HARRIS TOWNSHIP

Board of Supervisors - Minutes

March 19, 2001


HARRIS TOWNSHIP

Planning Commission

Minutes  March 19, 2001

7:30PM


MEMBERS PRESENT

Paul Weener, Chairman,;Ronald Buckalew, Vice Chairman; Lisa Berkey, Dan Duffy and Bob Potter. 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Joe Green, Lee, Martin, Green & Reiter, Inc.; Mike Taylor, ITT Project and Brad Karch, KB&B Realtors.

A.
CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Weener called the March 19, 2001 meeting of the Harris Township Planning Commission to order at 7:30PM. 

B.
APROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Upon a motion by Mr. Buckalew, seconded by Ms. Berkey and carried unanimously, the Commission approved the minutes of the February 19, 2001 Harris Township Planning Commission meeting.   

Chairman Weener introduced new Commission members Dan Duffy and Bob Potter and directed staff to draft correspondence that would convey the Commission’s appreciation to past members Rosie McClintic and Garry McShea.   

C.
CITIZEN COMMENT
There was no  comment. 

D.
PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS
1.
Industrial Park 
Mr. Crum stated that it is the goal of the applicant to have Industrial Park included as a permitted use to the General Industrial District.  

Mr. Crum detailed the proposed ordinance, stating that supplemental standards for Industrial Parks be established.  The standards would require a site plan or land development plan to be approved by the Board of Supervisors 

Chairman Weener asked if the minimum lot width requirement would apply. 

Mr. Crum responded that minimum lot width would not apply to Industrial Parks as they would be a use of the General Industrial District. 

Mr. Crum stated that the Site Plan for a proposed Industrial Park shall be provided to the Township Planning Commission for recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.  All applications for Industrial Park Designations shall be approved by the Township Board of Supervisors.  

The supplemental standards will include some design standards, i.e. buffer yards, raised islands containing shade trees, pedestrian crosswalks, clear sight triangles, access to major highway and parking to support uses.

Mr. Crum provided a proposed revision to the Harris Township Industrial District to provide for Industrial Parks 

(
The following definition borrowed from The Illustrated Book of Land Development Definitions should be considered for use in this district.   “Industrial Park:  A large tract of land that will be planned, developed and operated as an integrated facility for a number of individual uses, with special attention to circulation, parking, utility needs, aesthetics and compatibility.”

 (
Appropriate uses within an industrial park must be identified.  Because minimum lot width requirements would be waived in an industrial park configuration, there is concern that all uses would not be appropriate within an industrial park.


It is recommended that only those uses normally associated with a light industrial or research-oriented district be permitted with an industrial park.  This provision would be consistent with the definition provided which speaks to the issue of compatibility.  The following uses from the General Industrial district would not be permitted within an industrial park.  



(
Auto wrecking, junk and scrap establishments (use#2). 


(
Freight and trucking terminals (use #3).


(
The manufacturing, processing, or bulk storage of natural gas, petroleum, gasoline, and other petroleum derivations and explosives (use #4).


(
Refractories (use #8).


(
Rendering Plants (use #9)


(
Incinerators (use #10).


All other uses within the General Industrial District could be included within an industrial park. 

(
Appropriate standards for industrial parks must be identified.  These standards are necessary since an industrial park could include a mix of various industrial land uses of different intensities. 


Referring to the proposed definition of an “Industrial Park,” the Township should consider that conditions related to the following issues apply to industrial park developments. 


(
traffic circulation (on-site)


(
parking (with provisions for shared parking when appropriate to decrease impervious coverage and in decrease green space and  buffers)


(
utility needs (sewer lines/water lines, etc.)


(
aesthetics (must be specific, i.e. building height, additional landscape plantings, etc.)


(
land use compatibility (relationship of uses within the park – the buffer yard requirements will address buffers for adjacent land uses)


(
other public health, safety and welfare issues. 

Chairman Weener asked Mr. Crum to clarify the minimum lot width requirements waiver. 

Mr. Crum stated that because the industrial park use would operate as an integrated facility for a number of individual uses the minimum lot width would not apply.  

Mr. Crum detailed the requirements for revision, alteration, addition or change of tenants within a designated industrial park, stating that a site plan shall be submitted for staff review including a written description of the nature and extent of the proposed revisions, detailing changes to grading, drainage, landscaping, buffering  floor area, building coverage, impervious surface coverage, new parking requirements, and estimated peak employee count.   

If the proposal changes nothing on the site or the change in tenant is insignificant the proposed plan will be reviewed by staff and a change in tenant can be issued by the Zoning officer.  

Mr. Green expressed ITT Industries’ opposition to the required submission of a site plan and  re-permitting process in the event of a change of tenant, stating that ITT Industries would prefer to provide; identification of the tenant or lessee, description of the nature of the business, and a statement as to the number of anticipated employees. 

Chairman Weener stated that the proposed ordinance requires a site plan to be submitted and approved prior to application for a zoning permit, noting that this requirement does imply the re-issuance of a zoning permit. 

Mr. Shea responded that this requirement is a result of research of neighboring Centre Region municipalities that do mandate a zoning permit in similar situations. 

Mr. Crum stated that staff would be opposed to any process that would facilitate a change of tenant without review by the Township.  

Mr. Shea directed the Commission’s attention to the proposed addition of Section 7.1.1:

When changes of tenants are proposed that will not require the alteration of building, parking lots, and other facilities, the owner/agent shall submit to the Township the information required in this Section in narrative form for review by the Zoning Officer and Centre Regional Planning Agency, along with a list of current tenants it be determined that no such physical improvements would result from the change of tenants, the Township may approve the change without the need for submission of a site plan; should it be determined that physical improvements to the site are required as the result of a change of tenants, a site plan showing compliance with the requirements of this Section shall be required. 

The addition of this section to the proposed ordinance would provide a simplified, less time consuming method for notification of change of tenant.  

Mr. Green expressed concern with the term “may, ” suggesting the revised term “shall, “

“…the Township may (shall) approve the change without the need for submissionof a site plan;…”

adding that if no physical change is determined then the Township must approve the change without the need for submission of a site plan. 

Mr. Karch noted exception to the determination that no physical improvements would result from the change, stating that very few tenants would choose to make no physical improvements.  

Mr. Crum suggested a list of physical improvements requiring a site plan, e.g. grading, drainage, landscaping, buffering  floor area, building coverage, impervious surface coverage, new parking requirements, and estimated peak employee count.  

Mr. Taylor asked if a parking requirement could be included in the ordinance. 

Mr. Potter indicated that he was in favor of a formula based on square footage.

Mr. Shea expressed favor for parking requirements based on capacity, adding that , to date, this method has presented no problems.

Mr. Crum suggested that a method to incorporate both square footage and capacity would be most beneficial. 

Mr. Taylor commented that based on square footage for specified uses the property owner/agent is can more appropriately determine lessees. 

Ms. Berkey stated that no matter the method of assessment, whether it be square foot per space, number of employees or spaces per facility adequate parking must be provided, adding that if parking regulations based on an employee count have worked in the past and continue to work then that is the position that this Commission should support. 

Mr. Taylor asked if Harris Township has square foot requirements in other zones. 

Mr. Shea said yes; however, in industrial it is based on employees. 

Mr. Green asked if “change of tenants” would be removed from Section 7.1 of the proposed ordinance if Section 7.1.1 were included. 

Mr. Shea responded that “change of tenants” in Section 7.1 could likely be omitted, adding that the Township would review the matter. 

Chairman Weener clarified that there were two issues:

(
A method, formula by which parking will be regulated.

(
Whether an approval process should be required in every case, particularly when no physical improvements are proposed. 

Mr. Shea commented that the first thing should be to determine whether there is any dispute regarding an approval process. 

Mr. Taylor commented that there was agreement that there should be an approval process. 

Mr. Crum clarified that the Industrial Park use is being added to the Industrial District, noting that Industrial Park uses are not typical Industrial District uses.  The Off-Street Parking and Loading Regulations for the Industrial District state that parking requirements for Industrial Uses except those specified elsewhere are 1 per employee, plus 1 visitor space for each 25 required spaces.  Parking requirements for Industrial Park uses, business, professional and financial offices specifies, 1 per 400 sq. ft. of floor area.

Mr. Shea stated that “tenants” and “use” appear to be being used somewhat interchangeably.  Mr. Shea clarified that Industrial Park will be the use of the property and whatever parking regulations apply to the Industrial District will apply to this property and not based on individual tenant use.  

Mr. Green stated that at this point “industrial use” does not have defined parking regulations. 

Mr. Shea responded that it does, reiterating that Industrial Park will be the use of the property and whatever parking regulations apply to the Industrial District will apply to this property and not based on individual tenant use.

Ms. Berkey commented that parking regulations based on employee count appears to be more advantageous to the property than a formula calculated on square footage. 

Mr. Shea responded that regulations based on employee count would be more indicative of activity on the property. 

Mr. Karch stated that a formula calculated on square footage would provide a definitive regulation on which the property owner could allot parking opposed to a variable employee count. 

Chairman Weener indicated favor of a formula calculated on square footage, noting that by car pooling, riding the bus, bicycling, etc. the employee count may not be reflective of activity on the property.  

Mr. Shea stated that calculations based on square footage could provide hardship for the Township should the number of parking spaces necessary exceed the number of spaces available, adding that regulations based on employee count may cause a slight hardship for the property owner, but health, safety and welfare is the charge of the Township.  

Chairman Weener expressed concern with increased impervious surface. 

Mr. Shea responded that zoning regulations limit impervious surface. 

Mr. Duffy indicated that he would be in favor of regulations based on employee count., suggesting that employee count could be based on permanent vs. part-time employee, seasonal employee, peak use, etc.  

Mr. Karch commented that the property owner would be limited by both the employee count and by impervious surface requirements.

Mr. Shea responded that the reason for zoning and zoning regulations is to regulate density.  Parking regulations must be defined that will accommodate businesses that only have employees and businesses that have both employees and customers.

Mr. Potter indicated in favor of a formula calculated on square footage.

Mr. Green reiterated concern with the term “may, ” suggesting the revised term “shall, “

“…the Township may (shall) approve the change without the need for submission of a site plan;…”

adding that if no physical change is determined then the Township must approve the change without the need for submission of a site plan. 

Mr. Shea suggested that the Township Solicitor be consulted regarding this particular terminology.  

Mr. Buckalew indicated that he would support the installation of raised islands containing trees and shrubs as suggested by sections. 6.1.2 and 6.1.3.  

Mr. Green expressed opposition to this requirement, noting that parking at this site is existing.  

Mr. Crum stated that Mr. Green has requested consideration be given to including Industrial Park as a use within the Industrial District.  Planning recommendations for parking requirements of Industrial Park support the installation of raised islands containing trees and shrubs.  

By consensus Planning Commission members indicated their support of sections 6.1.2 and 6.1.3, landscape requirements, amending the required ratio of landscape islands to equal one island per 15 parking spaces. 

After reviewing information provided by the Centre Regional Planning Agency from several planning organizations both Mr. Crum and Mr. Shea recommended 50% as the impervious surface coverage. 

Mr. Green expressed his opposition to the recommended 50%, noting that 60% would be preferable.  

Chairman Weener stated that he would be most likely to base his decision on sound planning principles rather than a property owner’s preference. 

Mr. Crum stated that both he and Mr. Shea are not opposed to increasing the maximum building coverage from 25% to 30%. 

Upon a motion by Mr. Buckalew, seconded by Ms. Berkey and carried unanimously, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the Industrial Park Ordinance with the following amendments: 

(
Section 7.1 delete reference to “changes in tenants”

(
Add section 7.1.1 as amended 

(
Raised islands every 15 spaces as per sections 6.1.2 and 6.1.3

(
Impervious surface not to exceed 50%

(
Building coverage not to exceed 30%

(
Parking requirements will be based on 1 space per employee for industrial use and 1 per sq. ft. of floor area for business, professional, and financial offices (based on a formula to be determined) and 5 per practitioner based on maximum design capacity for medical and dental offices, and clinics

Ayes – 7; Nays – 0.

2.
The Interchange Overlay Zone Model Ordinance 

Upon a motion by Mr. Buckalew, seconded by Ms. Berkey and carried unanimously, the Interchange Overlay Zone Model Ordinance discussion was tabled until the April meeting:  Ayes – 7; Nays – 0.

3.
On-Lot Sewage Disposal System Maintenance Ordinance  

Upon a motion by Mr. Buckalew, seconded by Ms. Berkey and carried unanimously, the On-Lot Sewage disposal System Maintenance Ordinance discussion was tabled until the April meeting:  Ayes – 7; Nays – 0.

REPORTS:
Zoning Permits
Four (4) zoning permits were issued in Februrary 2001 for a total of $34,800.00

CRPC
 Mr. Buckalew reported that there was no meeting. 

5.


AJOURNMENT

Upon a motion by Mr. Duffy, seconded by Ms. Berkey and carried unanimously, the March 19, 2001 meeting of the Harris Township Planning Commission adjourned at 10.42PM:  ayes – 7; Nays – 0.




REGULAR MEETING
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