PLANNING C
COMMISSION

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
July 22, 2019

Members Present: Harriet Ruffin, Sean Whalen, George Ross, Bill Cook, Scott France, Tim Mathews and Jerry
Stern

Staff Present — Christopher Leswing, Andrea Campisi, Jillian Dierks and Colleen Hall

Planning Commissioner Whalen announced that the Conditional Use Plan for 1400 Mill Creek Road was tabled
from the agenda.

JULY 1, 2019 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

A recommendation on the minutes was tabled until the September meeting.

RECOMMENDATION ON DRAFT ZONING CODE

Mr. Leswing stated this is a special meeting for the Planning Commission to make a recommendation on the Draft
Zoning Code to the Board of Commissioners. He summarized the process that has taken place. He stated that
while not every comment that was received has been addressed, staff tried diligently to do so. He stated that it
was a monumental task to track the comments and the changes. He provided an overview of the Draft Zoning
Code. He stated that last week the Board of Commissioners was only undecided on one remaining issue and that
is the amount of impervious surface permitted in the IE District.

Mr. Leswing explained that staff will be meeting with Commissioner Sinai tomorrow to further discuss the
amount and location of impervious surface permitted on institutional properties and on Friday staff will be
bringing forward amendments to the Subdivision and Land Development Code to address the Campus Plan
requirements. He said the Planning Commission will need to meet next week on August 1% to discuss any
additional amendments to the Draft Zoning Code made by the Building & Planning Committee on July 31%.

Mr. Leswing stated that it is a requirement of the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code for the Planning
Commission to make a recommendation on the Draft Zoning Code.

Planning Commissioner Ruffin pointed out that Section 4.3.7.b.iii (Page 93) includes a blank, which needs to be
filled in. She stated that the Draft Zoning Code is an accessible document that uses graphics and tables effectively.

Planning Commissioner Mathews commented that the definition of block must be amended to match (Page 17)
the amendments made to the Zoning Code earlier this year.

Mr. Leswing agreed that the second sentence should be deleted.

Planning Commissioner Mathews stated that the definition of floor area should be clarified as to whether or not
it includes the basement.



Mr. Leswing said that we are trying to move away from floor area ratio requirements with the new form based
code.

Planning Commissioner Mathews stated that Section 3.7.2.a.i addresses fences 36 inches or higher. He
recommended that the standards be adjusted.

Discussion ensued regarding requiring a maximum of four feet and whether to reevaluate the required fence
spacing.

Planning Commissioner Mathews also pointed out the following:

e Chart5.1 (Page 121) permits a Transit Facility under Civil Support in LDR Districts.

e Section 7.1.8 (Page 209): The new language allows modification to the property rather than the historic
resource — is that what was intended?

e Atrticle 7 (Page 215): ‘Craft and Production’ use needs to be defined.

e Table 7.1.2 (Page 216): Skilled Nursing Facility is listed in the table but should be removed.

e Section 7.2.3.c.iv: No structure occupied as a dwelling shall count towards the required preservation area.

Discussion ensued and Planning Commissioner Ruffin suggested that not all recommendations will be addressed
in the draft, some will be later amendments.

Planning Commissioner Mathews recommended adding the following sentence to the end of Section 7.2.3.c.iv —
No structure occupied as a dwelling may count as preservation area. He provided an example of the potential
impact.

Planning Commissioner Ross stated that the permitted materials for the Bryn Mawr district include native stone
but should be changed to natural stone.

Planning Commissioner France addressed the issue of building height in Ardmore. He stated that he understands
that the Board of Commissioners came to a resolution on this issue last week and decided to allow a maximum
of three stories with an additional one story for an affordable housing contribution even though staff recommended
three-stories plus two additional stories. He noted that some Board members wanted to stay at three stories. He
stated that if we are really trying to get affordable housing in Ardmore, the three plus one will not achieve that
due to the cost of construction which will likely include a parking garage. He said if we really want affordable
housing, then he is comfortable recommending three plus two stories. He recommended the code incentivize
affordable housing and require everything else instead of incentivizing it, like public gathering space.

Planning Commissioner Ross said there are a lot of good five story buildings in Ardmore and he questioned the
paranoia with five story buildings. He also noted that this may be a way to slow down development while we
prepare a master plan in Ardmore. Planning Commissioner Ross stated that if the Township wants good public
space, then the Township must build it.

Discussion of height and the incentive benefits ensued.

Planning Commissioner Whalen suggested the Planning Commission recommend that the Township pursue both
City Avenue and Ardmore Master plans in the near future.

Planning Commissioner Ruffin agreed that a master plan is critical so that everything fits together cohesively.

Planning Commissioner Mathews spoke to height and stated that there are concerns about seeing new big
buildings looming over and crowding out residents with traffic, etc. He appreciated the public space requirement



in the Draft Zoning Code. He stated that if there is a public benefit, then there could be support for it. He stated
that a way to get affordable housing is to keep the existing affordable housing that we already have.

Mr. Leswing explained that existing affordable neighborhoods have been disincentivized from the threat of new
development with the Draft Zoning Code.

Planning Commissioner Mathews said that the Township should consider the benefit of affordable housing
being incorporated into a development versus money paid into a fund.

PUBLIC COMMENT

David Cremer, 13 W. Athens Avenue, stated the following:

e Section 3.3.1.d (Page 51) is in conflict with subsection with 3.3.1.t.

e Section 3.9.3: The prohibition on inset windows could create constructability issues and may conflict
with the 2015 IECC which requires continuous insulation. He stated that he agreed with the concept but
recommends decreasing the inset to 1.5 inches rather than 3. Three inches may be overly prescribed.

Planning Commissioner Ross stated that he disagrees completely and that it just depends on the design of the
wall.

Regarding master plans, he agreed that they are particularly needed in Ardmore and City Avenue. He asked if it
would be possible to repeal the MUST District in the interim between the adoption of the draft code. He feels
MUST has changed the character of Ardmore.

Aaron Gross, Bala Cynwyd resident, stated a concern with the following:

e Family daycare requires a minimum lot of 10,000 sq. ft. He believes that type of family daycare mostly
occurs in LDR4 and MDR Districts and in his experience most of the people operating family daycares
are low to moderate income and do not live on a 10,000 sqg. ft. lot or in the required zoning districts.

e Bala Avenue should not be part of the City Avenue District. The portion of Bala Avenue from Union to
Montgomery should not be included in Bala Village District.

e Section 3.3.1, may have inadvertently added a special exception requirement back into the code for
religious uses.

e Section 4.4.1 —the language in the Institutional District states that it is being created to protect the residential
districts and he feels this language is a little strong.

Mr. Gross also stated that he feels this has been a collaborative rather than adversarial process with the Planning
Division. He expressed concern with a maximum height of the first floor at 24 feet in the Merion Cynwyd
Business District. He added that he feels many people are pro development and are so because they like that
development subsidizes their taxes, but they don’t come to these meetings to state that because they are working
all the time.

Jim Lill, Director of Operations, Lower Merion School District, addressed Table 4.43- 4.43a which permits
building height of three stories up to 40 feet. He stated that he has looked at some of the buildings that the School
District has constructed and feels that the 13.4 feet per floor is too low. He explained that in a classroom the
ceiling should be at least 10 feet tall. He said the actual ceiling tile should be at 10 feet and above the ceiling grid
and below the structural ceiling is where all of the HVAC amenities such as ducts are located which totals 12°8”.
He referenced Lower Merion High School’s three-story addition which measures 44°8” inches and gave some
other examples. He said that the height limits restrict the floor to floor heights of school buildings, which have
certain healthy air requirements.



Ross Weiss, Esquire, was present on behalf of the Shipley School and stated that Table 4.4.3 (Page 41) refers to
the impervious surface notes in the form standards. He stated that it is not possible for him to have looked at the
map to determine what impact that clause would have on an institution. He stated that the clause says you shall
not exceed 47% and if that is an acceptable amount then why is it not permitted for all institutions. He spoke
against the requirement to prepare a campus plan in order to obtain additional impervious surface. He expressed
concern with the impervious surface standard which requires matching that of the most restrictive abutting zoning
district. He asked that the adjacency clause be removed, and the standard be a uniform 47% across the board,
although he preferred 50%.

Mr. Leswing explained the concept of adjacency and how it was generated.

Mike Dyson, representing Gladwyne Montessori School (GMS), also spoke to the adjacency requirement. He
stated that GMS will be nonconforming out of the box at 36% impervious and are concerned about the limitations
and the hard boundaries of the district. He said while we could obtain an additional 5% impervious surface with
a campus plan, their project may not rise to that level. He said there is also a slope penalty, 7.4.1, that should be
considered.

Planning Commissioner Ross asked if staff has looked at the impervious surface of each institution.
Mr. Leswing said yes.

Barbara Sylk, 350 N. Highland Avenue, stated that the purpose of regulating impervious surface is to control
runoff. Regarding the campus plan, the residents also feel there has been a bait and switch, as they still do not
know what the campus plan will be. Under all residential uses there are no dormitories but rather there is student
housing. She also questioned what the standards are for indoor athletic fields next to residential and outdoor fields.

Nina Bisbee, Director of Facilities at Bryn Mawr College, spoke to impervious coverage. She stated that
institutions have not gotten the flexibility that we thought we would get since many of the institutions were already
over the limits of the existing impervious. She stated that when you look at the existing code it is not allowing us
to add much more impervious surface. The adjacency allows additional impervious surface but then it is taken
back with some of the steep slope provisions. She passed out a map showing the various parcels owned by the
College to explain how the adjacency provisions for impervious affect the overall development of the campus.
She noted that the main campus properties are limited in their development potential, but the outlying parcels are
permitted to have more development based on the adjacency impervious provisions. She recommended applying
the reduced setback provisions where an institution is across the street. She believes institutions should be able to
take advantage of the porous pavement.

Planning Commissioner Ross asked if the three story limit up to forty feet is restrictive.

Ms. Bisbee said it would be for a laboratory and that it would be good to have more flexibility. Planning
Commissioner Whalen suggested eliminating the adjacency provisions and allowing all institutions to have a
minimum percentage of impervious automatically and then you can get up to 17% more with a campus plan. He
stated that the next issue to determine is where the impervious can be located.

Discussion ensued.

Planning Commissioner Whalen stated that if the Campus Plan is moved into the Subdivision and Land
Development Code, then it can be waived for smaller projects by the Board of Commissioners.

Fred Fromhold, Esquire, wished to address impervious surface as it applies to institutions. He agreed with
virtually everything that was already said by the other intuitions that spoke, as well as by Ms. Sylk. He feels that
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the adjacency provisions are questionable as to their fairness to institutions and the fact that the impervious surface
provisions for institutions are in various locations in the code causes confusion and leads to ambiguity. He noted
that the applicability section states a five percent bonus is available and Section 4.4.4 on lot occupation allows an
additional 5% with a Campus Plan. He questioned whether this is an ordinance or a negotiation and whether this
is a valid zoning regulation.

The Planning Commission deliberated on the comments made.
Planning Commissioner Ruffin asked if the comments made tonight will be addressed in the Draft Zoning Code.

Mr. Leswing said yes, the comments will be addressed in the Draft Zoning Code. He commented on the concept
of adjacency.

Discussion of adjacency and the relationship to the campus plan ensued.

Planning Commissioner Mathews asked if the Planning Commission should be making a recommendation tonight
since we know procedurally we will need another meeting to review the revisions being made.

Mr. Leswing suggested that the Planning Commission make a recommendation tonight

Planning Commissioner Mathews stated that the Planning Commission should make a recommendation and
include those items that should be addressed before the Building & Planning Committee is set to review the final
document, specifically height. For impervious surface, he recommended a small bump of 2% or 3% subject to the
cap and subject to the public benefit.

Planning Commissioner Whalen said he hopes to see some increased flexibility with impervious surface for
institutions.

Mr. Weiss agreed that there should be a substantial offering of impervious surface as he did not think 5% is
enough. He said there should be a bigger number that makes it worthwhile for an institution to complete a master
plan.

Planning Commissioner Mathews asked how a campus plan could be incentivized.

Mr. Leswing pointed out that almost every institution in the Township has a historic resource on their property
which provides them with the ability to obtain additional impervious surface.

Discussion ensued.

Planning Commissioner Mathews said Section 4.4.a.ii (Page 101) seems to say that the 5% campus plan bump is
only applicable when there is a public benefit but it does not appear in the chart or in Section 4.4.3.d.i. He
questioned if the intent was to require a public benefit.

Mr. Leswing said so much of the original language was redlined and staff needs to clean it up.
Planning Commissioner Mathews suggested the language be made clearer that both sections apply.

Planning Commissioner Whalen made a motion to recommend advertisement of the Draft Zoning Code as
presented to the Planning Commission with the revisions that have been presented and other revisions to be
cleaned up along the way.

Planning Commissioner Cook seconded the motion.

All members were in favor and the motion carried.



The meeting adjourned at 10 p.m.

Meeting minutes recorded by Andrea M. Campisi, Senior Planner



