HARRIS TOWNSHIP

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING
Minutes of October 17, 2005
7:00 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Chairman Mary Ann Kresen, Vice-Chairman Bob Igo, Ed Benner, Ronald Buckalew, Charles J. Keener, and Bob Potter. Paul Weener was absent.
OTHERS PRESENT:

Amy Farkas, Township Manager; Todd Shea, Zoning/Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; D.J. Liggett, CRPA; Brown Vincent, Traditions of America; Jim Wagner, Tri-Tech/ Wagner; Township residents Doug Arnold, Kim Bartoo, Jim  Boyer, Sharon Faulkner, Cathy Flood, Denny and Judy Johnson, Steve Moyer, Ginny Mulhatten, Jim Steff, Paige Thomas, and Chuck Thompson.
​CALL TO ORDER


Chairman Kresen called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It was moved by Mr. Igo, and seconded by Mr. Keener, to approve the minutes of September 19. The motion was approved unanimously, 5 to 0.
PUBLIC COMMENT


Chairman Kresen asked for public comment. None was received.

Mr. Buckalew joined the meeting at 7:02 p.m.

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS

A. Discussion with Representatives from Traditions of America (TA) 

Chairman Kresen noted that Brown Vincent and Jim Wagner, representing Traditions of America (TA), were in attendance to review their sketch plan and discuss issues related to streets proposed for the development, in advance of the submission of their preliminary plan, expected in November.

Mr. Vincent noted that the sketch plan is preliminary. He stated that input from various groups was reflected in the plan. An issue that has not been formally discussed, although it was with Staff, is the access point. He illustrated that the plan shows emergency access onto Memorial Drive and main access from Route 45. He stated he believes that after reviewing the ordinances, TA will need variances and waivers from the Board, and that he was seeking the Planning Commission’s input and recommendation regarding those variances and waivers, in light of the fact that TA would likely have to go before the Zoning Hearing Board (ZHB). In lieu of waivers and variances, he acknowledged a text amendment to the zoning ordinance would be needed. 

Chairman Kresen asked for confirmation that the access point at Memorial Drive was emergency-only, with a break through, and not a through street. Mr. Vincent affirmed that, and stated it conformed to specifications of emergency services and the Township.


Mr. Shea remarked that it was NOT the first time he heard about TA’s intent to go before the ZHB, as he had discussed it with JB Reilly earlier, and had told him to not seek advice regarding such from the PC and the Board of Supervisors. He advised TA that the Board and the Planning Commission do not make recommendations regarding issues that may go before the ZHB. Also, while they can discuss development issues within the confines of their meetings, it is not either body’s place to make recommendations to the ZHB. Mr. Buckalew, as former chair of the ZHB, concurred with Mr. Shea’s remarks.

Mr. Potter asked if there were any open pathways from the surrounding streets. Mr. Keener then asked if the plan was showing Belle Avenue as a cul-de-sac, and questioned if there was perimeter fencing planned.

Ms. Farkas emphasized that the Township has repeatedly asked Mr. Wagner to show two accesses to the property, and the plan still does not. She said the plan shows only one access and one emergency access.


Mr. Vincent asked that the Planning Commission give its recommendation to go before the ZHB. Ms. Farkas said that it could not be done, as it would place them and the Township in jeopardy should there be future legal action. 


Chairman Kresen agreed, and asked Mr. Vincent why he thought the PC would recommend for something they saw as being against their stand of health, safety, and welfare. Mr. Vincent replied that the plan works for them, it is acceptable to the residents, and they need variances to make the plan work.


Chuck Thompson, 230 Lee Avenue, stated that the Township is looking for a second access point, and that it would be ideal in any project but this one. The Township would be putting a great deal of traffic into the Hill neighborhood with a Memorial Drive access and egress. But, many consider the streets as sidewalks, and that the residents prefer that they not be used for cars, let alone a lot of cars. Mr. Buckalew reminded Mr. Thompson that the Commission is not making a decision at this point, and that this is TA’s preliminary plan. Chairman Kresen added that the Board and the Planning Commission had been sensitive to this project and had made a good-faith effort to include residents along the way, through meetings and correspondence. Ms. Farkas noted that there are valid reasons to have two access points, and if there is a change made for one developer then it would open the Township to other developers’ requests. Should a tragedy occur because of lack of access, not only would TA be sued, but so would the Township. Chairman Kresen added that TA had been given direction on how they could develop the plan, and it was up to TA to show residents where alternative access could be if not at Memorial Drive.

Sharon Faulkner, 131 Memorial Drive, stated that the Township had better be ready to show where ordinances state that there are two accesses required.


Jim Steff, 132 Memorial Drive, questioned what interest was to dominate the Hill. He announced that the Township must decide what kind of community it wants, and distributed a paper from his family with a list of their concerns. He suggested that there should be an ad hoc community group formed.
B. Traditional Neighborhood Development
Ms. Liggett recounted that the discussion at the September meeting regarding how the Planned Residential Development (PRD) could be revised using concepts from Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND) ordinances. She stated there are some areas for the Commission to consider, and that the PC should look at the purpose and intent of the PRD as it was drafted, then make suggestions or correct omissions.
Mr. Keener asked if there are restrictions in zoning where residents could have small businesses. Mr. Shea stated that each zone has charted uses, and currently there could be zones that have certain buildings, but not certain uses. Ms. Liggett stated that incentives are needed in PRDs to encourage commercial components and perhaps usages allowed within PRDs should be examined. Chairman Kresen noted that among the proposed amendments to consider distributed by Ms. Liggett that the word “assure” should be substituted for the word “integrate” when looking at a mix of uses. General discussion ensued.

Mr. Potter noted that, while desired, interconnectivity does not always work in actual practice. If the Township could require a PRD to have connectivity, it would likely preclude the many discussions that arise during development. Ms. Liggett observed that issues arise frequently when the Township does try to connect neighborhoods because of perceived noise and traffic. She noted that trends are heading away from more land and less people to that of more compactness, more interconnectivity, and more pedestrian neighborhoods.

Chairman Kresen asked Ms. Liggett for her recommendation as far as parcel size for a TND. Ms. Liggett responded that the size could range anywhere from 10 to 200 acres, but recommended against any size less than 10 acres. Also, a TND should integrate opportunities for more diverse income groups, age levels, commercial areas, and easier access. Ms. Kresen asked Ms. Liggett to identify where such developments would be appropriate. Ms. Liggett said there are six properties that might be appropriate. Mr. Shea added that TNDs may need to occur within the SSA, due to density and commercial uses, which could eliminate some properties.
Ms. Liggett then noted that there are two ways to implement the desired results, per the Municipalities Planning Code (MPC). One is to designate an area as TND, the second is to make an overlay district and develop a PRD with the attractive features of the TND. She said there would need to be changes to current ordinances that limit Agricultural Zoning to agricultural uses, such as rural clustering, and R-1, R-2, and R-3 are those areas which can support PRD. Chairman Kresen asked why Ag zoning is not in PRD. Mr. Shea said it initially was, but prior Boards and Commissions could not settle on the density, so it was removed from the PRD Ordinance. Ms. Liggett added that, while there may be some Ag land that could be developed as PRD, they could not be outside of the Sewer Service Area (SSA) or Regional Growth Boundary (RGB).
Mr. Keener questioned whether it was possible to blend the two development ordinances into one. Ms. Liggett answered that she had checked with Phil Robbins at the Department of Community and Economic Development (DCED) and was informed that he did not see why the PRD could not be modified with TND features, and thought it was an interesting idea. Mr. Keener asked what the difference was if this were permissible. Ms. Liggett said the process is different with a TND, and while a PRD emphasizes common open space, a TND emphasizes more commercial that is available to the small business owner. Mr. Benner said he thought the PRD should remain as a development choice, but that there needs to be input from developers to see what would make it more attractive. A TND is a good idea, but it should remain a separate ordinance, since the emphasis is different. Ms. Liggett responded that it was not changes being recommended but clarification, since a developer does not know what the Township’s intentions are necessarily. Mr. Benner agreed, and said there needs to be an understanding why some features are considered unattractive to developers.  
Mr. Potter asked if PRDs and TNDs are viable concepts in today’s terms. Ms. Liggett responded that the question is whether there are individuals who want to have commercial businesses, but cannot because of current ordinances. Mr. Igo questioned whether a TND would entice such businesses even if it were built. Chairman Kresen said she believes there are many who are looking within the Township, but are closed out because there are no commercial areas available. Ms. Liggett said there is no easy answer, as the Township can provide opportunities, but cannot make people take advantage of them. She stated that if the PRD were changed to have TND offerings it might be faster and easier.

Mr. Shea stated that it would be best to fix what is not working, and then be resolute when developers come in asking for changes, and not change ordinances to suit developers. Mr. Benner agreed, saying the Township should make it attractive for a developer to do commercial development in a plan.


Chairman Kresen asked about the next steps and how Staff could guide the PC on making necessary changes or additions. Ms. Liggett said it depends on how far the Township wishes to go in engineering the ordinances. She said that while developers are claiming to market to the wishes of the public, she believes there is a contingency of underrepresented people who need to be heard. She strongly recommended that, if a developer is getting what he wants, then the Township should get something in return. Chairman Kresen agreed that there needs to be a balance between those whose needs are not being championed and developers. Ms. Liggett stated she would develop a listing of PRD and TND features to compare, and some options for developing something new that would benefit the Township.
OTHER

Chairman Kresen declared that she did not appreciate the feeling of being caught unprepared by what Traditions of America (TA) said was its intent when it asked to be on the PC agenda, and what actually transpired. She said items should no longer be placed on the agenda if it is unclear what a body’s true intentions are. She suggested a 10 day deadline that, if materials are not received for the agenda, they are not included. While it is admirable that the Township tries to be accommodating, it not only puts pressure on the Commission members, but causes a hardship to staff to prepare in time. Mr. Shea noted that a suggested 15 day deadline had been relaxed, and asked for clarification whether PC members were in agreement that plans submitted with a large number of action items should not be placed on an agenda. By general consent the PC agreed. Mr. Igo added that issues to consider are becoming more complex for the PC, and that there is a need for more time to review materials and evaluate them. Chairman Kresen asked that the PC agenda materials go out earlier, and a suggested day was that they be sent at least by the Tuesday before a meeting.
REPORTS
Zoning Permits:
Permits for August and September were circulated.
CRPC Report:
Mr. Buckalew reported on several meetings he had attended in addition to CRPC. At the September 26 COG General Forum, Clearwater Conservancy requested funds from COG to assist in the purchase of 423 acres in Musser Gap that was purchased for development. At the September 27 CCMPO Coordinating Committee, discussion focused on the appropriateness of adding an access to I-80 for the proposed landfill in Rush Township. He attended the September 28 dedication of the Hosler Oak at the proposed Penn State Arboretum near the proposed Eastern Inner Loop. The October 6 CPRC meeting had a presentation by Jason Wert of HRG regarding the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy and its significant impact on sewage facilities and land use planning in the Centre Region. He noted that, while the beneficial reuse program gives the area an advantage, the impact to plans with on-site sewer systems has resulted in some denials by DEP of development plans due to stricter limitations on nitrogen and phosphorus content in the water.
Adjournment

Mr. Igo moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. Chairman Kresen adjourned the meeting at 9:15 p.m.

Submitted by,
Amy Farkas, Township Manager
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