HARRIS TOWNSHIP

           Planning Commission

Minutes of June 21, 2004
REGULAR MEETING
7:00 PM
 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:

 

Bob Potter, Chairman; Ron Buckalew; Bob Igo; Charles J. Keener; Mary Ann Kresen; and Paul Weener. 
 

OTHERS PRESENT:

 

Kristin Clark, Township Manager; Todd Shea, Zoning and Ordinance Enforcement Officer; and D. J. Liggett, CRPA Planner.
 

 

​CALL TO ORDER
 

Chairman Bob Potter called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.
 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
 

It was moved by Mr. Buckalew, and seconded by Ms. Kresen, to approve the minutes of May 17. The motion was approved unanimously.
 

 

CITIZEN COMMENT
 

None was received.
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS
 

A. Parkland Dedication/Fee-in-Lieu Ordinance
 

Chairman Potter asked Ms. Clark to bring the Commission up to date on the progress of the proposed Parkland Dedication/Fee-In-Lieu ordinance. Ms. Clark noted that, at its May 17th meeting, the Planning Commission (PC) considered a draft Parkland Dedication/Fee-In-Lieu ordinance prepared by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee (PRAC). She stated that, in general, the Commission had expressed support for the ordinance, and agreed with the PRAC on the following:
 

·         Parkland dedication and fee-in-lieu should be based on the number of dwelling units in a development, rather than on the number of lots, or the size of the parcel.

 

·         Steep slopes, flood plains, drainage ways, and stormwater facilities may not be used for parkland.

 

·         The fee-in-lieu should be a flat rate, established by the Board of Supervisors and periodically revised, or it should be based on an appraisal of the property. The PC did not support the use of a formula such as the ones used by College and Ferguson townships.

 

Additionally, the PC offered several recommendations for revising the ordinance:
·  

·         The amount of parkland dedicated per dwelling unit should be equal to .05 acres. This is an increase from the current .04 number, but less that the PRAC recommendation of .06.

 

·         References to open space should be deleted from the Parkland Dedication Ordinance to minimize confusion.

 

She identified several items that had come to Staff’s attention needing discussion, clarification, and guidance. Those issues include:
 

·         Whether dedicated parkland should be required to be one contiguous lot of record. Currently, the ordinance requires that parkland “be in well-placed, adequately sized areas within the Township to accommodate anticipated uses”.

 

·         Whether rural clustering developments should be required to provide parkland/fee-in-lieu, in addition to the 50% open space that is required.

 

·         Whether the PRD ordinance should be amended to state that PRD developments must meet the requirements of the Parkland Dedication Ordinance.

 

·         That, if a flat rate is used for fee-in-lieu, what is the rate that should be used? Currently, the Township rate is $28,000.00 per acre, multiplied by the number of acres that would have been required in dedication. A table was distributed that illustrated the per acre rates charged by some other municipalities in the Commonwealth.

·  

·         That, if an appraisal is used to determine fee-in-lieu, should the appraisal be based on pre- or post- development value?

 

Ms. Clark added that the PRAC has been informed of the proposed changes, and has no objection to them. She recommended that the Planning Commission consider the outstanding issues, and decide how these should be addressed in the draft ordinance.
 

Chairman Potter stated the PC should consider each issue individually, and reviewed the first, regarding parkland being a contiguous lot of record.  He noted the example of the Harpster Farm or Rockey Farm, which are large parcels of land. He stated he thought the Township would be better served if instead of having small parcels or one very large parcel for parkland perhaps require two spaces of 5-10 acres each. He asked whether the other Commission members had an opinion, or whether to let the developer decide, knowing the total land would be addressed by a formula. Mr. Buckalew stated the language of the ordinance was not only to solely address size of parkland, but also the purpose of the parkland, in order to provide flexibility.
 

Mr. Potter asked Ms. Liggett if other municipalities addressed this issue similarly. She responded that the language was commonly used, and that the current language in the Township’s ordinance was adequate. She added that PRAC is contemplating the development of a list of criteria that they would use to evaluate parkland that developers are suggesting for dedication to the Township. This would provide a more formal recommendation from the PRAC to the PC. If the PC agrees with the PRAC recommendations, the Commission could refer its recommendations to the BOS, and this process would provide more credibility when the BOS is looking at the developments.
 

Chairman Potter then asked about the question of whether rural clustering developments should be required to provide parkland in addition to the 50% open space requirement, noting that open space differs from parkland. Mr. Shea stated there could be a situation where there is a cluster development in which there are a large number of lots, and the open space lot is not for public use. There have been only had 3 or 4 clustering developments in the Township.  He noted that, in particular, Laurel Hills has an open space that, while technically open to the residents, is not developed in any way. There could have been a park in that development that would have served not only the first and second phases of Laurel Hills, but also Bear Meadows Village. None have any parkland. 
 

Mr. Shea stated that a reason to recommend the requirement for future developments would be the Rockey Farm. It is zoned Agricultural, and will have to be a cluster development when it is developed, which means that, as the ordinance is currently written, no parkland is required. With a change in parkland requirements, it could connect to Kaywood Park, increase the size of that park, and make it more usable. Currently, there is a hierarchy of uses for open space, the last being to make it into a recreational area. Also, such a large open space can also be farmed. 
 

Ms. Liggett added that the idea of rural clustering in Agricultural zones was to allow development to occur, and to leave enough undeveloped that it could be farmed. Open space could be designated a park, but it is not required to be parkland, and that is one of the issues. For instance, in the case of the Rockey Farm, if Mr. Rockey wished to continue farming the open space, that would be the designated use for the open space. Additionally, there is no provision for requiring a park in its future development because of the way the current ordinance is written. The question becomes whether the Township also wants to require a certain number of acres to be parkland, in addition to the acreage they are required to provide for open space, based on the number of units to be developed on the parcel. The Commission members and Township staff entered into discussion of options for rural clustering. The Commission decided that it would recommend to the Board that the hierarchy of rural clustering space be changed to give the Township flexibility in saying whether it does or does not want parkland. Mr. Shea stated a draft could be developed for the next meeting.
 

Chairman Potter proceeded with the third item regarding whether the PRD regulations should be amended to state that these developments must meet the requirements of the Parkland Dedication Ordinance. Ms. Liggett stated that this is a similar issue. A PRD does require a certain amount of open space to be parkland, but if the parkland requirements are the first thing to be mapped, then there is more certainty that the parkland is usable space. Ms. Kresen observed that usable space is even more vital, as PRDs tend to have higher density housing. The number of dwelling units drives the parkland ordinance, and, if the developer is going to put a higher density of units, this is definitely needed. Had this been in place before the recently approved PRD, it would have afforded a way to insure desirable parkland in that development.
 

The consensus of the Planning Commission was that the PRD ordinance should be amended to state that PRD developments must meet the requirements of the Parkland Dedication Ordinance, meaning that a PRD would have to meet the Parkland Dedication requirement, and also provide 30% open space. Mr. Weener expressed concern that this would make PRD more expensive for the developer, making the lots more expensive, and making it less likely that a developer would choose such an option. Mr. Shea noted that it took fifteen years for the first PRD option to be proposed in the Township. 
 

The next item discussed by the Commission concerned the rate that would be established for fee-in-lieu of parkland.  Ms. Liggett distributed a table showing what the rates are in some other municipalities, and how a rate is determined.  The Commission discussed whether land could be appraised based on pre-construction value or post-development value.  Ms. Liggett was not sure if an appraiser would be able to do an appraisal based on post-development value.  The Commission agreed that it would be desirable to have the land re-appraised once 30% of the lots were developed, and to require that the developer make a retroactive payment, if needed, to cover the difference between the two appraisals.  Staff agreed to look into the issue of appraisals further for the next meeting.
 

 

 

B. Official Map
 


Ms. Clark reported that the Planning Commission considered a draft Official Map Ordinance at the May 17, 2004 meeting, and took action to recommend it to the Board of Supervisors for adoption. She explained the purpose of the Official Map, the legality of it, and its use, cautioning that it is not to be considered a “wish list”. She reviewed the various steps in the adoption process, and where the PC is currently in the process.
 


Ms. Clark stated that Ms. Liggett had updated what had been proposed for an Official Map Ordinance in 1990, so the Commission could begin the process of identifying features it would like to have included on the Official Map. She added that Ms. Liggett made certain it was consistent with the MPC, and similar to those municipalities that have an OM.
 


Ms. Clark asked Ms. Liggett to address questions, since she has been the primary researcher in gathering the information and background. Ms. Liggett distributed a base map of the Township to the Planning Commission to begin identifying features it would like to recommend for inclusion on the Official Map. The Commission asked that each member receive their own map to bring to the next meeting.  That way, each member can identify those items he or she believes is important, and thus help provide a basis for discussion.
 

 

 

REPORTS:
 

 

Zoning Permits: 
The Permit Approval report for May was circulated.

 


CRPC:

Mr. Buckalew, speaking as the representative of Centre Regional Planning Commission on the CCMPO, stated that the MPO would be meeting on June 22 about the acid rain drainage problems with I-99. Also, they are reviewing for adoption the final draft of the TIP (Centre County Transportation Improvement Program). He noted that funding of the three programs looked at - transportation enhancements, highways, and transit  - came to just under $900,000,000.00 for Centre County alone. This is for projects scheduled for the 2001 – 2008 period.

 


Village District Study:
Mr. Potter stated parking in the Village is an acute problem, and has been sent to the Committee as the key issue because of businesses’ needs, all-day parking, and its affect on the residents. He said they should have some recommendations for changes sometime soon. One issue is the unlimited number of employees a business may employ, versus the limited number of allotted parking spaces for that business. Use of Village residences, as potential business sites, must also be monitored, as there is no interest in expanding the business district at this time. The committee rejected the concept of establishing an architectural review board, but there is a chance there will be something established to control appearance of the area.
 

 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT  

 

Mr. Keener moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Buckalew seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned at 9:05 p.m.
 

 

Submitted by
 

 

 

 

 

Kristin L. Clark, Secretary
 

