HARRIS TOWNSHIP

           Planning Commission

Minutes of November 15, 2004
REGULAR MEETING
7:00 PM
 

 

 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:

 

Edward Benner, Bob Igo, Charles J. Keener, Mary Ann Kresen, and Paul Weener.
 

OTHERS PRESENT:

 

Kristin Clark, Township Manager; Todd Shea, Zoning and Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; D. J. Liggett, CRPA Planner; Jeff Acito, Emily Dux, Allyson and Matthew Jacobs, Matt Rogers, and Betsy Yost, Penn State students.
 

​CALL TO ORDER
 

Vice-Chairman Paul Weener called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
 

It was moved by Mr. Benner, and seconded by Mr. Keener, to approve the minutes of October 18, 2004. The motion was approved unanimously, 5 to 0.
 

 

CITIZEN COMMENT
 


Vice-Chairman Weener asked for public comment. None was received. Mr. Weener welcomed Penn State students observing the Planning Commission meeting for a geography class.
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS
 

 

A. Sign Ordinance Amendment
 


 Mr. Shea summarized the information discussed at the last PC meeting, primarily that a request had come from Dane Hooper asking that the current Sign Ordinance be revised for multi-tenant properties. The Sign Ordinance confines the number of signs on one property to five, and thus limits signage options for multi-tenant business properties with more than five tenants. He added that Staff was asked to address that concern, and the PC was presented with draft language for amending the ordinance for the Commission to review.
 


Mr. Shea stated that the needs were addressed by changing a number of things. For multi-tenant properties, each tenant would be allowed to have signs up to 25 square feet in area. Also, there is no limit on the number of signs per property site, but there is a limit of particular sign types, which is consistent to other such ordinances he had researched. Mr. Weener asked if there was still the need to define monument signs. Mr. Shea responded that he was still looking for a clear definition that is not too elaborate. He noted that a monument sign is defined as at grade level, such that it is not the same as a pole sign, which must be within a particular height limit.
 


Mr. Benner asked for clarification of sign height limits above grade. Mr. Shea stated it is a way to keep a sign from getting too big, and making certain it is appropriate. All sizes are consistent with the remainder of the ordinance, which limits signs to 25 square feet per face, or side. In the Village area the maximum size is less than the rest of the Township. Mr. Benner asked there is a height limit. Mr. Shea said the only way to limit the size is the maximum height of any structure in the Township, and the maximum structure height is currently at 35 feet. Mr. Weener reminded the PC that the Sign Ordinance is quite lengthy, compared to what was being considered at the meeting. Mr. Shea added that the Township’s Sign Ordinance is one of the most restrictive in the Centre Region, although no one has failed to adequately advertise his or her business since he has been employed in the Township.
 


Mr. Weener asked about Section 8.1.5.3 of the Ordinance, and asked if it should have wording added that addressed shielding light on monument signs. Mr. Shea responded that the issue actually has more to do with the Lighting Ordinance, and said that Mr. Hooper had suggested that the issue of lighting signs should be reevaluated. Mr. Hooper had suggested that Frank Edmiston of Edmiston Signs, who is designing the signs for him, address the Commission about down lighting signs. He noted that lighting is more an issue with the Board, as they want all signs down lit, which may be too restrictive. Mr. Shea said the Township should work out exactly what is to be done with all sign lighting, because he is not in favor of allowing only down lit signs. He noted that Section 8.1.5.3 is actually is not necessary to have as part of the Ordinance, as it focuses only on multi-tenant properties, and recommended its removal. By general consent the PC agreed.
 


Mr. Keener moved to refer the Sign Ordinance amendments to the Board for its consideration and adoption. Mr. Benner seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously, 5 to 0.
 

B. Parkland Dedication/Fee-In-Lieu Ordinance

Ms. Clark noted that the Commission had decided on a formula to use in determining the fee-in-lieu for parkland, should a developer choose to use that option. She noted the changes in the draft ordinance reflecting the new language. She reminded the PC that draft language for Rural Clustering and PRD regarding the Parkland Dedication and Fee-In-Lieu Ordinance had been discussed in August and approved. She asked if the members wanted to refer the fee-in-lieu draft as presented, or if they wanted to wait until there was a final proposed ordinance was drafted. By general consent the Commission decided they were comfortable with dealing only with the fee-in-lieu question and forwarding the decision to the Board.
 


Ms. Kresen questioned who makes the final determination in determining the parkland suitability as referred to in Section 12.6.1. Ms. Clark responded that it is inherent in Section 12.5 that the final decision is made by the Board of Supervisors, based on recommendations from those listed. She added that a referral to Section 12.5 could be added to that section.
 


Mr. Keener questioned the restrictiveness of Section 12.3, and whether a landowner could possibly circumvent the ordinance by subdividing a tract and developing less than the 5 dwelling units at a time, thus avoiding the requirement for parkland. Mr. Shea said several things come into consideration that could prevent this. For most property owners going through the subdivision process three times, and paying for the same work each time, is cost prohibitive for a landowner. Also, in the Agricultural and Forest zone, the clustering regulation comes into effect, where there is a limit on the number of lots that can be subdivided, and the parent tract will encompass 50% to begin with. Still, in theory, someone could circumvent the regulation by developing less than the required number of units that triggers the parkland requirement. Mr. Shea recommended as a solution that a parent tract be designated at the time of adoption, similar to what was done with the Rural Clustering Ordinance. In that, parent tracts are those tracts that are 10 acres or larger; subsequently, the Township could do the same and state at time of adoption of the Parkland Ordinance that cumulative subdivisions would be dealt with in a specific way, triggering the requirement for parkland. Ms. Kresen stated that if this has been discovered, there should be a curative measure before adopting the ordinance.
 


Mr. Shea stated this also brought up the issue that Centre Region Parks and Recreation (CRPR) will not maintain any parkland under 4 acres, so anything under that means the Township will have to maintain it in house if a smaller park is desired, or try to negotiate fee-in-lieu. Ms. Kresen asked if this was a failure to address the issue within the ordinance, or an unreasonable requirement on the part of CRPR. Ms. Clark stated that in their discussions, Mr. Shea and she also questioned whether CRPR’s position of maintaining a park of no less than 4 acres is a Regional policy or if it is just their internal procedure. She noted that, as Mr. Shea asserts, a park of 3 acres is still a nice size park, and under their current individual positions, CRPR would not maintain it. Therefore, some investigation as to the origin and authenticity of these positions must be made, especially since CRPR is employed by the Township to perform park maintenance, and should not be unilaterally making policy decisions.
 


Regarding the possible loophole in land development and requiring parkland, Ms. Liggett stated that she agreed with Mr. Shea’s recommendation that, once the ordinance is adopted, a good solution might be to identify a parent tract at the beginning of a new subdivision. Then, any subsequent subdivision of that tract would trigger the exacting of the amount of acreage that the original tract would have been required to provide for parkland, had it been developed originally in its entirety. She recommended having language developed and inserted in the ordinance.
 


By general consent the Planning Commission decided to redo the proposed ordinance with added language addressing the concerns, and consider it at their next meeting in December.
 

C. Official Map
 


Ms. Clark began the discussion of suggestions for the Official Map (OM), noting that two PC members had their list distributed, and two others had also given input. She reminded the PC that the items on the OM were mainly those things identified on parcels of land or in areas that the Township believes there is potential development. These improvement items, such as roads and trails, would be required for placement in a new development once a subdivision plan is submitted. If a developer refuses to make these improvements, there would be a one-year waiting period before the developer could begin the development, and the Township then has the option of purchasing or condemning the land and making the improvement if desired. She added that it is important to keep the focus sharp on what is truly desired, as the Township would need to have the money available to make those improvements, should the need arise that a developer refuses to make them. Also, placement should be in undeveloped areas, and not within an existing development, as well as not on PennDOT right of ways. She cautioned the Commission that there are many roads they might not realize are indeed PennDOT roads.
 


Mr. Weener asked that Ms. Clark discuss the suggestions received from the PC members about what they would like to see on the Official Map. They included the following:
 

 

 

Mr. Igo
·         Extend bike path along Route 322 to Elks Club Road

·         Turn some of Harpster farmland near Lee Avenue into parkland

·         Parkland for residents of Country Place

·         Bikepath along Woodside Drive

·         Create connector to Lee Avenue and Memorial Drive for the area of Ishler Street to Boal Avenue

 

Mr. Keener
·         Pedestrian hiking trail access from the Village to the top of Tussey Mountain

·         Extend the bicycle path ending at Boalsburg Pike and Boal Avenue to reach easterly to Tussey Mountain Ski Area, including Kaywood, north to the Hill and down to Warner Boulevard.

·         Create paved bikeway to Oak Hall to new regional College Township park.

·         Create a bike trail connecting Blue Spring Park and Yoder Memorial.

·         Once developed, insure that Harpster farmland not be a thoroughfare from Boalsburg to Route 45; suggested use of diverters, similar to College Heights in State College.

 

Ms. Kresen
·         Focus on global idea of interconnecting neighborhoods, finding ways to connect future developments to existing neighborhoods

·         More local neighborhood streets developed to remove residents’ need to travel heavily trafficked Routes 45 and 322.

 

Mr. Benner
·         Once development is scheduled, have 2 entrances to Harpster farm tract, perhaps aligning with Ashworth Woods entrance to make a signalized intersection.

·         Connect Aspen Heights to Kaywood once the Rockey Farm is developed.

 

Mr. Weener
·         Implement a Bikepath following Spring Creek from behind Ashworth Woods to Fasick Park.

·         Access to state forest areas, other than existing routes, to remove bikers from state routes.

 

 

Ms. Clark stated Mr. Buckalew and Mr. Potter should also be given the opportunity to make suggestions, and that she will forward the compiled list to the Planning Commission. Then, at the meeting in December the PC can begin winnowing the suggestions so that the items placed on the OM are designations that are both manageable by the Township, and affordable.
 

 

REPORTS:
 

 

Zoning Permits: 
The Permit Approval report for October was circulated.

 


CRPC:

No Report

 


Village District Study:
No Report
 

 

Other Business
 


Mr. Weener stated that the Planning Commission by-laws state that a nominating committee must be formed in November. He stated that Chairman Potter had appointed Mr. Buckalew and himself to that committee. He stated that, if there were no objection to their serving, they would make a recommendation for 2005 officers at the December meeting. The Commission members agreed by general consent.
 


Ms. Kresen moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. The motion to adjourn was approved unanimously, 5 to 0. Vice-Chairman Weener adjourned the meeting at 8:35 p.m.
 

 

 

 

Submitted by
 

 

 

 

 

 

Kristin Clark, Secretary
 

 

