HARRIS TOWNSHIP

           Planning Commission

Minutes of October 18, 2004
REGULAR MEETING
7:00 PM 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:

 

Chairman Bob Potter, Edward Benner, Ronald Buckalew, Bob Igo, Charles J. Keener, Mary Ann Kresen, and Paul Weener.
 

OTHERS PRESENT:

 

Todd Shea, Zoning and Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; D. J. Liggett, CRPA Planner; Dane Hooper, Boalsburg Investment Group; Mark Torretti, PennTerra; Tom Songer and Tommie Songer III, GTW Associates; and Matt Falco, Torron Group.
 

​CALL TO ORDER
 

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

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
 

It was moved by Mr. Buckalew, and seconded by Ms. Kresen, to approve the minutes of August 16, 2004. The motion was approved unanimously, 7 to 0.
 

 

CITIZEN COMMENT
 


Chairman Potter asked for public comment. None was received.
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS
 

 

A. Sign Ordinance Amendment
 


 Mr. Shea introduced Dane Hooper, of the Boalsburg Investment Group, and reminded the Commission that several months ago the industrial property developers went through the procedure of establishing an industrial park, and are still working on finalizing some items to complete the process. In the interim, it was discovered that the Township Sign Ordinance is deficient for uses such as industrial parks. Currently, the ordinance limits the number of signs for use to five. Since the industrial park already has five tenants and anticipates more, it appears impossible to properly sign the industrial park under the current ordinance, especially in light of the need for additional signs for direction and information purposes. In working with Mr. Hooper for the last few months, it was decided it would be feasible to ask the Township to amend the sign ordinance to allow in cases like industrial parks and office parks the provision of signs for all businesses, plus maybe a few signs for directional purposes. What he had planned to propose was something similar to how other townships allow signs for shopping centers. In such developments there is one sign to identify the center, and then each business is permitted a sign are based on the frontage of the business within the shopping center. The Township’s ordinance is similar but it is insufficient. Staff proposes gleaning from the other municipalities their rationale behind the shopping center sign regulations, and then adding them to the Township’s ordinance. This would replace the shopping center sign regulation, and at the same time address industrial parks and office parks, thus covering multi-tenant establishments for signs.
 


Ms. Kresen asked about what would qualify as identity signs for the 911 emergency system. Mr. Shea responded it would be those signs needed for addresses, directions and locations within a business, although an address would not count as licensable signs.
 


Mr. Potter asked how would Staff develop the amendment to the ordinance, and if there is a model that would be used. Mr. Shea answered that each municipality tailors their sign ordinance to their needs. In the Township’s situation, the sign ordinance is a small portion of the entire Zoning ordinance. A public hearing will need to be held.
 


Ms. Kresen moved to recommend that Staff proceed with a draft for an amendment to the Sign Ordinance by the November Planning Commission meeting. Mr. Buckalew seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.
 

 

B. Springfield Commons Master Plan Revision

Mr. Shea noted the outline of the issue, which includes revising the plans for Springfield Commons to eliminate the tri- and quadplex units, and replacing them with duplexes. He called attention to the information that had been sent to the PC in the agenda, as well as the email received that day from Mr. Songer that he forwarded. He reminded the Commission that the site is a former mobile home park that is being developed by Tom Songer as a Planned Residential Development (PRD). A PRD differs from the typical subdivision, and the first step is to get a tentative Master Plan approved, which has been accomplished. A final land development plan was submitted and reviewed by the Board in 2003. It was approved with conditions. In the meantime, while they were working to meet the conditions, Mr. Songer and his group asked that the Master Plan be revised from the building of the tri- and quadplex housing originally proposed to duplexes only. As a result the Master Plan has to be re-approved, and the final land development plan will also have to be re-approved. He pointed out the comments from Staff within the PC’s packet, and that there was an email response from Mr. Songer sent earlier this day about the comments.
 


Mr. Shea said the only item that needs extensive discussion is the separation distance issue. The approved land development plan reflects the Board of Supervisors’ requirement of 25 feet of separation distance between duplex units. What Mr. Songer is proposing is 15 feet between units. The PC needs to make a recommendation and forward it to the Board for the hearing scheduled at the Board meeting on November 8.
 


Chairman Potter expressed frustration that the PC was being asked to make a hasty decision when the Commission had not received the considerable amount of information in a timely manner. He stated the PC wanted to be as responsive as possible, and suggested there should be a cut-off date to get items on the agenda, and the packet sent sooner than currently, especially on such issues. In that way, the Commission has enough time to review and make an educated recommendation. He stated he felt receiving the information only days before the meeting does not allow enough time for review. Ms. Kresen added that after she made the effort to go over the information that now there was new information at the meeting itself, and she agreed about the time schedule and the lack of time for review, especially with a large packet. Mr. Shea noted that there are many times that there is new, pertinent information and changes that arrive between the time the agenda is prepared and the meeting is held. He stated that the PC would continue to receive those updates, as they are relevant. Mr. Potter countered that, while that is understandable, the PC should not necessarily have to make a quick decision based on newer information, and reiterated the need for a final date to submit information. He feels there needs to be a reasonable time to prepare, and at this time does not feel equipped to make a solid recommendation because of the timing. Mr. Shea stated this is something to be addressed by the Township Manager. Ms. Liggett noted that in other regional municipalities the Planning Commission meets before the Board. Because the Board met just recently and wants a recommendation, she can understand the need to look at more time between the PC and Board meetings to permit more time. Mr. Potter offered that, in the interest of a volunteer board doing its job correctly, as well as being fair to those who come to the PC, there should be a rearrangement of the timeline to afford the PC time to review and give opinion to the Board. A different schedule may be a solution to the pressure many PC members are feeling in giving educated recommendations to the Board.
 

Chairman Potter asked what the timeline is for the PC. Mr. Shea answered that the Supervisors have advertised a Public Hearing on the issue on November 8. What the PC needs to do is in a more limited scope than what it has previously done. However, what is a debatable issue is the distance separation change. 
 


Mr. Shea repeated that the issue was as stated earlier, that of the proposed change in distance separation from 25 feet to 15 feet, and Ms. Liggett acknowledged that it meets the minimum requirement in the fire protection ordinance, which is 15 feet. Ms. Liggett stated that building separation is quite a different subject than the type of structures that will be built for the revised Master Plan. When the plan was originally proposed there were single structures and a mix of duplex, triplex, and quadplex units. The developer is now coming in and suggesting he would prefer duplexes only. She stated that something the PC should consider for its community is that, while having duplexes is more complimentary to the Village, the PC might be setting precedence for future PRDs if the requirement of a variety of housing types for a PRD is relaxed for this PRD. Others may come in and want the same, stating they want to put in only single and duplex housing. This would minimize the opportunity for the Township to have multi-family units elsewhere.
 


Mr. Potter asked if an exception were made, would it impact future PRDs? Ms. Liggett stated this would not happen overall, as this request is specific to this project, and does not mean this would change the ordinance to say it is how PRDs will now be done. What it does allow, however, is the opportunity for a future PRD developer to say they want to develop their housing development without the variety of housing, as did Springfield Commons. The Township would not have a strong argument against permitting this request. Another thing is that while the variety is changed, the building density is not. However, the intent of trying to have infill development within the Regional Growth Boundary is to focus as much development within that area as possible, so there is not the sprawl and growth outside that boundary. In future cases, a developer could state he does not want to have the triplexes and quadplexes of a PRD as a result of the Springfield Commons precedence. This would reduce the population density on that piece of property, and not maximize the growth within the RGB, thus adding pressure to expand it. 
 


Mr. Weener declared there are several issues involved in the decision, and the PC waited for quite a while to get the Township Solicitor’s decision on whether the requested change would require a change in the Master Plan. His answer did not serve to clarify what should be done. Mr. Weener stated that if there are things within the prerogative of the developer to do within the confines of the Master Plan, whether its moving buildings or changing dimensions, he wants direction on what is the focus of the issue at hand. He said that, while he understood the issue of the distance separation is an important issue, it seems that the density being recommended is also important. He stated he does not know the PRD ordinance well enough to know how it is worded and if it violates the principle of multiple types of housing.
 


Ms. Liggett stated that, while she did not believe the request violated the principle of multiple housing, the PRD ordinance speaks to its purpose of existing to promote the availability, variety and mixture of types of housing. Her point is that the two types of housing requested do not constitute variety in her estimation. That is something for the PC to determine.
 


Mr. Weener declared that he was not so much concerned about setting precedence, as the tendency has been that the developer usually wants to increase the density beyond what the PC is comfortable. He agrees with the general principle about infill, but does not think this needs to be an issue. Ms. Liggett responded that there is a history with this plan. Part was zoned R-3, part was zoned R-2, and the developer at that time wanted to amend the R-3 ordinance to allow single-family housing in that zone. The concern became that, if single-family housing were allowed in R-3, then single-family housing could be allowed in R-3 elsewhere, and the ordinance was being watered down if that were allowed. The suggestion was made that, if there was single-family housing desired in R-2 and R-3, then one way to do it was PRD, as it allows for variety of housing. Ms. Liggett said her intent in recommending PRD was to get variety of housing, single-family and some multi-family to assist the developer. Her concern is that the Township would get away from the underlying zoning goal. While the proposed development is complimentary to the Village of Boalsburg, in the overall scheme of things it is unclear whether this will set a precedence or not with the next PRD.
 


Mr. Keener stated that a developer’s objective is to change the plan so he could build something people will buy. Mr. Songer responded that the intent is not to change the Master Plan, but build something that enhances the character of the area, which is in contrast to what it could have become. The project has been adjusted and changed with regard to topography, codes, and marketability over the last two years. The duplexes would all have a different look from the street, with different materials on each. He noted that triplexes and quadplexes are substantial in size, there is consumer preference regarding location within their unit, and it is a question of who will purchase them. Duplexes are more desirable, and there will be a saving of impervious ground, as there is less paving. While waiting the decision the company went back and reevaluated. They found that duplexes are a much better fit for this community, are not as financially risky, and will look more attractive, as they will differ in appearance and compliment the Village historical area. He said he believed the single-family and duplex housing meets the spirit of variety desired in the PRD ordinance. Also, he noted that there would be a reduction by only one unit, from 86 to 85, and that is part of the reason for the request for reduction of the separation between adjacent walls of the duplexes to 15 feet. There are some units separated by a driveway, which means they will be closer to 25 feet between units. All the land is owned in common, not by individuals, and there is no property line to consider.
Mr. Potter stated there is no legal opinion that there could not be a change made. Mr. Shea countered that the legal opinion was on the process of whether there could be a change made, not on the specific request to change the Master Plan. Mr. Songer stated he had clearly made the point that the single-family section detached homes are 15 feet apart. The duplexes are commonly called a single-family, semi-detached unit. When there are 3 or more units per building that qualifies as a multi-family unit, which is a big step. What they are now showing is that everything they are going to build is considered single family, both detached and semi-detached. He stated that had the parcel been flat or had little topographic relief, they might have gone for a townhouse project, with several units in each. If there are 4 to 6 units, the middle units go faster than in the tri- or quadplexes; this is part of the reasoning behind changing to duplexes.
 


Mr. Songer recounted that, while the Master Plan is more than an idea, he had indicated in the day’s email that the area where the tot lot and community center are currently located are also being reevaluated. While it makes sense to locate these in a central area on a corner, there is concern about their proximate location to one of the duplexes next to the tot lot. When they brought the land development plan in they had not changed any of the road locations, stormwater management, or basic infrastructure because there has been quite a bit of time and effort from Staff and their engineer, and they did not want to make a change unless they had to. The only item they are evaluating is whether the community center should remain where it is currently, or should it change. Otherwise, everything is the same, and they have only improved the project. He remarked that if he had more land, he would have put in townhouses with alleys in the back, similar to the Village. There are some other areas that could be considered alleys similar to the Village. However the tract does not lend itself to a preponderance of alleyways. Mr. Songer added that there is nothing in the PRD that says the developer is required to build townhouses, apartments or single-family detached housing. Also, the PRD does allow non-residential use, with the approval of the Township, but none is planned.
 


Mr. Weener asked about the thinking behind the separation issue, what the discussion with the Supervisors was, and what was the general agreement initially. Mr. Shea stated a considerable amount of time was spent at two or three PC meetings talking about the separation distances, and the Board of Supervisors spent at least the same amount of time on that same issue. The single-family units are allowed to be as close as 15 feet, although they are to be a little farther apart, by approximately 25 feet, when there is a common driveway. He noted comments on the plan addressing the figures. He stated he had reviewed the minutes from previous meetings, and in May 2002 the PC at that time adopted a motion recommending that the separation distances for duplexes should be 20 feet on the sides. The Board then approved a motion stating that the distance should be 25 feet. Mr. Shea said that Mr. Songer is correct that as a PRD there are separation distances, as opposed to setbacks. However, if this were a typical subdivision, duplexes would have to 30 feet apart, since the side setback distance for duplexes in the R-3 zoning distance was set at 15 feet. What Mr. Songer is asking for is half the required distance than would be required in a fee-simple subdivision. Mr. Shea expressed uncertainty as to what has changed in the last year or two regarding duplexes that has caused the 25 foot requirement to be reduced to 15 feet, especially in light that two years ago the Planning Commission voted that 20 feet was the minimum it would accept. Mr. Shea added that, while he agrees with Mr. Songer’s contention that in a PRD situation there are smaller separation differences than in a typical fee-simple subdivision, he disagrees with the position that, because the duplexes are not on separate lots as in a fee-simple subdivision, that they should be only 15 feet apart. The Planning Commission in May 2002 did not agree with that position, saying at that time that the minimum they would accept was 20 feet of separation. The Board subsequently stated that it should be minimally 25 feet. 
 


Mr. Songer asked about the zoning requirements for the duplexes in R-2. However, Mr. Shea pointed out that the duplexes are located in R-3. Mr. Songer countered that the parcel is a PRD. Mr. Shea responded that the zoning is still R-3, and not PRD until the plans are approved. Mr. Songer contended that single-family, semi-detached homes in R-2 are allowed to have a 10-foot side yard, which equals 20 feet between units. He maintained that he could make the argument because in trying to compliment the character of the Village, he could use 3-foot sides in the Village zone. If he had 2 lots in the Village currently, they would be only 6 feet apart. Mr. Shea noted that, while it is understood that Mr. Songer was trying to compliment the Village area, he was not making a Village, and that Mr. Songer’s development was in fact located within the R-3 zone, not the Village Zoning District. Mr. Songer said what he was trying to do was a PRD and come up with new concepts of how land development should be done, that the purpose of the side yard setbacks assumes that people are creating from fee-simple lots. This is not that situation; it is a condominium, under common ownership and under common neighbors. For that reason they felt that if they could do single-family, detached units 15 feet apart, why could the development not cluster units together in creating a community setting? Mr. Buckalew commented that while the PC at that time recognized that this was a special situation, at the same time it was believed this could be too big a compromise. He expressed concern about residents being on top of each other. Mr. Songer said they were not asking for Village standards, but for a simple compromise that would be in between. He declared they cannot redesign the development again, and that they would not, and that if they cannot limit the distance to 15 feet, this would present a challenge to building the development.
 


Mr. Songer added that he and his group has worked on the special plans for this development, and that this is the only exception they have asked for with this project that is needed to implement the design. He reiterated that if they could not have the 15-foot separation, then he did not know what the answer was, and that it was a serious challenge to do the project.
 


Ms. Kresen asked whether the PC had already decreased the front setback, and if the PC is now being asked to decrease both the fronts and sides. Mr. Shea responded that the PC had indeed decreased the front setback from 20 feet to 10 feet for this project. He also stated he took exception to Mr. Songer’s statement that this was the only request Mr. Songer and his group had made for this project, as there were numerous times before the plan was submitted, as well as subsequent to its submission, that the Township had changed its ordinance to accommodate him. Additionally, Mr. Shea pointed out that Mr. Songer had gotten his plan approved, and then revised his Master Plan once. Then, he stated that Mr. Songer’s land development plan was approved, after which time he decided he wanted to do something different; now, however, Mr. Songer is claiming that, if the Township does not approve the change he is requesting that Mr. Songer will be unable to change the plan.
 


Mr. Songer rejoined that he and Township have worked on this project for over two years, and that it is either now that this is approved and he builds the project, or he will abandon this and move on to other opportunities. He stated he did not see this as a major request based on his reasoning, but if it seems to the PC is going to abide by their original decision, that was their prerogative. However, he did not believe that 15 feet apart, wall-to-wall, with different designs and concepts was unreasonable. Mr. Songer asked the Zoning Officer to give him a reason why his request for reduced separation distances should not be approved. He felt the Township was saying no for the sake of saying no.
 


Mr. Potter called the assembly to order, cautioned Mr. Songer to keep the discussion at a reasonable level, then asked Mr. Songer the number of times the separation would occur. Mr. Songer responded that there would be six. Mr. Keener asked Mr. Songer to confirm that the separation would occur with a building next to another building, without a driveway or other spacing proximate. Mr. Songer replied yes. However, Mr. Shea noted that the decision could not be made based on what was currently being represented on the Master Plan, because those are just examples of building areas, and these could actually be built anywhere within the building area. Therefore, the buildings shown on the Master Plan are most likely not going to be the buildings actually built. He questioned why Mr. Songer did not argue against the Board’s decision to increase the side separation distance from 20 to 25 feet when that decision was made. Also, Mr. Shea asserted, the burden of proof is on the developer to provide the reason to change something that is approved. The Township does not have to provide a reason why it should not be changed; the developer must provide a valid reason for why it should be changed. Mr. Songer disagreed, stating that he had done so. He warned the PC that what would happen would be that, if the land development plan does get built, the plan needs to be recorded in the County, and built as represented because it is a condominium development.   
 

He acknowledged that they intend to do the land development plan, except that he wants to change the one area. He guarantees that the number of units will not change – it will be 85 units or less - nor will the general concept. But, when the land development plan comes in it will be seen where every building is going to be, and there will be six buildings that will have the 15-foot side separation, plus more with adding driveways. If he is permitted to do such with single-family detached homes, he does not understand why it cannot be 15 feet between the duplexes. He does not understand the reasoning, as that is not what PRD is all about. His concept is to blend the development with the Village, despite the lack of actual proximity.
 


Ms. Liggett commented about her initial concerns when the request was made regarding the 15-foot separation was whether it would meet the Fire Ordinance requirements which had recently been adopted, and asked Mr. Songer to ask the SCBWA about water flow to this property, which is a criteria the fire department uses to determine how close buildings can be. Apparently, according to Mr. Songer, there is adequate fire flow to have a minimum building separation, and the minimum is 15 feet.
 


Mr. Weener stated the PC is dealing with something that has no legal precedence, and it is up to their judgment. The PC should look at consistency and whether 15 feet is going to produce a situation in which the Township would not want the residents living. He stated he did not think it was a big issue. Mr. Potter acknowledged that it would be a change, but not necessarily a deleterious one, that it is part of the evolution of housing in the area, since it is the first of its kind in the region. There is no precedence ordinance for PRD, so the Township is adjusting.
 

Mr. Songer assured the PC that this development would be built in accordance with the Township’s standards, as well with fire safety in mind. He added that, while this building season is lost because of the land acquisition issue with Mr. Teel, it is now up to the Township to work out the final negotiations, and work out the grant from the County, as the group designed everything as said they would and paid all the bills for that, including getting the highway occupancy permit, and have done everything that the group can do.
 


Mr. Potter asked where the recommendation would go from this point. Mr. Shea responded that the Board will hold a Public Hearing on November 8, and has 60 days to make a ruling on the application before them. Therefore, the Planning Commission can meet in November to discuss the issue if it is felt it is necessary.
 


Mr. Igo moved to recommend the Master Plan revision to the Board of Supervisors for approval. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. The motion was approved 5 to 0, with Ms. Kresen and Mr. Buckalew abstaining. Mr. Buckalew stated he felt he had received insufficient time to review the issue.
 


Mr. Shea noted that Staff would have to check with the MPC regarding the land development plan, as it may have to be identical to the Master Plan. He added that MPC takes precedence regarding decisions on the Master Plan.
C. Lighting Ordinance
 


Chairman Potter stated that the lighting ordinance is a continuation of the issue from the August Planning Commission meeting. Mr. Shea stated that this has been discussed several times, as the Board Chairman believes the current ordinance is too permissive, and too difficult to enforce. He reminded the PC that the recommended changes include to:
 



1. Measure the light output in lumens


2. Stop light trespass


3. Regulate canopies or backlit signs, and require that signs be down lit, instead.


4. Encourage protection of the night sky as a regional issue.
 


Ms. Kresen and Mr. Igo asked what was the compelling reason to review the ordinance. Mr. Shea responded that while there have been no complaints received by the Township, the Board Chairman is not satisfied with it in its current form. Mr. Shea noted that the Township’s ordinance is actually more restrictive than any other in the region. The ordinance does not permit light to spill off of the property. Additionally, the developer must show anticipated lighting patterns and meet the requirements of the ordinance, and change them if necessary, before receiving approval.
 


Ms. Kresen remarked that since she has been on the Planning Commission, there have been no complaints of which she is aware, that the PC has looked at all the issues, the Township is being asked to legislate something that has not been a problem, and would have some components that would be difficult to enforce. Mr. Shea noted that the only complaint that has been received is from Aspen Heights, and that it was because they believed they did not have enough light. While the Board maintains that no more light should go off of a new commercial property after the development than was there before, that position would have resulted in the new Happy Valley Refreshments being able to have ten times the light it does currently. As it was, they had to adhere to the current lighting ordinance, which was somewhat difficult for them.
 

Ms. Kresen asked whether the ordinance addresses canopy-style lighting, and whether such is a sign or a lighting source. Mr. Shea responded that the Township does not specifically address canopy lighting, but that it does require lighting for such commercial styles to be recessed. He suggested that an amendment could state that if a canopy is proposed, it must be built out of wooden shingles and not the translucent material many use.
 

Mr. Benner asked why such subjects were not addressed by COG. Mr. Buckalew responded that it is a result of not being united as local municipalities. Mr. Weener disagreed, stating that in this way the Township has more local control.
 


Mr. Shea noted the current ordinance provided to the PC in their agenda, and asked the PC if it wanted to revisit the light issue as a whole, or to address the 4 issues separately. Chairman Potter recommended that the PC look at each issue separately. With regard to the measurement of light in lumens, Ms. Kresen observed there should be no change made regarding issue #1, as it is difficult to enforce. Mr. Shea stated he wanted to be clear that he is willing to enforce the regulation if there is a desire to measure lighting with regard to a complaint filed with the Township.
 


Ms. Kresen moved to recommend there be no change to the lighting ordinance with regard to changing to the measurement of light with lumens. Mr. Igo seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.
 


Mr. Potter asked how the second issue of light trespass is addressed in the lighting ordinance. Ms. Kresen stated that the third issue of regulating canopy or backlit signs, required to be down lit, should be combined with the second issue of light trespass. She stated that this would be an area she would suggest that the Planning Commission might want to address. 
 


Ms. Kresen moved to recommend that the PC consolidate issues 2,3, and 4, with the recommendation to the Board of Supervisors that the PC believes issue three should be looked at specifically, as it involves lighting and sign issues; and, to the extent that it includes issue number two, which addresses stopping light trespass; as well as issue four, which addresses protecting the night skies. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.
 

 

D. Parkland Dedication/Fee-In-Lieu Ordinance
 


Ms. Liggett stated that the remaining issue regarding the ordinance is the fee-in-lieu determination. It was agreed at the previous meeting that assessing a fee per person served by the park was the preferred method of fee-in-lieu. She reported that she had contacted several municipalities using that method, including Ferguson Township, Cranberry Township of Butler, Monroe in upstate New York, and College Station, Texas. What she found is that there was no solid method employed by the various municipalities to decide the dollar figure used for determining the fees-in-lieu. She added that the Township has no history of 
 

parkland development to base a number. She said she did not want to base a number on what is actually being spent on parkland development, as the Township is woefully inadequate in what it is now spending on its parkland. She suggested that the Planning Commission recommend the $850.00 figure previously discussed as the fee-in-lieu. As far as how to apply the figure, she suggested that the use of a formula based on the number of occupants within the development multiplied by the $850.00 dollar figure to determine the fee-in-lieu figure seemed to be most equitable. This dollar amount, multiplied by 2.65 people, as sited in the most recent Census, times the number of dwelling units, would thus determine the fee.
 


Mr. Weener injected that, by working out some equivalences, if land is assessed at the average price of $40,000.00 an acre, then the fee-in-lieu result is about the same; it is about $2,000.00 per unit, and the average number of units is approximately 20, thus equaling the value of the acre. Ms. Kresen said her concern is that the figure may appear too arbitrary, and needs to be defensible if challenged. She said that is why she supports the appraisal method. Ms. Liggett responded that a typical developer wants a figure up front, a flat fee. It is detrimental in timing to not know that number up front, and in having to get the appraisal first. If that developer is in Harris Township, the situation is that there is already a great deal of parkland in the Township, but not enough money to develop it. The goal should be to make the fee-in-lieu option attractive or provide some incentive for the developer to use this option. If a developer states a preference to give land instead the Township can put criterion on what kind of land is given, but the Township must take the land, as it cannot force them give money. Ms. Kresen stated she believes the developers get their way every time, and when faced with a new requirement to give more worthy parcel area to parkland they may be more willing to use the fee-in-lieu option instead. She declared the Township should stop settling for less when dealing with developers.
 


Mr. Weener objected, stating that this would actually be a user fee imposed on residents in these new housing units. Ms. Kresen countered that there has been no hesitation by the Planning Commission to place requirements on buildings at certain square footages, nor, if a resident wants a private road, in requiring specific conditions on such. The PC does this all the time, she does not see this as any different, and is a pass-through cost, as are other entire infrastructure requirements. It all evens out in the end.
 


Ms. Kresen also stated that it would be advisable to change the wording in Section 12.1 from “residential use” to “any use”, in order to avoid ambiguity. Mr. Shea agreed, and said it is also likely the PRD ordinance will be amended as part of the Parkland Ordinance to address parkland versus open space.
 


Chairman Potter asked if there was any disagreement in offering the fee-in-lieu at a set price based on the dwelling unit. Mr. Keener asked if there was anything in place currently. Mr. Shea responded that what the Township has currently is the requirement of $28,000.00 per acre. Ms. Liggett added that the PRAC believes the current $28,000.00 fee is both outdated and inadequate, and does not provide support to the Township’s parkland. When looking at the cost per acre requirement, the PRAC was originally looking at a price of $45,000.00 per acre. What would result with what is now being recommended is closer to $40,000.00 per acre. She believes the recommendation is defensible.
 


Ms. Kresen stated she thought there should be the ability to look at the basis for the figure derived. If the average cost of an acre in Harris Township is $40,000.00, then she believed the formula is defensible. Ms. Liggett and Mr. Shea stated that the actual cost per acre in the Township is appreciably higher. Mr. Weener said if the figure of $2,252.00 per unit is used, and multiplied by 20 units, the figure is closer to the $45,000.00 per acre cost. Ms. Kresen agreed, and said in this way the Township could negotiate with a developer that the rationale is that the cost per acre is closer to $45,000.00, but, because the Township is land-heavy, the Township would set the cost at $40,000.00 to make it advantageous for the developer to use the fee-in-lieu. Mr. Weener stated that if might be more sensible to base the fee-in-lieu on per unit, rather than per person average. Ms. Liggett stated that it be reasonable to use a per unit multiplier. She reiterated that the cost of developable land, which is what a developer is using, is higher than $40,000.00 per acre, and that this is a defensible formula.
 


Mr. Weener moved to recommend to the Board of Supervisors that the Parkland Ordinance is amended to have the formula for fee-in-lieu use the amount of $2,250.00, multiplied by each dwelling unit in a development, to be paid in lieu of parkland dedication. Mr. Igo seconded the motion. The motion was adopted unanimously.
 

E. Official Map
 

Chairman Potter reminded the PC that each member was asked for general suggestions for the OM, and to justify why those elements are important for inclusion on the Official Map. Ms. Kresen suggested that members bring their top 3-4 items to the November PC meeting to get consensus. Mr. Weener recommended there be any number. Mr. Potter stated there should be a maximum of three ideas per person, and all forwarded to the Township. Mr. Shea said there would be a reminder sent if not received by the first week of November. These items should be sent to both Ms. Clark and Ms. Liggett
 

 

 

REPORTS:
 

 

Zoning Permits: 
The Permit Approval reports for August and September were circulated.

 


CRPC:

Mr. Buckalew reported that he had attended two CRPC meetings since the August 16 PC meeting. There were a number of requests for rezoning received, including two parcels in Patton and Ferguson townships, which are each outside of the Sewer Service Area and the Regional Growth Boundary. The area by Whitehall Road has also had a new road and a park proposed. CRPC had a great deal of discussion, and rejected the rezoning requests by a narrow margin. There is a plan to review the Comprehensive Plan, which follows the RGB, as well as Act 537-Sewer Service Area. Any changes of boundaries require the municipalities’ agreement. All rezoning is in limbo until Act 537 is changed. Mr. Potter asked if it has to be unanimous. Mr. Buckalew responded that there is a question whether that is so. CRPC Staff has recommended withholding any consideration of rezoning requests, including those within the RGB, until the Comprehensive Plan is reviewed. 




Another item was the Groundwater Management Plan. The Susquehanna River Basin Commission limits the amount of water the Centre Region can use, and outdated data is being used to determine this usage. It erroneously appears that the region is overtaxing wells and affecting Spruce Creek because of serious mistakes in their data.



Finally, the CRPC was presented with the vacant structure report for the region. While the report reflects 2 in the Township, there is actually only one, since the Pump Station Café will soon occupy the other. The other is the Heritage Run Office Center, where some offices within the building are vacant. The concerns include control, reuse of older buildings and reuse of their sewer and electricity utilities already established. Owners do not have incentives to break the leases of their former tenants to get new ones.
 


Village District Study:
No Report
 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT  

 

Chairman Potter adjourned the meeting at 9:39 p.m.
 

 

Submitted by
 

 

 

 

 

Kristin Clark, Secretary
 

 

