HARRIS TOWNSHIP

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING

Minutes of May 16, 2005

7:00 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Chairman Mary Ann Kresen, Paul Weener, Bob Igo, Charles J. Keener, Ronald Buckalew, and Bob Potter.  Ed Benner joined the meeting late. 
OTHERS PRESENT:

Kristin Clark, Township Manager; Todd Shea, Zoning/Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Don Franson, Township Engineer; DJ Liggett, CRPA Planner;  Brown Vincent, JB Reilly and Nathan Jameson, Traditions of America; Jim Wagner, Tri-Tech Wagner Engineering; Cathy Flood, Paul Painter, Drew Garban, Jacki Rutter, Boalsburg Alliance; Township Residents Anne Riley, Diane Farr, and Rob Weaver; Galen Dreibelbis, Ferguson Township.

​CALL TO ORDER

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

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It was moved by Mr. Buckalew, and seconded by Mr. Keener, to approve the minutes of March 21, 2005. The motion was approved unanimously, 6 to 0.

Mr. Benner joined the meeting at 7:05 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

            Chairman Kresen asked for public comment. None was received. 

            

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS

A. Sketch Plan -  Weaver Tract:
             Ms. Clark called the Commission’s attention to the sketch plan for the Rob Weaver property on Academy Street, which was enclosed with the agenda.  She noted that Mr. Galen Dreibelbis is working with Mr. Weaver as the developer of the property.  The sketch plan shows a total of 33 buildable lots, 8 of which are in the R-1 zoning district with the remaining 25 located in the Forest zoning district.  The subdivision is subject to the Rural Clustering regulations, Ms. Clark noted, but currently the sketch plan is showing 4 separate lots of open space when the ordinance requires one contiguous lot.  Other issues that arose during staff meetings were as follows, Ms. Clark stated:

· Since the Board recently amended the ordinances relating to parkland, a park could be required as part of the open space. 

· The private streets shown on the sketch plan should end in cul-de-sacs.

            Mr. Dreibelbis stated that the proposed name of the subdivision is Hawk’s Ridge.  He reviewed the plan with the Commission, highlighting that the property would be accessed via Academy Street and through a proposed access to the Springfield Commons development.  He noted that a request has been made to include this tract in the Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan that is currently being revised.

Mr. Dreibelbis referred to the private drive that currently serves properties above Mr. Weaver’s and noted that the intention is to discontinue use of the private drive and have those property owners use the public streets that would exist in the subdivision. He noted that the terminus of the road would be a temporary cul-de-sac.  Mr. Dreibelbis stated that several of the lots in the subdivision would be served by private drives, including a few that would use a portion of the existing private drive.  

Mr. Dreibelbis acknowledged that this development would potentially double the traffic on Academy Street, but hoped that a portion of the traffic would use the access through Springfield Commons instead of Academy Street.

Mr. Dreibelbis explained that the request to have 4 lots of open space instead of one was to increase the monetary value of the lots.  He said that the development was basically divided into enclaves, where one person could purchase 4 buildable lots and 1 open space lot.  The person could then donate the open space lot to a charitable organization and receive a tax benefit for the contribution.

Mr. Shea explained that the requirement for one contiguous lot of open space is part of the Zoning Ordinance and cannot be waived.  The only options for the developer are to request a change in the ordinance or appeal the ruling to the Zoning Hearing Board.  

  

            Ms. Kresen asked what would happen if there was a fire above where the development ties into Springfield Commons; would there only be one way in and out?  Mr. Dreibelbis agreed that for those properties above the Springfield Commons access, it would be a cul-de-sac with only one way in or out.  

            Mr. Potter asked if extending public roadways up the mountain edge would encourage development further up.  Ms. Clark explained that the slope of the land above the Weaver property would make it prohibitive to develop without exorbitant costs.  Mr. Potter asked if there was a map available showing the private land that is owned up to the edge of Rothrock State Forest.  Ms. Liggett said that one could be prepared.  Mr. Shea added that the Township has a limit of 1500 feet for cul-de-sac length, which would prohibit further development because it would exceed the limit.  

            Mr. Potter commented that concerns about traffic and stormwater seem to be prevalent among the Academy Street residents.  He asked what effect this development would have on the stormwater problem that currently exists on Academy Street.  Mr. Dreibelbis said the stormwater basin designed for the subdivision would only take care of the water problems for the subdivision and would not do anything to alleviate the existing problem.  Mr. Potter asked if the Township had any projects planned to alleviate stormwater problems on Academy Street and Ms. Clark said there were no plans at the present time.

            Mr. Paul Painter, 123 S. Academy Street, expressed his two major concerns with the proposed development.  The first concern was traffic, and Mr. Painter noted that it is difficult for two cars to pass on Academy Street under current conditions.  He did not think Academy Street could handle the additional traffic, and he called attention to the difficulty with sight distance that exists at the intersection of Main Street and Academy Street.  Mr. Painter’s second concern was the amount of stormwater that flows on Academy Street and he said this development will exacerbate the problem.

            Ms. Jacki Rutter, Academy Street resident, asked why Academy Street would end in a temporary cul-de-sac as shown on the plan?  Ms. Clark said that is because there is currently nothing to connect to.  Ms. Rutter asked what would happen if people further up the ridge wanted to develop their land.  Ms. Clark answered that they would be prohibited because of the 1500 foot length limit for cul-de-sacs.  Mr. Franson said a loop road system would have to be created to allow for additional subdivisions beyond the 1500 foot limit.  

            Mr. Weener asked what the regulations concerning building on steep slopes were.  Mr. Shea said that if one wanted to build on a property with 25% steep slopes, there are guidelines for additional engineering work that must be done, but it is not expressly prohibited.    

            Mr. Keener asked what types of homes were envisioned for this development.  Mr. Dreibelbis said that due to the cost of the lots, the homes would be similar to those in Aspen Heights, especially on the upper lots that feature a view of Beaver Stadium.  

            Mr. Weener said the open space should be one contiguous lot, as required by the ordinance.  Mr. Dreibelbis said they would not appeal the regulation to the Zoning Hearing Board, because it is a self-imposed hardship.  He asked who the open space would be dedicated to and who would maintain it.  Mr. Weener said the options for use are stipulated in the ordinance.  Mr. Shea added that the options for ownership are also in the ordinance.  Mr. Dreibelbis said the problem he runs into is that residents like having the amenity of the open space, but no one wants to maintain it.  Mr. Shea said the other subdivisions that have used the Rural Clustering have had the Homeowner’s Association own and maintain the open space.  Mr. Dreibelbis said there was no Homeowner’s Association planned for this development. 

            Mr. Drew Garban, Academy Street resident, expressed his concerns with added traffic and stormwater.  He noted he was disappointed to see more lots added to the subdivision than what he had originally been told by the property owner.  He advised the Planning Commission to be prudent in their decision making and to use sound planning so that the residents of Academy Street are not adversely affected.  

            Ms. Cathy Flood, Academy Street resident, asked if a variance would have to be granted for the additional traffic on Academy Street.  Mr. Shea said there would not.  Ms. Flood asked why Springfield Commons needed to acquire a variance.  Mr. Shea explained they did not get a variance.  He said that the Planned Residential Development (PRD) regulations require that the PRD access a collector street or arterial street.  Torrey Lane is being realigned to allow it to be upgraded to a collector street.  Ms. Flood thought the access from Springfield Commons was going to be for emergency vehicles only.  Ms. Liggett said there was some discussion about that, but when the land development plan was adopted the intent of that connection was to provide some relief for both properties.

            Ms. Diane Farr, Academy Street resident, referred to the stormwater problems that have occurred on Academy Street.  She recalled that during Hurricane Ivan, the water was up to the porches along the street.  She did not understand how the proposed stormwater detention basin was going to help Academy Street.  Ms. Kresen referred to an earlier statement by Mr. Dreibelbis that this basin would not help the current problems, but it also would not make them worse.  Mr. Franson said he would be carefully examining the stormwater calculations, especially after witnessing firsthand the problems that occurred during Hurricane Ivan.  Ms. Farr said she was concerned about the traffic pattern in Springfield Commons and had spoken to the Board about it several times.  She did not think it was a good idea to run more traffic through that residential development either.  She asked if Loop Road was going to be one way.  Ms. Clark noted that residents of Springfield Commons will be able to make a right turn only onto Loop Road, to encourage them to use the new access to Route 322.  Ms. Farr said there is no room to widen Academy Street.

            Mr. Painter said that if residents of Springfield Commons want to go to the Village, they will use Academy Street once the connection is made.  He stressed that Academy Street is not built for additional traffic.  He suggested waiting in order to determine the impact of Springfield Commons.

            Ms. Rutter said another problem with the Academy Street/Main Street intersection is the existence of a drainage pipe from Elaine’s beauty shop that causes the roadway to become very icy in the winter.  She said some of the houses on Academy Street are very close to the road, making it impossible to uniformly widen the road.  She asked if the development would be denied without a second access.  Mr. Shea said there is no written requirement to have two access points, but the Board does prefer it for safety reasons.  He was unsure if the development could occur without two access points.  

            Ms. Flood suggested sending all the traffic from the Weaver property through Springfield Commons if two accesses are not required.  Mr. Shea said that while it is not a statutory requirement, the Board could deny the plan in the interest of health, safety, and welfare if it did not have two accesses.  He suggested giving the developer the benefit of the doubt and allowing them to complete the traffic study before making any assumptions.  Mr. Franson said the input from the meeting would be used to formulate the study area for the traffic study.  

            Mr. Painter said the traffic study should not be completed in June or July, because many people are not around in the summer months.  He suggested doing it in the fall when normal traffic conditions exist.

            Ms. Farr recalled that there were past discussions about developing a new road from Academy Street over to Torrey Lane and there were some easements discovered.  Ms. Clark and Mr. Franson were not familiar with the study.  Ms. Farr said it was done privately and asked if there were any easements off Torrey Lane that could be used to connect another road over to Academy Street.  Mr. Shea and Mr. Franson said they were not aware of any.  Ms. Farr asked Mr. Weaver if he was aware of the study and Mr. Weaver said he paid for it.  Mr. Potter asked who owned the lot above Springfield Commons and Mr. Shea said the same people who own Springfield Commons.

            Mr. Rob Weaver said if the tract above Springfield Commons were developed, it could be connected to his property.  He recalled that he spent many years negotiating with his neighbors so they would have access to their property, it went to court, and he ended up negotiating privately.  He noted that he tried to encourage an access across the ridge instead of straight up, but it never came to fruition.  

            Ms. Rutter asked if a road could come across the top of Mr. Weaver’s property, from where the temporary cul-de-sac is located over to Torrey Lane.  Mr. Weaver said that made engineering sense, but would require the cooperation of the adjoining property owners.

            Mr. Weener offered a summary of comments to forward to the Board.  The first was to have one contiguous lot of open space instead of four separate, as currently required by ordinance.  The second issue was that the draft Official Map shows a hiking trail up the ridge to Rothrock State Forest and that the PC would like to see that connection considered as a possibility on the Weaver property.  Mr. Weener acknowledged that there is additional private property above the Weaver property and said that negotiations would have to take place with those property owners.  Mr. Weener recalled that the PC was promoting connectivity of neighborhoods, as evidenced by the Official Map, and thought the plan should not only have a connection to Springfield Commons, but also to the lot located to the west, the former Pilione property.  Mr. Potter suggested that a road could be extended to the western edge of the Weaver property now so that if the neighboring property is developed, the road is already there.  Mr. Dreibelbis cautioned that the neighboring property owner may not want to connect at that point, and Mr. Potter pointed out that the same scenario existed when Springfield Commons was required to leave a connection open to the Weaver property.  Ms. Kresen stated the comments would be forwarded to the Board when they consider the sketch plan on June 13th. 

Sketch Plan – Harpster Property:

Ms. Clark stated that representatives from Traditions of America and Jim Wagner from Tri-Tech Wagner were in attendance to speak to the plan.  She noted the property is approximately 80 acres and is in the R-1 zoning district.  The developers want to construct an “active living” community for residents 55 and older.  She highlighted the issues that arose during staff meetings with the developer:

· The developer typically has private streets in this type of development.

· The developer plans to have private recreation facilities and it is unknown what public amenities will be offered.

· The density shown on the plan is greater than the 3 per acre allowed by the Planned Residential Development (PRD) ordinance.  

Ms. Clark noted that the developer did address some of the issues during the preparation of the sketch plan.

JB Reilly, representing Traditions of America, presented the plan to the Commission.  He said the company is based in the Philadelphia area and does almost exclusively active adult communities.  He noted that active adult communities limit occupancy to adults 55 or over, which is allowed by the Fair Housing Act.  He explained that only one resident has to be 55, someone with a younger spouse could still live there.  Mr. Weener asked if children would be allowed and Mr. Reilly said no permanent residents under the age of 19 would be allowed.

Mr. Reilly said that access to the property will be provided by a connection to Memorial Drive and a connection to Route 45 across from Ashworth Woods.  He added that some of the goals of the plan are to create a livable community with pedestrian friendly streets, a variety of housing types, and a connection with the existing neighborhood.  Mr. Reilly highlighted the inclusion of a 4 acre public park on the plan, which reflected the desire of the Township to provide additional recreation opportunities to the existing neighborhoods.

Mr. Reilly called attention to the issue of density on the property.  He stated the design was prepared on the assumption that lots of 7500 square feet are allowed in the R-1 district.  It was subsequently discovered that in a Planned Residential Development (PRD), density of 3 units per acre is allowed.  The plan currently shows 3.46 units per acre.  Mr. Reilly expressed confusion as to why a higher density would be allowed in R-1 than in PRD, noting that typically the PRD is used to provide more open space and cluster the homes more closely.  Ms. Liggett said that the problem could have occurred when the R-1 lot size was changed from 10,000 square feet to 7500 square feet, but the PRD ordinance was never changed to mirror that. She added that because PRDs typically have commercial uses, that may explain why the residential density was kept at a low level. Mr. Reilly said they could get the density they want by using the R-1 option, but then there would be no open space because 30% is required by PRD and R-1 would only result in a 12 acre park.  

Ms. Kresen asked if the PC did not change the density requirement, would the units be spaced differently or reduced.  Mr. Reilly said if that was the case, the developer would use the R-1 regulations instead.  Mr. Reilly added that if R-1 were used, each home would have to be single family and they would not be able to provide a variety of housing types.

Ms. Kresen asked if residents would be able to choose their own builder.  Mr. Reilly said the homes would be individually built by Traditions of America for each resident.  

Ms. Kresen asked if there were any commercial ventures planned for the development.  Mr. Reilly said there were not.  Ms. Kresen said it is unfortunate that developers do not take advantage of that opportunity when doing a PRD.

Mr. Keener asked if the amenities would be open to the public, such as the clubhouse.  Mr. Reilly said the clubhouse would not, but the public streets, park, and walking/biking paths would be.  

Mr. Potter asked if there were any developments in the area with 277 units.  Ms. Liggett said Stonebridge in Ferguson Township may have that many.  Mr. Weener asked what the Township population was and Ms. Clark said it was approximately 5,000.  Mr. Weener said this development alone would increase the population 10-12%.  Mr. Reilly said this development is very low impact because the residents do not make as many car trips and will typically travel during off-peak times. 

Mr. Buckalew asked what the expected price of the homes would be.  Mr. Reilly said they have not determined that yet, but is expected the starting price would be around $225,000.00.  

Mr. Keener questioned whether parking would be provided at the public park.  Mr. Reilly said that level of detail has not been planned yet, but they certainly would consider it.

Mr. Keener referred to a road shown on the plan that connects Harris and Lee Avenues.  Mr. Franson said there is no road there, it is an unopened right-of-way.  

Mr. Weener asked if this would be condominium lot and if people would own anything but their house.  Mr. Reilly said that was basically correct, the lots are approximately 55 feet by 114 feet, so residents will basically own their home and a small area around it.  Mr. Reilly said the lots are wide because each home will have a 2-car garage.  Ms. Kresen asked where visitor parking would be located.  Mr. Reilly said each home will have 2 garage spaces and 2 driveway spaces and there will be room for cars to park on the street.  If residents would need more than that, they could use the clubhouse parking lot.  

Ms. Kresen noted there were 5 cul-de-sacs shown on the plan.  Mr. Reilly noted some of the roads were stubs and Mr. Franson noted that all the roads would need to end in a cul-de-sac.  

Mr. Franson asked if parking was planned for both sides of the street.  He noted that a street would have to be 28 feet wide for parking on one side and currently the streets are shown as 26 feet wide.  Mr. Wagner said they would make the streets 28 feet wide.

Mr. Weener requested that the developer consider a bike path that would go from the end of Memorial Drive to Route 45 across from Ashworth Woods.  He said a direct route to get from one end of the development to the other is desirable.  Mr. Reilly said they would try to incorporate that request.

Mr. Igo liked the concept of mixing different levels of density and housing types in the development.  He said it was unfortunate that it did not address the issue of providing low-cost housing.  Mr. Weener asked how many units were in a townhouse.  Mr. Reilly said there would be 78 townhouses and 20 duplex units.  He said there would be no more than 4 townhouses in one building.  

Mr. Reilly asked the PC to consider recommending a zoning ordinance amendment to the Board that would allow 4 units per acre in the PRD regulations.  Mr. Potter asked if Mr. Reilly would send a sample package for one of the existing developments.  

Mr. Reilly commented that all the floor plans would be single floor, unless someone specifically wanted a second floor.  Mr. Keener asked if the units would be handicapped accessible.  Mr. Reilly said all the floor plans and door openings would be larger than normal to accommodate handicap accessibility.  

Ms. Kresen summarized the Commission’s thoughts for consideration by the Board.  The first comment was to include the bike path from Memorial Drive to Ashworth Woods, as mentioned by Mr. Weener.  Ms. Kresen expressed concern about the number of cul-de-sacs present in the development.  She asked for more detail concerning where the sidewalks and walking trails would be located.  Mr. Benner added that the streets need to be 28’ wide to allow parking on one side.  Mr. Keener reiterated the need for parking next to the public park.  Ms. Kresen asked for a refinement of the open space calculations to determine exactly what is being counted.  Mr. Buckalew said there needs to be better coordination between the R-1 and PRD regulations and the PC would be willing to look at considering a change in the density allowance.  

Corneal Tract – College Township:

            Ms. Clark noted that the whole development would take place in College Township, but the entrance and exit to the development are wholly in Harris Township.  Ms. Clark called the Commission’s attention to a letter written by Trans Associates asserting that the developer would need to install a traffic signal for the development to occur.  The developer’s traffic study, done by Wooster Associates, asserts that the intersection already meets the warrant for a traffic signal and the developer should not have to pay to remedy an existing situation.

            Ms. Liggett reviewed the plan with the Commission, noting that College Township would be doing the complete review to assure compliance with their ordinances.  She said the main issue is regarding the traffic signal and who is going to pay for it.  Trans Associates, College Township’s traffic consultant, is recommending that the plan be denied unless the developer pays for the installation of a traffic signal.  Ms. Liggett suggested that the PC ask the Board to send a letter to College Township supporting the letter from Trans Associates.  

            Mr. Buckalew asked if there were any plans to connect the two ends of Brandywine Drive at this time.  Mr. Franson said the connector piece of land is owned by S&A Homes and there are no plans to connect it at this time.  College Township does show the connection on their draft Official Map.  Mr. Potter thought it was vital for the connection to take place for safety reasons.  

            Mr. Igo asked how many units were in the development.  Ms. Liggett said the proposed name of the development is Fieldstone and she believed that 89 units were shown.  

            Ms. Anne Riley, Township resident, called the Commission’s attention to residents of Harris Township that would be impacted by this development, especially those in the Circle Drive area.  Ms. Riley noted the land the development is to built on is unstable and has many sinkholes.  She expressed concerns with the additional traffic, the single exit, and the impact on the school system.  She was also concerned with the displacement of wildlife on the site.  She noted that her lot has developed new drainage areas and sinkholes lately.  Ms. Clark recalled that she had spoken to Ms. Riley several times and has written letters to College Township detailing the concerns of Ms. Riley and her neighbors.  

            Mr. Potter asked what happens if a property is damaged during blasting.  Mr. Franson said typically the contractor takes pictures of each home to document existing conditions and places seismographs around the blasting area.  Ms. Riley asked who concerned residents should refer the comments to.  Mr. Franson said the Township Manager of either College or Harris would be the appropriate contact.

            Mr. Buckalew moved to send a letter from the Planning Commission in support of the letter written by Trans Associates and that the plan be denied in the absence of a traffic signal.  Mr. Potter seconded the motion and it passed unopposed.

CRPC Report:

            Mr. Buckalew distributed a written report to Commission members.  He expressed regret that Ms. Clark was leaving the Township and that Mr. Steve Suder was leaving CRPA, both in July.  

             

Adjournment
            Chairman Kresen adjourned the meeting at 10:12 p.m.

Submitted by

Kristin Clark, Secretary

