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FERGUSON TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING AGENDA 
 

Monday May 11, 2015    6:00PM 
 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
II. CITIZENS INPUT 

 
III. SUNDAY SUBDIVISION 

The Sunday subdivision is located at 717 South Nixon Road in Pine Grove Mills, PA on a parcel zoned 
R1.  The owners, Stoy, Helen, and Doris Sunday have submitted a plan to subdivide a 14.9-acre parcel 
to add 1.5 acres to an adjacent parcel and to create a new 1.97 acre parcel. 

 
IV. FARM CAFÉ DRAFT ORDINANCE 

In October of 2014, Ferguson Township received an Ordinance Amendment Application from John 

LeClair and his business partners Duke and Monica Gastiger to amend the Rural Agricultural Zoning 

District to include a Farm Café as a conditional use in the RA zone.  The justification given was to allow 

farmers to diversify and augment farm income to increase viability.  Staff reviewed this request and 

concluded that, if proper conditions were included in the conditional use language, a Farm Café could 

in fact increase the viability of agriculture in the Township while also maintaining the intent of the 

district.   

 

V. TOLL BROTHERS PRD REVIEW OF FINAL PRD COMMENTS 
Given the current June 6, 2015 expiration of the Toll Brothers PRD plan, the Planning Commission will 
be asked to make a recommendation regarding the Final PRD on May 25, 2015.  As such, the 
Commission has requested to examine the first round of review comments for the Final PRD prior to 
being asked to vote on them. 

  
VI. MAY 4, 2015 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING UPDATE 

Staff will report on relevant items from the most recent Board meeting. 

 

VII. APPROVAL OF MINUTES APRIL 25 , 2015 
 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
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TO:  Ferguson Township Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM:  Lindsay K. Schoch, Community Planner  
 
DATE:  May 6, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: Sunday Subdivision  
 
This submittal by Penn Terra Engineering, Inc. on behalf of Doris, Stoy, and Helen Sunday is proposing 
to consolidate a portion of Tax Parcel 24-744-019A into existing Tax Parcel 24-744-019B and 
subdivide a portion of Tax Parcel 24-744-019A into new Lot 3.  No land development is proposed with 
this subdivision plan.  The existing site use is Residential and the existing parcel is located in the R-1, 
Single Family Residential Zoning District. Currently, two single family homes exists on two of the 
properties.  
 
The majority of the comments have been resolved, with the exception of the following:   
 


1. The fee-in-lieu payment shall be determined using the following procedure: 1 x 2.54 x $1,190 
= $3,022.60 [§22-513.2.I(b)(1)] Comment Not Resolved 


2. Note 10 refers to Tax Parcel “19-744-19-2” but should be “24-744-19-2”. Please make this 
correction. Comment Not Resolved 


3. Land to be reserved or dedicated for public use must be included on the plan. (Chapter 22, 
Section 401.A.3.v)  Comment not resolved. 


4. A time extension must be submitted with any revised plan.  (Chapter 22, Section 303)  
Comment acknowledged. 


5. A digital copy of the plan in accordance with Township requirements must be provided to the 
Township prior to final plan signature.  (Chapter 22, Section 304.7)  Comment acknowledged. 


6. Surety must be posted for all public improvements.  (Chapter 22, Section 304.4)  Comment 
acknowledged. 


7. The plan must be signed, all fees paid to the Township, and the plan recorded within the plan 
deadline.  Comment acknowledged. 


8. Completed signature blocks must be included on the Record Plan.  (Chapter 22, Section 401)  
Comment acknowledged. 
 


 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of the Sunday Subdivision, Plan dated January 
26, 2015, and last revised March 4, 2015 subject to the above remaining unresolved comments.  
 
  













Ferguson Township Draft Farm Café Ordinance 


April 2015 


27-204 QQ. Farm Café(s).  Farm Cafés shall be permitted as a conditional use in the 


(RA) Rural Agricultural zoning district if the following conditions are satisfied:   


(1) The total gross floor area specific to the farm café use shall not exceed 2500 


square feet. 


(2) The site must comply with Chapter 26, Water and include Low Impact Design 


techniques.  


a. The use of innovative BMPs and low-impact design is required to 


reduce the generation of stormwater runoff and effectively treat 


pollutants transported in stormwater on the site. 


b. The use of curbing with inlets and piping shall be avoided.  Sheet flow 


from parking areas conveyed over grassed areas to BMPs shall be 


implemented. 


c. Down spouts shall either be directed to sumps or disconnected from 


storm pipes and encouraged to flow over grassed areas to BMPS. 


(3) No structure within the facility shall exceed 40 feet in height. 


(4) To reduce traffic impacts, only on-site dining is permitted (no take-out or 


drive-through service is permitted).   


(5)  Outdoor lighting shall be permitted in accordance with the Township 


lighting ordinance (Chapter 4, Part 1, Township Code of Ordinances).  


a. No event lighting or loudspeaker system is permitted to be installed 


or used on the site.  


(6) Front, side, and rear setbacks shall be a minimum of 50 feet. 


(7) Signage shall be permitted in accordance with the Township’s Sign 


Regulations (Signs and Billboard – Chapter 19 – Township Code of 


Ordinances).    


(8) Adequate parking to accommodate the use shall be provided on-site 


according to the parking standards for an eating and drinking establishment 


(per §27-809:  1 space per 50 sq. ft. of GFA, inside seating area, plus 1 per 


100 sq. ft. of GFA outside seating area). A parking study submitted for 


review by the Township may suffice as justification for a number of parking 


spaces smaller than the Zoning Ordinance requirement. 


a. Gravel parking lots with bumper blocks shall be allowed. 


b. Handicapped parking spaces shall comply with ADA standards. 







Ferguson Township Draft Farm Café Ordinance 


April 2015 


(9) No establishment shall be open for business between the hours of midnight 


and 7a.m.  


(10) Retail sales shall be limited to agricultural products produced in whole or 


in part on farms within the Cente Region, such as canned or jarred fruits and 


vegetables and frozen meats. 


(11) The farm associated with the farm café must be an active Agricultural 


Operation – as defined in §27-1202  - as the purpose of the farm café is to 


serve primarily local and regional foods in support of sustaining local 


agriculture.  


(12) The farm café conditional use need not be subordinate to the agricultural 


operation in terms of revenue, but shall be subordinate in terms of overall 


land use (e.g. land area, structures utilized).  


(13) The land owner must retain all real property and 50% business ownership 


with the farm café.  


(14) All sites with an on-site septic system must be inspected by the Township 


Sewage Enforcement Officer to assure compliance with the Pennsylvania 


Sewage Facilities Act 537, as amended. 


(15) All applications for a farm café conditional use permit shall be 


accompanied by a land development plan prepared in accordance with the 


provisions of §27-1003. 


(16) The site shall be subject to all code requirements in Chapter 5 of the 


Township Code of Ordinances   


(17) Any other reasonable conditions as proposed by the Board of Supervisors 


 


(To be added to Chapter 27 301 Table 301) 


Conditional Uses:  


19. Farm Café  See uses QQ. 


 


(To be added to Part 12 §27-1202 - Definitions) 


Farm Café - an eating establishment that prepares and serves food grown on-site and 


within the region to the greatest extent possible. The principal objective of a farm café 


is to support local agriculture and provide alternatives to the conversion of farmland 


through sustainable rural economic development and empowering farmers to 
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undertake entrepreneurial endeavors which augment, support and highlight local 


agriculture.   


 








Serving the Townships of College, Ferguson, Halfmoon, Harris, Patton and the Borough of State College 
A Bicycle Friendly Community 


CENTRE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
 


 


2643 Gateway Drive, Suite #4    State College, PA  16801 


Phone:  (814) 231-3050      Fax:  (814) 231-3083      www.crcog.net 


 


 


 
May 8, 2015 


 


Mr. Mark Kunkle, Manager 


Ferguson Township 


3147 Research Drive 


State College, PA  16803 


 


RE: FERGUSON TOWNSHIP – FARM CAFÉ ORDINANCE  


 


Dear Mark: 


 


The Joint Articles of Agreement of the Centre Regional Planning Commission (CRPC) require 


that the CRPC review any proposed action of a governing body of a participating municipality 


relating to: 


 


1. The location, opening, vacation, extension, narrowing or enlargement of any street, public 


ground, or watercourse; 


2. The location, erection, demolition or sale of any public structures located within a 


municipality; 


3. The adoption, amendment or repeal of any official map, subdivision and land development 


ordinance, zoning ordinance or planned residential ordinance. 


 


This process facilitates regional cooperation and coordination by allowing members of the CRPC 


to provide advisory comments to the governing body for its consideration.  


 


At its regularly scheduled meeting on May 7, 2015, the CRPC reviewed the proposed amendment 


to allow farm cafés as a conditional use in the Rural Agricultural (RA) zoning district.  The CRPC 


supported the request and applauds the Township for considering enacting this ordinance.  The 


CRPC offered the following comments for the Township Board of Supervisors to consider:  


 


1. It is not clear whether farm cafés would be permitted to have liquor licenses.  The 


Township should consider clarifying this in the ordinance. 


2. The CRPC agrees with the notion that drive-thru windows are not consistent with the 


concept of farm cafés.  The CRPC, however, asks the Township to reconsider allowing 


take-out and phone or online ordering systems like “OrderUp” to improve the viability  


of farm café operations. 


3. The CRPC supports allowing a farm café owner to prepare a parking study to potentially 


provide fewer spaces than required in the ordinance.  Based upon the parking standards  


in the ordinance, the minimum square footage for a parking lot would be at least 10,000 


square feet, not including drive aisles (assuming one parking space per 50 square feet with 


2,500 square feet of gross floor area and 200 square feet per parking space).  The CRPC 


asks the Township to consider other ways of calculating the required parking to minimize 


the parking area.  


 



http://www.crcog.net/
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Farm Café Ordinance Amendment 
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4. The CRPC suggests that a provision be included for bicycle parking, and perhaps a 


reduction in required parking if the farm café provides bicycle parking. 


5. The CRPC noted these types of uses can be popular for groups and suggests the Township 


consider provisions to accommodate buses on farm café properties. 


6. The CRPC discussed minimum lot size, noting there is no provision for minimum lot size 


in the ordinance.  The CRPC suggests the Township include language in the ordinance 


establishing a minimum lot size or use the standard in the underlying RA zoning district to 


establish the minimum lot size.  The Township Planning Director noted that since this is a 


conditional use, the Township could also consider lot size on a case-by-case basis. 


7. The CRPC felt that allowing farm cafés to be open until midnight may be excessively late, 


considering the setting of these types of uses.  The Township may want to reconsider the 


hours of operation and allow farm cafés to open earlier in the morning and close earlier in 


the evening. 


8. The CRPC suggests the Township consider contacting The Way Café at Way Fruit Farm 


in Halfmoon Township.  This business could be a good source of information to help 


understand practical and operational issues, such as parking, hours of operation, and other 


issues faced by such ventures.  


9. The CRPC suggests that “Centre Region” or “Region” be used consistently throughout the 


ordinance to avoid misunderstanding of the terms. 


 


Please call or e-mail if you have questions, or if you require additional information. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


Jim May, AICP 


Director 


 


cc: Centre Regional Planning Commission 


 Maria Tranguch, AICP, Ferguson Township Planning and Zoning Director 








Toll Brothers PRD 


 The Cottages at State 


College  
An Overview of the Comments  







An Overview of the Plan  


 Toll Brothers, Inc. is proposing The Cottages, they are a 268 Home Community 


on 3 Parcels.   


 2 Parcels are Zoned R-4 


 1 Parcel is Zoned RA  


 The 3 parcels span College, Ferguson, and Harris Township and State College 


Borough.  


 A Subdivision/Lot Consolidation Plan is Pending  


 


The following is a overview of substantial comments from each entity that 


reviewed the Plan 







Planning & Zoning Review  







Planning & Zoning  


 The PRD is not Consistent with the Centre Region Comprehensive Plan, last 


adopted November 25, 2013 in the following areas: 


 Land Use Objective 2.1: Maintain a Regional Growth Boundary within which 


Development is Encouraged and Urban Sprawl is Minimized.  


 Land Use Goal 7:  Preserve and Conserve land used for Productive Agriculture, 


potentially-productive agricultural land, and agricultural-support facilities over the 


long term.  


 Land Use Goal 8: Conflicts between agricultural practices and land development 


activities are minimized.  


 


 







Planning & Zoning  


 The Landscaping Plan submitted does not comply with 27-807 (Landscaping) 


with regard to Buffer Yards.  


 Documentation from FEMA that the floodplain has been revised  


 Documentation from DEP that the Planning Module has been approved.  


 







Riparian Buffer & Tree Comments  







Riparian Buffer & Tree Comments  


 Riparian Buffer Consultant, Dr. Eric Burkhart suggests use of Native Species in 


place of the non-native and exotic species proposed. The Ferguson Township 


Tree Commission supports this comment. 


 The proper function of the Riparian Buffer will be contingent of ongoing 


maintenance.  


 


 







Stormwater/Engineer Review  







Stormwater  


 Secure access to basins, which would require an easement from Penn State.  


 Sinkhole Action Plan  


 Infiltration Basins B, C, and D include a capture depth of 1.5 feet.  


Calculations need to be corrected. (Scott Brown Review Letter, Comment 13) 


 Toll Brothers is being asked to document everything they are proposing to 


minimize sinkhole formation in the Stormwater narrative.  







Appointed Township Engineer Comments  


 ADA curb ramps require a turning space with a minimum cross slope and 


longitudinal slope of 2% where pedestrians perform turning maneuvers.  


 Adjust turning radii throughout the site to accommodate CATA Buses  


 Roundabout design change  


 







State College Area Borough 


Water Authority (SCBWA) 







Technical Review Comments from SCBWA 


 The contingency plan for the repair of any sinkholes formed during 


construction (or discovered after construction), increase sediment transport, 


failure of the on-site Stormwater management devices, etc., shall be 


provided for review and approval by the SCBWA.  


 There appears to be fractured bedrock in the vicinity of Basin B.  


 SCBWA request that subsurface geophysical surveys exploration of the area 


utilizing electrical resistivity tomography (ERT) in the detention basin areas.  


 Requesting an infiltration rate of no greater than 5 inches per hour. 


 Tall grass stands with well developed rooting systems shall be provided. 


 A monitoring well shall be provided on the developers property.  


 


 







Technical Review Comments from SCBWA 


 Basin A and B are areas with shallow bedrock and potential for significant rock 


excavation and fracturing, the Water Authority requests the reconfiguration 


of the basins to avoid areas of excess rock excavation. 


 Any necessary rock excavation performed by pneumatic hammers or other similar 


measures. 


 If drilling and blasting is permitted by the Township SCBWA stipulates a protocol. 


 The Authority shall have permission to monitor, inspect, enter and test the 


Site.  


 


 


 


 


 







Transportation Comments  







Township Engineer’s Comments  on 


Shared Use Path 


 Requested that they Submit analysis first so they can review and concur 


before they submit the design. 


 Comments to the number of users on the path, a lot of discussion on design 


level of service should be for the path.  They will run multiple scenarios and 


provide a recommendations. 


 It is determined that there is enough room within the easement area and the 


ROW to build appropriate width, just need to know what the width should be 


and get it designed accordingly 


 







Township Engineer’s Comments on Signal 


Design    


 There have been no reviews completed for a traffic signal design yet. 


 Designs for intersections have been prepared and submitted for 3, but 2 still 


need to be submitted.  


 The Township was waiting for the TIS to be approved before reviewing these 


designs.  







CATA’s Comments 


 Relocate and merge the larger Blue Course Drive pull off with the second Blue 


Course Drive pull-off.  This location is less convenient for a group of 


residents, it will dramatically reduce the amount of pedestrians crossing Blue 


Course Drive.  


 Three shelters designated for the two Blue Course Drive stops would all be located 


at the single, larger one.  


 


 







Traffic Impact Study Improvements 


 Intersection of Blue Course Drive and Westerly Parkway  


 Addition of a westbound right turn overlap phase. 


 Signal timing split changes for the PM and Saturday Peak Hours (cycle length 


remains the same). 


 Restripe and sign the southbound Left Turn Lane to a length of 290’.  


 







Traffic Impact Study Improvements 


 Intersection of Whitehall Road and Blue Course Drive  


 Restripe the center two-way left turn lane to provide a 100’ westbound left turn 
lane. 


 New northbound approach (Blue Course Drive) with 1 lane ingress and 2 lanes 
egress. The 2 lanes of egress are recommended to be an exclusive left turn lane 
with a length of 75’ and a shared through/right turn lane.  Approach shall be 
designed as a local collector road with all movements accommodating the required 
design vehicles. 


 Revision to the existing Blue Course Drive southbound approach to add through 
movements to the right turn lane (i.e. create a shared through/right turn lane). 


 Revision to the southbound approach to extend the dedicated left turn lane to 200 
feet of storage. 


 Revise the traffic signal to include a southbound protected/permitted left turn 
advance phase, and a westbound protected/permitted left turn advance phase and 
new northbound approach with full pedestrian and bicycle accommodations. The 
resultant cycle length is 80 seconds for all three peak hours.  


 







Traffic Impact Study Improvements 


 Intersection of Whitehall Road and Waupelani Drive 


 Revise the traffic signal timings for the AM and PM peak hours to result in a cycle 


length of 80 seconds, to match the recommended cycle length at the intersection 


of Whitehall Road and Blue Course Drive since these intersections are coordinated. 


The recommended timings are indicated in the 2016 Build Synchro files.  


 Intersection of Blue Course Drive and Bristol Avenue 


 Installation of a two-phase fully actuated traffic signal with full pedestrian and 


bicycle accommodations. 


 Design of traffic signal will accommodate the approved 3-lane striping proposal for 


Bristol Avenue from West College Avenue to Blue Course Drive that is anticipated to 


be completed later this year, as depicted on plans for ‘The Landings PRD Bristol 


Avenue R-O-W’ dated April 12, 2011 and last revised August 1, 2011, as prepared 


by Penn Terra Engineering.  


 Intersection of Whitehall Road with the proposed Eastern Site Driveway  


 New full access site driveway with all entering movements designed for CATA bus 


and controlled by a stop sign.  







Centre Region Office of Refuse 


and Recycling 







Pam Adams – Refuse and Recycling 


Administrator  


 We met with Centre County Recycling and Refuse Authority and Pam Adams 


with COG Refuse and Recycling. It was determined that all of their comments 


have been satisfied including adding a second cardboard bin and increasing 


the pavement strength where the vehicles will travel.  
































 


 


 


NTM Engineering, Inc. 


341 Science Park Road.  


Suite 203 


State College, PA 16801 


 


 


April 10, 2015 


 


 


 


Township of Ferguson 


3147 Research Drive 


State College, Pennsylvania 16801 


 


Attn:   Ms. Maria Tranguch, Director of Planning and Zoning 


  


RE:  The Cottages at State College Final PRD Plan 


Stormwater Management Site Plan Review 


 


Dear  Maria, 


We have completed our initial review of the Final PRD Stormwater Management Site Plan for the 


Cottages at State College.  The applicant’s Design Professional, PennTerra Engineering, Inc. 


submitted the following information that serves as the basis of our review: 


1. The Cottages at State College Final PRD Plan dated March 3, 2015 (44 sheets) 


2. The Cottages at State College Final Stormwater Management Report dated March 3, 2015. 


NTM Engineering (NTM) has reviewed these plans for compliance with the Township Stormwater 


Management Ordinance (Chapter 26 of the Township Code).  Our comments follow. 


 


Stormwater Maintenance Program (§26-402 A.4)  


 


1. Add a specification to Infiltration Facility Vegetation Maintenance narrative that all 


vegetative clippings are to be removed from the site and disposed of in an appropriate 


manner.   


  


2. In Note 5 of the maintenance program revise "special vegetative maintenance" to “Infiltration 


Basin Vegetative Maintenance” to be consistent with the title of this section on the 


Stormwater Detail sheet. 


 


3. As specified in the PRD Conditions of Approval Item II d., maintenance requirements for the 


riparian buffer landscape planting shall be part of the Stormwater Facilities Maintenance 


Program. 


 


Stormwater Site Plan Narrative and Computations (§26-402 A.4) 


 


4. The cover sheet of the stormwater narrative/computations and erosion and sedimentation 


control plan do not reference the PRD stormwater Management Plans and details. (§26-402 c.) 
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5. Rainfall data used in the analysis is to be based on current NOAA Atlas 14 values. Revise 


calculations and provide print-out from NOAA Atlas 14 website with current date. 


 


6. POI illustrated on the Post Development Drainage Area Map is not consistent with the POI 


illustrated on the Pre-Development Drainage Area Map. 


 


7. Minimizing soil compaction is identified as a site BMP to mitigate site runoff (BMP 5.6.2).  A 


note on plans indicates that minimum soil compaction only applies to amended soil restoration 


areas.  Provide qualification to this BMP indicating that it only applies to these limited areas.  


 


8. Narrative and Plan notes do not adequately address conclusions and recommendations from the 


infiltration analysis/geotechnical report (report).  Specifically, the following additional 


narrative and descriptions should be provided to address concerns expressed in the infiltration 


analysis: 


 


a. Report conclusions indicate that significant subsidence and sinkhole activity could 


occur if erodible materials above the rock are lost into rock fractures.   Provide a 


discussion of what measures are being taken to minimize the risk of subsidence and 


sinkhole formation in infiltration basins and other BMP's.  In particular, what 


mitigation measures are being used to minimize the risk of loss of the filtration media 


(amended soil or topsoil)?   


 


b. Provide additional discussion and justification for the design/expected/assumed 


infiltration rates in sub-soils and fractured bedrock, as well as minimum design values 


to be achieved in amended soil layers.  The Infiltration analysis report recommends 


applying a higher factor of safety to infiltration rates when topsoil/sub-soils are being 


removed and replaced with amended soils or altered topsoil (due to loss of 


macropores and soil structure).  The infiltration analysis indicates that the Engineer is 


to provide further recommendations for safety factors based on the grading and soil 


placement proposed.  


 


c. The report recommends maintaining restored topsoil depths to a depth equal to or 


greater than what naturally exists on the site.  Address the depth of topsoil being 


replaced and compare with existing topsoil depths across the site. It is noted that only 


a partial test pit location map was provided with the infiltration analysis report (see 


comment 10). Reviewer could not assess if topsoil placement is consistent with 


recommendation.   


 


d. Report recommends that the topsoil/sub-soil interface be blended.  Also see 


comments 28. 


 


e. The report recommends that infiltration areas be protected from sedimentation.  Basin 


B inflows from off-site areas should be pre-treated to avoid sedimentation clogging.  
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Pre-treatment should also be provided for flows tributary to infiltration basins C and 


D. 


 


9. Embankment compaction requirements and other recommendations for construction of basin 


embankments are not included in the soils report as required (Section 26-402.C) 


 


10. Provide a complete test pit location plan in the Infiltration Analysis Report. 


 


11. Provide an action plan for the contractor and owner to follow in the event of sinkhole 


formation during and after the construction period.  The action plan shall identify all 


appropriate contact persons, contact information, and outline a plan of action for efficiently 


repairing sinkholes and restoring the basin to its design function. At a minimum, the 


Township Engineer, State College Borough Water Authority, and appropriate owners 


representative should be identified as contacts.  


 


12. Provide documentation supporting the time of concentration for all drainage areas where 5 


minutes is not assumed. At a minimum this documentation should include identification of 


flow paths and conveyance segments (based on flow type), and segment travel time 


computations.    


 


13. Infiltration Basins B, C, and D include a capture depth of 1.5 feet.  Pond routings must 


assume that this volume is full at the start of design event routings (§26-304.A.22). 


 


14. Basin C: 


 


a. Emergency spillway not detailed.  Spillway width on plan scales to 20 feet.  Routing 


data (Page 60) indicates 30 feet.  Provide emergency spillway detail on plans and 


revise routing data as necessary. 


 


b. Discharge structure outflow pipe specified as 15" on detail (Sheet 27); routing data 


indicates 18 inch (Normal and clogged routings).  Correct this inconsistency. 


 


c. Use the tailwater elevation from the HGL analysis for pipe run OS-4 to I-22 in the 


outlet structure routing analysis to ensure that the HGL isn’t controlling outflows 


from the basin. This may require assessment of a different tailwater elevation for each 


design event.  


 


d. Emergency spillway elevation specified on plan as 1174.25; routing data indicates 


1174.30 (actual and clogged routing conditions).  Correct this inconsistency.   
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15. Basin D Routing Data: 


 


a. Provide an emergency spillway detail on the plans.  The spillway width on the 


grading plans scales as 15 feet.  The routing data (Page 139) indicates 30 feet. Correct 


this inconsistency and revise routing if necessary. 


 


b. The discharge structure outflow pipe is specified as 15" in the detail (Sheet 27); 


routing data indicates 24 inch (Normal and clogged). Correct as necessary. 


 


c. The tailwater elevation from the HGL analysis for pipe run OS-1 to I-15 in the outlet 


structure routing analysis to ensure that the HGL isn’t controlling outflows from the 


basin. This may require assessment of a different tailwater elevation for each design 


event.  


 


d. The emergency spillway elevation is labeled on the plan as 1179.25; the routing data 


indicates 1179.2 (actual and clogged routing conditions).  Correct this inconsistency.  


 


16. Infiltration Basin B: 


 


a. The emergency spillway is labeled as 1142.10 on plan and 1142.0 in the Pond report 


(Page 519). Correct this inconsistency. 


 


b. The basin outlet pipe is modeled as a 13.4 foot, 15 inch discharge pipe.  The Pond 


report indicates that this pipe functions under outlet control up to a flow of 


approximately 7 cfs.  Provide appropriate analysis or other documentation supporting 


the assumption that the 15" discharge pipe provides a free gravity flow outfall from 


the basin. 


 


17. Level Spreader:  


 


a. Identify the storm frequency that produces the design flow to the level spreader 


(narrative page 668). 


 


b. Demonstrate that the level spreader will "safely diffuse flows up to the 100-year 


storm" as specified in the design standard in Appendix G of the DEP E&S manual.  


Safely diffusing flows up to the 100 year event implies that the 100-year storm 


discharge will be non-erosive. Alternatively, the 100 year design flow could be used 


to set the level spreader length.   
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Hydraulic/Conveyance Analysis: 


 


18. Inlet Drainage Areas 


 


a. Runoff coefficients used for individual cover types in the runoff coefficient 


calculation spreadsheet are not transparent. Please include the runoff coefficient used 


in the analysis for each cover type (in the respective column heading or otherwise). 


 


b. Lawn areas over compacted sub-soils will not function as HGS B soils.  Use HSG C 


soils under Lawn in all areas where restoration techniques are not specified. 


 


19.   Inlet Reports 


 


a. Provide additional detail for type M modified inlets in support of the 1" additional 


depression used in the hydraulic modeling.  Standard Type C inlets have a cross slope 


of 4% and no additional depression.   Inlet should be modeled with SX = 0.02 and SW 


= 0.04 with no additional depression.  


 


20. Swale Calculations 


 


a. Runoff coefficients for lawn areas over compacted soils not undergoing restoration 


should use HSG C instead of HSG B. 


 


b. For all swales provide a summary table identifying the following critical information: 


i. Swale ID 


ii. Design Storm 


iii. Peak Flow 


iv. Peak Velocity 


v. Lining type 


vi. Stable velocity for lining type 


 


c. Manning’s roughness coefficients used for the flow depth analysis shall be based on 


full vegetation height.  Provide justification for the "n" selected from the range 


Manning’s n-values specified in Table A-4. 


 


d. Manning’s roughness coefficients used for channel velocity analysis shall be based on 


minimum vegetation height.  Provide justification for the "n" selected from range of 


n-values specified in Table A-4. 
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21. Culvert Under Slab Cabin Run carrying UNT to Slab Cabin Run 


 


a. The revised FEMA Floodplain Study (April 1, 2015) identifies this crossing pipe as a 


72” RCP which conflicts with the 60” RCP identified on the Final PRD Plans.  Correct 


this inconsistency on the plans, details, and narratives. 


 


b. The riprap apron size and riprap class are not specified on the plans for the inlet and 


outlet end of this pipe.  It is noted that calculations are provided for the riprap size and 


apron size in the outlet protection section of the Stormwater Report. 


 


c. Revise the riprap apron graphic to represent the true apron dimensions for this pipe. 


 


d. Provide calculations demonstrating that the riprap apron proposed at the upstream end 


of the pipe will provide a stable lining for the channel given the 33.3% channel slope 


proposed at the culvert entrance.   


 


Storm Drain System (compliance with design standards) 


 


22. Slope on the Blue Course Drive crossing pipe is not specified in the Stormwater Chart on 


plan sheet 30.  In addition, the pipe size is not consistent with the pipe size proposed in the 


April 1st revision to the FEMA Flood Study Report and Plans. 


 


Plans (§26-402.B) 


 


23. Identify the sheets to be recorded in the table of contents on the cover sheet. 


 


24. Illustrate the infiltration test locations on the Grading and PCSM Plans. 


 


25. No habitable structure shall be built within 50 feet of the 100-year floodplain. A final 


determination as to compliance with this standard will be assessed following receipt of the 


final approved FEMA floodplain limits and prior to final PRD Plan approval.  (§ 26-301.P). 


 


26. Construction Sequence Item 8 indicates installation of all silt socks at the start of project 


construction.  The silt sock in Infiltration Basin B cannot be installed until the initial basin 


excavation is completed. 


 


27. A detailed sequence of construction shall be provided for all infiltration basins.  This 


sequence shall include the following elements: 


 


a. Infiltration basin excavation shall be limited to 2 feet above the proposed basin 


bottom elevation until all embankments and upslope areas are permanently stabilized.  
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b. Topsoil shall not be removed from basin areas having existing ground elevations up 


to 2 feet above the infiltration basin bottom elevations until all embankments and 


upslope areas are permanently stabilized.  


 


c. Final infiltration bottom excavation/over excavation and placement of amended soils 


is a critical stage of construction that requires oversight by a qualified professional 


and the Township Engineer's office.   


 


d. Grading and soil placement operations to bring the basin bottom to its proposed final 


condition shall not be performed under wet ground conditions.  The determination of 


an appropriate ground moisture condition shall be made jointly by the Owners design 


professional and the Township Engineer's office. 


 


28. Add a topsoil placement specification to the plans.  Six inches (6”) of clean topsoil as 


specified on Sheet 17 shall be placed.  Also provide specification for blending sub-soils with 


topsoil as recommended in the Infiltration Analysis Report.  At a minimum this specification 


should include 4 inches of blended subsoil/ topsoil under 6 inches of topsoil.    


 


29. Sheet 6, Overall Construction Notes:  Note indicates that all BMP's providing water quality 


treatment shall include an amended soil layer.  This includes infiltration basins as well as the 


bio-swale, rear-yard swales, and other grass areas identified as having amended soils.  Please 


specify use of a minimum of 6" of amended soil in rear yard swales and Bio-Swale.  See 


comment 28 and 32 below. 


 


30. Provide specifications and details for all basins and basin embankments as specified in §26-


307.B and §26-402.D with particular attention to the following. 


 


a. Describe the provisions provided (in all basins) to prevent sinkhole formation and 


groundwater contamination (also see comment 8.a).   


 


b. Provide plan notes or otherwise indicate to contractor that basin embankments are to 


be constructed of soils having low to moderate erodibility (K factor of 32 or less). 


 


c. All basins greater than 4 feet in height (measured from top of berm to downstream 


toe) must include: 


i. Berm soil specifications. 


ii. A determination as to whether or not site soils are available for the 


construction of the Berm or cutoff trench. 


iii. An impervious cutoff trench, which extends the full length of the downstream 


berm located in fill.  


 


d. Anti-seep Collars required around principal outlet pipe. 
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e. Label interior and exterior slopes for all basin embankments on details (3H:1V max 


unless approved by Township Engineer). 


 


f. Basin bottom slope of 2% must be maintained in detention basins.   


 


g. Fencing and/or a fence/landscape combination shall be provided around Infiltration 


Basins C and D in accordance with §26-307.C.10 to provide a barrier to prevent 


entrance to the basin areas.  An appropriate gate or entrance shall be provided for 


maintenance access. Protect integrity of basins. 


 


31. Bio-Swale Detail:   


 


a. Swale bottom to be constructed of a minimum 6" amended soil layer over 4 inches of 


blended sub-soil/amended soil.  


 


b. It is recommended that the check dams be constructed of a ridged structure (timber, 


concrete, etc.) to prevent damage or easy removal over the life of the facility. 


 


32. Revise the amended soil placement specification to include a 4 inch blended subsoil and 


amended soil/topsoil layer below the 6" of amended soil.    


 


33. Provide a table with the Grate Inlet Skimmer detail identifying which inlets it applies to.  


 


34. Rear Lot Swale Detail:   


 


a. Swale bottom to be constructed of a minimum 6" amended soil over 4 inches of 


blended sub-soil/amended soil. 


 


b. It is recommended that check dams be constructed of a ridged structure (timber, 


concrete, etc.) to prevent damage or easy removal over the life of the facility. 


 


35. Stormwater Maintenance Program Item 5:  Provide consistent naming for "Infiltration Basin 


Vegetative Maintenance." 


 


36. A forebay or other water filtering treatment shall be provided for all flows tributary to 


infiltration Basins B, C, and D (§26-304.E.8). 


 


37. All proposed storm sewers which convey concentrated off-site runoff through the site shall 


be centered in a 20 foot easement (§26-304.D.12). 


 


38. The pipe connection between I-58 and the outlet end of the PennDOT drainage pipe 


conveying runoff under White Hall Road shall be removed.  The Township will not accept a 
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direct connection between any proposed storm sewer systems and an existing PennDOT 


conveyance system.  


 


39. Inlet I-38 must be located at the low point north of the adjacent proposed retaining wall...  


Also provide documentation to demonstrate that peak flows (up to and including the 100 year 


flow) from the stormwater basin on the Church of Jesus Christ LDS property will not overtop 


the wall.  A stable diversion channel will be required north of the wall to carry outflows from 


the aforementioned stormwater detention basin.  


 


40. Inlet I-37 must be located in the low point along the year yard drainage swale.   


 


41. Illustrate a safe maintenance access route to the bottom of Basins A and B.  If traversing a 


continuous embankment having a vertical drop exceeding 6 feet the maximum access route 


slope shall be 8H: 1V. 


 


42. The Final PRD plan shall reflect the approved FEMA Floodplain.  Documentation of FEMA 


approval of the revised floodplain must be provided. 


 


43. Identify the floodplain conservation zone and drainageway easement on the plans. The 


floodplain conservation zone and drainageway easement shall be set equal to the approved 


FEMA floodplain width. 


 


44. Illustrate the Floodplain Use Buffer on the plans as defined in §27-801.I. Embankment fill is 


permitted in the floodplain use buffer as approved in the PRD Terms and Conditions. 


 


45. Provide a tabulation of proposed BMP’s (peak rate, volume control, and water quality) and 


associated maintenance requirements on the stormwater management plans. 


 


46. Execute Owners Stormwater Facilities Acknowledgement. 


 


47. Execute Design Engineer Stormwater Certification. 


 


Supplemental Information: 


 


48. Evidence of NPDES permit approval shall be provided. 


 


49. Evidence of Chapter 105 Waterway Encroachment Permit to be provided. 


 


50. Evidence of approval of FEMA Floodplain alteration to be provided. 


 


51. Provide proof of written notification to the owner of parcel 25-003-007 that stormwater flows 


to their property are being altered (§ 26-301.L). The notification shall be mailed by certified 


mail, return receipt, to document delivery of the notification. The notification shall advise the 
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adjacent property owner of the specific proposal and provide appropriate contact information 


for the developer’s engineer and Township Engineer. 


 


52. A stormwater maintenance agreement must be executed prior to final PRD Plan approval 


(§26-704). 


 


 


 


If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to contact me at 814-


862-9191.  


 


Sincerely, 


NTM Engineering, Inc. 


 
Scott A. Brown, PE, D.WRE 


Senior Project Manager 


 


cc:  Mr. Ronald Seybert, Township Engineer, Ferguson Township 
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NTM Engineering, Inc. 


341 Science Park Road.  


Suite 203 


State College, PA 16801 


 
March 27, 2015 


 


 


 


Township of Ferguson 


3147 Research Drive 


State College, Pennsylvania 16801 


 


Attn:   Ms. Maria Tranguch, director of Planning and Zoning 


  


RE:  The Cottages at State College Final Planned Residential Development Plan 


Lighting Plan Review 


 


Dear  Maria, 


We have completed our initial review of the Lighting Plan for the Cottages at State College.   The applicant’s 


Design Professional, PennTerra Engineering, Inc. submitted the following information that serves as the basis 


of our review: 


1. The Cottages at State College Final Planned Residential Development Plan, dated March 3, 2015. 


NTM has reviewed these plans for compliance with the Township lighting ordinance (Chapters 4 of the 


Township Code).  Our comments follow. 


 


Chapter 4, Part 1 – Outdoor Lighting (Ordinance provisions January 2015) 


The lighting plan proposes one-hundred seventy-two (172) pole mounted lighting fixtures to illuminate the 


buildings, walkways, and adjacent parking areas.   


1. The lighting fixtures meet the requirements outlined in §4-126 of the Township Code with regards 


to the use of cutoff luminaires. 


2. The lighting does not exceed the allowable maximum maintained luminance levels at the property 


lines as outlined in §4-127.C. of the Township ordinance requirements.   


 


If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to contact me at 814-862-9191.   


 


Sincerely, 


NTM Engineering, Inc. 


 
Scott A. Brown, PE, D.WRE 


Senior Project Manager 


 


cc:   Mr. Ronald Seybert, Township Engineer, Ferguson Township 
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March 30, 2015 


 
 
 
FRGU1501.08 
 
Township of Ferguson 
3147 Research Drive 
State College, Pennsylvania 16801 
 
Attn:  Ms. Maria Tranguch, Director of Planning and Zoning  
 
RE: THE COTTAGES AT STATE COLLEGE 


FINAL PRD PLAN 
         # ES-341 
 
Dear Ms. Tranguch: 


We have completed our review of the Final PRD Plan for the above referenced project in 
Ferguson Township.  The Design Consultant, PennTerra Engineering Inc., provided the following: 


1. Final Planned Residential Development Plan dated March 3, 2015 (33 sheets) 


2. Blue Course Drive Pavement Design dated March 19, 2015 (2 sheets) 


BACKGROUND: 


Toll Brothers Commercial proposes the construction of a 268 home residential community on 
three parcels along West Whitehall Road opposite the Blue Course Drive intersection.  Penn 
State University is the legal owner of the parcels. 


Two of the parcels are currently zoned R-4 Multifamily Residential.  The third parcel is zoned 
RA Rural Agricultural on which the stormwater management facilities for the project will be 
constructed.  A subdivision/lot consolidation plan is pending.   


We offer the following comments: 


CHAPTER 22 –SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT 


1. Section §22-401.A.(3)(l) – include the HOP note in with the Project Notes on Sheet 2. 


2. Section §22-401.A.(4)(f) - Add the Township Engineer: Engineering Certification block. 


3. Section §22-403.Q. - Add the Record Plan note. 


4. Sheet 4 – Label the number of parking spaces in each lot for verification of parking 
requirements. 


5. For each of the three bus pull-offs, show the proposed location of the shelters. 


6. Sheet 23 – The bus shelter pad on Blue Course Drive Extension at Sta. 4+50 is on an 8% 
slope. As per the bus shelter detail on Sheet 33, each shelter will be approximately 10 feet 
long, resulting in a 9 inch elevation difference from one end to the other.  How will this 
elevation difference be addressed during construction?  How will the elevation difference in 
seating from one end of the shelter to the other be addressed?   
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7. Sheet 23 – The bus shelter on Blue Course Drive Extension at Sta. 4+50 is on 10 foot wide 
pad.  The shelter itself is 5 feet wide.  A 3 foot recovery area is required between the multi-
use path and the bus shelter.  This leaves 2 feet for loading.  ADA requires a minimum of 3 
feet for accessibility.  Refer to the ADA Standards, Chapters 4 and 8. 


8. Sheet 23 – ADA curb ramps require a turning space with a maximum cross slope and 
longitudinal slope of 2% where pedestrians perform turning maneuvers.  Refer to the ADA 
Standards or PennDOT RC-67M sheet 4 of 14. With the slope of the adjacent 
sidewalks/multi-use path already at 8%, it’s unclear how this will be accomplished.  Provide 
spot elevations/cross slopes for the three crosswalks (Stations 3+80, 5+80, and 7+60) 
where they tie into the sidewalk/multi-use path (similar to what was provided for the cross 
walks at the roundabout).  Also, update the ADA detail on sheet 33 to show these additional 
criteria.   


9. Sheet 23 – Can any of the inlets in the bus storage areas be relocated so that they are not 
within the wheel path of the bus? 


10. Plan review by State College Borough will be required for the eastern driveway access 
between Tax Parcels 36-028-11C and 36-028-13 since the first 150 feet of the driveway is 
located within the Borough.  College Township review of the PRD plan may also be required 
pending resolution of the municipal boundary location between The Cottages and Tussey 
View Estates. 


11. As per Section XV of the Conditions of Approval, Blue Course Drive Extension may 
eventually be extended south to Route 45.  Relocate the roundabout slightly south to allow 
for a perpendicular (right angle) connection to the driveway of the future Whitehall Road 
Regional Park as per Section §22-502.3.H.(4).  Update the subdivision/lot consolidation plan 
accordingly. 


12. Minimum clearance to overhead utilities is 18 feet (PA Code, Title 67, Chapter 459, 
Occupancy of Highways by Utilities).  Verify proposed clearance to the overheads along the 
south side of West Whitehall Road at the new Blue Course Drive Extension intersection.  
Show the clearance on the profile on Sheet 22. Coordinate height adjustments with the 
affected utilities and signal plans if required. 


13. Sheet 5 - The bus turning template right into Blue Course Drive Extension from West 
Whitehall, as shown on the plan, encroaches into adjacent left turn lane in order to make the 
turn.  Also, the bus turning template right out of Blue Course Drive Extension encroaches 
into the Whitehall Road left turn lane. Adjust/increase the curb radius/geometry accordingly 
to avoid these encroachments. In addition to wheel path, take into consideration the front 
overhang of the bus.  Refer to the AASHTO Green Book, Chapter 9 – Intersections.   


14. It is our understanding that CATA bus traffic may also make right turns from Whitehall into 
eastern driveway access between Tax Parcels 36-028-11C and 36-028-13.  Adjust the curb 
radius accordingly to accommodate a CATA bus. 


15. Sheet 5 – The right turn of the bus at Sta. 6+50 onto Blue Course Drive Extension swings 
into the center island/pedestrian refuge. The existing radius is 30 feet.  Increase the curb 
radius to avoid the conflict. 
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16. As per the Township, the minimum geometry for a CATA bus pull-off shall be as follows: 


 Width =  11 feet 


 Entrance taper length = 45 feet 


 Length of storage area = 60 feet for single bus, 110 feet for two busses 


 Exit taper length = 30 feet 


The main bus pull-off on Blue Course Drive Extension has a storage length of 80 feet for two 
busses.  Provide a storage length of 110 feet.  Adjust/reduce the taper lengths in and out if 
necessary to provide the additional storage.  Busses are not permitted to encroach into the 
travel lane. 


17. Sheet 23 – The graphic scale bar on the plan is incorrect.  It should be 20 scale. 


18. Provide sidewalk to the bus pull-off located along the eastern driveway access between Tax 
Parcels 36-028-11C and 36-028-13. 


19. As per Section XV(d)(v), provide a separate signed/sealed electrical distribution plan for the 
lighting proposed along Blue Course Drive Extension, including that needed for the bus 
shelters.  Include wiring size, conduit size, pull box locations, control box location, and 
power source/feed.  The light fixtures for Blue Course Drive Extension will be 
owned/operated by the Township and must be on separate circuit from the rest of the site. 


20. Sheet 18 - Add light pole base detail to the plans. 


21. Sheet 18 – Section XV(d)(i) of the Terms of Conditions requires at least 0.5 foot-candle 
lighting at pedestrian crossings.  The crossings at Stations 3+80 and 5+80 do not meet this 
requirement. 


22. Sheet 18 – Section XV(d)(vii) of the Terms of Conditions requires 0.5 foot-candle lighting at 
the intersection of Whitehall Road and Blue Course Drive, particularly at the pedestrian 
crossing.  Show lighting patterns from the fixtures mounted on the existing/proposed signal 
poles.  The existing light fixture along the south side of Whitehall may need to be adjusted to 
accommodate the new pedestrian crossing. 


23. Sheet 25 - Utility easements will be required from properties along Whitehall Road west to 
Stonebridge Drive for installation of the sanitary force main.  Include the record easement 
information in the Project Notes on Sheet 2, Note 12- Project Reference Easements. 


24. Sheet 25 - Highway Occupancy Permits will be required from PennDOT and the Township 
for the sanitary force main crossing of Whitehall Road and tie-in at Stonebridge 
Drive/Sheffield Drive. 


25. Sheet 2, Note 12 - Project Reference Easements – Obtain all outstanding easement 
agreements necessary to construct the project (utility, temporary and permanent access, 
temporary grading, etc.).  All required easements must be recorded prior to final PRD plan 
approval. 


26. Section XVIII(a) of the Terms of Conditions requires a 20 foot temporary access easement 
to the Regional Park until Blue Course Drive Extension is completed and accepted by the 
Township as a public street.  This is also defined in RB 2005-0643.  Maintain the existing 20 
foot access along the southwestern boundary of Lot 4R during construction.  Phase 
construction accordingly or acquire a new temporary easement from adjoining properties 24-
004-93F (SCBWA) and 24-004-94G (Ferguson/COG). Include the record easement 
information in the Project Notes on Sheet 2, Note 12- Project Reference Easements. 
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27. Incorporate resolution of the proposed FEMA floodplain revision (pending).  As per Section 
IV of the Conditions of Approval, the width of the drainage easement shall encompass the 
full designated floodplain.   


28. Sheet 31 – Bike Rack Detail – Wave bike rack detail as shown can accommodate 5 bikes.  
Add additional detail showing bike pad dimensions, spacing of bike racks. Township 
requires all weather pads. 


29. Sheet 33 - Blue Course Drive Extension Cross Section – Specify concrete mountable curb 
for the median instead of the straight faced curb to accommodate access by mowers. 


30. Sheet 33 - Blue Course Drive Extension Cross Section – minimum 19mm binder depth shall 
be 2-1/2”.  With a total bituminous depth of 9”, this will increase the depth of the rolled curb 
& gutter if it is to sit on top of the subbase. 


31. Sheet 33 - Blue Course Drive Extension Cross Section – The 10 foot multi-use path 
easement covers that portion of the path outside of the right-of-way line plus the 3 foot clear 
area for recovery.  However, any proposed signing, specifically stop signs, will now be 
outside of the easement.   


32. Sheet 33 – Blue Course Drive Extension – Add base drain on each side of the road.  Ensure 
the inlet boxes are fabricated to accommodate the base drain outlets. 


33. Sheet 33 – Multi-Use Path Detail – Specify 4” of 2A subbase.  Top course shall be 3” of 
Superpave 12.5 MM Wearing course.  Dimension the 3 foot clear area on each side of the 
path for recovery. 


34. Sheets 31 through 33 – The Township requests that separate construction detail sheets be 
prepared for public infrastructure (those improvements associated with Blue Course Drive 
Extension) and private infrastructure.  This will simplify the surety posting and construction 
inspection of the project.   


35. Sheet 31 – On-Site Parking Lot & Driveway Pavement Section – Pavement design shown is 
acceptable for those driveways not being used by CATA busses.  Use the Blue Course 
Drive Extension pavement section for those driveways used by the CATA Buses as 
delineated on Sheet 5.  


36. ESC Plan Sheets ES-2 and ES-4 – The silt sock should be inside the orange construction 
fence for access/cleaning purposes.   


37. PennDOT HOP Plan for SR 3018 West Whitehall Road – Ensure all new details are 
included in the PRD plan, particularly the PennDOT curb and curb transition. 


38. PennDOT HOP Plan for SR 3018 West Whitehall Road – Match pavement designs shown in 
PRD plan for Blue Course Drive Extension and the shared use path. 


39. PennDOT HOP Plan for SR 3018 West Whitehall Road – The plan is limited to the Blue 
course Drive intersection with West Whitehall (Segment 0030/0995).  The HOP submission 
must also cover the eastern driveway access at Segment 0030/2215 between Tax Parcels 
36-028-11C and 36-028-13. 


40. We are still waiting submission of the multi-use path level-of-service analysis before we can 
complete our land development review. 


41. The Roundabout Design Report, received by our office on 3/25/15, is still under review.  
Comments are forthcoming. 
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If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (814) 826-3888. 


 


Sincerely, 
 
PENNONI ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 


 
 
Daniel L. Miller, PE 
Senior Engineer 
 
cc:  Mr. Ronald Seybert, P.E., Ferguson Township Engineer 
 
 


FRGU1501.08 The Cottages 3-30-15.docx 
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April 10, 2015 


 
 
 
FRGU1501.08 
 
Township of Ferguson 
3147 Research Drive 
State College, Pennsylvania 16801 
 
Attn:  Ms. Maria Tranguch, Director of Planning and Zoning  
 
RE: THE COTTAGES AT STATE COLLEGE 


FINAL PRD PLAN – ROUNDABOUT DESIGN 
         # ES-341 
 
Dear Ms. Tranguch: 


We have completed our review of the Roundabout Design Report for the above referenced project 
in Ferguson Township.  The Design Consultant, PennTerra Engineering Inc., provided the 
following: 


1. Roundabout Design Report prepared by TRG Inc. dated March 23, 2015 (17 sheets) 


2. Final Planned Residential Development Plan dated March 3, 2015 (33 sheets) 


We offer the following comments: 


PENNDOT PUBLICATION 414 – GUIDE TO ROUNDABOUTS 


1. As per Section XV of the Conditions of Approval, Blue Course Drive Extension may 
eventually be extended south to Route 45.   


 Include this additional approach in the design report (bus and WB-50 turning templates, 
speed study, sight distance) 


 Relocate the roundabout slightly south to allow for a perpendicular (right angle) 
connection to the driveway of the future park.  This will eliminate the sharp angle 
between the park access and the future southern leg of Blue Course Drive.  In addition, 
the current park access design results in a vehicular path that is too fast entering into an 
area of heavy pedestrian activity. 


2. The report indicates the inscribed circle diameter will be 120 feet.  The roundabout design 
on plan sheet 23 of 33 and the exhibits in the report show an inscribed circle diameter of 
116 feet. 


3. In accordance with Chapter 6 of PennDOT Publication 414, the minimum length of the 
splitter island shall be 50 feet.  The cross walk shall be set back 25 feet minimum from the 
inner circle. 
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4. Roundabout Bus Exhibits #1, #2, and #3 – The bus turning templates are extremely tight 
and are clipping the curbing in some locations.  We recommend the following design 
changes in accordance with Chapter 6 of PennDOT Publication 414 – Guide to 
Roundabouts: 


a) The current design shows an inscribed circle diameter of 116 feet.  The minimum for an 
urban single-lane roundabout shall be 120 feet.  This matches the diameter of similar 
roundabouts within the Township. 


b) The current design shows entry/exit widths of 12 feet.  Typical entry/exit widths for 
single-lane entrances range from 14 to 18 feet.  However, maintain a minimum splitter 
width of 6 feet. 


c) The current design shows entry/exit radii of 40 feet, which is within the normal range for 
urban single-lane roundabouts (35 to 100 feet).  However, consider increasing the radii 
to 50 feet providing it does not negatively impact the speed study. 


d) A minimum 2 feet should be provided between the outside edge of the vehicle’s tire track 
and the curb line.  The above changes should provide this. 


The above changes will also improve the WB-50 turning movements shown on the 
Roundabout Extension WB-50 Exhibits #1 and #2. 


5. To accommodate the future extension of Blue Course Drive (as per Comment No. 1), 
construct the southern leg of the roundabout, including the splitter island and 25 additional 
feet of approach roadway.  This leg will provide the farmers/property owners access to their 
fields/lots south of the project area.  It will also provide access for maintenance of the 
stormwater management facilities. 


6. Speed Study Table – Note the following corrections: 


 As per Comment No. 1, add an approach for Northbound Blue Course Drive.  
Expand the other two approaches to incorporate this additional leg. 


 The path radius identifications for the eastbound approach are incorrect.  Refer to 
Publication 414. 


 Add a column to the table showing the superelevation of each curve. 


 Indicate on the bottom of the table the friction factor used in the calculations. 


7. Show all proposed pavement markings and signing on the plan. 


8. Plan sheet 23 of 33 - The entry/exit points into the roundabout are not an ideal places to 
install inlets (I-91 and I-92) since the busses tend to cut close to the curbs in these areas.  
Can they be moved further south?  Re-examine once the updated bus turning templates are 
complete (as per Comment No. 4). 


9. Sight Distance - The length of the approach leg of the sight triangle should be 50 feet from 
the inscribed circle diameter.  The intersection sight distance exhibits show it 50 feet from 
the truck apron. 


10. Verify that the landscaping proposed in the inner circle of the roundabout as shown on sheet 
13 of 33 (rock cotoneaster) is consistent with the low growth recommendations in the report.   


11. Add a cross section of the roundabout to the plan set, showing pavement depths, cross 
slopes, curbing types, apron pavement structure, etc. 
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If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (814) 826-3888. 


 


Sincerely, 
 
PENNONI ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 


 
 
Daniel L. Miller, PE 
Senior Engineer 
 
cc:  Mr. Ronald Seybert, P.E., Ferguson Township Engineer 
 
 


FRGU1501.08 The Cottages Roundabout 4-10-15 .docx 


 







Serving the Townships of College, Ferguson, Halfmoon, Harris, Patton and the Borough of State College 
A Bicycle Friendly Community 


 


CENTRE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
 
 


 


2643 Gateway Drive, Suite #4    State College, PA  16801 


Phone:  (814) 231-3050      Fax:  (814) 231-3083      www.crcog.net 


 


 


TO:  Maria Tranguch 


  Director of Planning and Zoning  


 


FROM: Autumn Radle  


  Senior Planner 


 


RE: Regional Review of The Cottages at State College - Final Plan 


 


DATE: April 15, 2015 


 


 


The Centre Regional Planning Agency (CRPA) received a final plan for The Cottages at State College 


on March 31, 2015.  This plan review is intended to fulfill the requirements of the Centre Region’s 


Agreement of Relationship (dated March 16, 1982) with the Centre County Planning Commission, 


relative to the provisions of the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code.  


 


CRPA staff does not have any new comments on the final plan, however we would like to reiterate our 


concern that the final plan may not be consistent with the goals and objectives and intent of the 2013 


Centre Region Comprehensive Plan and offers the following comments: 


 


1. The 5.5 acre lot that is proposed for consolidation with Tax Parcel 24-004-076 is outside of the 


Regional Growth Boundary and Sewer Service Area (RGB/SSA). The 5.5 acres is proposed for 


development and supports development of the project and should therefore be included in the 


Regional Growth Boundary and Sewer Service Area. To that end the CRPA provides the 


following alternative to the proposed subdivision and lot consolidation plan: 


 


a. Bring the 5.5 acre parcel into the Regional Growth Boundary and Sewer Service Area. In 


December 2013 the Centre Regional Council of Governments adopted the Centre Region 


Growth Boundary and Sewer Service Area Implementation Agreement. This agreement 


gives the region’s municipalities the flexibility to expand the RGB/SSA within certain 


parameters without going through the formal Development of Regional Impact process 


which requires a full vote of the Council of Governments (COG). According to the 


agreement:  


 


“Each municipality that has land outside of the Regional Growth Boundary and Sewer 


Service Area is authorized to expand the Regional Growth Boundary and Sewer Service 


Area by a maximum of 50 Equivalent Dwelling Units, not to exceed 12 acres, for a period 


of five years from the execution of this Agreement.”   


 


 



http://www.crcog.net/
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The Implementation Agreement would allow Ferguson Township to expand the RGB/  


SSA to include the 5.5 acre parcel without requiring action from the COG General 


Forum.  The entirety of the new property would be included in the RGB/SSA and 


eliminate any future conflicts that may arise by having the property split by this boundary.   


 


2. The 5.5 acre lot to be subdivided from the parent tract (TP 24-004-094) will retain its Rural 


Agricultural (RA) Zoning, however the lot will not meet with minimum 50 acre size required in 


this district.  The CRPA is concerned that this is contrary to the intent of the district, particularly 


the desire: “To encourage the preservation of agriculture as the most suitable use in rural areas.”  


The 5.5 acres, which would be used primarily for stormwater facilities, will no longer be viable 


for agricultural use, which is contrary to Land Use Goals 7 and 8 in the 2013 Centre Region 


Comprehensive Plan that identify protection of agricultural areas to maintain their future 


agricultural use.   


 


 


This parcel directly supports the development of a high density residential project inside the RGB 


and SSA. Therefore, the CRPA believes that the parcel should be incorporated into the RGB and 


SSA. Allowing developers to build facilities using parcels outside the RGB and SSA sets an 


undesirable precedent that erodes the integrity of the RGB and SSA. The CRPA requests that the 


Township Board of Supervisors consider bringing the 5.5 acre parcel into the RGB and SSA using 


the local option in the RGB and SSA Implementation Agreement.  


 


If you have any questions regarding the above comments please contact us at 814.231.3050. 


 


 


 


 


 
Cc: Bob Jacobs, AICP, CCPCDO 


 Jim May, AICP, CRPA 


 Correspondence File 
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TOWNSHIP OF FERGUSON 
3147 Research Drive   State College, Pennsylvania 16801 
Telephone: 814-238-4651   Fax: 814-238-3454 
www.twp.ferguson.pa.us 


 


TO:  Nick Schaefer, Trans Associates 


 FROM: Ron Seybert, Township Engineer 


 DATE:  May 6, 2015 


SUBJECT: The Cottages / Whitehall Regional Park TIS 
Final TIS Approval 
 


Your Response to Comments letter dated April 16, 2015 along with related attachments 
has been reviewed and is acceptable.  A complete final TIS document for this project 
needs to be compiled with all analysis and recommendations included.  One complete 
hard copy of the TIS needs to be delivered to Ferguson Township.  Please do not 
compile the appendices in a 3 ring binder as our filing system does not accommodate 
this format. 
 
In accordance with the accepted Terms and Conditions of Approval for the PRD, it is our 
understanding the following improvements will be completed by the developer of The 
Cottages, and are included in the final TIS recommended improvements: 
 
Intersection of Blue Course Drive and Westerly Parkway 


• Addition of a westbound right turn overlap phase. 
• Signal timing split changes for the PM and Saturday Peak Hours (cycle length 


remains the same). 
• Restripe and sign the southbound Left Turn Lane to a length of 290’. 


Intersection of Whitehall Road and Blue Course Drive 
• Restripe the center two-way left turn lane to provide a 100’ westbound left turn 


lane. 
• New northbound approach (Blue Course Drive) with 1 lane ingress and 2 lanes 


egress. The 2 lanes of egress are recommended to be an exclusive left turn lane 
with a length of 75’ and a shared through/right turn lane.  Approach shall be 
designed as a local collector road with all movements accommodating the 
required design vehicles. 


• Revision to the existing Blue Course Drive southbound approach to add through 
movements to the right turn lane (i.e. create a shared through/right turn lane). 


• Revision to the southbound approach to extend the dedicated left turn lane to 
200 feet of storage. 


• Revise the traffic signal to include a southbound protected/permitted left turn 
advance phase, and a westbound protected/permitted left turn advance phase 
and new northbound approach with full pedestrian and bicycle accommodations. 
The resultant cycle length is 80 seconds for all three peak hours. 


Intersection of Whitehall Road and Waupelani Drive 
• Revise the traffic signal timings for the AM and PM peak hours to result in a cycle 


length of 80 seconds, to match the recommended cycle length at the intersection 
of Whitehall Road and Blue Course Drive since these intersections are 
coordinated. The recommended timings are indicated in the 2016 Build Synchro 
files. 
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Intersection of Blue Course Drive and Bristol Avenue 
• Installation of a two-phase fully actuated traffic signal with full pedestrian and 


bicycle accommodations. 
• Design of traffic signal will accommodate the approved 3-lane striping proposal 


for Bristol Avenue from West College Avenue to Blue Course Drive that is 
anticipated to be completed later this year, as depicted on plans for ‘The 
Landings PRD Bristol Avenue R-O-W’ dated April 12, 2011 and last revised 
August 1, 2011, as prepared by Penn Terra Engineering. 


Intersection of Whitehall Road with the proposed Eastern Site Driveway 
• New full access site driveway with all entering movements designed for CATA 


bus and controlled by a stop sign. 
 
 
Copy: Erik Brown, PennDOT 
 Jim Roman, PennDOT 
 Amy Kerner, SC Borough 
 John Sepp, Penn Terra 


Maria Tranguch, Planning Director 
Toll Bro / Regional Park TIS File 
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April 6, 2015 


 


 


Ms. Maria Tranguch 


Ferguson Township 


Director of Planning and Zoning 


3147 Research Drive 


State College, PA 16801 


 


 


Re: Landscape Plan Considerations for The Cottages at State College Housing Development 


proposed by Toll Brothers, Ferguson Township 


 


 


Dear Ms. Tranguch, 


 


I have reviewed the proposed Landscape Plan for The Cottages at State College proposed by Toll 


Brothers, with special attention paid to the vegetated buffer area (per your request).  


 


Review Comments 


1. I see no problems with the overall proposed ‘functional’ components (i.e., a mixture of 


trees, shrubs, and herbaceous species) or their arrangement in the buffer, except as noted 


under comments #3 and #4 below; however, I do not have the specific hydrologic 


information on the project relative to run-off volume and seasonal flow expectations, 


which would obviously be key to proper function of chosen vegetation elements in this 


buffer.   


 


2. I have concerns regarding the heavy reliance on non-native, exotic species proposed for 


the landscaping in this project and buffer. Specifically, London planetree (Platanus x 


acerifolia), sawtooth oak (Quercus acutissima), European hornbeam (Carpinus betulus), 


ginkgo (Ginkgo biloba), flowering plum (Prunus cerasifera), rock cotoneaster 


(Cotoneaster apiculatus), and doublefile viburnum (Viburnum plicatum var. tomentosum) 


are all non-native species (to North America) proposed for this project. At least one of 


these species (e.g., sawtooth oak) is reported to be invasive in the mid-Atlantic region 


(reference: http://www.nps.gov/plants/alien/pubs/midatlantic/plants-to-watch.htm) and is 


proposed for use in the development and buffer. Moreover, there are native Pennsylvania 


alternatives to nearly all of the proposed non-native genera/species and these are readily 


available in the nursery trade. Most also have similar cultural requirements and 


horticultural characteristics. I provide a list below for your reference: 


 


Non-native proposed:    Native replacement alternative(s): 


 


London planetree (Platanus x acerifolia) American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis)  



http://www.nps.gov/plants/alien/pubs/midatlantic/plants-to-watch.htm
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Sawtooth oak (Quercus acutissima)  Northern red oak (Quercus rubra) 


      White oak (Quercus alba) 


      Swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor) 


      Bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa) 


      Black oak (Quercus velutina) 


European hornbeam (Carpinus betulus) American hornbeam (Carpinus caroliniana) 


Ginkgo (Ginkgo biloba)   No substitute available (this is the only  


      species in the genus) but a similar native  


      alternative could be selected once the  


      functional role (i.e., reason for selection) is  


      known. 


Flowering plum (Prunus cerasifera)  Black cherry (Prunus serotina) 


      Service-berry (Amelanchier sp., there are 


several native species available in the trade) 


Rock cotoneaster (Cotoneaster apiculatus) No substitute available in the same genus 


but a similar native alternative could be 


selected once the functional role (i.e., reason 


for selection) is known. 


Doublefile viburnum (Viburnum plicatum) Blackhaw (Viburnum prunifolium) 


      Arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum) 


      American cranberry-bush (Viburnum  


      trilobum) 


 


I strongly urge the substitution of native species for non-native ones in the project, 


especially within the riparian buffer, wherever possible. The use of native plants could 


create additional ecological value to the landscaping (via bird food/habitat, pollinator 


plants, etc.) and ensure that no non-native ‘invasive’ plants are inadvertently introduced 


into the area through this development.  


 


3. I am concerned about the horticultural requirements of several species proposed for this 


project. For example, winterberry (Ilex verticillata) is proposed as a component of the 


vegetated buffer, to be inter-planted with other species such as white pine (Pinus strobus) 


and Tulip-poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera). Winterberry is a ‘holly’ and requires acidic 


soils for health and vigor (See ‘problems’ here, for example: 


http://www.missouribotanicalgarden.org/PlantFinder/PlantFinderDetails.aspx?kempercod


e=d440). I am curious if anyone has or will conduct soil testing to determine the best 


species composition for this valley site? I would suggest that the species that are planted 


should be selected based on site conditions, rather than selecting the species and then 


altering the site conditions to fit the species. This is especially important within the 


vegetated riparian buffer, where the need to add fertilizers, soil conditioners or other 


amendments on an ongoing basis would be undesirable.   


 


4. The vegetated riparian buffer requires annual mowing (as pointed out in the ‘landscape 


notes’ on sheet #14) to prevent the incursion of woody species into the herbaceous swale 


area, and permit the buffer to function properly. Who will be responsible for making sure 



http://www.missouribotanicalgarden.org/PlantFinder/PlantFinderDetails.aspx?kempercode=d440

http://www.missouribotanicalgarden.org/PlantFinder/PlantFinderDetails.aspx?kempercode=d440
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that this is done on an annual basis, and that the remainder of the buffer is well 


maintained (i.e., trees and shrubs may need to be replaced if any die; and/or may need to 


be thinned before over-crowding occurs given the proposed dense planting 


arrangements)? The proper function of this buffer will be contingent upon on-going 


maintenance and therefore there should be a responsible person/party charged with this 


duty.    


I greatly appreciate your consideration of these comments and would be happy to discuss any of 


these concerns or suggestions further by phone or in-person as the landscaping plan proceeds 


towards finalization. Please feel free to contact me at your convenience via email or phone (814-


641-1892). 


Sincerely, 


 


Eric P. Burkhart, PhD 


Botanist, Horticulturalist, and Agroforester 


EPB Consulting, 3215 Mink Lane, Petersburg, PA 16669 


 


 







From: Katie Ombalski <katie@clearwaterconservancy.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 3:36 PM
To: Tranguch,Maria
Subject: RE: Toll Brothers Riparian Review


Thanks for sharing Maria.


Eric’s comments are good. Some thoughts:
 I echo his concern for use of non-native plants in the buffer planting. These should be avoided


and Eric provided very sound alternatives. European hornbeam is a known invasive and should
be avoided overall and eliminated if present on the property. There are likely others that should
be removed as well if a naturalized area is going to be established.


 It is very important for serious thought to be given on how this vegetated buffer area will be
maintained. It should NOT be treated as a garden or typical landscaped setting that you would
find in an average development. It should be viewed as a habitat restoration project for an
undertrained valley (not a stream) and maintained as a natural area. This will provide the best
outcome economically for the developer/landowner, aesthetically for the future residents, and
functionally for protecting water resources and providing wildlife habitat. This does not mean
that the buffer area has to have an unkempt appearance, however it is unrealistic and
undesirable for an area of this size and desired hydrologic function to be manicured as a
landscaped garden would be.


Thank you again for the opportunity to review. I’m happy to assist as this project moves forward.
Katie


Katie Ombalski
Conservation Biologist


ClearWater Conservancy
2555 North Atherton Street
State College, Pennsylvania 16803
Office (814) 237-0400
Fax (814) 237-4909


WWW.ClearWaterConservancy.org
Join ClearWater's new Online Community at www.clearwaterconservancy.ning.com
Sign up for ClearWater’s Enews at http://bit.ly/19LuOXR


From: Tranguch,Maria [mailto:mtranguch@twp.ferguson.pa.us]
Sent: Monday, April 13, 2015 3:56 PM
To: Katie Ombalski
Subject: Toll Brothers Riparian Review


Hi Katie,


Nice to touch base with you today.



http://www.clearwaterconservancy.org/

http://bit.ly/19LuOXR





Attached is Eric’s review as well as the Ferguson Tree Commission review. I hope to send these out
today. The SCBWA reviews may also speak to this area, however they are not in yet as they have
decided to take the review to their Source Water Committee. If you have any additional comments or
concerns that you think should be included I would be interested to hear them and will certainly send
them along.


I hope you get to enjoy the weather today!


Take care,


Maria


Maria Tranguch
Director of Planning & Zoning
(814) 238-4651
mtranguch@twp.ferguson.pa.us



mailto:mtranguch@twp.ferguson.pa.us





To:  Dave Modricker, Director of Public Works, Ferguson Township 


From:  Ferguson Township Tree Commission 


RE:  Review of the final plan for The Cottages at State College 


Date:  April 7, 2015 


The Ferguson Township Tree Commission reviewed the final plan for The Cottages at State College 


during our regular monthly meeting on March 16, 2015.  Marc McGill, Troy Bayletts and Darlene Weener 


were in attendance. 


We have the following observations, comments and recommendations: 


  1.  For the overall plan:  Use as many native species as possible.  We support the 


recommendations that Eric Burkhart makes in his April 6, 2015 review of the landscape plan. 


 


 2.  For the public rights of way, along Blue Course Drive and the entrance into the development: 


 Replace the London plane trees with American sycamore.  The two trees are almost identical in 


size, appearance, and growth habit, so the original look of the landscape plan would be preserved. 


 3.  For the landscaping within the development:  While we cannot comment on whether the 


plan meets current zoning regulations regarding landscaping, a matter for the Zoning Review Board, we 


do have the following recommendations: 


      a.  Create more shade.   Double the number of trees, with mostly native shade trees. 


     b.  Replace most of the European hornbeam (Carpinus betulus Fastigiata) with a larger shade 


tree.  The European hornbeam is a relatively small tree that grows in a compact, upright, conical fashion.  


It will give very little shade in areas that have a high density of heat-retaining materials, namely 


sidewalks, parking areas and housing units. 


      c.  Create more small scale diversity.  Right now there are areas with heavy concentrations of 


honeylocust, red maple and European hornbeam, to name a few.  We’d like to see more of a mix of 


species in each area, as well as more trees.  







TO:   MARIA TRANGUCH, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & ZONING 
 TOWNSHIP OF FERGUSON, CENTRE CO., PA 
  
FROM: GWIN, DOBSON & FOREMAN, INC. 
 CONSULTING ENGINEERS, ALTOONA, PA 
 
DATE: APRIL 21, 2015 
 
RE: THE COTTAGES AT STATE COLLEGE 
 FINAL PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (PRD) PLAN REVIEW 


STATE COLLEGE BOROUGH WATER AUTHORITY TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS 
 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS 


 
1. A contingency plan for the repair of any sinkholes formed during construction (or 


discovered after construction), increased sediment transport, failure of the onsite SWM 
devices, etc. shall be provided for review and approval to the SCBWA prior to the 
approval of the Final PRD.  After approval, the contingency plan is to become an integral 
part of the recorded PCSM O&M agreement. 
 


2. Note No. 11 of the Stormwater Facilities Maintenance Program shown on Sheet 2 states 
that the Township Engineer and the surrounding property owners are to be notified if a 
sinkhole begins to form.  The SCBWA shall also be notified immediately. 
 


3. Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all herbicides, pesticides, fertilizers, etc. that are 
to be placed or stored on The Cottages at State College grounds shall be reviewed and 
approved by SCBWA prior to application.  It is noted that the consultant has placed a 
note regarding the need to notify the SCBWA (Landscape Note No. 3, Sheet 14), but this 
note should also be included in the PCSM O&M agreement mentioned above. 
 


4. It appears that orange safety fencing is proposed for protection of the riparian areas 
adjacent to the floodway.  The construction of both Extended Detention Basin A and 
Infiltration Basin B is listed very early in the construction sequence and may be subject 
to construction traffic.   
 


It is imperative that the bottom of Infiltration Basins be protected from construction 
traffic compaction as well.  Orange construction fence should be provided along the 
entire perimeter of the infiltration basins to prevent site disturbance during 
construction activities.  The sequence of construction should be adjusted accordingly. 


 


5. The inlet grate skimmers must be maintained as specified in the Stormwater Facilities 
Maintenance Program.  This requirement must also be specifically mentioned in the 
recorded PCSM O&M agreement. 







6. The storm sewer outfall line to Infiltration Basin B shown on the submitted Final PRD 
differs from that presented to the SCBWA by PennTerra on April 9, 2015.  The outfall 
presented incorporated a level spreading device that should be shown on the Final PRD 
plans that will be approved by Ferguson Township. 
 


7. Based on the cross-section shown through Infiltration Basin B (Sheet 27), there appears 
to be fractured bedrock in the vicinity of the basin bottom.   This needs to be verified 
prior to construction and factored in the final design to ensure basin integrity. 
 


8. The SCBWA requests that subsurface geophysical surveys exploration of the area 
utilizing electrical resistivity tomography (ERT) in the detention basin areas to determine 
the location of possible subsurface voids, fractures and soil thickness prior to 
construction.  A minimum of two resistivity surveys shall occur in each basin area to 
characterize subsurface conditions under the supervision of a Professional Geologist, 
licensed to practice in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, with a summary support 
submitted to the SCBWA and all other interested parties. 
 


9. The proposed infiltration rate for the bottom of Infiltration Basin B is listed as being 
designed to be between 0.8 and 10 inches / hour.  If the higher rate is used in the basin, 
the increased infiltration will allow for more rapid transport of pollutants to enter the 
groundwater.  This is of particular concern considering the fractured rock mentioned 
above.  It is recommended that the soil mixture be designed to provide an infiltration 
rate of no greater than 5 inches/hour. 
 


10. There is no cutoff trench or key trench located in the constructed embankment of 
Extended Detention Basin A or Infiltration Basin B.  Basin A is to be lined with a 20-mil 
PVC liner, however, Basin B will have 550 feet of constructed embankment with no 
impervious core.   Cutoff and key trenches to prevent embankment seepage (and 
possible breaching shall be provided. 
 


11. No anti-seep collar is provided for the primary outfall of Infiltration Basin B.  Provide an 
adequately sized collar to prevent piping of the soil adjacent to the outside of the 
discharge barrel. 
 


12. There appears to be less than one (1) foot of freeboard from the 100-year storm 
elevation and the top of the embankment for both Extended Detention Basin A and 
Infiltration Basin B.  One foot of freeboard is required for basins with an emergency 
spillway, assuming that the primary outfall (riser structure) is clogged.  Provide adequate 
freeboard in these areas. 
 


13. There are no details for Infiltration Basins C & D.  Provide details incorporating the 
above mentioned basin comments into the design of these basins. 


 







14. The sinkhole repair detail shown on Sheet ES-6 should be made a part of the PCSM 
O&M agreement as well as the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  This will allow 
expedited repair of sinkhole formation after construction has been completed. 
 


15. SCBWA shall be given the opportunity to review and approve the seed mixtures to be 
applied to the bottom of the detention basins prior to application to ensure that tall 
grass stands with well-developed rooting systems will be provided.  This provision 
should be included in the Conditions of Approval document. 
 


16. SCBWA shall be given the opportunity to review and approve the amended soil layers to 
be applied to channels, swales, detention basins, etc., where shown on the plans to 
ensure a proper mixture of sand, clay and organic material that achieves the necessary 
filtering capacity when properly applied and maintained.   This provision should be 
included in the Conditions of Approval document. 
 


17. Developer shall make provision for a monitoring well to be installed on the Developer’s 
property at a location to be determined in consultation with SCBWA and its 
hydrogeological consultant.  The size, depth and well installation details shall be 
coordinated with SCBWA and hydrogeological consultant and shown on the Drawings. 
The purpose of the monitoring well is to allow periodic ground water quality sampling 
for testing of potential contaminates that may impact the SCBWA well fields. 
 


18. Extended Basin “A” and Infiltration Basin “B” appear to be sited in areas (Opequon soils) 
with shallow bedrock with the potential for significant rock excavation and fracturing.  
SCBWA requests copies of the infiltration test pit logs noted on the drawings to confirm 
this condition.  If so, SCBWA requests the reconfiguration of the basins to avoid, where 
practicable, excessive rock excavation. 
 


19. It is the preference of the SCBWA that any rock excavation be performed using 
pneumatic hammers or other similar measures.  Any drilling or blasting required for the 
construction of the site should be thoroughly coordinated with Ferguson Township and 
the SCBWA to determine if any impacts to existing rock or the formation of sinkholes 
may occur as a direct result of blasting activities. 
 


20. If drilling and blasting is permitting by the Township, the following performance and 
monitoring protocols should be included in the Conditions of Approval document:  
 


a. All blasting shall be monitored in the field by a Professional Geologist or Professional 
Engineer currently licensed to practice in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.   


 
b. Before any blasting is performed, the Professional Geologist or Professional Engineer 


shall submit a report containing specific recommendations for blasting.  The report 
shall review amount of charge, firing times, ground velocities, accelerations and 







displacements, effects on groundwater aquifer system and field monitoring 
program.  Should the report conclude that damage to the aquifer system will result, 
the Contractor will not be permitted to do drilling and blasting.   


 
c. All blasting shall be field monitored using seismographic type equipment and shall 


be performed under the supervision of the Professional Geologist or Professional 
Engineer.   


 


d. Accurate records shall be maintained of each blast. The record shall show the 
general location of the blast, the depth and number of drill holes, the kind and 
quantity of explosive used, ground velocity and displacements, and other data 
required for a complete record.  A complete record of drilling and blasting 
operations shall be provided to SCBWA for review. 


 


e. All operations involving explosives shall be conducted by experienced personnel 
possessing valid Pennsylvania Blaster's Licenses.  Blasting operations shall be done 
only with such quantities and charges of explosives and in a manner that will break 
the rock to the intended lines and grades and yet will leave remaining rock in an 
unshattered condition.  Remedial measures, as approved by SCBWA, shall be 
provided if excessive subsurface fracturing results. 


 


21. The following provisions relate to the construction inspection, post-construction 
operation and maintenance inspections and sampling/testing of the on-site monitoring 
well related to the stormwater management facilities. 


 


a. The State College Borough Water Authority and its duly appointed representatives 
and delegates shall have the same duty and authority to enter the premises to 
monitor, inspect or test the project’s stormwater management  facilities, including 
but not limited to, channels, infiltration basins, stormwater management basins, 
control structures and foundation excavations to determine whether they are being 
constructed in accordance with the approved Final Planned Residential 
Development Plan and the approved Stormwater Management Plan as the Township 
of Ferguson and its duly appointed representatives and delegates shall have.  The 
State College Borough Water Authority shall advise Ferguson Township and the 
owner of the premises whenever it determines that any such facilities, controls or 
foundation excavations are not in compliance with such plans and shall have the 
duty and authority to stop any such work in an area where impacts to source waters 
are being generated until such impacts are properly mitigated. 


 
b. The State College Borough Water Authority and its duly appointed representatives 


and delegates shall have the same duty and authority to enter the premises to 
monitor and / or to inspect or test the project’s stormwater management facilities, 
including but not limited to, channels, infiltration basins, stormwater management 







basins, control structures and outfalls, vegetative establishment, chemical and fuel 
storage and the operation and maintenance of these facilities to determine whether 
such facilities and procedures are in accordance with the approved Stormwater  
Management Plan/Stormwater  Operation & Management Plan/Stormwater 
Facilities Maintenance Program and Post Construction Stormwater Management 
Plan as the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection Resources and 
Ferguson Township and their representatives and delegates shall have. 


 
c. The State College Borough Water Authority and its duly appointed representatives 


and delegates shall have the duty and authority to enter the premises to inspect, 
test, maintain and remove samples from any monitoring well installed on the 
premises. 







 
Serving the Townships of Benner, College, Ferguson, Harris, and Patton  


Centre Region Council of Governments 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 
REGIONAL REFUSE AND RECYCLING PROGRAM 
 
 
2643 Gateway Drive, Suite 3   ●   State College, PA  16801 
Phone:  (814) 234-7198   ●   Fax:  (814) 231-3083   ●   Email:  padams@crcog.net


 
April 29, 2015 
 
 
Ms. Maria Tranguch, Director of Planning and Zoning 
Ferguson Township 
3147 Research Drive  
State College, Pennsylvania 16801  
 
RE: The Cottages at State College Final PRD Plan  
Refuse and Recycling Plan Review 
 
Dear Ms. Tranguch, 
 
I have completed an initial review of the submitted Final PRD for The Cottages at State College dated 
March 3, 2015, specifically page 4 of 33 (Project #12237/14132). I appreciate the opportunity to review 
the refuse and recycling containers, locations, access and sizes. 
 
It appears from the plans that The Cottages intend to have one compactor and recycling pick-up area for 
the 493 units that will house 1,100 beds. For the size of the complex, it is unclear if one refuse and 
recycling pick-up area is sufficient. And it is unclear what containers are planned for handling refuse and 
recycling.  In order to comply with Ferguson Township Chapter 20 on Solid Waste the refuse and recycling 
pick up area will need to have appropriate containers for:  
 


a) refuse – currently it appears that plans call for 1 compactor  
b) cardboard recycling 
c) source separated recycling:  plastic, metal cans, paper, green glass, clear glass, and brown glass 


 
I have attached a separate document that lists the recycling container options available with the preferred 
method listed first based on experience in this region.  I pulled most of this information from the attached 
Multi-family Refuse and Recycling Building Design Guidelines.  I am working on drafting a working 
document to help engineers and developers during the planning and design phase. 
 
Based on the current plans, I am guessing that the model for trash and recycling being used is The Retreat.  
The Retreat had good intentions, but their current system is not a successful model and is causing them 
additional work, costs and frustrations. 
 
Below is a list of concerns regarding refuse and recycling at The Cottages: 


1. Trash only concierge service does not work.  It needs to include recycling. 


 







2. If there is not concierge service then having only 1 location for the entire complex is not 
sufficient and it is not convenient for tenants to recycle. If it is not convenient they won’t 
recycle.  It is local and state law that requires residents to recycle.  


3. Large red drop off (30 yard type) containers placed at student apartments are often 
confused as trash containers. Tenants put their bags of trash and mixed recyclables in them 
instead of source separating the recyclable materials. 


4. A maneuvering area is needed for unloading/loading compactors and recycling containers 
(if choosing the larger 30 yard type containers). This area should be made of concrete and 
out of the traffic area. 


5. The roadway that the refuse and recycling trucks will travel on should be built to handle 
heavy vehicles, particularly if you choose the larger 30 yd type containers. Based on the 
current plan the refuse and recycling trucks will take the first right off of Blue Course 
Extension to circle around to the pick-up area in the proper direction. 


 
I recommend the following multi-unit complexes for best practices for refuse and recycling. Foxdale 
Village, a retirement community in State College Borough, is our best recycler in the region; most of 
which is due to the tenants, but their layout for refuse and recycling containers throughout the parking lot 
is a good model. The Heights, a newer student housing complex in Ferguson Township, is another multi-
unit site demonstrating our preferred method.  However, there are some issues with the initial size of their 
corrals and placement that they are changing with their second phase of building. The Grove, a newer 
student housing complex in Patton Township, is the best model we have for 1 refuse and recycling pick-up 
area with a refuse compactor. 
 
It would be best if we can meet with Penn Terra and those familiar with the plan for handling refuse and 
recycling to better understand how they plan to handle the waste generated and to provide 
recommendations based on our experience in the Centre Region. It is imperative to figure this out sooner 
rather than later in order to keep costs and frustrations to a minimum.  I appreciate your help in 
arranging this meeting. 
 
The Centre Region COG Office of Administration is the designated agent for the Townships of Benner, 
College, Ferguson, Harris and Patton for the Centre Region Refuse and Recycling Program. If you have 
any questions, please let me know. 
 
 
Sincerely, 


 
 


Pamela J. Adams 
Refuse and Recycling Administrator, Centre Region Council of Governments 
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FERGUSON TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 
Regular Meeting 


Monday, April 27, 2015 
6:00 pm 


 
I. ATTENDANCE 


The Planning Commission held its first regular meeting of the month on Monday, April 27, 2015 at the Ferguson 
Township Municipal Building. In attendance were: 


 


Commission: Marc McMaster, Chairman Staff: Jeff Ressler, Zoning Administrator 
 Rob Crassweller, Vice Chair  Lindsay Schoch, Community Planner 
 Ralph Wheland 
 Scott Harkcom 
 Kurt Homan   
 Lisa Strickland 
 Richard Killian 
  
Others in attendance included: Heather Bird, Recording Secretary; Chad Stafford, PennTerra Engineering 


 


II. CALL TO ORDER 
Mr. McMaster called the Monday, April 27, 2015 Planning Commission meeting to order at 6:00 pm. 
 


III. TRESSLER SUBDIVISION 
Mr. Ressler stated the subdivision proposed to divide a 9.24 acre parcel into two parcels; a 3 acre parcel and a 6.24 
acre parcel on North Nixon Road.  The proposed new lot will be served by private sewer and water as it is outside of 
the Regional Growth Boundary and Sewer Service Area.  The remaining plan comments are mainly standard 
administrative comments.  One comment relates to the request for relief from having sidewalks.  The Commission 
was in agreement that sidewalks were not necessary.  Mr. Homan questioned fee-in-lieu. Mr. Ressler stated as part 
of the development you would provide parkland or provide the Township with a fee with the money being used toward 
park improvements.   
 
Mr. Crassweller made a motion to RECOMMEND APPROVAL to the Board of supervisors on the Tressler Subdivision 
including relief from showing sidewalks on the plan.  Mr. Wheland seconded the motion.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 


IV. CONFER BMW LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Mr. Ressler stated the plan submitted by Corey Confer proposed to build a 6,570 square foot expansion on the 
existing building located on parcel number 24-025-099 and to place parking in the rear of the building currently 
located at 24-15-029.  A lot consolidation plan was also submitted for these parcels.   
 
Mr. Chad Stafford, PennTerra Engineering, displayed the plan and reviewed the proposed plan with the Commission.   
 
Mr. Killian asked if there will be any additional lighting with the expansion especially involving signage.  Mr. Stafford 
stated no additional lighting is planned at this time.   
 
Mr. Crassweller questioned the infiltration trench inspections.  Mr. Stafford stated the Township has a right to inspect 
the trench but ultimately the responsibility for inspections lies with the owner.  Mr. Crassweller is concerned that 
problems may occur because there are no set inspections.  He recommended an annual inspection on the trench.   
 
Mr. Homan confirmed the lighting for the new building will be reviewed and meet Township regulations.  He also 
recommended the color of the building be reviewed to show low reflection. 
 
Mr. Homan made a motion to RECOMMEND APPROVAL to the Board of Supervisors for the Confer BMW Land 
Development Plan.  Mr. Harkcom seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.   
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V. APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 13, 2015 MEETING MINUTES 
Mr. Wheland made a motion to APPROVE the Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes from April 13, 2015.  
Ms. Strickland seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
 


VI. ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. Crassweller made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Killian seconded the motion.   
 


With no further business, the April 27, 2015 regular Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 6:28 p.m. 
 


RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,     
 
_________________________________ 


      Scott Harkcom, Secretary 
      For the Planning Commission 





