HARRIS TOWNSHIP

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING
Minutes of September 19, 2005
7:00 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:

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

Amy Farkas, Township Manager; Todd Shea, Zoning/Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; D.J. Liggett, CRPA; Mark Torretti, PennTerra Engineering; Brad Karch, Kissinger, Bigatel and Brower; Anna Childe and Farley Peechatka, Sound Technology, Inc.; Township residents Cathy Flood and Paul Painter.
​CALL TO ORDER


Chairman Kresen called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It was moved by Mr. Keener, and seconded by Mr. Buckalew, to approve the minutes of August 15. The motion was approved unanimously, 6 to 0.
PUBLIC COMMENT


Chairman Kresen asked for public comment. None was received.

Chairman Kresen remarked that on behalf of the Planning Commission a letter was drafted and forwarded to the Township Board of Supervisors. It stated the PC’s concerns about the action taken by the Board at its August 8 meeting, in which the Supervisors supported properties the PC had recommended against for inclusion in an expanded Sewer Service Area (SSA). She added that in the end the Supervisors had reversed themselves and recommended no properties for inclusion.
PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS

A. Rezoning Request – Boalsburg Investment Group (BIG) 

Chairman Kresen noted that the Planning Commission had begun discussion at its August 15 meeting, and had asked that the request for rezoning of a portion of parcel 25-4-55F from C-1 to I-1 by the Boalsburg Investment Group (BIG) be referred to the Centre Region Planning Commission (CRPC) for review and comment. Ms. Liggett added that the PC had requested that a map displaying the property pieces being considered for rezoning be available to see any long-range implications. Chairman Kresen cautioned the PC to remember that the requests are separate and should be considered as separate properties.

Chairman Kresen remarked that in the analysis, neither Staff nor CRPC found compelling reason to rezone the property, although the CRPC said they also did not oppose it. Ms. Liggett reiterated that CPRC did indeed agree with Staff analysis that there was no compelling reason to grant the request, or to oppose it, especially since it is located within the Regional Growth Boundary (RGB) and the Sewer Service Area (SSA).The change would have negligible impact on available industrial and commercial zoned land in the Township. CRPC agreed with the PC that it would have been helpful to see and consider all three properties together, but understood that there is no ordinance for that. CPRC did emphasize that a traffic impact analysis be required prior to any land development activity, especially since access to the property is a concern that could be solved cooperatively with the adjacent two properties.


Chairman Kresen asked if one traffic study could be done for all three properties at the same time. Ms. Liggett stated that all three properties want to abandon an existing driveway and create a new signaled intersection. Mr. Torretti, PennTerra, spoke to a proposed master plan, and noted that a secondary access to the three properties is via the current entrance to Harvest Fields (HF). Ms. Liggett noted a study for a signal would have to be the first item completed, and that, while BIG and HF have entrances, the KBBH property does not. In order to serve them all, there will have to be something more substantial, and consideration of sight distance needs to be paramount.

Mr. Benner expressed concern that there may be a creation of a dogleg intersection onto Route 322, similar to that near the Elks and Bear Meadows. Ms. Liggett said it could be evaluated as part of the traffic study. Unfortunately, the principals do not own the property that would avoid the situation; still, the sight distance is adequate as proposed. Mr. Karch confirmed that a sight distance evaluation done a few years ago determined that the sight distance is adequate.

Mr. Igo moved to recommend rezoning of parcel 25-4-55F, owned by the Boalsburg Investment Group from C1 to I-1, and forwarding that recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously, 6 to 0.
B. Rezoning Request – Kissinger, Bigatel, Brower, and Hawbaker (KBBH)

Ms. Liggett recounted that the discussion was similar in scope, and that the property in question, parcel 25-4-55M, had also been discussed at the August 15 PC meeting. The Kissinger, Bigatel, Brower, and Hawbaker (KBBH) property, which is proximate to the BIG parcel, has approximately 10 acres of the 47 acres that are zoned single-family residential, and KBBH has requested that that portion be rezoned to R-2, two-family residential. She had prepared an analysis and presented it to CRPC on September 1, and the concerns were the same as with the BIG parcel. CRPC did agree with Staff analysis that supported the request as presented. She noted that the increase in density would bring in a need for parkland, which could potentially provide a buffer to the existing R-2 section to the south, and that the R-2 designation could be seen as a natural extension of R-2 housing in that area. The main concern is the parkland associated with the lot and its access, which was seen as a problem by CRPC as well. CRPC also agreed with Staff that a connection to Honeysuckle Drive and Country Place, as proposed in the draft Official Map, should be done, which could be a part of the land development phase. Also, CRPC agreed with the need for a traffic study.

Mr. Shea stated that in early discussions there was indication that Country Place Park could be extended and there may be two acres available closer to Route 322. Since the two acres of parkland would not satisfy the required total, the Township could consider fee-in-lieu for the remainder, giving the residents of the proposed development and Country Place an improved park.


Mr. Weener stated that he did not believe such requirement could be done, as it appeared to be spot rezoning. Mr. Shea disagreed, and emphasized that the Township can ask the developer to commit to the parkland, but cannot require it. Additionally, if there were not an existing R-2 connection, the R-2 zoning request would be spot rezoning. However, the area is connected and part of existing R-2 development.

Chairman Kresen asked about location of parkland. Mr. Shea stated that it is now shown by a pond, which brings in access, liability, and location issues. He noted that the Township could say it wants the full acreage. Mr. Torretti remarked that what the site plan is showing is what the principals would like to do, and that they are reviewing access issues with the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee (PRAC).


Chairman Kresen expressed concern that the pond would be an attractive nuisance for the Township, and asked if CRPR has pond management experience, and if they would be willing to undertake one if the plan is approved. Ms. Liggett said she contacted CRPR Director, Ron Woodhead, and read his following response:
“There is nothing that prohibits CRPR from accepting the maintenance and programming responsibilities for land that includes a pond. However, pond management can be an expensive responsibility over the long run, depending on how the pond is constructed, so that evaluation will be an important step (i.e., costs for the agency and costs for the municipality).

 

“With regard to liability exposure, there is a state statute from the mid-1960s that exempts property owners (in this case, a municipality) from liability when they invite (at no charge) people onto their property for recreational uses. This statute has been upheld by the courts since that time. The HT solicitor would be able to provide the details and his opinion on that state law. In any case, the costs for liability coverage for each park is provided by the owning municipality; CRPR insurance is only for agency operations conducted there (maintenance and programming services).”


Ms. Liggett added that the director did note that CRPR maintains Spring Creek Park and Millbrook Marsh, and therefore there is precedence for having parkland with water features.

Mr. Keener asked if Honeysuckle Drive would become an actual cul-de-sac. Mr. Shea answered that the Township prefers to have roads extended, which would then serve other lots and possible parkland. Mr. Karch stated that the cul-de-sac was to address access issues for Harvest Fields, since they have no money to give for road construction. He added that if the Township would prefer a boulevard and no pond then that would be acceptable. This would not affect KBBH, as it was an offer to help out HF. Mr. Keener suggested a connector from Torrey Lane to KBBH property that could incorporate a bikeway. Mr. Karch agreed that a connector would be a good idea.
Mr. Keener moved to recommend rezoning of 10 acres of the 47 acres of parcel 25-4-55M, owned by Kissinger, Bigatel, Brower, and Hawbaker, from R-1 to R-2, and forwarding that recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Igo seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously, 6 to 0.

C. Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND)

Ms. Liggett recounted the discussion from August regarding amending the PRD, and introduction of the concept of TNDs, noting that TNDs are a confusing issue. She reiterated the original purpose of PRDs in that, in addition to mixed housing, commercial areas were an option; however, no current PRD in the region has incorporated commercial area. The concern is the option of adding a TND ordinance; it does not differ greatly from a PRD. It is another tool the state offers, since it supports mixed uses of commercial, residential, and office space. Ms. Liggett recommended that the Planning Commission evaluate to what extent it could improve the current PRD using those qualities it finds attractive within the TND ordinance. There are few differences between a PRD and a TND ordinance, and she said it would be better to examine how to fix the current PRD Ordinance, rather than develop something new. She encouraged the use of features as requirements, rather than options which they are now under the current PRD.

Chairman Kresen expressed concern about mandating that currently-available large parcels are developed as a PRD or TND, and questioned whether the Township should or could do so. Ms. Liggett said it is difficult to identify parcels large enough to do a PRD, especially since the population support may not be there for commercial development. Current studies suggest that there needs to be a minimum of 7 units per acre in such a development, and preferably in the range of 11 to 15 units per acre, to make commercial areas successful. If the Township is looking at a walkable community, it will also get more density and those issues. She acknowledged that property owners may not react positively to mandated use of their property.


Mr. Igo stated that, while he understood Ms. Kresen’s concerns, he recommended that the Planning Commission evaluate where a PRD or TND should or could be placed with current available land, and then proceed from there. He asked if there are any current areas in which the Township could place commercial areas. Mr. Keener stated he thought it was too late, since the Township cannot change previous designs. The Township needs to be proactive for future developments. Mr. Shea stated if increased density and commercial use is wanted, land in the SSA would be required, which is limited. Ms. Liggett added that compact design requires public sewer and water, and there are restrictions.

Ms. Farkas stated that if there are changes to the PRD, the PC and Board need to take a much firmer stance than in the past, with no changes and no waivers permitted. Also, there needs to be an evaluation of the possible impact of incentives and what implications they may have for the Township. She reported that, while there may be initial resistance to such a community, there are examples of successes in the state. Mr. Shea noted that College Township’s TND is virtually the same as the Township’s PRD.

Chairman Kresen stated that it appeared the current PRD Ordinance is not working as planned, and asked for the Planning Commission Members’ preference whether to fix it or to look at a TND ordinance. By general consent the members decided to fix the current PRD Ordinance. 


Chairman Kresen asked each member to identify areas where the current ordinance is weak. She stated the members should also think about incentives, such as permitting higher buildings. Chairman Kresen also asked Ms. Liggett to assist the Commission by identifying what functions are different between the two ordinances. Ms. Liggett responded that a primary difference relates to commercial development, and she will provide more information for the October meeting.


Mr. Benner expressed strong support for reevaluating the current PRD, and urged the PC to consider many non-traditional ideas. He stated he was in favor of taking the best aspects of the TND ordinance and applying them to the existing PRD. Additionally, he would like to see how the existing Village area might be enhanced. Chairman Kresen agreed, saying the PC needed to decide also whether to look only at future developments or add to existing areas. Ms. Liggett said she would bring back some information to begin consideration at next month’s meeting, based on the input.

REPORTS
Zoning Permits:
No report.
CRPC Report:
Mr. Buckalew stated that the CRPC commended Ferguson Township for their approach to their TND. He noted that Rider Auto had requested rezoning, but a variance that had been previously permitted had expired. The Committee offered suggestions for the problem of parking cars at the site. He provided an update on the SSA extension, noting that five properties had been forwarded: two on Shiloh Road, the Clair and Rogers properties; Geisinger; Piper property; and Whitehall and Blue Course area.
OTHER:



Chairman Kresen noted that there would be a Public Forum sponsored by Spring Creek Watershed Commission, at 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, October 5, at Mt. Nittany Middle School. The topic is “Making Choices: Water Resources and Our Community’s Future”, and is part of a series of public forums.
Adjournment

Mr. Igo moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. Chairman Kresen adjourned the meeting at 8:53 p.m.

Submitted by,
Amy Farkas, Township Manager
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