LAND USE STUDY
Land use planning is a major component of Cambria County's Comprehensive Plan
Update. A Land Use Study is the study, classification, and analysis of features of the
surface of a community resulting from some economic or social utilization, usually in the
form of buildings, sites and economic activities. Knowledge of existing land use
patterns and their relationship to each other must be developed in order to formulate a
plan for the future orderly growth and development of the community. Land use
information has a wide variety of applications and uses, including the planning of future
development and preservation, as well as to understand trends and developmental
issues.
The County's 2000 Land Use Study has been reviewed through a three-pronged effort
consisting of starting with the generalized 2000 land use data, making comparisons with
land use mapping that has been continually revised since 2000 by the Cambria County
Planning Commission and then making comparisons with the most recent aerial
mapping and knowledge of recent land use changes.
The opportunity to update and refine the County's Land Use Plan was made possible
through the availability of current detailed land mapping, aerial images and more
advanced Geographical Information System (GIS) computation techniques. The GIS
contains computerized land use information and mapping capabilities that allow for a
comprehensive assessment of the 437,436.60 acres of land and 6,390.40 acres of
water resources that together comprise the 693.5 square miles of Cambria County.
Advancements in mapping and more detailed assessment of land uses in 2011 over
2000 and 2004 land use updates made it difficult to compare trends in land uses over
these time periods. In other words an apparent decrease in Agricultural land use may
not be actual but rather reflective of an adjustment and refinement in available land use
mapping. Therefore direct comparisons between land use total from 2004 to 2011 were
not made in this Plan update. However, land use comparisons were made among the
three Planning Regions.
The land use mapping and data presented in this updated Comprehensive plan is
believed to reflect the most accurate land use information available on a County Level
and provides a comprehensive assessment of land uses in the County. The updated
land use data and mapping is incorporated into the Planning Commission's GIS by the
three (3) County-wide planning regions.
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Land Use Categories
The Land Use Update considers three (3) major component headings to identify and
tabulate existing acreage within Cambria County: developed, undeveloped and surface
water areas. The specific land use categories employed to define the developed and
undeveloped component headings are as follows:
Developed Land
1. Agricultural - Includes agricultural activities and services for the production of crops,
livestock, and livestock products. Also considered are horticultural specialties including
nursery stock, ornamental shrubs, trees, and flowers, timber, wood and other wood
products. Aquatic plants and animals and their by-products are also included under
Agricultural land use.
2. Commercial - Includes neighborhood and highway oriented commercial activities such
as retail trade or eating and drinking establishments, wholesale trade with and without
storage premises, and customer or employee parking, loading, service, and other related
areas. Also included in this category are the service activities that are usually classified
as a separate land use. Following are the service activities that will be collectively
classified as commercial land use: firm headquarters, finance, insurance, real estate,
personal services, beauticians and barber shops, banking, warehouses or storage
areas,
automotive repair and services that do not sell
petroleum products,
miscellaneous business and repair services, medical and health services except
hospitals and rest homes, funeral homes, offices and other professional services
including professional associations, labor unions, customer or employee parking,
loading service, and other related areas.
3. Industrial - This land use includes the refining, fabricating and assembly of the following
activities: food kindred products, tobacco and related products, apparel and other
finished products made from fabrics and leather, printing and publishing, furniture and
fixtures, lumber and wood products, chemicals and allied products, professional and
scientific products, and the storage, parking, and other spaces related to these activities.
Also included in this category are land use activities normally classified as heavy
industrial. Included are the activities of: petroleum refining and related industries,
primary metals, stone, clay and glass products, fabricated metal products, machinery,
transportation, equipment, and the storage, parking and other spaces incidental to these
activities.
4. Residential - Includes all residential uses such as single-family dwellings, doublehouses, multi-family units and trailers. Yard areas used for residential purposes are also
included.
5. Public and Semi-public - Includes schools, libraries, museums, historical sites, recreation
including general public lands, public recreation areas, as well as federal sites, State
Forest and State Game Lands, hiking trails, playgrounds, parks and related open space,
golf courses, sporting clubs, winter sporting areas, halls, churches and other religious
uses, hospitals and convalescent homes, fraternal organizations, municipal buildings,
police and fire stations, nonprofit membership groups, public parking facilities, and land
use related thereto.
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6. Transportation - Includes streets, railroads, highways, alleys, dedicated right-of-ways
and related storage, service, parking and other areas incidental to these activities.

Undeveloped Land/Non-Urban Related
The land use classification employed to define the undeveloped/non-urban related land
uses include:
1. Wooded Land - Predominately wooded forest land not improved for any activity or
purpose.
Land use calculations were made to identify the total acreage of wooded lands in the
County and total Wooded areas located on Public and Semi-Public Lands. For purposes
of this Plan, when describing Undeveloped Woodlands the intent is to describe those
wooded areas not on Public and Semi-Public Lands.
2. Cleared or Grasslands - Open, non-wooded land.
Land use calculations were made to identify the total acreage of Cleared or Grasslands
in the County and total Cleared or Grasslands areas located on Public and Semi-Public
Lands. For purposes of this Plan, when describing Undeveloped Cleared or Grasslands
the intent is to describe those Cleared or Grassland areas not on Public and Semi-Public
Lands.

Water Areas: This classification includes wetlands, creeks, rivers, streams, lakes and
reservoirs.
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Existing Land Use
Cambria County has a diverse land use characteristic reflective of the society as a
whole. Lush agricultural fields are found in many rural parts of the county, especially in
the northern, central and southeastern sections. There is relatively dense urban and
suburban development in southwestern Cambria County in and around the Johnstown
area with a range of typical urban characteristics, problems and opportunities. There
are verdant wooded hillsides and valleys and surface waters ranging from polluted to
pristine. There are fairly self-sustaining small urban areas in and around the older
boroughs of Portage, Cresson, Patton, Northern Cambria, Hastings and Nanty Glo.
There are open space areas and major outdoor recreation areas such as Prince
Gallitzin State Park, Duman Lake and Rock Run Recreation Park. There are areas that
unfortunately have sustained economic declines related to the loss of the mining and
steel industries, yet there are booming areas such as Ebensburg/Cambria Township
and Richland Township, as well as communities like Adams Township feeling the
spillover from these areas.
County Profile
Table L-1 illustrates the significance in the delineation between developed and
undeveloped land use, and water area components within Cambria County as compiled
in 2010-2011. The County contains 443,827 acres, or 693.5 square miles, of land and
water. The majority of this acreage (260,222.70 acres or 58.63 percent) is presently
classified as undeveloped.

TABLE L-1
Developed and Undeveloped Land and Water Areas
Cambria County 2011

Land Use Category

Cambria County
% of
Total
Total
Land
and
Acreage
Water

Developed Land
Undeveloped Land
Sub-Total Land
Water Areas
Total Land and Water Acreage

177,213.90
260,222.70
437,436.60
6,390.40
443,827.00

39.93%
58.63%
98.56%
1.44%
100.00%

Sources: The Study Area acreage and calculations by The EADS Group; 2011; Field Work by The EADS Group;
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Table L-2 presents a summarized tabulation of the existing land and water acreage use
in Cambria County for each of the six (6) developed and the two (2) undeveloped land
use categories along with water acres. The developed and undeveloped land use totals
allow each respective category to be presented as a percentage of developed land and
total land area.

TABLE L-2
Existing Land Use
Cambria County 2011
Land Use Category
Agricultural
Commercial
Industrial
Residential
Public/Semi-Public
Transportation
Subtotal – Developed Land
Undeveloped Wooded Land
Undeveloped Cleared or Grassland
Subtotal – Undeveloped Land
Subtotal –Land
Surface Water
TOTAL ACREAGE

Acreage
55,949.41
2,611.34
3,000.04
24,289.72
78,137.39
13,226.00
177,213.90
204,080.39
56,142.31
260,222.70
437,436.60
6,390.40
443,827.00

Cambria County
% of Total
% of Developed
Land
12.61%
31.57%
0.59%
1.47%
0.68%
1.69%
5.47%
13.71%
17.61%
44.09%
2.98%
7.46%
39.93%
100.00%
45.98%
NA
12.65%
NA
58.63%
NA
98.56%
NA
1.44%
NA
100.00%
NA

Sources: The Study Area acreage and calculations by The EADS Group; 2011; Field Work by The EADS Group;
2010 -2011.
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Table L-3 further summarizes the total amount of Wooded Land and Cleared or
Grassland areas in the County. Acreages for each are broken down by Undeveloped
Wooded Areas and Undeveloped Cleared or Grassland which represents this land use
located on Undeveloped Land and Wooded Areas and Cleared or Grassland Areas in
Public Land, which represents these areas located in areas classified in the Public –
Semi Public Land Use Category. The overall total acreages of Wooded Land and
Cleared or Grassland in the County are also provided. This type of review of
Undeveloped land is important because it reflects that overall, approximately 60%
Cambria County is Wooded and an additional 16% is Cleared and Grassland.

TABLE L-3
Wooded and Cleared or Grassland Land Use
Cambria County 2011
Land Use Category
Undeveloped Wooded Land
Wooded Areas in Public Land
Total Wooded Land
Undeveloped Cleared or Grassland
Cleared & Grassland Areas in Public Land
Total Cleared & Grassland
Total Undeveloped Wooded and Cleared
& Grassland
Total Wooded and Cleared & Grassland
in Public Land
Total Wooded and Cleared & Grassland

Cambria County
Acreage
% of Total
Land
204,080.39
45.98%
63,183.00
14.24%
267,263.39
60.22%
56,142.31
12.65%
14,954.39
3.37%
71,096.70
16.02%
260,222.70

58.63%

78,137.39
338,360.09

17.61%
76.24%

A graphic portrayal of existing land use within Cambria County is shown on the Land
Use Map on the following page. The map has been organized so as to identify six
developed land use categories, undeveloped land and major water areas. The GIS
map provides for a greater illustration of the individual and related land and water uses
which comprise the 443,827 acres of land and water in Cambria County.

301

Several factors emerge after reviewing Tables L-1, L-2 and L-3 and the Existing Land
Use Map for the County, as summarized below:


Just under 60% of the land area of the County is undeveloped, while approximately 40%
sustains some form of development and/or is open for public and semi-public uses. This
differs slightly from County percentages for 2000 where 42% of the total land area is
developed in some manner and 58% is undeveloped. Within the County, developed
land is heavily concentrated in the Greater Johnstown Area and areas abutting it up to
and including the Ebensburg area. The Northern Planning Region and portions of the
Central Region remain the more rural areas in the County.



Agricultural land accounts for approximately 32% of the developed acreage of the
County, also comprising nearly 13% of the total land area. Agricultural land is very
prominent and can be found in almost every municipality throughout the County. More
detailed mapping available in 2011 allowed for a more accurate depiction of agricultural
land compared to information presented in 2004. Higher agricultural concentrations are
located in the north and north western sections of Croyle and Summerhill Townships and
through Cambria Township and also in Blacklick and Barr Townships.



Much of the County is wooded, in total encompassing just over 204,000 acres which is
60% of the total land area. Of this total, nearly 14% is located on Public-Semi-Public
Lands and just under 46% is located on other undeveloped land. Within the County, this
includes very large tracts within southern and southeastern sections of Summerhill and
Adams Townships and through the Northern Planning Region.



Cleared or Grassland also comprises a fair amount of land accounting for a total of
71,096 acres or 16% of the total land area. Of this total, 21% is located on Public-SemiPublic Lands and just under 79% is located on other undeveloped land.



The acreage in residential use comprises approximately 14% of developed land acreage
and approximately 5.5% of the total land area. Residential uses are scattered
throughout all areas of the County with higher concentrations found in areas including
the Greater Johnstown Area, boroughs, villages and residential developments in the
Townships and linear corridors along many state and local roadways. Few or no
residential areas are found in the undeveloped northwestern, northeastern, southern and
southeastern sections of the County.



According to PennDOT there are a total of 1,726.29 linear miles of highways and
1,032.05 miles Municipal/Local Roads of in Cambria County. Land sustaining the
transportation network accounts for just under 7.5% of the developed and just
approximately 3% of the total land area of the County.



Public/Semi-Public uses comprise over 78,000 acres of land which is over 44% of the
developed land just under 18% of the total land area of the County. Included in this
amount are over 65,000 acres of open space and public recreation areas.



Commercial uses comprise only approximately 1.5% of the developed and less than
0.6% of the total land area of the County. There are “mom-and-pop” business areas in
the smaller boroughs and high-density commercial corridors such as Galleria Drive and
Scalp Avenue in Richland Township and Route 22 and Mini Mall Road in Cambria
Township.
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Industrial uses comprise a little more than commercial uses with 1.7% of the developed
and less just than 0.7% of the total land area of the County in industrial uses.



Nearly 1.5% of the total area of the County is covered by surface water. In addition to
streams and rivers, several water supply reservoirs and numerous small impoundments
are located in the County.

Overall, a total of 177,214 acres are in “active” or developed land categories, with the
largest category being Public and Semi-Public uses followed by agricultural land and
residential uses, the latter being a distant third place. The quantity of land in commercial
and industrial is significantly lower than these other noted developed land uses.
Regional Land Use Profile

Cambria County has been divided into three (3) regions for comprehensive planning
purposes. The three (3) planning regions are also consistent with the County's efforts to
regionalize municipal land use planning along with the regionalization of community
facilities and services. Land use data has been tabulated for each Planning Region
within Cambria County. This subsection will provide an analysis of land use patterns for
each of the three Planning Regions, using the common categories used in the County
Profile on Table L-2. Tables L-4, L-5 and L-6 show land use categories, developed and
undeveloped acreage, and the percentage of land undeveloped for the respective
planning regions.
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Planning Region 1
Table L-4 provides the existing land use profile for the Southern Planning Region, which
has the smallest land area (and largest population) of the three Planning Regions.
There are approximately 35,789 acres of developed land and approximately 54,334
acres of undeveloped land and 979 acres of surface waters. The 35,789 developed
acres represents 39% of the total land Planning Region land area, greater than the
percentage for Region 2 (36%) but lower than the percentage for Region 3 (45%).









Residential uses are regionally significant accounting for 11% (9,932 acres) of the total land
area and 28% of the developed land of the Region. This is the highest residential acreage
and percentage among the three Regions.
Agriculture is a less critical use in comparison to the other Planning Regions. Agriculture
accounts for just over 4% of the total land area and just under 11% of the developed land in
the Region.
Commercial and industrial each account for just over 1.5% of the developed land and just
under 4% of the Total Land within the Region. Although relatively low in terms of
percentage within the Planning Region, each represents the highest percentage in
comparison to the other Planning Regions, no doubt reflecting impacts of urban/suburban
patterns and trends.
Public and Semi-Public uses comprise the highest percentage of developed land (43%) and
percent of total land (17%) within the Planning Region
Undeveloped Wooded Land comprises 45.5% of the total land area and Undeveloped
Cleared or Grassland comprises approximately 14% of the total land area.

TABLE L-4
Existing Land Use
Planning Region 1
Land Use Category

Acreage

Agricultural
Commercial
Industrial
Residential
Public/Semi-Public
Transportation
Subtotal – Developed Land
Undeveloped Wooded Land
Undeveloped Cleared or Grassland
Subtotal – Undeveloped Land
Subtotal –Land
Surface Water
TOTAL ACREAGE

3,896.70
1,415.35
1,407.32
9,932.13
15,303.79
3,827.00
35,782.29
41,485.08
12,849.33
54,334.41
90,116.70
978.70
91,095.40

Planning Region 1
% of Total
% of Developed
Land
4.28%
10.89%
1.55%
3.96%
1.54%
3.93%
10.90%
27.76%
16.80%
42.77%
4.20%
10.70%
39.28%
100.00%
45.54%
NA
14.11%
NA
59.65%
NA
98.93%
NA
1.07%
NA
100.00%
NA

Sources: The Study Area acreage and calculations by The EADS Group; 2011; Field Work by The EADS Group;
2010 -2011.
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Planning Region 2
Table L-5 provides the existing land use profile for the Central Planning Region, which
has the largest land area of the Planning Regions. There are approximately 67,584
acres of developed land and approximately 120,407 acres of undeveloped land, the
most among the Planning Regions, and 1,799 acres of surface waters. As is seen, just
under 36% of the total land area of the Region is developed, the lowest in terms of
percentage of the three Regions.







Residential uses are less critical accounting for under 5% (8,966 acres) of the total land
area and just 13% of the developed land of the Region.
Agriculture is a critical use accounting for over 13% (25,333) of the total land area and
approximately 37.5% of the developed land in the Region.
Commercial use accounts for approximately 0.5% and Industrial accounts for 0.67% of the
developed land and each account for under 2% of the Total Land within the Region.
Although relatively low in terms of percentage within the Planning Region, each represents
the second highest percentage in comparison to the other Planning Regions.
Public and Semi-Public uses comparatively comprise the lowest percentage of developed
land (37.6%) and percent of total land (13.4%) among the Planning Regions.
Undeveloped Wooded Land comprises 51.5% of the total land area and Undeveloped
Cleared or Grassland comprises approximately 12% of the total land area.

TABLE L-5
Existing Land Use
Planning Region 2
Land Use Category
Agricultural
Commercial
Industrial
Residential
Public/Semi-Public
Transportation
Subtotal – Developed Land
Undeveloped Wooded Land
Undeveloped Cleared or Grassland
Subtotal – Undeveloped Land
Subtotal –Land
Surface Water
TOTAL ACREAGE

Acreage
25,332.56
877.90
1,271.64
8,965.77
25,423.10
5,713.00
67,583.97
97,801.71
22,604.82
120,406.53
187,990.50
1,799.70
189,790.20

Planning Region 2
% of Total
% of Developed
Land
13.35%
37.48%
0.46%
1.30%
0.67%
1.88%
4.72%
13.27%
13.40%
37.62%
3.01%
8.45%
35.61%
100.00%
51.53%
NA
11.91%
NA
63.44%
NA
99.05%
NA
0.95%
NA
100.00%
NA

Sources: The Study Area acreage and calculations by The EADS Group; 2011; Field Work by The EADS Group;
2010 -2011.
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Planning Region 3
Table L-6 provides the existing land use profile for the Northern Planning Region.
There are approximately 73,848 acres of developed land, or 45% of the total land area,
the highest developed total and percentage among the Planning Regions. There are
approximately 85,482 acres of undeveloped land and 3,612 acres of surface waters.
The latter is the highest aggregate and percentage among the Planning Regions, no
doubt reflecting Lake Glendale’s impact.










Residential uses are not substantial accounting for just over 3% (5,392 acres) of the total
land area and just over 7% of the developed land of the Region ranking it the lowest for both
among the Planning Regions.
Agriculture is a primary use accounting for over 16% (26,720) of the total land area and over
36% of the developed land in the Region. Placing it just higher than the Central Region in
terms of total acreage and percentage of developed land.
Commercial and Industrial percentages are the lowest among the other Planning Regions.
They each account for just 0.20% of the developed land and less than 0.5% of the Total
Land within the Region.
Public and Semi-Public uses comprise approximately 37,400 acres of land which is 23% of
the developed land and approximately 51% of the total land. The acres and percentages
are the highest within the Planning Region and are the highest in these categories among
the other Planning Regions.
Undeveloped Wooded Land comprises just under 40% of the total land area and
Undeveloped Cleared or Grassland comprises approximately 13% of the total land area.

TABLE L-6
Existing Land Use
Planning Region 3

Land Use Category
Agricultural
Commercial
Industrial
Residential
Public/Semi-Public
Transportation
Subtotal – Developed Land
Undeveloped Wooded Land
Undeveloped Cleared or Grassland
Subtotal – Undeveloped Land
Subtotal –Land
Surface Water
TOTAL ACREAGE

Acreage
26,720.15
318.09
321.08
5,391.82
37,410.50
3,686.00
73,847.64
64,793.60
20,688.16
85,481.76
159,329.40
3,612.00
162,941.40

Planning Region 3
% of Total
% of Developed
Land
16.40%
36.18%
0.20%
0.43%
0.20%
0.43%
3.31%
7.30%
22.96%
50.66%
2.26%
4.99%
45.32%
100.00%
39.76%
NA
12.70%
NA
52.46%
NA
97.78%
NA
2.22%
NA
100.00%
NA

Sources: The Study Area acreage and calculations by The EADS Group; 2011; Field Work by The EADS Group;
2010 -2011.
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Zoning and Subdivision and Land Development Ordinances (SALDO)
Zoning is the way the local governments control the physical development of land and
the kinds of uses which may occur on each individual property within its jurisdiction. The
primary purpose of zoning is to segregate land uses that are thought to be incompatible
and as a permitting system to prevent new development from harming existing residents
or businesses. Zoning may include various regulations, including:











Regulation of the kinds of activities which will be acceptable on particular lots (i.e.
residential, agricultural, commercial, open space or industrial):
The densities at which those activities can be performed, ranging from low-density
development (i.e. single family homes, small commercial establishments, etc.) to highdensity development (i.e. high-rise apartment buildings, business/industrial parks,
highway commercial, etc.);
The height of buildings;
The amount of space structures may occupy;
Setbacks governing the yard area and the location of a building on the lot;
The proportions of the types of space on a lot (for example, how much landscaped
space and how much paved space);
Number, dimensions and location of parking spaces;
Signage standards (i.e. size, types, locations, etc.); and
Other factors affecting land uses.

Subdivision and Land Development Ordinances (SALDO) provide guidance and
standards for the layout and construction of projects such as residential subdivisions,
business/industrial parks, commercial developments and related types of developments.
Typically SALDO’s may provide requirements for site plans, design and construction
standards for infrastructure, roadway specifications and requirements for special types
of developments such as mobile home parks, clustered housing and commerce parks.
The map on the following page highlights those municipalities that have enacted Zoning
and/or SALDO’s. Tables L-7, L-8 and L-9 summarize this information by Planning
Region.


As can be seen on Table L-7, with the exception of Brownstown, Daisytown and
Scalp Level Boroughs and West Taylor Township, all municipalities (17 out of 21)
in Planning Region 1 have enacted Zoning Ordinances. Fewer municipalities
(12) have enacted SALDO’s in Region 1, creating a potential disconnect between
land use/land development controls among this Region’s municipalities. There is
also a perception that SALDO’s are “for townships” rather than boroughs. Four
of the communities that have zoning and not SALDO regulations are boroughs.
Historically, SALDO’s have emphasized the “subdivision” portion and underemphasized the “land development” portion of this regulatory approach. The
latter have gained interest and focus in recent years, particularly among
boroughs as they guide in-fill and redevelopment construction activities.
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Zoning and SALDOs are less prominent in Region 2 compared to Region 1,
as shown on Table L-8, with only five (5) out of 27 municipalities having
zoning in effect, including three (3) boroughs and two (2) townships. Eleven
(11) municipalities have SALDO’s, including all but one that has zoning (i.e.
Nanty Glo Borough) as well as two (2) boroughs (i.e. Portage and Wilmore)
and five (5) townships (i.e. Blacklick, Cresson, Croyle, Portage and
Washington) not having zoning. In total, twelve municipalities, or 48% of the
Planning Region, have zoning and/or SALDO regulations in effect.



Zoning is clearly not prevalent in Region 3, as is evident on Table L-9, since
only Northern Cambria Borough has an enacted zoning ordinance. SALDO’s
are slightly more common since five (5) out of the fifteen (15) municipalities
have a SALDO in place, all but one being a township. The latter again
reflects the historic township perception in regards to SALDO’s.

Countywide, thirty-five (35) municipalities, or 56% of the total, have zoning and/or
SALDO’s in effect. These include communities with small, moderate and large
populations. A review of the tables suggest that many communities facing development
or redevelopment pressures have zoning and SALDO regulations in effect (i.e.
Richland, Johnstown, Upper Yoder as well as other municipalities in the urbanized area,
Adams, Jackson, Cambria Township and Ebensburg), while others may have only
SALDO (i.e. Croyle, West Taylor, Blacklick, Cresson, Chest and East Carroll
Townships). However, many communities in northwestern, northeastern and eastern
Cambria County have neither zoning or SALDO regulations to guide future development
and redevelopment. Several observations were made while reviewing the various
municipal ordinances and include the following:


A number of communities that maintain a municipal website do not make their zoning
ordinance/map or subdivision regulations available on-line. Some communities may
want to be careful in relaying information to the development community, preferring oneon-one meetings and discussions within the municipal building to avoid any
misinterpretations. However, many communities do make this information available online as a way of encouraging well-planned development and growth. Some qualify that
“official information” is available at the municipal office and the on-line version is for
informational/research purposes only subject to verification with the zoning/permit officer
or other municipal officials.



The age of many of the ordinances are not available, although several are.
Communities such as Johnstown, Upper Yoder Township, Ebensburg and Jackson
Township have updated zoning regulations rather recently, while many have not. Land
use planners and attorneys encourage a regular update and refinement of zoning
ordinances and SALDO regulations every five to ten years, depending on developmental
pressures and local trends.



A number of SALDO’s appear to be rather old, and while updating may not be as critical
as in the case of zoning, they too require attention periodically especially as the state of
art in site planning changes.
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TABLE L-7
Zoning and Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 1 – Southern Region
Municipality

Zoning Ordinance
(Date)

SALDO
(Date)

Adams Township*
Brownstown Borough
Conemaugh Township
Daisytown Borough
Dale Borough
East Conemaugh Borough
East Taylor Township
Ferndale Borough
Franklin Borough
Geistown Borough
City of Johnstown*
Lorain Borough
Lower Yoder Township
Middle Taylor Township
Richland Township*
Scalp Level Borough
Southmont Borough*
Stonycreek Township*
Upper Yoder Township*
Westmont Borough*
West Taylor Township

Yes (NS)
No
Yes (NS)
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (1993)
Yes (2005)
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (2006**)
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (2001)
Yes (2007**)
No

Yes (NS)
No
Yes (NS)
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes (NS)
Yes
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
Yes (1990)
Yes (NS)
Yes

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) – updated with www.elibrary.state.pa.us and/or on-line search
Notes: NS = Date Not Shown; Bold = Ordinance available on-line; * has municipal web site; ** incremental amendments
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TABLE L-8
Zoning and Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 2 – Central Region

Municipality
Allegheny Township
Ashville Borough
Blacklick Township
Cambria Township*
Cassandra Borough
Cresson Borough
Cresson Township
Croyle Township
Ebensburg Borough*
Ehrenfeld Borough
Gallitzin Borough
Gallitizin Township
Jackson Township*
Lilly Borough
Loretto Borough
Munster Township
Nanty Glo Borough
Portage Borough*
Portage Township
Sankertown Borough
South Fork Borough
Summerhill Borough
Summerhill Township
Tunnelhill Borough
Vintondale Borough
Washington Township
Wilmore Borough

Zoning Ordinance
(Date)

SALDO
(Date)

No
No
No
Yes (NS)
No
No
No
No
Yes (2003)
No
Yes (NS)
No
Yes (2004)
No
No
No
Yes (NS)
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
No
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (1992)
Yes
No
Yes (NS)
No
Yes (NS)
No
No
No
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) – updated with www.elibrary.state.pa.us and/or on-line search
Notes: NS = Date Not Shown; Bold = Ordinance available on-line; * has a municipal web site.
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TABLE L-9
Zoning and Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 3 – Northern Region
Municipality

Zoning Ordinance
(Date)

SALDO
(Date)

Barr Township
Carrolltown Borough*
Chest Springs Borough
Chest Township
Clearfield Township
Dean Township
East Carroll Township
Elder Township
Hastings Borough
Northern Cambria Borough
Patton Borough*
Reade Township
Susquehanna Township
West Carroll Township
White Township

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes (2004)
No
No
No
No
No

Yes (NS)
No
No
Yes (NS)
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
No
No
Yes (NS)
No
No
No
No
No

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) – updated with www.elibrary.state.pa.us and/or on-line search
Notes: NS = Date Not Shown; * has municipal web site.
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Conservation Subdivision Approach
The Conservation Subdivision
Approach is an example of a
changing state of the art in site
planning as alluded to above.
Consistent with the concept of
Sustainable
Future
Development that is guiding
this Comprehensive Planning
effort,
the
Conservation
Subdivision
Approach,
sometimes referred to as
cluster development design, is
a developmental option that
can be included with SALDO’s
that involves the grouping of
dwellings on a portion of a
development parcel in order to
preserve the remainder of the
parcel
in
open
space.
Management options for the
open space areas include,
among others, preservation of
existing
natural
features,
restoration
of
natural
conditions, and continued
agricultural
use.
In
comparison to conventional
subdivision
designs,
conservation
subdivisions
afford greater opportunity for preserving open space and maintaining the natural
resources of the parcel being developed. When properly designed, the visual impact of
new residential development from surrounding streets and adjoining parcels can be
minimized and significant natural features and agricultural lands can be protected from
development.
In comparison to conventional subdivision design, conservation
subdivisions are density neutral (i.e. the same number of units per subdivision) except
where a density bonus is offered as an incentive for conservation subdivisions (i.e. more
units per subdivision). Obviously, this approach works best in areas having public or
community water/sewer utilities, and it is keyed to smaller lot sizes than the
conventional low-density residential subdivision approach.
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Comprehensive Planning
The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (MPC) specifies that municipal or multimunicipal comprehensive plans shall be reviewed at least every ten years. The map on
the following page and Table L-10 highlights those municipalities that have an approved
municipal comprehensive plan and/or multi-municipal plan. When available, the date of
the Comprehensive Plan is provided. Several observations about local comprehensive
plans include the following:


Multi-municipal comprehensive plans have recently been prepared in the Central
Cambria Region (2008) and the Forest Hills Region (2010).



About 60% (13 out of 21) municipalities in Region 1 have a comprehensive plan
and only Adams Township has been part of a multi-municipal comprehensive
planning effort with communities in an adjacent Planning Region.



A third (9 out of 27) of the municipalities in Region 2 have a comprehensive plan
with the same number having been involved with a recent multi-municipal
comprehensive planning effort. Information on Nanty Borough suggests an older
comprehensive plan, although it is known that the Borough carried out some
strategic planning in recent years.



Comprehensive planning in Region 3 is consistent with Zoning/SALDO
ordinances in that Region as only Northern Cambria Borough has a municipal
comprehensive plan.

Adopted municipal plans are essentially limited to southern, southeastern and central
Cambria County. The most recent plans are the two multi-municipal plans, and it is
noteworthy that most of the single municipal plans are rather old, several dating back to
the 1960’s. Johnstown recently carried out a Master Plan that is more of a specialized
plan focused on the Central Business District and Kernville neighborhoods, rather than
a comprehensive plan. The Portage area (i.e. Portage Borough, Portage Township and
Cassandra Borough) hopes to initiate an update to the Portage Regional Plan in 2011,
combining comprehensive planning with recreation and trail planning.
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TABLE L-10
Comprehensive Planning Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 1 – Southern Region

Municipality

Municipal
Comprehensive Plan
(Date)

Multi-Municipal
Comprehensive Plan
(Date)

Adams Township*
Brownstown Borough
Conemaugh Township
Daisytown Borough
Dale Borough
East Conemaugh Borough
East Taylor Township
Ferndale Borough
Franklin Borough
Geistown Borough
City of Johnstown*
Lorain Borough
Lower Yoder Township
Middle Taylor Township
Richland Township*
Scalp Level Borough
Southmont Borough*
Stonycreek Township*
Upper Yoder Township*
Westmont Borough*
West Taylor Township

Yes (1978)
No
Yes (NS)
No
Yes (NS)
Yes (1996)
No
No
Yes (1993)
Yes (NS)
Yes (NS)
No
No
Yes (1969)
Yes (1988)
No
Yes (1969)
Yes (1969)
Yes (1967)
Yes (1980)
No

Yes (2010)
-

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) –updated with www.elibrary.state.pa.us and/or on-line search
Note: NS = Date Not Shown; Bold = Ordinance available on-line
* = has a municipal web site.
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TABLE L-11
Comprehensive Planning Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 2 – Central Region
Municipality
Allegheny Township
Ashville Borough
Blacklick Township
Cambria Township*
Cassandra Borough
Cresson Borough
Cresson Township
Croyle Township
Ebensburg Borough*
Ehrenfeld Borough
Gallitzin Borough
Gallitizin Township
Jackson Township*
Lilly Borough
Loretto Borough
Munster Township
Nanty Glo Borough
Portage Borough*
Portage Township
Sankertown Borough
South Fork Borough
Summerhill Borough
Summerhill Township
Tunnelhill Borough
Vintondale Borough
Washington Township
Wilmore Borough

Municipal
Comprehensive Plan
(Date)

Multi-Municipal
Comprehensive Plan
(Date)

No
No
No
Yes (1991)
No
No
No
No
Yes (1996)
No
Yes (1989)
No
Yes (2006)
No
No
No
Yes (1981)
No
No
Yes (1979)
Yes (1979)
No
No
No
No

Yes (2008)
Yes (2010)
Yes (2008)
Yes (2010)
Yes (2008)
Yes (2001)
Yes (2001)
Yes (2010)
Yes (2010)
Yes (2010)
Yes (2010)

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) –updated with www.elibrary.state.pa.us and/or on-line search
Note: NS = Date Not Shown; Bold = Ordinance available on-line
* = has a municipal web site.
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TABLE L-12
Comprehensive Planning Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 3 – Northern Region

Municipality

Municipal
Comprehensive
Plan
(Date)

Multi-Municipal
Comprehensive Plan
(Date)

Barr Township
Carrolltown Borough*
Chest Springs Borough
Chest Township
Clearfield Township
Dean Township
East Carroll Township
Elder Township
Hastings Borough
Northern Cambria Borough
Patton Borough*
Reade Township
Susquehanna Township
West Carroll Township
White Township

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes (NS)
No
No
No
No
No

-

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) –updated with www.elibrary.state.pa.us and/or on-line search
Note: NS = Date Not Shown; Bold = Ordinance available on-line
* = has a municipal web site.
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Planning Commissions
The MPC specifies that the governing body of any municipality shall have the power to
create or abolish, by ordinance, a planning commission or planning department, or both.
The ordinance that creates the planning commission specifies which of the powers and
duties are conferred on the planning commission. In lieu of a planning commission, the
governing body may elect to assign the powers and duties conferred by this act upon a
planning committee comprised of members appointed from the governing body. The
engineer for the municipality, or an engineer appointed by the governing body, can
serve the planning agency as engineering advisor. The solicitor for the municipality, or
an attorney appointed by the governing body, can serve the planning agency as legal
advisor. Planning Commissions are especially helpful in reviewing and advising
governing bodies on proposed subdivisions and land developments under respective
SALDO’s. The map on the following page and Tables L-13, L-14 and L-15 identify local
planning commissions for municipalities in Cambria County.


In Region 1, twelve (12) municipalities have Planning Commissions, and exist in
all municipalities with an enacted SALDO ordinance.



In Region 2, there are eight (8) planning commissions covering nine (9)
municipalities, with the Portage Regional Planning Commission acting as the
local planning commission for the Borough and Township of Portage. Not all
municipalities with a SALDO ordinance have a Planning Commission in place in
region 2.



As with Zoning/SALDOs and Comprehensive Plans, only Northern Cambria
Borough has a Planning Commission in Region 3.

323

t
u

865

253

219

36

240

53

COUNTIES OF PENNSYLVANIA
ERIE

WARREN

SUSQUEHANNA

SUSQUEHANNA

McKEAN

CHEST

BRADFORD

TIOGA

POTTER

CRAWFORD

WHITE

ELDER

WAYNE

253

READE

WYOMING

FOREST

t
u

LACKAWANNA

SULLIVAN

CAMERON
LYCOMING
CLINTON

CLARION

HASTINGS

219

PIKE

MERCER

LUZERNE

NORTHERN CAMBRIA

865

JEFFERSON
COLUMBIA
MONTOUR

LAWRENCE
CLEARFIELD

UNION

CENTRE

BUTLER

MONROE
CARBON

NORTHUMBERLAND

ARMSTRONG

36

ELDER

NORTHAMPTON

SNYDER
SCHUYLKILL

BEAVER
INDIANA
MIFFLIN
CAMBRIA

JUNIATA

PATTON

BLAIR
PERRY

553

BERKS

DAUPHIN
LEBANON

BUCKS

HUNTINGDON

WESTMORELAND

53

271

LEHIGH

t
u
WEST CARROLL
219

MONTGOMERY

WASHINGTON
CUMBERLAND
LANCASTER
SOMERSET

BARR

PHILADELPHIA

BEDFORD

FAYETTE

CHESTER
FULTON

GREENE

401 CANDLELIGHT DR.
EBENSBURG, PA 15931

FRANKLIN

DELAWARE

YORK

36

CARROLLTOWN

ADAMS

CLEARFIELD
53

553

DEAN

EAST CARROLL
CHEST SPRINGS

t
u
219

Toward a Sustainable Future
2010 - 2030

271

ASHVILLE
36

ALLEGHENY

t
u
422

BLACKLICK

t
u

GALLITZIN

219

53

t
u

LORETTO

422

CAMBRIA
VINTONDALE

EBENSBURG
GALLITZIN
TUNNELHILL

t
u

160

t
u

271

22

219

NANTY GLO

SANKERTOWN
CRESSON

MUNSTER

t
u
22

t
u

t
u
22

t
u
22

53

CRESSON

22

JACKSON

164

t
u
219

160

LILLY
CASSANDRA

WASHINGTON

271
53

WEST TAYLOR

EAST TAYLOR

PORTAGE
WILMORE

SUMMERHILL
EHRENFELD

53

MIDDLE TAYLOR

164

t
u

PORTAGE

SOUTH FORK 219
403

LOWER YODER

CONEMAUGH

56

160

CROYLE

EAST CONEMAUGH

164

SUMMERHILL

LEGEND

FRANKLIN
BROWNSTOWN

JOHNSTOWN
WESTMONT

t
u
219

DAISYTOWN

271

869

County Boundary

56

SOUTHMONT

CAMBRIA COUNTY
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
PLANNING COMMISSIONS

ELK

VENANGO

ALLEGHENY

CAMBRIA
COUNTY
PLANNING
COMMISSION

DALE
869

UPPER YODER
271

403

FERNDALE

160

LORAIN
GEISTOWN
756

RICHLAND

STONYCREEK
56

SCALE
0

1.25 2.5

756

7.5
Miles

t
u

PLANNING COMMISSIONS
No Planning Commission

56

5

ADAMS

Municipal Boundary

160

219

SCALP LEVEL

Planning Commission

µ

JUNE 2011

TABLE L-13
Planning Commissions Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 1 – Southern Region
Municipality
Adams Township
Brownstown Borough
Conemaugh Township
Daisytown Borough
Dale Borough
East Conemaugh Borough
East Taylor Township
Ferndale Borough
Franklin Borough
Geistown Borough
City of Johnstown
Lorain Borough
Lower Yoder Township
Middle Taylor Township
Richland Township
Scalp Level Borough
Southmont Borough
Stonycreek Township
Upper Yoder Township
Westmont Borough
West Taylor Township

Planning
Commission
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) –updated with www.pamunicipalitiesinfo.com;
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TABLE L-14
Planning Commissions Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 2 – Central Region
Municipality
Allegheny Township
Ashville Borough
Blacklick Township
Cambria Township
Cassandra Borough
Cresson Borough
Cresson Township
Croyle Township
Ebensburg Borough
Ehrenfeld Borough
Gallitzin Borough
Gallitizin Township
Jackson Township
Lilly Borough
Loretto Borough
Munster Township
Nanty Glo Borough
Portage Borough
Portage Township
Sankertown Borough
South Fork Borough
Summerhill Borough
Summerhill Township
Tunnelhill Borough
Vintondale Borough
Washington Township
Wilmore Borough

Planning
Commission
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) –updated with www.pamunicipalitiesinfo.com;

326

TABLE L-15
Planning Commissions Summary
Cambria County Planning Region 3 – Northern Region
Municipality
Barr Township
Carrolltown Borough
Chest Springs Borough
Chest Township
Clearfield Township
Dean Township
East Carroll Township
Elder Township
Hastings Borough
Northern Cambria Borough
Patton Borough
Reade Township
Susquehanna Township
West Carroll Township
White Township

Planning
Commission
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No

Source: Cambria County Planning Commission (2008) –updated with www.pamunicipalitiesinfo.com;
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Future Land Use Planning Considerations

The Keystone Principles and Criteria for Growth, Investment and Resource calls for,
among other key items, the thoughtful evaluation of existing conditions and future land
use planning in the County. The County must take a number of considerations into
account, including areas served/anticipated to be served by public sanitary sewer and
water, critical natural resource areas that may pose developmental constraints or
special considerations that affect future development and land use patterns as identified
by this and other planning activities.
Sanitary Sewer and Water Service
The Cambria County Planning Commission has identified a number of Growth Areas
where future residential, commercial and industrial growth is anticipated. This planning
effort evaluated Public Water and Services Areas within these Growth Areas as well as
in the areas anticipated for residential, commercial and industrial growth. These areas
were mapped together to identify gaps in service and described in the Public Utilities
and Infrastructure Section and were evaluated using aspects of Access Management in
the Transportation Section.
Natural Resource Constraints
This planning effort gave extensive attention to localizing and documenting the location
of various natural and physical resources that may affect development. The resources
identified include the 100-year floodplain, wetlands, landscape conservation areas,
biological diversity areas, steeply sloping areas, prime farmland, hydric soils,
groundwater recharge areas, areas impacted by mining, state/federal/other sensitive
public land and existing developed land. The Developmental Constraints Map (see
Natural and Historic Resources Section) graphically depicts and synthesizes these
constraints.
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Public Comment: Land Use Issues

A Public Opinion Survey was completed by the Citizens of the County in 2010 as part of
this Comprehensive Planning Process. Results of this survey relative to land use matters
are as follows:


Land Use Conflicts: Overall conflicting land uses are not seen as a major problem in
Cambria County with only 9% of the respondents noting this as an issue. Respondents
from Planning Regions 1 and 2 reflect the countywide percent while only 4% of the
respondents from Region 3 note this as an issue.



Well-Planned Development: Countywide, 23% of the respondents note well-planned
development among the “top 5” major problems county or local leaders should address in
the future. The percentage of Planning Region 1 respondents is somewhat higher (29%),
Region 3 is low (17%) and Region 2 is intermediate (22%).



Land Use Regulatory Rating: Fully 72% of County residents feel that land use regulations
are fair-to-good, with most respondents rating them in the “fair” range. An identical
percentage (78%) of Region 1 and Region 2 respondents rate this regulatory framework as
fair-good, while 67% of Region 3 respondents rate land use regulations in this range.



Development Regulations: Countywide, no less than 93% of the respondents feel that
some form of developmental regulations are necessary, with 34% favoring municipal
regulations and a surprising 59% favoring county regulations guiding well-planned and
orderly development. Within the Planning Regions, respondents from Regions 1 and 2
favor countywide regulations approximately 2 to 1 (Region 1 62% vs. 31% and Region 2
65% vs. 31%) while in Region 3 the overall percentage is lower and the responses are
nearly evenly split between local and county (46% vs. 42%).



Better Land Use Planning as Future Enhancement: The above notwithstanding, better land
use planning is seen as one of the major (i.e. “top 3”) future enhancements by only 12% of
the respondents. The percentage is somewhat higher among Region 2 respondents (18%)
but non-existent among Region 3 (0%).

The above indicate a mixed view of land use planning and regulations within the county,
with distinct differences among the Planning Regions, even though sentiments expressed
by respondents from Regions 1 and 2 are more similar than those from Region 3.
At the initial Community Workshops held in each County Planning Region early in the
planning process, residents voiced a number of Land Use related comments and
concerns as summarized below:


Region 1 Workshop Land Use Issues - The need for more land use regulations and
zoning was identified by the residents along with the need for more Brownfield
remediation to reverse the trend of recent Greenfield developments. There also
discussion on the potential impacts to development resulting from farmland easements.



Region 2 Workshop Land Use Issues - Promoting sustainable development plans that
also preserve agricultural and forest lands and natural resources are important to
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residents in this region. There was also discussion on the need for more land use
regulations on a county and local level to address land use and transportation issues.
Residents are concerned over losing the small towns and villages to the surrounding
regions through sprawl.


Region 3 - Citizens were concerned over Marcellus Shale drilling and the long term
impacts to the land and water resources. There was a noted lack of interest in promoting
land use regulations and zoning among Community Workshop attendees.

Perhaps one of the most significant observations after reviewing input obtained at
Community Workshops in each of the Planning Regions was that overall, land use
planning, infrastructure (sewer, water and transportation) coupled with economic issues
are viewed as critical issues across the board. There was a desire to foster a prodevelopment orientation towards creating and maintaining family-sustaining jobs and
industries with discussion at workshops in Regions 1 and 2 recognizing the need to
balance preservation of resources with fostering and sustainable economic
development plans/incentives to attract/grow existing and new business and industries.
Region 3 recognized the need to attract industries to replace the loss of the local coal
industry through the installation of infrastructure including roads, sewer and water
necessary to attract and keep industry.
Select Land Use Regulatory Overview
A review of the land use regulatory framework focused on eight (8) communities that
either face significant developmental pressures and/or are anticipated to face such
pressures in the planning period. As alluded to in the earlier review of local regulations
some communities in the latter group (Region 3) have little or no land use regulations in
effect.
Richland Township: Printed ordinance shows a printing date of 2009, and appears to
have been updated incrementally since the 1980’s with the most recent map revisions in
January 2006. Some observations about this Zoning Ordinance include:







Zoning Ordinance and map not available on-line
Official Zoning map is not color coded and is not available/for sale
Zoning Map has 10 Districts (4 residential, 2 commercial, 2 industrial, University and
Airport)
Highly scattered land uses
Numerous special requirements and standards for Special Exceptions
Standard suburban setback, signage and parking requirements

Westmont Borough: Printed ordinance shows a printing date of 2008, and appears to
have been updated incrementally since the 1980’s with the most recent revisions noted
in 2007. Some observations about this Zoning Ordinance include:





Zoning Ordinance and map not available on-line
Official Zoning map is not color coded and is available in pocket in Ordinance at
Borough Office
Zoning Map has 7 Districts (4 residential, 1 commercial,1 conservancy and Floodplain)
80%-85% of Borough zoned for residential with small built-up commercial area
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Minimal special supplementary requirements
Standard suburban/urban setbacks, signage and parking requirements

Johnstown City: Printed ordinance dates from 2005 with updates up through June 2011.
Some observations about this Zoning Ordinance include:








Zoning Ordinance and map are available on-line
Official Zoning map is color coded and may be printed from City website or
copies/excerpts can be made in City Hall
Zoning Map has 12 Districts (3 residential, 3 commercial, 3 industrial, Hospital,
Conservancy and Traditional Neighborhood Development)
Districts generally reflect existing land use
Numerous mixed commercial/residential TND districts in City, locations in sections of
Moxham (2), Prospect (2), Cambria City, Morrellville and Oakhurst
Numerous special supplementary requirements
Standard urban setback, signage and parking requirements

Geistown Borough: Printed ordinance dated 1993 with no updates. Borough is doing
some minor map revisions presently. Some observations about this Zoning Ordinance
include:







Zoning Ordinance and map not available on-line
Official Zoning map is color coded and is not available/for sale
Zoning Map has 4 Districts (2 residential, 1 commercial,1 manufacturing)
Much of Borough is developed, except for in-fill parcels; commercial essentially along
Bedford/Scalp corridor
Numerous special supplementary requirements
Standard suburban/urban setbacks, signage and parking requirements

Adams Township: Printed ordinance most recent revision date is 2007. Some
observations about this Zoning Ordinance include:









Zoning Ordinance and map not available on-line
Official Zoning map is color coded and is available at Township Building
Zoning Map has 12 Districts (3 residential, Commercial, Light Industrial, Agricultural,
Urban, Historic, Open Space/Recreation, Conservancy, Municipal Watershed and
Floodplain)
Highly scattered/dispersed land uses
Urban District is semi-mixed allowing residential and public uses and with low-density
commercial as a Special Exception
Numerous special supplementary requirements
Mix of rural and suburban setback, signage and parking requirements

Ebensburg Borough: Printed Zoning ordinance is identified as Separate but Consistent
for the Townships of Cambria and Jackson and Ebensburg Borough, enacted in 2010.
Some observations about this Zoning Ordinance include:





Zoning Ordinance and map are available on-line
Official Zoning map is color coded and may be printed from Borough website
Zoning Map has 6 Districts (2 residential, Central Business District, Mixed Use Village
Commercial, Open Space Conservation and a Historic Character Overlay)
Districts generally reflect existing land use
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Mixed use commercial/residential district is noted as mixing residential and nonresidential in areas undergoing transition, essentially along the eastern, western,
southern and northern gateways into the Borough, and allows up to moderate density
commercial
Historic district overlays conventional zoning districts and imposes additional
requirements related to height, building setbacks, frontage and massing
Numerous special supplementary requirements
A mix of suburban and urban setback, signage and parking requirements

Jackson Township: Printed Zoning ordinance is identified as Separate but Consistent in
conjunction with the Township of Cambria and Ebensburg Borough, enacted in 2011.
Some observations about this Zoning Ordinance include:










Zoning Ordinance and map are available on-line
Official Zoning map is color coded and may be printed from Township website
Zoning Map has 10 Districts (Residential, Highway Commercial, Mixed Use Village
Commercial, Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, Open Space-Conservation, Agriculture,
High-Density Agricultural, Special Conservation Overlay and Airport Overlay)
Districts generally reflect existing and future land use
Mixed use commercial/residential district is noted as mixing higher density residential
professional offices and planned residential development in higher density residential
areas, largely along Rt. 271 and in and around the village of Mundys Corner.
Relatively few special supplementary requirements
A mix of suburban and rural setback, signage and parking requirements, with special
signage requirements along Route 22

Cambria Township: Printed Zoning ordinance is identified as Separate but Consistent
in conjunction with the Township of Cambria and Ebensburg Borough, enacted in 2010.
Some observations about this Zoning Ordinance include:








Zoning Ordinance and map are not available on-line
Official Zoning map is color coded and included in ordinance
Zoning Map has 11 Districts (3 residential, 2 commercial, Mixed Use Village
Commercial, Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, Open Space-Conservation, Agriculture,
and Airport Overlay)
Districts generally reflect existing and future land use; except the mixed use district is
reserved for future use and not mapped
Numerous special supplementary requirements
A mix of suburban, urban and rural setback, signage and parking requirements
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Summary
A detailed review and critique of land use regulations is typically beyond the scope of a
County Comprehensive Plan, however, some comments in relation to special
developmental issues and opportunities merit attention.


Several ordinances are very new and reflect current thinking in relation to mixed
uses/traditional neighborhood development. This type of district is especially relevant for
traditional villages within otherwise rural or suburban townships, and for sections within
built up boroughs/cities.



Historic resources may receive special protections within identified historic districts,
whether they are “conventional” types or of the “overlay” variety. Only two municipalities
have included this approach, Ebensburg and Adams Township, albeit with no specified
design standards to guide in-fill development. The City has five (5) historic districts
within its corporate limits but no special historic zoning district. Careful consideration of
this approach within zoned communities is prudent, along with at least suggested design
standards.



Several of the ordinances specifically prohibit certain types of uses; no doubt that are
seen as particularly disruptive or threatening to the community. While this may seem to
be a prudent approach it does carry with it the potential for challenges and problems in
that if a certain undesirable use is not specifically mentioned as being prohibited, a
potential litigant may argue that it is permitted. An alternate is to prescribe uses (i.e.
Permitted Uses, Special Exceptions and Conditional Uses) and note that other “similar”
uses would be interpreted by the Zoning Hearing Board or local Planning Commission.
This achieves the same protection as prohibiting certain uses but shifts the responsibility
of proof to the applicant and entails some type of public airing of the matter.



A number of the ordinances carefully identify specified commercial or manufacturing
uses (i.e. “drug stores”, “pencil factory”, “boarding houses”, “gasoline stations” etc.) that
may be a bit outdated or overly specific given changes in retailing and manufacturing in
recent years. Other approaches include defining uses more generically in terms of
performance standards (i.e. material processing, sales of household goods, specialty
retail, personal services, etc.) with the terms of course defined, or identify accepted
economic categories (i.e. North American Industry Classification System - NAICS).



Several of the older ordinances reviewed do not deal with the more recent MPC changes
including allowing No-Impact Home-Based Business in all residential districts, allowing
forestry in all districts and review requirements related to variances.



Several zoning ordinances reviewed call for traffic studies for certain proposed
development and/or Special Exceptions/Conditional Uses. This is a very prudent
approach and one that should find its way into most major development. This suggests
the need to more closely deal with access management at the zoning stage of the
project, especially since compatibility with adjacent land uses, neutral/minimal impact on
existing conditions and community context have become perhaps as critical as the use
of land. Access management (i.e. driveway design, spacing, capacity, etc,) are typically
viewed as being PennDOT issues (i.e. Highway Occupancy Permits – HOP) since large
developments tend to be located on State Highways. Local access management
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standards and reviews may augment PennDOT reviews and deal with the accumulative
effects of new developments adjacent to state and local roadways/streets.


Most zoning attention is on land use while dimensional requirements (i.e. setbacks, lot
size/width, etc.) may be of equal importance. These requirements should reflect the
community objective that municipality has in mind for that specific district. In most cases
these requirements meet the spirit of the district although there are cases where they do
not. For example, setbacks in certain districts (i.e. village, central business districts,
historic districts, etc.) may be expressed as maximums rather than the more
conventional minimums. Minimum lot sizes should reflect historic development patterns
in each community. There are others, but the concept is simple - make sure your
dimensional requirements are as carefully thought through as your use requirements.

In most cases the local ordinances reflect local future land use ideals that in general
conform to regional and county developmental objectives.

334

