HARRIS TOWNSHIP

Planning Commission

Regular Meeting Minutes

June 21, 2010
Members in Attendance:

John Wainright, Chairman

Mary Ann Kresen

Robert Igo

Paul Weener

Ron Buckalew

Ed Benner 

Charles J. Keener

Staff in Attendance:


Amy Farkas, Manager

Todd Shea, Zoning/Ordinance Enforcement Officer

D.J. Liggett, Senior CRPA Planner

Courtney Pelchar, Administrative Secretary






CALL TO ORDER:

Chairman Wainright called to order the June 21, 2010 meeting of the Harris Township Planning Commission at 7:00 PM.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Mr. Benner and Mr. Buckalew suggested several changes to the minutes.

Mr. Igo moved to approve the minutes of the May 17, 2010 meeting, as amended.  Mr. Buckalew seconded the motion.  It was approved unanimously. 

PUBLIC COMMENT:

There was none.

NEW BUSINESS:

A. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE PARKLAND DEDICATION AND FEE-IN-LIEU OF REGULATIONS:

Ms. Farkas reported that following last month’s meeting with the Planning Commission, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee revised the parkland fee-in-lieu amendment. Specially, the revisions include: 

(1) Defining the fee as, “85% of the average fair market value of a one acre buildable lot located in the R-1, R-2 or R-3 zoning districts.”

(2) Setting the timeframe to spend the fee as, “within three years unless a longer period of time has been agreed to by the developer.” 

(3) Deleting the ability to use the funds for administrative costs. The funds must be spent on parks and recreation activities, as defined in the parkland ordinance. 

She also noted that the Township Solicitor was able to review a copy of the amendment. His comments were that he was generally satisfied with the revisions. He added that if the Planning Commission is comfortable with taking out the sections referencing fee-in-lieu and replacing them, knowing that they are different, then he approves. 

Mr. Igo moved to forward the amendments to the Parkland Fee-in-lieu of Regulations to the Board of Supervisors for review. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. 
Ms. Kresen asked for further definition of, “85% of the average fair market value of a one acre buildable lot located in the R-1, R-2 or R-3 zoning districts.” She asked if this meant that an average appraisal across the zoning districts would be used or if a fair market value would be determined specifically for the district where the lot is located.  Ms. Farkas indicated the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee did not offer a suggestion on this matter. She suggested that there could be some merit to having an appraisal done for each zoning district, if the value varies greatly between districts, instead of using an average of all three. 
Mr. Weener noted that the fee-in-lieu applies to all residential zoning districts and asked how the formula would work when in general an R-3 lot is worth more than an R-1 lot. Mr. Shea said that he’d wondered about that when he reviewed the amendment. He said the Township would have to do three appraisals, one in each zoning district, every three years according to the amendment. Ms. Farkas said this formula for determining the fee-in-lieu amount would make the fee closer to market value of the lot. 
Ms. Kresen said that a few of the developments within the Township consist of more than one zoning classification. Mr. Shea said that you’d have to average them out at that point. 

Mr. Keener asked if the timeline to spend the money has always been three years or a longer period of time agreed to by the developers. He asked if the wording or agreement instituting a negotiable timeframe was in concordance with state laws. 

Ms. Farkas said that the law specifies that the money has to be spent within three years. Mr. Keener asked if the Township would be in trouble for not following the state guidelines. Mr. Farkas said that she didn’t believe the state would be concerned with the extension. She added that the proposed language gave the Township the flexibility to negotiate a longer period of time to spend the fee-in-lieu money with the developer. 
Mr. Weener asked what the statement “value shall be determined on a three year basis” means in the amendment. He asked that the wording be changed to “should be determined every 3 years” to be more specific. 

Chairman Wainright said that the amendment proposes to determine the value of a one acre lot. 

He said that lots within the R-1, R-2 and R-3 zoning districts are rarely a full acre in size. He wondered how this would affect the appraisal. 
Chairman Wainright asked Ms. Farkas what the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee’s take on a ‘buildable lot size’ might be. Ms. Farkas said the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee never had a lengthy discussion about a one acre buildable lot but that she believed the size was chosen because parkland is dedicated by the acre. 
Chairman Wainright asked why not just determine the value by appraisal of the land within the development in which the dedication is being considered. Mr. Shea said that the 3 year timeframe is to avoid a potential conflict of interest that could arise if there was a relationship between the real estate appraiser and the developer. He said the development should not be proposed at the same time the appraisals are being conducted. 

Ms. Farkas proposed the appraisals be conducted before October of the third year so that it may be adopted the following January with the fee schedule. Chairman Wainright asked if an October appraisal deadline and wording to prevent a conflict with a concurrent development plan should be included. Ms. Farkas said that it would impossible to prevent a plan with a conflict of interest from being submitted as the appraisals are being conducted. 

Ms. Farkas reiterated that the Parks and Rec Committee had determined that fee-in-lieu monies were not keeping pace with land values. She said the intent of the ordinance is to eliminate the fixed fee ($2,250 per dwelling unit) in favor of a figure that will keep pace with the economy. 

Mr. Weener asked if the appraisal is going to bring in as much money as before. By his calculations the math does not produce this effect. He stated to clarify that .05 acres multiplied by 200 dwelling units equals 10 acres according to the current parkland ordinance. The 10 acres would then be multiplied by the 85 percent of the lot value according to the Amendment. Mr. Keener said that if a developer was to dedicate 2.7 acres worth of parkland then that 2.7 would the multiplied by 85 percent of the appraised value of a lot. 

Chairman Wainright asked if the Parks and Rec Committee had worked out the numbers to see if the Amendment would bring in more money. Mr. Shea said that this was discussed in the last meeting and it wasn’t clear if the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee really knew if the proposed amendment would be more profitable then the existing ordinance as is.  He said that it was important to determine this before moving forward. 
Mr. Igo asked what a quarter of an acre of land is worth in the Township. Mr. Shea said that he didn’t know what they’re really worth compared to what they sell for. 
Mr. Weener said that he’d like clarification on the one acre buildable area verses buildable lot terminology. Ms. Farkas said that the term buildable lot is in the current ordinance to prevent junk land from being dedicated as parkland. 

Mr. Weener went on to ask if the Township would have to come up with the price for a one acre lot if a development contains quarter acre lots. What if that one acre lot is priced less than four quarter acre lots? Chairman Wainright said that could be a problem as lots are divided into smaller lots. 

Chairman Wainright said he believes it easier to appraise the lots within the development where the parkland is to be dedicated. Ms. Farkas reminded him that the appraisals would not take place at the time of the development plans being submitted but instead on a three year average. 
Mr. Shea mentioned that an essential section of the current ordinance 11-4.12.7.2 is listed in the amendment as a section that will be replaced. He said the current section introduces, as an option and with the developer’s agreement, the procedure to determine a recommendation for acceptable parkland that included input from staff and several committees/commissions.
Mr. Igo asked Mr. Shea if he’d reviewed the sections to be sure if it’s necessary to delete them. Mr. Shea explained that he had and that 11-4.12.7.2 was the only one that stood out. He went on to note that Section 11-4.12.6 lists specific conditions under which a developer may give the fee-in-lieu of parkland. 
Mr. Shea questioned the use of the term open space, as it is used in the park service area language. Ms. Farkas said that this language is based on national guidelines and is similar to language in ordinances from other areas in the state. She noted that the intent of the park service area was to provide specific guidance as to where fee-in-lieu monies can be spent. She noted that the Pennsylvania Municipal Planning Code currently lacks such guidance. 

Chairman Wainright said that the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee should ask themselves what they want to accomplish and see if this proposal really accomplishes its goal. Mr. Shea said it’s dangerous to make the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee rely solely on fee-in-lieu funds to operate its program. 
Mr. Igo asked what the Parks and Recreation Committee estimated budget was for this year. Ms. Farkas said that they currently are only funded through fee-in-lieu money. 

Mr. Weener asked for specific examples of the amount of revenue that will be generated by the new fee-in-lieu calculation. Ms. Kresen asked that the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee be notified that the Planning Commission is supportive of the amendment but would like to be better informed on the issue before a decision can be made. 

Ms. Farkas agreed to pass along the questions concerning the proposed fee-in-lieu of parkland 

ordinance amendment to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee. She will present an update to the Planning Commission when the answers are available. 

Mr. Keener moved to table the Amendment to the Parkland Dedication and Fee-In-Lieu of Regulation and to not forward it to the Board of Supervisors until comments from the Planning Commission are addressed by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee. Mr. Benner seconded the motion.  It was approved unanimously.

OLD BUSINESS:

B.
NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN:

Chairman Wainright initiated a discussion on the best place to include the neighborhood design regulations – in the zoning ordinance or the subdivision ordinance. He asked Staff to clarify the differences between the two ordinances. 

Mr. Shea said that the simple answer is that criteria for a variance would have to be presented to the Zoning Hearing Board if any regulation in the zoning ordinance were to be exempted. If an exception is too made on any standard in the subdivision ordinance, the Board of Supervisors has the power to grant a waiver. Chairman Wainright asked if this meant that it was easier to amend the subdivision ordinance than the zoning ordinance. Ms. Farkas said that both ordinances must go through the same amendment process. Mr. Shea said that the level of stringency is the same for variances versus waivers is similar in both ordinances, but the process of appeal with the Board is less formal for the subdivision ordinance. 

Chairman Wainright asked Ms. Liggett for her suggestions on the implementation of the neighborhood design. Ms. Liggett said she believed that if elements of neighborhood design were added to the subdivision ordinance that it would be disregarded by the developers and the Board of Supervisors. She said she would like to see the design elements added to the zoning ordinance. 

Mr. Shea agreed but said that the Planning Commission should focus on the handful of elements 

that they absolutely want to see implemented and that these elements be added to the subdivision ordinance. He recommended that the importance of the features be expressed to the Board of Supervisors along with an explanation of why they were added and that they be strongly urged to uphold them. 

Mr. Weener said that he was overwhelmed by the complexity of this topic. Mr. Shea explained

how to use the chart of design features and zoning districts provided by Ms. Liggett to 

determine which of the elements should be added into which ordinance. 
Mr. Igo asked if consensus on certain essential elements could be determined from records of past Planning Commission discussions on the issue. He suggested that a section of the Township’s website be designated as a clearinghouse for this topic. 

Chairman Wainright asked Ms. Farkas to prepare a summary of the Planning Commission’s discussion on this topic to date for the next meeting. 

C.
AGENDA FOR JULY:

Chairman Wainright said the Planning Commission should discuss neighborhood design at its next meeting.   

REPORTS:

Ms. Farkas updated the Planning Commission on the progress of the Workforce Housing Manual. The manual is currently being reviewed by the Board of Supervisors. The Board has invited a representative from the Centre County Housing and Land Trust to their next meeting to discuss how a land trust functions. She said the Board has indicated they will likely consider action on the manual at that meeting as well. 
Ms. Farkas said that an open house for property owners in the cultural zoning district will be held on June 29, 2010.  She said the purpose of the open house is to have an informal discussion with property owners to garner comments and suggestions on how the current regulations could be revised. Chairman Wainright said that he believed it should be a concise forum for the residents and that one meeting should cover any of their concerns. Mr. Igo agreed that the Planning Commission is not abdicating their position or relinquishing the responsibility of the review of the regulations to the property owners. 

Ms. Farkas announced that the Board of Supervisors would like to schedule a meeting with the Planning Commission to discuss progress on its work plan. 

Chairman Wainright asked Ms. Farkas for an update on the Boalsburg Streetscape project. Ms. Farkas said that the project is moving forward and will go to bid in August. Chairman Wainright asked if the proposed bus shelter is included in the project. Ms. Farkas said that it is not, as a suitable location could not be found. 
Mr. Keener asked for an update from the Riparian Buffer Stream Ordinance Subcommittee. Mr. Shea said that the subcommittee is almost finished with its work. He said a presentation will be made to the Planning Commission once the draft ordinance has been finalized and reviewed by the Township Solicitor.
Ms. Farkas provided an update on the Hess Field acquisition. She said the Township announced its intention to withdraw from the Regional Parks program if Hess Field is not purchased by September 1st. She said it appears likely that the deadline will be met, as the regional parks items have been placed on the agenda for the next COG General Forum meeting. 

REPORTS:

Zoning permits: Permits were circulated for review.

CRPC:  Mr. Buckalew reported that at the last CRPC meeting inclusionary housing was the primary topic. A presentation was given by Linda Marshall from the Centre County Planning Office. 
Mr. Buckalew said that a presentation was also made by Halfmoon Township on their Rural Village Zoning District proposal. He said The proposal would rezone 1,000 acres for development resulting in 1,150 new dwelling units. The purpose of the proposal is to preserve the rural and agricultural heritage and character of Halfmoon Township by encouraging mixed-use development in an appropriate and limited area. 

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further items to discuss, Mr. .Keener moved to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Kresen seconded the motion. It was approved unanimously. Chairman Wainright declared the meeting adjourned at 8:41 PM.

Respectfully submitted,    

Amy Farkas Township Manager 
Harris Township Planning Commission

Minutes of June 21, 2010
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