HARRIS TOWNSHIP

           Planning Commission

Minutes of May 17, 2004
REGULAR MEETING
7:00 PM
 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:

 

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

OTHERS PRESENT:

 

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

​CALL TO ORDER
 

Chairman Bob Potter called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m.
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
 

It was moved by Mr. Buckalew, and seconded by Mr. Igo, to approve the minutes of March 15. The motion was approved unanimously.
 

CITIZEN COMMENT
 

Mr. Keener offered the observation that the Post Office has a dead spot for motorists who exit, and is a hazard for both those who exit and any oncoming traffic. He stated that limbs and shrubs block the line of vision. He also noted that the stop sign in the parking lot is down, but the Post Office, not the Township, is responsible for making certain it is replaced.
 

Mr. Keener announced that it is Bicycle Coalition Bike-to-Work Week and suggested that a representative from the Centre Region Bike Coalition could come to a future PC meeting to address the issue of bike paths in the Township. Ms. Clark pointed out that CRPA employs a Transportation Planner, Trish Meek, who is an expert on bike paths.
 

Finally, Mr. Keener complimented Ms. Clark on the web site design. 
 

 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS
 

A. Parkland Dedication/Fee-in-Lieu Ordinance
 

Chairman Potter asked Ms. Clark to review and update the Commission on the Parkland Dedication/Fee-In-Lieu proposed Ordinance. Ms. Clark stated that the momentum for the ordinance grew out of the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee’s (PRAC) frustration with Ashworth Woods and Springfield Commons, and the committee’s uncertainty as to where they could assert influence in the decision making process with the developers. PRAC has been working with Township Staff to revise the ordinance over the past several months. Other municipalities have amended their ordinances as well, which PRAC used as guidelines.
 

Some of the major changes in the Ordinance include the following:
 

· Stormwater retention basins cannot be counted towards the amount of land dedicated (for park land use). 

 

· The fee per acre calculation for dedication is increased, and will be revised every two years to keep pace with market conditions. 
 

 

· The amount of land to be dedicated is increased from .04 acres per dwelling unit to .06. 

 

· Only a small portion of the land may have steep slopes. 

 

Staff has been discussing what the best method is for determining the value of an acre of land, and would like input from the PC. Options discussed include using real estate data for the current cost, using a formula similar to that of other municipalities, or having the land appraised to determine the value. Ms. Liggett and Ms. Clark gathered data from College and Ferguson townships, and she noted the sheet attached that showed an example of how the value could be determined. 
 

Ms. Clark added that, due to the fact there is a lot of development potential in the Township, PRAC is trying to be proactive in improving the ordinance so the Township can get the most desirable parkland as land is developed.
 

Mr. Benner questioned why the Township should not follow the example of the other local municipalities when determining in-lieu costs. Ms. Clark responded that other municipalities have more multiple family housing, while Harris Township is largely agricultural or forest in nature. Also, the market price may be higher or lower, and a township would get a different return. As a comparison, the average cost of a new house construction in the Centre Region is $250,000.00, while the Township’s average new construction cost is somewhat higher. Ms. Liggett stated that in using Ferguson Township’s formula she found it inconsistent and complicated. Her preference was to see the PC recommend either adopting a flat fee based on acreage and the number of units, or getting an appraisal of the land at the improved rate and incorporating that into the determination. Mr. Potter asked if the money collected is allowed to accrue. Mr. Shea responded that it must be used within three years, and it must be used in the most proximate park to the development.
 

Mr. Weener asked for clarification on terminology with the uses of parkland, parkland and open space, then open space land, and whether the terms were to be used interchangeably. He asked if they were all equal in their usage within the Ordinance, or whether they had different meanings. Ms. Liggett affirmed that they did not all have the same definition. Mr. Weener responded that open space had different connotations in his mind from parkland, and said it should be clarified. Ms. Liggett stated that, as with Springfield Commons, it would be a good idea to be consistent, since sometimes developers fail to see the distinctions. Mr. Weener asked if Springfield Commons would have fallen under this ordinance, and Mr. Shea stated that, since it is a PRD, open space is equal to parkland. Mr. Weener felt that although it would not fall under this ordinance, this is something PRAC and PC should also address.
 

Mr. Weener said his recommendation is that the ordinance relate only to parkland. He believes open space should be addressed elsewhere. Mr. Benner asked if there could be more flexibility for the Board when restricting proceeds, as addressed in Section 12.5.12, and instead add a provision for exchanging land for parkland. Ms. Liggett answered that there are restrictions within the Municipal Planning Code (MPC) with what a municipality can do in that regard. 
 

Mr. Weener questioned the seeming contradiction of 12.5.7.3, where a developer must improve a narrow strip of land, but does not have to pay for the development of a park. Ms. Liggett affirmed that if it is a narrow strip of land to be used as a trail, the developer must improve it. Mr. Shea added that it is a current ordinance, and it requires developers to improve linear trails. Mr. Weener said he disagreed with the concept, since long, thin parcels of land are worth less and take less to develop than a larger piece of land, and he did not want to discourage developers from installing bike paths by making them pay for it.
 

Ms. Clark asked the Commission what their preference is on determining the fee-in-lieu. She stated that there are three options: determine a flat fee, develop a formula, or use appraisals to determine the value. Ms. Liggett referred the Commission to the handout that had been previously distributed that drew comparisons to other municipalities that provide for parkland, and how there are several ways to calculate the fee. She advised that whatever was decided needs to be defensible at a public hearing, and that it cannot be arbitrary.
 

Mr. Weener recommended adopting a simple formula using appraised values like College Township. The Township could average the cost, since the price varies from parcel to parcel. Mr. Shea suggested that the appraisal should be done at the rate at which residential lots would be appraised, not at the vacant field rate, as the fee would then reflect the true value of the land as developed, not just as empty ground. A true appraised value cannot be determined until all lots are developed or the number to be developed is known. Also, if there were a fee per unit, as opposed to using acreage only, not only would the parkland realize more development money, but it might also encourage a developer to build fewer units, rather than go for density.
 

Chairman Potter asked the Planning Commission members for their comments to PRAC on the proposed ordinance. Mr. Weener recommended there be additional review of the best way to fund the fee for acre. Mr. Potter agreed, stating he would like to see more scenarios developed using the various suggested formulas. Mr. Igo stated he was against a flat fee rate, and would like to see a comparison of the formula versus the appraised value of a parcel.
 

Mr. Weener stated he thought that raising the percentage from .04 acres per dwelling unit to .06 was too high. Ms. Clark reminded the Commission that the more park, the more equipment that is required. However, PRAC is looking to get larger pieces of land with which to work. Mr. Potter suggested that .05 would be a good compromise, and that PRAC run some comparisons using both calculation scenarios. Ms. Clark agreed, and stated she would add that the land is a desirable piece of land. Mr. Potter also suggested that parkland be separated from open space in consideration, as he does not see that as a major change or financial burden for the developer. He thanked PRAC and Staff for their work on the proposed ordinance.
 

 

B. Official Map Ordinance
 


Ms. Clark reported that, as was discussed in March, Staff has been researching information regarding the Official Map (OM), and noted that Ms. Liggett had found a memo and the proposed OM ordinance for the Township dating back to 1990. Ms. Liggett compared the proposed ordinance to what was adopted in Halfmoon and Ferguson townships, and updated and revised the draft ordinance for the PC’s consideration based on that research.
 


Ms. Liggett said that the proposed ordinance is essentially similar to the ordinance from 1990 that was not adopted, and that it is the first step needed to begin the adoption of an Official Map. It establishes the basis and guiding principles by which the OM will be adopted, the legal guidelines for building within mapped areas, and the enforcement procedures. She stated that the next step is to look at the Township map and identify roads, trails, parks, and such. She suggested that not only should the PC work on this, but the Board of Supervisors and PRAC should be involved as well. She noted that the language in the draft ordinance is directly from the MPC.
 


Mr. Weener asked about the requirement that a developer could wait a year if he/she disagreed with the OM and did not want to build a road where designated, and if the developer could force the Township to build the road or acquire the land, which would become expensive, or give up the land. Ms. Liggett responded that before the waiting period would begin the developer could submit an encroachment permit request, and the Board could decide to send the line around or keep it where the Township wanted. They could also deny the encroachment permit, which the developer could appeal to the Zoning Hearing Board, which decides if the line stays or not. It would be after that time that the one-year waiting period would go into effect.
 


Mr. Weener moved to recommend adoption of the Official Map Ordinance in its current form to the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Keener seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.
 


Ms. Liggett advised the PC to be thinking in terms of the next step, which is to determine where they would like to see streets, bike paths, trails, parks, connections, and so forth, on the OM. Mr. Weener reminded the Commission that Bob Crum had taken the PC through this exercise, and with the Rockey and Harpster farms in particular. Ms. Liggett added that PRAC and Staff had worked to develop a park plan, as it was a part of the fee in lieu. Now the park plan is a reality, and it adds to the proactive nature of the Township. Chairman Potter stated this is an ideal way for the residents to have an impact and give their input, rather than react to a developer’s plan. Mr. Weener agreed, stating this dovetails well with road projections for the area, the growth forecast, and what the Township would want to have. Ms. Clark agreed, stating this is an ideal way to combine the Growth Forecast Report with the Official Map.
 

OTHER:
 


Ms. Clark stated that as a part of the next meeting’s agenda she would have an update on the progress of the Planning Commission’s Work Plan for 2004 at the halfway point. She noted those areas that the PC is already addressing.
 


Chairman Potter noted that Harris Township had the highest percentage of representation at CRPC’s Planning Commission 101 held March 29. He expressed his appreciation to Ms. Liggett for the event. She responded that they were planning another session to address such issues as land consumption and the decrease in Pennsylvania’s youth population.
 

REPORTS:
 

 

Zoning Permits: 
Permit approval reports for February, March, and April were circulated.

 


CRPC:

Mr. Buckalew distributed his report and noted that he was unable to attend the CRPC meeting, but the information is from his agenda packet and the meeting broadcast on C-NET. He asked Ms. Liggett if she could supplement the information. Ms. Liggett added that Steve Suder had given a brief update on core issues of the CRPA Work Program, and that there are many vacant commercial structures in the area. Rather than encourage new building, there will be an inventory done of these structures, and an interactive site, with location, parking, square footage, and such will be developed to market these.

 


Village District Study:
Mr. Potter noted there would be a joint meeting with a business owner in the Village to discuss parking issues.
 

ADJOURNMENT
 

Mr. Keener moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Igo seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned at 8:42 p.m.
 

 

Submitted by
 

 

 

 

 

Kristin L. Clark, Secretary
 

