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Subdivision & Land Development Ordinance 
2nd Joint Advisory Board Workshop 

Planning Commission, Shade Tree Commission &  
Environmental Advisory Council 

NOVEMBER 15, 2021 
Hybrid Meeting: Township Administration Building - 2nd Floor Board Room 
75 East Lancaster Ave., Ardmore, Pennsylvania 19003-2323 & via Zoom 

 

The meeting began at approximately 6:30 PM.  

Those Present:  

Planning Commission Members: Scott France, Tim Matthews, Bill Cook, and Jerry Stern.  

Environmental Advisory Council Members: Jen Pavao, Maki San Miguel Paulson, Dan Sutton and 
David Richman. 

Shade Tree Commission Members: Rich Widmann, Orsolya Lazar, and Barry Jeffries. 

Lower Merion Township Staff: Charles Doyle, Assistant Director, Building & Planning; Colleen Hall, 
Planner/GIS Technician; Carissa Hazelton, Planner; Andrea Thompson, Assistant Director, Public 
Works; Paloma Vila, Sustainability Manager; Adam Thomas, Planner; and Joe Mastronardo, Township 
Engineer. 

Montgomery County Planning Commission: Marley Bice, Principal Community Planner II 

Introductions 

Mr. Doyle welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked participants for attending. He provided a 
brief recap of the last meeting and indicated that the purpose of the meeting tonight is to review 
Articles 4, 5, and 8. 

Ms. Hall provided an example of the Federation’s edits and explained that suggested edits are being 
reviewed by staff and the Township Solicitor. 

Questions/Comments Relating to 4.9 Complete Streets 

Ms. Bice provided an overview of Article 4.9 Complete Streets, which covers street design elements 
for all users. Ms. Bice explained that the Code includes traditional elements, but the presentation 
tonight will focus on new elements being introduced in the new SALDO.  

Q:  The sidewalk and verge standards are pretty wide and it’s not always consistent with the 
prevalent patterns. What is the thought behind how these standards will apply to existing 
neighborhoods with smaller verges and narrower sidewalks? 

A: Mr. Doyle stated that these requirements are for a new street. We’re creating these 
provisions for essentially new streets.  

Ms. Hall clarified that the standards will apply to new land developments, many of which are 
residential.  

https://www.lowermerion.org/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/13368/53?backlist=%2fhome
https://www.lowermerion.org/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/13368/53?backlist=%2fhome
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Q:  Have the pull-off spaces designed for loading and unloading worked in other areas and who will 
be responsible for ensuring that they are used as intended?  

A: Ms. Bice responded that there will be property management at the sites where these pull offs 
go in who will help to make sure that the spaces are used as intended. 

Q: If the Township is going to provide for transit-oriented development the SALDO should provide 
accommodations for various types of travel. What provisions have been made to address micro-
mobility? It seems that the SALDO should address bike racks and in relation to the bus stops.  

A: Mr. Doyle stated that it depends on the service that is being provided. A lot of micro-mobility 
companies are folding. We’d have to address it when it comes to Lower Merion.  

Q: Has there been any thought about providing pull offs for school busses? A bus stopped on 
Presidential Boulevard could block traffic. We can’t have large scale residential development 
without considering school bus stops. The SALDO seems to address SEPTA and public transit, but 
it doesn’t appear to provide for school busses.  

 A: Mr. Doyle responded that school bus operation was not integrated within SALDO, that would 
have to be circumstantial to the development itself; there are requirements from different 
sections of the code, not within 4.9 but Article VIII, that address transportation impact studies 
and transportation demand management. 

Q: There are standard and fast charging stations. Had any thought been given to requiring a certain 
number of fast charging stations?  

A:  Ms. Hall responded that there are Level 1 and Level 2 standards in the draft Code.  

Q: Can the Township consider increasing the percentage of Level 2 (fast charging) stations? 

A: Mr. Doyle stated that we’re coming with the standards a little before the ICC, but those will 
likely be updated in the future. 

Comment: Figure 4.9.3 and 4.9.4 doesn’t show what the street would look like with parking on both 
sides. It would be clearer if tertiary and minor streets showed streets with parking.  

Comment:  If you allow for the lowest level of EV recharging that’s what the builders install. The Code 
should require the higher level for faster charging.  

Comment: Under road design standards, curbing E.(1)(a), “Grass swales and infiltration trenches 
along streets are encouraged in appropriate locations…” when one thinks of grass, turf grass is what 
comes to mind, which is not desirable in bioretention, could another term be used? 

Q:  Interior drive aisles in shopping centers, many are clogged by delivery services instead of using 
allocated parking spaces, how could SALDO be improved to discourage delivery drivers from 
creating a hazard for pedestrians and emergency responders?   

A:  Ms. Bice responded that SALDO would address the physical layout and design treatment of 
shopping centers and parking lots, but management of parking spaces and loading zones 
and enforcement is the function of the property management.   

 Shopping cart storage is another item that may need to be considered, and the applicant 
should have a plan for short-term loading spots.  Maybe a percentage of parking space 
should be managed as short term, we created on street loading/unloading space standards 
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for mixed use developments, we should investigate these requirements for more standards 
shopping centers. 

Comments:  If there is nothing in the code that requires the developer to do so, a municipality cannot 
require it in the Land Development process.  A municipality can request it, but there is no guarantee 
the developer will head the suggestions.  That is why SALDO would be the place to establish the 
requirements that will make for safer more efficient operation. 

Questions/Comments Relating to Article 4: Other Design Standards  

Ms. Hall provided an overview of other design standards included in Article 4. 

Q: What would be the permitting process for shared battery storage?  

A: Ms. Hall responded that staff would investigate where within the code would be an appropriate 
section for shared battery storage, if at all, as the IBC may address the issue. 

Q:  Does the Township have any idea of how often land is set aside as opposed to paying the fee in 
lieu? 

A: Ms. Hall responded that we’ve seen a combination of land set aside and the fee-in-lieu. The 
fee is listed in a separate section of the Code and we will have to review the fees. Increasing 
the fees is a policy decision for the Board.  

Comment: The Code should have a timeline in place to use the recreation fees.  

Q: Can the SALDO require wi-fi in PGS provided by developers? It’s a question that is coming up in 
Philadelphia now. 

A:  Mr. Doyle responded that staff would investigate if that could be integrated into SALDO along 
with management and enforcement of the service.    

Comment: Most laws get enforced just by their mere existence; people tend to comply with the law.  
Now certainly at the margins there is non-compliance and depending how significant the margins are 
or the interests that are at stake, you bring to bear enforcement authority, or you don’t.  Most people 
don’t jaywalk and were not giving out a lot of summonses to people who do.   So, the mere 
enactment of a requirement, besides the leverage it gives you in the permitting process, there is 
going to be compliance merely because the law exists.  If you’re talking about a tenant occupied 
building, tenants may have an interest in having the law or ordinance enforced, and of course the 
other option is you increase your staffing, your enforcement capability if the interests are significant 
enough.  So, I would not be so reticent about enacting ordinances that are enforced with penalty 
provisions, whether you anticipate that the penalty provisions will ever be invoked, or will be invoked 
seldom, or frequently.   

Q:  Land is a premium in the Township and to pay a fee instead of providing land doesn’t cut it. Can 
we require that a developer make a roof deck public? 

A:  Under the MPC the Township cannot require that recreation areas be open to the public. 
However, public gathering spaces are incentivized in the Zoning Code and those areas may 
be required to be open to the public.  

Questions/Comments Relating to Article 8 

Mr. Doyle provided an overview of Article 8.  
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Q:  Can the SALDO state that traffic is so bad that no additional development can be allowed in the 
community?  

A:  The SALDO cannot state that. Development has to be allowed via requirements for 
accommodation to growth per the MPC. 

Q:  Where is the oversight for the Community Impact Study? It’s one thing to trigger the requirement 
for the developer to provide the information. There should be some means to check the validity 
of the study.  

A:  Mr. Doyle stated that the Traffic Impact Study is required to have a professional sign off on 
the study, which must comply with the ITE standards.  

Comment: 8.3.E.1. There is a table that talks about plan requirements. In the plan requirements 
there should be something about light trespass on adjacent properties. Can we require that the 
developer document the shade that is cast on the adjacent property?  

Note: TABLE 8.3.1 CONSERVATION PLAN REQUIREMENTS precedes section 8.3.E.1. 

Q:  What is the Township’s responsibility to determine how the development will impact the school 
district?  

A: Mr. Doyle stated that in the Community Impact Report the developer is required to provide 
the estimated number of students.  

Mr. France stated that you can’t use that information to deny development. It may be used to 
help plan for new students.  

Questions/Comments Relating To Article 5: Landscape Standards  

Ms. Hall provided an overview of the new standards.  

Q:  Where did the 80% threshold come from for native plants? It seems quite high and may be 
difficult to achieve. 

A:  Ms. Hall responded that staff worked with Montgomery County, Marley Bice and Barry Jeffries 
and reviewed similar communities, such as Cheltenham to come up with the 80% threshold. 
The threshold can be amended based on the feedback from the advisory bodies.  

Comment: The SALDO needs to include a wider range of tree species. 

Comment: The list for native and noxious plants is constantly changing so it may need to be updated 
regularly.  

Response: Ms. Hall stated that is the reason to use a list that is referenced in the Code, so that a 
Code amendment is not required every time it changes.   

Comment: It is critical that we not go overboard with 80% requirement for native and think 70% may 
be more realistic. There is a lot of work being done to breed Asian and American tree species. The 
key point is we want to promote effective canopy trees that are non-invasive. Many tree species are 
threatened. We should not be limiting ourselves to native trees in parking lots. 

Q: Is Native defined in the definitions? 

A: Ms. Hall responded that it does need to be defined. 
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Comment: The way this is written diminishes the role of the Shade Tree Commission. Trees planted 
outside the right-of-way do not fall under the purview of the Shade Tree Commission.  

Comment: There is no definition for Shade Tree or Street Tree. They are not consistent in the Code 
nor are they consistent with the terminology used in the field.  

Q.  Can the SALDO require that the developer’s landscape architect sign off to confirm that 
everything was planted correctly and as shown on the plans? 

A:  Ms. Hall stated that may be a regulation that we would put in during the construction phase. 
It may not be a SALDO requirement. 

Comment: One thing that should be considered is a condition of approval that a certificate of 
occupancy will not be issued until the landscape inspection occurs.  

Q:  How is the requirement that landscaping be maintained in perpetuity going?  

A:  Ms. Hall responded that it is a newer standard put into place in 2016. It seems to be going 
well and is confirmed by a covenant.  

Q:  The way these new landscape standards are triggered are not applicable unless you do a 
building footprint expansion. It appears to be a high threshold to retrofit a parking lot in Lower 
Merion. Shopping center parking lots are some of the most unsightly things in the Township. Is 
there any way to strengthen this?  

A:  Ms. Hall stated that there are a lot of parking lots that are nonconforming to current 
standards, and they have protections. Section 5.3.B(6) was added to address this issue. 

Open discussion, comments, concerns, items to be covered in next meeting 

Jennifer Pavao asked that when Montgomery County’s hazard mitigation plan is released in 2022, do 
we need to reserve sections in the SALDO future inclusion? 

Carl Watson suggested addressing the enclosures of trash dumpsters, as it does not appear that it is 
universally enforced.   

Comment: TDM addresses commercial thresholds and not the large athletic complexes. Is there a 
way to include those within TDM? 

Next Steps: 

- 12/2: Informational Public Meeting 
- 12/10: Close of Public Comment 
- 1/26: B&P Committee to Review Draft SALDO 

 

 

Meeting recorded by: Carissa Hazelton, Planner 


