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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

June 3, 2019 

                

Members Present: Harriet Ruffin, Tim Mathews, George Ross, Scott France, and Jerry Stern  

Staff Present – Chris Leswing, Director, Building and Planning Department, Colleen Hall, Planner-GIS 
Technician, Building and Planning Department.  

Planning Commissioner Ruffin called the meeting to order at 6:10 p.m.  

ZONING UPDATE:  

An audio recording will be available as the formal record for this meeting. No items were acted upon at this 
meeting, the following notes provide a summary of the questions and comments from the meeting.  

A general discussion of the draft zoning code took place amongst the Planning Commissioners present at the 
meeting.  

Mr. Leswing explained the subject on the agenda this evening is to discuss the edited versions of Articles 3, 4 and 
5 of the New Zoning Code. Mr. Leswing said staff has collected over 600 comments on the draft zoning code to 
date.  

Mr. Leswing summarized the changes to Article 3 and opened the discussion for questions and comments from 
the members.  

Q: Is there a list of other prohibited materials in Article 3, specific to architectural elements and fencing? 

A:  Permitted architectural materials are listed in Article 3.9.3. Permitted fence materials are listed in 
Article 3.7.4 which also contains prohibited fencing materials including for example chain link and 
stockade.  

A specific discussion regarding vinyl siding and vinyl fencing occurred since both will be prohibited in 
the code. One of the reasons for prohibiting these materials is that vinyl siding and fencing do not age 
well over time.  

Specific options for limiting but not prohibiting these materials altogether were discussed by the 
members. For example, the materials could be permitted as replacement materials where the materials already 
exist rather than as required materials for new construction. It was noted that a builder constructing a new house 
is a different situation than a homeowner that may need to replace an outdated material on their house. If you 
permit vinyl as a replacement material, further options could be added to dictate where on the structure or how 
much of the percentage of the house could be replaced with this material, or should the geographic area in the 
Township be the factor for allowing replacements, for example larger lots or lower density zoning versus 
smaller lots or medium density zoning. For example, if asbestos siding exists should it be permitted to be 
replaced with vinyl siding. If a particular geographical area would be an option, there could be a bigger impact 
in the denser areas of the Township. The members discussed allowing for flexibility with the Conditional Use 
process.  
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Q: Why is aluminum siding not on the list as a prohibited material?  

A: Staff stated that the list of permitted materials only includes native stone, cast stone, brick, stucco 
over masonry, wood cementitious board, metal and glass. 

Q: What does visible from the public way mean?  

A: The portion of a building that is visible from any public passageway (road, alley, sidewalk, etc.).   

Q: How does fencing work with the public way? 

A: Different types of fencing are permitted depending upon the location of the fence itself (Table 3.7.3 
included in the Article 3). There are also separate requirements based upon the location of the fence.  

Q; Do you need a building permit to install a fence?  

A: Currently most situations do not require a permit to install a fence. There may need to be some 
changes to this procedure since there are many more regulations in the draft code to consider when installing a 
fence.  

Q: In Article 3 when the landscaping cannot be accommodated on site can the funds discussed go to the Shade 
Tree Commission to supplement their plantings and programs?  

A: Staff stated they will have to clarify that with the Township Solicitor.  

Q: Is there is a time frame/limit established in which these funds must be spent for the replacement trees? 

A: Currently in the code there is not a time frame established. Staff will discuss this with the Township 
Solicitor to determine if there is a reasonable time frame and report back to the Planning Commission. Staff will 
also review the provisions in the PA Municipalities Planning Code. 

Q: Do we really want residential lighting to be subject to the same standard as street lighting? The Ambience 
standards in Article 3.11.2 discuss compatibility with street lighting of abutting streets.  

A: Staff stated that the lighting ordinance will ultimately dictate the standards for lighting, which is 
anticipated to be rewritten once the Zoning Code is completed.  The interpretation of what that says may need to 
be changed/edited since it is subjective. Staff understands what this code section was written to achieve and its 
intent, but staff believes that the Township Solicitor may recommend removing this section since it is 
ambiguous. 

Staff stated that the Planning Commission will need to make a specific recommendation to the Board of 
Commissioners for them to make the final policy decision regarding limiting materials for buildings and for 
fencing.  

The Planning Commission summarized the options that were discussed for vinyl siding.   

Q: Commissioner Ross asked a question about building height limitations of 35 feet in residential districts.  

 A: Staff noted that the limits are discussed in Article 4. The measurement of height is discussed in 
Article 3, not the limit.  

Public Comment on Article 3 

Carl Watson asked for clarification of as to whether a public way exists when you have a rear yard that fronts 
on a public way.  
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A: Yes, if the backyard fronts on a public way, then the material that is visible from that public way is 
subject to the requirements in the Zoning Code. 

Mr. Leswing summarized the changes to Article 4 and opened the discussion for questions and comments from 
the members.  

A discussion regarding height of buildings in Ardmore and focused on determining what is the correct height 
for the commercial areas in the Township, particularly in Ardmore, ensued.  

Q: Are there any buildings in Ardmore that are five stories now?  

A: Staff stated that some new construction has been five stories, and there are taller buildings in the 
commercial core of Ardmore.   

Planning Commissioner Ross commented that five stories may not be enough height to promote change in some 
of the underutilized sites in Ardmore.  

Planning Commissioner Matthews commented that five stories may be too much height since much of the 
existing form of Ardmore is not five stories.  

Planning Commissioner France commented that with five stories or less, a development may not utilize the 
garage parking that is desired and other public amenities that we would like to have in Ardmore may not be 
provided. He said Public Gathering Space should be added back in as an amenity or incentive for additional 
height. The commercial areas need to have these public areas.  

Planning Commissioner Matthews stated if we want the public space then we should just require it rather than 
incentivize it with height. He disagreed with the other members regarding their comments about additional 
height. He commented that revitalization of Ardmore will only happen if the economy is good and stated that 
the Zoning Code will have no effect. He also said he does not want to see five story buildings in Ardmore but 
wants to see three or four story buildings in keeping with what currently exists in Ardmore. He thought that was 
the purpose of the form base code and said developers want to develop in Ardmore.  

Planning Commissioner France commented that the zoning needs to be in place correctly in order to be ready 
for the development that may be coming. He said the MUST district was a good thing and before MUST was 
adopted, Ardmore was declining significantly.  

Article 4 Q&A 

Q: Planning Commissioner Ross asked about the section in Article 4 that was crossed out in red in the 
Institutional section?  

A: Staff noted that section contains the Campus Plan requirements which will be moved to the 
Subdivision and Land Development Code.  

Q: Planning Commissioner Matthews noted that it appears impervious surface limitations are increasing across 
the code. He asked why are we not keeping the impervious where it is currently in the code?    

A: Staff noted that generally it would appear that the districts are increasing and that exceptions are 
included in the code, but that is not the case for all districts. Staff noted there are many residential properties 
that are non-conforming to impervious limits currently, and the changes allow for the modernization of the 
existing housing stock so that property owners can logically use their homes and properties to update their 
investments, while adding the controls with stormwater management facilities.  
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Q: How much of the residential stock is over the impervious surface limits?  

A: Lower density areas are not typically close to the established limits. Older homes may be over the 
limits since they were developed prior to the establishment of the regulations. Staff stated that you see this more 
often in the building permits not in the developments that come forward to the Planning Commission. Staff 
stated that the exact data for every property is not available to compute a percentage.  

Planning Commissioner Matthews commented that with the increase of the underlying district and then the 
bonuses allowed, it could have a great impact that may not be realized yet.  

Mr. Leswing noted that staff has more data for the levels of impervious surface for institutional uses. He said it 
is a curve with many institutions being over and some being under for the vast number of institutions in the 
Township. The ability to find a balance of allowing the institutions to expand and modernize, while determining 
the appropriate level of development on the properties is the challenge. Specific institutions were discussed 
regarding where on a site development may be appropriate and having buffer standards for the edge of 
properties. It was noted that no one solution may be appropriate on every site, therefore the site-specific 
flexibility is very important. The concept of adjacency was discussed and how this would be interpreted on a 
site.  

Planning Commissioner Matthews commented on how situations differ on larger campuses versus smaller 
campuses and the impact of development.  

Planning Commissioner Ruffin noted that some institutions are fully developed at maximum impervious surface 
levels. 

Q: Planning Commissioner Stern asked about the elimination of building coverages in the new code and how 
does that stand in the edited code? 

 A: Mr. Leswing presented a graphic that staff developed to explain the impact or controls of building 
coverage and how it impacts the different zoning districts. He stated that staff agrees with the consultant 
recommendation to eliminate building coverage. With the additional form controls, which include setback and 
building placement form controls, they will control the development along with the impervious surface 
limitations.  

Q: Planning Commissioner Ross asked the status of the Campus Plan for institutions? Has this been tested as to 
how it impacts institutions and would have applied to recently approved projects?  

 A: Staff noted the trigger for Campus Plan was important, and the current draft allows a five percent 
expansion of impervious beyond the most restrictive adjacent zoning district when the requirement for a 
Campus Plan is triggered. Staff has been measuring this requirement for the public schools and the private 
institutions.  

Q: Could an existing institution replace all of its walkways and get additional impervious surface?  

 A: Staff said walkways can be replaced for up to five percent of the lot area and if the walkways are for 
public benefit under an established width the walkways would not be considered impervious. 

A discussion regarding educational campuses being open to the public continued. The example of some 
institutions, especially primary schools, deciding to close their campuses due to security concerns was 
discussed. A school that decides to close their campus would not be able utilize these provisions.  
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Q: Why is a smaller maximum cap for impervious surfaces of public schools than private schools being 
considered by the Board?  

 A: Staff discussed the situation with one particular public school looking to implement a lower cap, and 
that is driving the discussion of reducing the maximum cap.  

Planning Commissioner France commented that he was not aware that the reduction of the maximum cap was 
not being considered for other institutions.  

Staff noted there was no final determination from the Board of Commissioners. 

Public Comment for Article 4 

Jim Lill from Lower Merion School District read a statement regarding the impact of the proposed zoning for 
particular school(s) within the Township.  

Q: When reading the existing draft code, the maximum impervious surface limit cap is listed as 55% for public 
schools, is that correct? 

 A: Yes- that is what is written in the code, but at the last Building and Planning Committee Meeting the 
Committee discussed lowering the cap to potentially 45% or another amount lower than 55%. 

Planning Commissioner Matthews discussed the option of providing a larger percentage of impervious surface 
on larger campuses.  

Nina Bisbee from Bryn Mawr College commented on the proposed zoning and the impacts that the adjacency 
provisions have on the institutions. She asked for flexibility for the institutions to expand in the future and said 
providing different options in the proposed code will do that. She understands there is a balance with the need to 
respect the adjacent residential neighborhoods.  

Carl Watson made a comment regarding lighting and codes in the Township.  

Mr. Leswing summarized the changes to Article 5, including changes to the format from the existing code, and 
opened the discussion for questions and comments from the members.  

A specific question regarding an institutional accessory use was discussed and clarification was provided 
regarding types of accessory uses. A discussion regarding examples of accessory uses and what types of 
activities could apply to this accessory regulated use.  

Q: Commissioner Ruffin asked for clarification regarding what Section 5.3.8, regarding reasonable 
accommodations means. 

 A: Staff said they believe that this is standard language regarding the Fair Housing Act but agreed to 
investigate and get back to the members if that is not the case.  

Q: Why is the limitation for the maximum number of daily visitors to educational events for Institutional Nature 
Preserve only 125, as it seems low for an educational event.  

 A: Representatives of Institutional Natural Preserves have not expressed an issue with this limit. Staff 
will attempt to determine if this is an issue for these uses and if modifications are needed.  

Q: On Table 5.3 (Use Regulations) the separation wording of “within the same block”, should be edited to 
comply with the most recent amendments to the existing code language.  
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 A: Staff will amend the language to match the recent code amendment. 

Q: Is Airbnb covered in the Use section of the code? 

 A: Staff said not at this time. There is some very recent case law on short term rentals that affects these 
uses and staff is not able to incorporate them at this time. The code will have to be amended later and the uses 
may be incorporated for Historic properties or across the Township as a whole. Airbnb uses are not currently 
regulated in the Code.  

There was no public comment for this section.  

Mr. Leswing summarized the changes to Article 11 and then opened the discussion for questions and comments 
from the members.  

Q: Does a Conditional Use with Historical Use Incentives require a traffic study to be submitted? 

 A: Staff clarified and stated if the current code requires a traffic study then staff will add it to the section 
regarding additional requirements for Conditional Use standards for Historic District (11.1.8).  

Q: Where does the use exemption for fewer than 24 residents provision come from and how was that number 
selected? 

 A: Staff noted that this section (11.1.7.a) is from the existing code but can provide more information 
regarding where that number originated from, if available. Staff will provide more information regarding this 
exemption, if possible.  

There  was no public comment regarding this section.  

The members and staff discussed next steps and the schedule and meeting dates leading up to the adoption of 
the Zoning Code. 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:40 P.M.  
 

Meeting minutes recorded by Colleen Hall, Planner-GIS Technician. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


