in comparison with Patton Township, Harris Township is consistent in those types of density. She further noted that according to Pennsylvania state law there must be a balance in lands provided for all types of zoning, unless adjacent municipalities enter into an agreement to share those zones, as College and Patton recently agreed to do. She cautioned that the Township might want to wait to enter into such an agreement, since this is a new approach for this region, and it will be evaluated for its success. If it is successful, this will be a good prototype for other municipalities. She added that in order to work jointly, the municipalities must be members of the County Comprehensive Plan.
 

Chairman Potter expressed concern about the possible alignment of the proposed new road being studied by the SCCCTS group with regard to the Rockey farm, currently zoned Agricultural. He noted it would become highly desirable for development, especially commercially.  He questioned how the Commission could be accurate in its zoning, and whether that would be challenged. Ms. Kresen answered that Mr. Crum had assessed the Township’s zoning allotments, and that he and Mr. Shea, Township Zoning Officer, both believed the zoning designations could withstand a court challenge. Chairman Potter questioned whether that would change if Route 45 were selected for the new road. Ms. Liggett responded that the Township has an adequate amount of existing commercial property available for development, and that the Planning Commission should not feel pressured to rezone that area. She declared there is plenty of available, vacant space that can satisfy commercial requests, and that the Township could withstand a court challenge.
 

The Planning Commission turned its focus to the 2004 Work Program and ranked areas on which priority should be placed. Those areas are:
 

1. 1.      Monitoring stream corridors

2. 2.      Agricultural Conservation/Open Space

3. 3.      Inter-municipal Zoning

4. 4.      Village District Study/Demolition Delay

5. 5.      Density in Housing

6. 6.      Sewer Service Areas/ Regional Growth Boundaries

7. 7.      Harris Township Official Map

8. 8.      Greenway Path/Torrey Lane to Rothrock State Park

 

Chairman Potter asked for comments regarding the proposed work list. Ms. Clark and Ms. Liggett reminded the Commission that there are areas of concern not placed on the list that are within the realm of the Centre Region Planning Agency’s Regional Plan, and in that way work is not duplicated. Ms. Clark also stated that the list is in priority, but the areas may not be addressed exactly as they are listed. She would like to have a review of the work list each month with the Commission. She also said the Board may either add to the list or reprioritize the list, as is their prerogative.
 

Ms. Liggett stated that, through Act 153, the Township could float a bond to deal with open space, using money to provide incentive for landowners to retain their land or to purchase the development rights. If a parcel has been identified as desirable, this would be an option to retain it.  Ms. Clark stated the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee has a plan for desirable spaces. She also noted the process is a lengthy one, as it involves placing the legislation on the ballot and also raising taxes to fund it. She noted that Patton Township had taken advantage of the Act, and had successfully educated the residents, so that they were willing to support the vision of the Township in identifying and retaining open, undeveloped spaces.
 

Ms. Kresen remarked that there was great interest by the Commission to develop the Demolition Delay action, and that they were in the process of developing an ordinance. However, the action died from lack of interest. A main reason was that there was concern certain renovations would be prevented. Ms. Liggett responded that the purpose of a Demolition Delay is to provide a 6-month delay for the local public to protest the destruction of a building or other edifice because it has historical value.
 

Mr. Benner questioned the Official Map, its purpose, and the reason the project takes so much time. Ms. Clark explained that it is vital in placing roads, paths, trails, and the like so that, when a developer presents a plan the Official Map dictates where specific accesses and parks are to be placed, and, unless the developer wishes to wait the required year so these do not have to be satisfied, it insures these specified details are included as part of the project before approval is given. The lengthiness of the Official Map process comes from the need to contact and educate both the residents affected by, and other municipalities that border, the Official Map regarding the Township’s intentions with what is proposed.
 

It was moved by Mr. Keener, and seconded by Mr. Igo, to approve the Planning Commission Work Program for 2004, and to forward it to the Board of Supervisors. The motion was approved unanimously, 5 to 0.
 

Chairman Potter noted that the Village District Study Committee met, and is trying to address the parking issue in the Village. He anticipates that, after their meeting in February, they may have a recommendation to make to the Planning Commission. They also believe more attention to the Village District is needed.
 

 

 

 

REPORTS

 

Zoning Permits: 
Permit approval reports for November, December, and January will be circulated at the February 17, 2004, meeting.


CRPC:
Ms. Liggett reported for Mr. Buckalew. Of particular note was from the 2001 Land Use Report, of existing land use of property. In actual use, versus zoning, one finding was that the amount of land being consumed for housing has changed significantly. In 1980, there were 14 people per acre. As of now, there are 8 people per acre. She stated she would examine the Township specifically for the same period of time and report to the Commission.

 



She also noted that there would be a two-sided poster forecasting growth for the next 30 years available for the Township. It will have both written and graphic information, and it is portable. It will be useful in educating residents about trends, as well as answering questions on this issue.
 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT
 

Chairman Potter adjourned the meeting at 8:24 p.m.
 

 

Submitted by
 

 

 

 

Kristin L. Clark, Secretary
 

