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Improvement Recommendations:
This intersection will provide access to the Riverfront area including the Urban
Esplanade and Amphitheatre. It will serve as a primary entry/exit point for vehicles and
pedestrians to the riverfront area. Specific recommendations include:
 Reconstruction of Washington Street and realignment with Schuylkill Avenue
 Pedestrian “count-down” signals
 Treated crosswalks
 Sidewalk and landscaping improvements
DeKalb Street & Schuylkill Avenue
Existing Conditions:
Schuylkill Avenue is a narrow two-way
street that provides access to an apartment
complex and existing filtration plant.
Schuylkill Avenue is adjacent to the
Norristown Transportation Center’s oneway exit street. A grass median separates
these two streets. A used car dealer is on
the corner of Schuylkill Avenue and DeKalb
Street. The sidewalk has ramps, making it
handicap accessible, but there is no
marked crosswalk.

Intersection of DeKalb St. & Schuylkill Ave.

Lafayette Street Transportation Improvements Project Impacts:
None.
Improvement Recommendations:
The intersection (as well as Schuylkill Avenue) will need to be widened to provide safe
access to the riverfront properties on the west side of DeKalb Street. The intersection
should be aligned with Washington Street.
West Lafayette Street & Water Street
Existing Conditions:
Water Street is a stop-controlled two-way street that provides access to a waste facility.
Cars are parked along the roadway and in driveways off the street. Route 202 and train
tracks run adjacent to Water Street, and Stoney Creek separates Water Street from the
River Front Park. Buildings and trees hinder the view of the park.

Page 60

LAFAYETTE STREET LAND USE ACCESS STUDY
FINAL REPORT
June 2006
Lafayette Street Transportation Improvements Project Impacts:
The project suggests transforming the area around Water Street into a park and open
space. The existing park along the SR Trail would expand with this project.
Improvement Recommendations:
The recommended land use in the vicinity of this intersection is park / open space. The
existing park along the SR Trail would be expanded with this scenario. Specific
recommendations at this intersection include:
 Sidewalks
 Pedestrian crosswalks
 Landscaping
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Vehicle and Pedestrian Viaduct at Mill Street & Lafayette Street
There are two options for the structure
required to provide an underpass below
the existing SEPTA tracks at Mill Street. It
was assumed that a 50' span length is
required to provide enough width for 2
lanes of traffic and pedestrian access.
The options for such a bridge are the
following:
 Option #1 - Open Deck Bridge:
The advantage of this option is
Intersection of Lafayette St. & Mill St.
that it increases the clearance to
an estimated 7-8 feet. However,
the disadvantage is that the deck is "open", so things potentially could fall onto
cars/pedestrians below. Also, SEPTA will be very reluctant to accept this
design for their structure because of the danger associated with objects falling
through the “open” deck.
 Option #2 - Ballast Bridge: The disadvantage of this option is that it only
increases clearance to an estimated 6-7 feet. However, this bridge design
likely will be accepted by SEPTA.
The bridge would be constructed off-line to reduce impacts to service. The cost for
either structure is estimated at $2-$3 million plus the cost of temporary buses for
SEPTA passengers to the Norristown Transportation Center, which should be relatively
minor. The underpass would allow for safe foot travel through the waterfront area.
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4.3
Lafayette Street Access Management
Lafayette Street currently operates as a local street with many curb cuts. It also serves
as a thruway, which will experience traffic volumes increases as the plan to develop the
surrounding area is implemented. An increase in traffic volumes creates a need to limit
access points in order to improve traffic flow. The access points to Lafayette Street are
driveways from existing businesses and residential properties. The driveways can be
consolidated to limit access points and confusion when entering onto Lafayette Street.
Access management maintains systematic control of a new location with the spacing,
design, and operation of driveways, median openings, interchanges, and street
connections to a roadway. Access management also evaluates the suitability of a site
for given developments from an access standpoint at the same time that it identifies the
need to maintain the utility of the roadway to serve through traffic. Arterial streets,
highways, and collector roads must serve both access and movement needs.
Mobility vs. Access
Freeway

Arterial

Through Movement Mobility

As mentioned in the
previous section, the
classification of Lafayette
Street will change from a
local road to an arterial
with the completion of the
Lafayette
Street
Transportation
Improvements
Project.
Classification refers to
the designation of streets
and
highways
into
classes based on how
they function within a
larger
system.
Classifications reflect the
nature of operations on
individual roads and the
types of service they are
intended to provide.

Collector

Local
Access to Property

Functional Classification – Mobility versus Access
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Classification is a function of mobility – movement through an area with a minimum of
conflict – and access – the degree of connection the highway provides to the adjacent
land use. As examples, interstate highways provide the highest degree of mobility with
no direct local access, while at the other end of the functional classification scale, local
streets and roads provide the greatest degree of local access.
Individual roadways and linkages vary in the degree to which they are able to provide
mobility and access. The functional classification of a roadway depends upon the
particular role the roadway section has in providing mobility or access.
With the change in classification of Lafayette Street, there is a need to limit access
points to provide through movement mobility. In addition, there is a requirement to
provide safe pedestrian accommodations to ensure a pleasant pedestrian environment
for people walking between the riverfront area and downtown.
Access Points on Lafayette Street
DeKalb Street to Mill Street
Along Lafayette Street there are industrial, retail, residential and parking accesses. Not
all of the access points are used, and some can be eliminated if adjacent properties
combine access points. For example, the
access point to a warehouse office door after
DeKalb Street can be curbed. Also, the
DUFF Company can utilize one shared
driveway for their lots and curb the drives that
do not need to be used. The space from
curbing the driveways creates more parking
along Lafayette Street.
Several corner
properties have two points of access, one off
of Lafayette Street and the other off of the
adjacent side street. These driveways can
be curbed off of one street to reduce the
Car parked in front of unused driveway
number of access points further.
Mill Street to Walnut Street
The Marble & Granite warehouse adjacent to Mill Street uses their driveway as a
parking spot. The drive provides access to the side of the warehouse where no garage
or parking lot is located. This access point can be curbed and parking can be marked
along the street. The addition of parking along the street will be beneficial to a cultural
center and retail property that is to be built across the street.
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Vaughn’s Auto Body faces Lafayette Street and has a gated driveway. The driveway
extends further than the gate and can be curbed to the length of the gate. This extra
curbing would provide more parking along the street. August Moon Restaurant and
Banquet Hall has a one-way drive off of Main Street and two driveways to access the
parking lot off of Lafayette Street. An access point on Lafayette Street can be curbed to
eliminate traffic confusion and create one enter/exit driveway.
Trolley tracks that no longer are used along Lafayette Street can be removed. They are
located at a driveway to a run-down warehouse with a large open lot. The warehouse
adjacent to Walnut Street has an access point for the side of the building and thus can
be curbed for on-street parking.
Walnut Street to Franklin Street
The driveway to Service Company &
Sales Service can be shortened to
provide access to the garage only. This
change will provide more curb space for
on-street parking. Next to Tony’s Auto
Repair, one driveway can be curbed.
Franklin Street to Ford Street
Parking lots and driveways of residential
homes justify the access points at the
Ramp Access to a door that can be curbed
east end of Lafayette Street. The one
exception involves the parking lot on the
corner of Lafayette Street & Ford Street, which has an access point off of both streets.
The parking spaces can be marked to indicate which driveway to use when parking in
the lot, and the other driveway can be curbed.
Lafayette Access Management Improvement Recommendations:
The curbing of driveway aprons that are not needed helps maintain safe access points
to Lafayette Street. Improvements to the spacing, location, and design of driveway
access can reduce the number and frequency of vehicle turning conflicts. Internal
connections between neighboring properties allow vehicles to access businesses and
activities without having to re-enter the major street. Some of the curb cuts along
Lafayette Street can be eliminated if access to properties is shared.
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The side streets, Green Street, Mill Street, Walnut Street, Franklin Street and Ford
Street, are dedicated access points that will be used to access the arterial. Driveway
spacing at corner properties presents the additional consideration of conflicts created by
vehicles entering and exiting the site in close proximity to vehicle movements through
the adjacent street intersection. These interactions become particularly complex when
the adjacent intersection is controlled by a signal. Specific recommendations for
improving access control along Lafayette Street include:





Consolidating driveways by curbing driveways that are not in use
Adding handicap ramps to the corner streets along Lafayette Street
Marking on-street parking spaces for effective utilization
Removing unused trolley tracks

These improvements should be designed in accordance with Pennsylvania Code
(Appendix F).
Washington Street Access Management Considerations:
Although Washington Street is not an established roadway like Lafayette Street,
consideration of access management principles should be included in the reconstruction
of Washington Street. Washington Street will serve as a local road serving the
revitalized riverfront area. The traffic volumes are expected to be low compared to
Lafayette Street, as Washington Street will serve little or no through movements.
Therefore, more driveways and access points are acceptable but not necessarily
preferable. As with Lafayette Street, curb cuts and driveways should be consolidated
where they are consistent with proposed land uses.
These improvements also should be designed in accordance with Pennsylvania Code
(Appendix F).
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5.

APPENDICES

A.
A.1

Appendix A – Public Workshop Reports
February 23, 2006

Meeting Purpose: Initial public workshop for the Lafayette Street Land Use Access
Study. This meeting was an opportunity for residents to learn about
previous planning efforts and engage in a discussion about their
vision and goals for the study area.
Sign-In:
Approximately 50 participants provided their names and contact
information.
Project Staff in Attendance
Leo Bagley
Matt Edmond
Paul Jansson
Joel Johnson
Jayne Musonye
Steve Nelson
Henry Sekawungu
Heather Sherk

Montgomery County Planning Commission
Montgomery County Planning Commission
Norristown Municipal Administrator
Montgomery County Redevelopment Authority
Norristown Planning Director
Montgomery County Commissioner’s Office
Norristown Assistant Planning Director
Montgomery County Planning Commission

Jennifer Duval
Mamie Lynch
Keith Mullins
Holly Rybinski

Edwards and Kelcey
Edwards and Kelcey
Edwards and Kelcey
Edwards and Kelcey

The format of the meeting was as follows:
6:00 – 6:30 Open House
6:30 – 7:00 Presentation
7:00 – 8:00 Open House
PRESENTATION
The presentation portion of the
workshop
included
remarks
on
revitalization
by
Paul
Jansson,
Norristown Municipal Administrator, a history of the Lafayette Street Land Use Access

Page 67

LAFAYETTE STREET LAND USE ACCESS STUDY
FINAL REPORT
June 2006
Study project area by Leo Bagley of Montgomery County Planning Commission, and a
PowerPoint presentation by Jennifer Duval and Keith Mullins of Edwards and Kelcey.
The following discussion ensued based on the presentations:
•

•
•
•

A resident questioned if the project will
improve Norristown’s economic situation and
improve traffic. Paul Jansson (Norristown
Municipal Administrator) responded that it
would, especially since one goal of the
project is to have coordinated traffic signals.
Another resident questioned if there would be
more pedestrian access crossings to which Leo Bagley (Montgomery County
Planning Commission) replied that this possibility is being studied.
A resident suggested that she does not want this project to make Norristown similar
to Manayunk because Manayunk is too congested.
A resident questioned if any homes or businesses are being bought through this
project. Leo Bagley responded that for this project, no homes or businesses are
being taken; it is up to the market to decide what changes occur in Norristown. He
stated that for the roadway project (in progress), some
property is being taken.
• A resident asked if the community is in support of this
effort.
Leo responded that we will find out the
community’s opinions based on input received this
evening.
• A resident asked if the river can be dredged. Paul
Jansson responded that it cannot be dredged because
of the rocks along the bottom.

OPEN HOUSE
The Open House portion of the workshop included four (4)
listening stations as well as display boards of past studies.
The four listening stations included:
Study Goals
This station included a list of six goal statements for the study
area. Participants were given 2 green sticker dots to vote for
the goal(s) they felt were most important. Dots could be
placed on two separate goals or both on one goal.
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Participants also were given 1 yellow dot to vote for the goal they felt was least
important.
Results/Comments:
MOST IMPORTANT GOALS (green dots – 2 per participant)
Goal
Dots
Percentage
Improve traffic circulation by accommodating local and
16
23.5%
regional traffic
Increase on-street and off-street parking along Lafayette Street
5
7.4%
Transform Lafayette Street into a walkable, tree-lined street
19
27.9%
Provide active/passive waterfront recreation opportunities
10
14.7%
Create physical and visual access to the waterfront
6
8.8%
Generate new economic activity including a range of
12
17.6%
residential and office development
Total
68
100%

Most Important Goals

Generate Economic
Activity
18%

Improve Circulation
23%

Create Access to
Waterfront
9%

Increase Parking
along Lafayette
7%

Provide Recreation
15%
Make Lafayette a
Walkable Street
28%
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LEAST IMPORTANT GOALS (yellow dots – 1 per participant)
Goal
Dots
Percentage
Improve traffic circulation by accommodating local and 2
5.9%
regional traffic
Increase on-street and off-street parking along Lafayette Street 3
8.8%
Transform Lafayette Street into a walkable, tree-lined street
4
11.8%
Provide active/passive waterfront recreation opportunities
3
8.8%
Create physical and visual access to the waterfront
1
2.9%
Generate new economic activity including a range of 21
61.8%
residential and office development
Total
34
100%

Least Important Goals
Improve Circulation
6%
Increase Parking
along Lafayette
9%
Make Lafayette a
Walkable Street
12%
Generate Economic
Activity
61%

Provide Recreation
9%
Create Access to
Waterfront
3%

Most workshop participants ranked two particular goals of the study as the most
important: transforming Lafayette Street into a walkable, tree-lined street (28%) and
improving circulation by accommodating local and regional traffic (23%). Other popular
choices for most important study goals included: generating new economic activity
including a range of residential and office development (18%) and providing
active/passive waterfront recreation opportunities (15%). Still others felt that the most
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important goals were: creating physical and visual access to the waterfront (9%) and
increasing on-street and off-street parking along Lafayette Street (7%).
As far as ranking the least important study goals, workshop participants overwhelming
chose generate new economic activity including a range of residential and office
development (61%). Staff attending to this station reported that many workshop
participants verbally expressed distaste for office development along the waterfront,
which explains why this goal was ranked as least important. The remainder of choices
received somewhere between 1% and 4% of the votes for least important, indicating
that workshop participants felt that the remaining goals are all important.
Waterfront Design
This station involved a series of boards addressing building design, building height, and
riverfront characteristics. Participants were given sticker dots and asked to vote on their
favorite images.
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Results/Comments:
What would you want new buildings on the riverfront to Dots
look like?
Similar to the rest of Norristown
18
Typical of today’s new development
2
Cutting-edge/futuristic
4
Total
24

Percentage
75%
8%
17%
100%

How tall would you want new buildings on the riverfront to
be?
4-6 stories
10-11 stories
15-20 stories
Total

Dots

Percentage

19
3
0
22

86%
14%
0%
100%

What kind of riverfront would you like to see?
Natural park
Urban riverwalk
Riverfront retail
Total

Dots
2
15
12
29

Percentage
7%
52%
41%
100%

The voting results show that workshop participants overwhelmingly prefer that new
buildings on the waterfront look similar to the rest of Norristown architecturally (75%)
and be in the 4-6 story height range (86%). Most prefer an urban riverwalk (52%), while
many prefer the riverfront retail option (41%).
Based on verbal comments offered at the workshop, participants were interested in
keeping the architecture the same and not developing many tall buildings. They want to
keep the quaint/historic feel of the town. Participants warned against blocking the town
off from the riverfront. One participant stated that the train tracks already serve as a
barrier, so building a row of tall buildings would further separate the town and the river.
Some people suggested focusing on what the people of
Norristown want, but also just as importantly, what the
market wants because the market dictates success.
Finally, many participants were interested in the plans for
the sewage treatment plant.
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Roadway Design/Access
This station included a display board of photographs
depicting various traffic calming mechanisms such as
textured pavement, landscaped medians, bulb-outs, and
neck-downs. It also included a “roll-out” map of the study
area used to engage participants in discussions of waterfront
access.
Results/Comments:
Participants at this station offered numerous questions and
comments regarding the new interchange project.
Discussions hinted at a need for more coverage / public
involvement of the Lafayette Interchange. Regarding
access, participants were most concerned with pedestrian
and bicycle facilities both at the existing access points and
within the redeveloped area. They want the redeveloped
area to be very walkable. Participants favorably received
the traffic calming images.
Land Use
This station included a land use map and zoning map of the study area. Additionally,
this station included a map showing redevelopment potential based on a buildable land
analysis. The analysis entailed dividing the study area into 15 subareas and calculating
the area available for development after removing constraints such as the floodway,
railroad tracks, major streets, and PECO power lines. Each developable area was
consequently assigned a probability of redevelopment (low, medium, high) based on
factors such as existing uses, physical constraints, and property conditions.
Results/Comments:
One resident suggested building a walkway along the river with restaurants, similar to
the riverwalk in Georgetown, South Carolina. Another suggested public amenities on
the waterfront such as an amphitheatre, recreational opportunities, and trails.
Several
residents
suggested
that
residential
development for middle and upper income residents be
created along the waterfront.
This waterfront
residential development could be buffered from the
railroad tracks with 5-6 story buildings. One resident
suggested building row houses to encourage “pride of
ownership” instead of building condominiums, which do
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not promote community. No high rises should be placed directly on the waterfront; this
will make residents angry.
A student inquired about the market feasibility of the area. He asked who will live in
Norristown, as well as who will visit Norristown. A
business owner mentioned that he would like to see more
pedestrian and bicycle traffic in order to encourage more
patronage of his business. A resident commented that
proportionally, Norristown has more affordable housing
and social services than the rest of the county. This trend
may be because Norristown also has the best public
transit.
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED
•
•

Provide an area that is usable and accessible for senior citizens (C. Pacher,
Plymouth Twp resident)
From the standpoint of someone who works in town (DEP Building) I can say that
a common theme coming from the newer people working in Norristown is that
there is a severe limitation of things to do along Main and Lafayette Streets during
the day. There is a definite demand for both retail and
recreational opportunities.
The alienation of traffic
congestion is also a major hurdle that needs to be
overcome. As a resident, I would much prefer to see a
recreational aspect to a redeveloped waterfront. As was
already mentioned tonight, there is a serious glut of office
space. The high rise building style employed by O’Neill
Properties in Conshohocken has done nothing but wall
off the river from the surrounding community (Ben
Russell, Norristown resident).
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A.2

May 18, 2006

Meeting Purpose: Second public workshop for the Lafayette Street Land Use Access
Study. This meeting was an opportunity for residents to learn the
results of the previous public workshop and to comment on the
planning team’s recommendations.
Sign-In:
12 participants provided their names and contact information.
Project Staff in Attendance
Leo Bagley
Matt Edmond
Summer Frederick
Paul Jansson
Barry Jeffries
Joel Johnson
Jayne Musonye
Dawn Nicholson
Henry Sekawungu
Heather Sherk

Montgomery County Planning Commission
Montgomery County Planning Commission
Montgomery County Planning Commission
Norristown Municipal Administrator
Montgomery County Planning Commission
Montgomery County Redevelopment Authority
Norristown Planning Director
Norristown Planning and Municipal Development
Norristown Assistant Planning Director
Montgomery County Planning Commission

Mamie Lynch
Keith Mullins
Holly Rybinski

Edwards and Kelcey
Edwards and Kelcey
Edwards and Kelcey

The format of the meeting was as follows:
6:00 – 6:30 Open House
6:30 – 7:00 Presentation
7:00 – 8:00 Open House
PRESENTATION
The presentation portion of the workshop
included an introduction by Leo Bagley of the
Montgomery County Planning Commission and a
PowerPoint presentation by Keith Mullins of
Edwards and Kelcey.
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The following discussion ensued based on the presentation:
•

•

•

A participant asked if the existing uses, such as the water treatment plant, can be
changed. Keith responded that some land uses can be changed more easily than
others. He suggested that the group look at the Available Land Redevelopment
Acreage map which shows the potential for change for different regions in the study
area.
Each area is designated as high, moderate, or low potential for
redevelopment, and the land use recommendations were based on these rankings.
A participant questioned if the project
recommends enough parking. He suggested
that the map does not seem to display much
parking as compared with the proposed
amount of development. Keith explained that
the designated parking lots will not be the only
parking available in the area. Developers will
be required to provide parking as they
develop the land. Leo added that since this is
a market-driven plan, the type of development
relies on the market, but regardless of the
type of development, the zoning requires development to include the appropriate
amount of parking.
As a follow up to the first parking question, a participant asked how many spaces will
be included in the new SEPTA parking garage. Leo responded that there will be 540
new spaces and that the contract for construction of the garage will be awarded next
week, allowing for construction to begin very soon.
• Another participant asked how many lanes
will be constructed on Lafayette Street, and
Leo responded that as part of Lafayette
Street
Transportation
Improvements
project, Lafayette Street will be widened to
two lanes in each direction.
• A participant asked for more information on
the gateway streets. Leo explained that
the plan is to enhance the streets that enter
Norristown to provide more of a welcoming
atmosphere. For example, the plan would
include improving the lighting on the bridges to make them more inviting, but would
not include widening the bridges. By creating more attractive gateways into
Norristown, the hope is that more people will be encouraged to visit and live in the
town.
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•

Another participant asked about the north/south connections in the study area and
was concerned that it will be difficult to get from Main Street to the riverfront. Paul
Jansson (Norristown Municipal Administrator) explained that DeKalb Street, Ford
Street, and Mill Street will provide access between Main Street and the riverfront. In
order to improve this access, the plan proposes signalizing the Ford Street and
Lafayette Street intersection and improving the railroad crossing on Ford Street.
Keith added that the plan also concentrates on the north/south pedestrian
movements because riverfront accessibility for pedestrians coming from Main Street
is essential.

OPEN HOUSE
The Open House portions of the workshop,
which occurred both before and after the
presentation, allowed attendees to view figures
displaying the project’s progress and discuss
different aspects of the plan with the
representatives from Montgomery County,
Norristown, and Edwards and Kelcey. This
portion of the workshop included three (3)
listening stations as well as boards displaying the
results of the previous workshop and a large
overall aerial map of the study area including
photographs of existing conditions and renderings of proposed improvements. The
three listening stations included:
Pinnacle Buildings
According to the zoning code, six (6)
pinnacle buildings (10+ stories) are
permitted within the study area, with one
pinnacle building permitted east of Walnut
Street.
The planning team proposed
building five (5) pinnacle buildings
throughout the study area with one located
east of Walnut Street. These five locations
were displayed on a map and workshop
participants were asked to provide their
opinions on the proposed pinnacle building
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locations. Each participant used a green sticker dot to
indicate agreement with the placement of the pinnacle
buildings or a red sticker dot to indicate disagreement
with their placement. Participants who disagreed with
the pinnacle building placement were asked to indicate
which buildings they did not approve of and why.

Results/Comments:
Do you agree with the placement of the pinnacle buildings?
Response
Dots
Percentage
YES
5
62.5%
NO
3
37.5%
Total
8
100%

Pinnacle Building Placement
AGREE
DISAGREE

DISAGREE, 37.5%

AGREE, 62.5%
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Most workshop participants (63.5%) agreed
with the placement of the pinnacle buildings.
However, several participants (32.5%) had
suggestions regarding their placement. All
three people who disagreed with the pinnacle
building placement did so because of the
pinnacle building located north of Schuylkill
Avenue to the west of DeKalb Pike.
Additionally, two of the three people who
disagreed also did not like the location of the
pinnacle building north of Schuylkill Avenue and
east of DeKalb Pike. All three participants felt
Disagree with pinnacle building placement
that these two pinnacle buildings would create a
physical and visual barrier between the town and the riverfront and preferred locating
pinnacle buildings on the western and eastern ends of the study area while constructing
smaller buildings in the areas that will be pedestrian oriented.
Vehicular and Pedestrian Access
This station included a board displaying the Proposed Vehicular and Pedestrian Access
Improvements. The three main improvements discussed at this station were:
•
•
•

Extending Barbadoes Street and improving Water Street to improve connectivity,
Realigning and signalizing Schuylkill Avenue, and
Improving the Ford Street and Lafayette Street intersection and the Ford Street
railroad crossing.

Results/Comments:
A resident voiced concern over the need for
children to cross the train tracks in order to
access the riverfront. Many children live north of
Lafayette Street between Ford Street and Mill
Street, so they will try to cross the R6 tracks to
access the urban area and the river. It will be
very important to install barriers to prevent people
from crossing the tracks at unsignalized
locations. Additionally, there is a significant
elderly population living north of the railroad

Page 79

LAFAYETTE STREET LAND USE ACCESS STUDY
FINAL REPORT
June 2006
tracks, so a resident suggested making provisions for the elderly to access the riverfront
from Main Street. Finally, a participant voiced approval of the plan by saying that if
people are given transportation, they will spend money in Norristown.
Land Use
This station included three figures showing the
process and the results of the land use analysis.
The first board showed the Available Land
Redevelopment Acreage, and the second board
showed the Land Use Recommendations. It was
explained that the Available Land Redevelopment
Acreage information was used to determine the
Land Use Recommendations set forth in the
study. The third figure (Figure 13), which was
developed by Montgomery County Planning
Commission, also provides an overview of the proposed land uses.
Results/Comments:
Several workshop participants asked how the land segments were identified as having
high, moderate, or low potential for redevelopment. Mamie Lynch (EK) and Leo
explained that the analysis entailed dividing the study area into 15 sub-areas and
calculating the area available for development after removing constraints such as the
floodway, railroad tracks, major streets, and PECO power lines. Each developable area
was consequently assigned a probability of redevelopment (high, moderate, low) based
on factors such as existing uses, physical constraints, and property conditions.
One resident asked for more information on the regional shopping. Mamie explained
that while the location of this shopping area is market-driven, it is proposed to be
located near the new Turnpike interchange. This location would be ideal because the
Turnpike would provide easy access to the shopping center. She continued to explain
that the idea for this shopping center is to create a walkable shopping community,
similar to Main Street at Exton, where visitors can park their car and then stroll around
the shops and restaurants.
Several participants indicated their approval of
the land use recommendations. They said that
the proposed recommendations match what
they would have planned themselves. One
person noted particular interest in the scenic
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Extend Barbadoes Street
to Washington Street.
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Create public parks in two
areas along the riverfront.
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Realign Schuylkill Avenue
and Washington Street to
create a four-way,
signalized intersection.

Enhance gateways to
Norristown with
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other street
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county trail center.
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overlook in the urban park near Sawmill Run Creek. He agreed that this is an ideal
location for an urban park because of the existing stream. Additionally, he liked the idea
of the urban street network and the opportunity that it provides for a walkable
community.
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED
•

•

•

I did not attend the 2/23 meeting, but was concerned to see that 61% of
participants felt generating increased economic activity was the least important
goal. I feel that renewing the economic vitality of Norristown (not just along
Lafayette Street) should be the primary goal of this project. (Steven Duffy,
Norristown resident)
In general, I found the plan presented to be a good plan. I would not, however, be
in favor of a tall 10-12 story “pinnacle” building on the south side of the SEPTA
train station. I would prefer a smaller structure that preserved the view from the
courthouse to the river and took advantage of the open space on the triangular site
next to the dam. (Steven Duffy, Norristown resident)
I’m concerned about the lack of access to the area from Ford Street to Mill Street.
Residents immediately north of the area will not be able to get to it. Recreation
space for children of both existing and new residents is needed. Access streets to
the area are running through highly residential areas with many children. These
streets with higher speed traffic will not be safe. (Judy Novey, Lafayette Hill
resident)
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PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt
Project Search ID: 20051128012133
Project Name: Lafayette Street Land Use
Date: 11/28/2005 11:54:16 AM

Project Location
Location Accuracy
Project locations are assumed to be
both precise and accurate for the
purposes of environmental review. The
creator/owner of the Project Review
Receipt is solely responsible for the
project location and thus the
correctness of the Project Review
Receipt content.

Project Name: Lafayette Street Land Use
On behalf of: Self
Project Search ID: 20051128012133
Date: 11/28/2005 11:52:27 AM
# of Potential Impacts: 3
Jurisdictional Agency: US Fish and Wildlife Service,Pennsylvania
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources,Pennsylvania Fish and
Boat Commission
Project Category: Development,New public/community development (school,
library, church, museum)
Project Coordinates (Lambert): 743968.36797110, 416314.77851706 ft

3 Potential Impacts
Under the Following Agencies'
Jurisdiction: US Fish and Wildlife
Service,Pennsylvania Department of
Conservation and Natural
Resources,Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
Commission

ZIP Code: 19401
Township/Municipality: NORRISTOWN
County: Montgomery
USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle ID: 285
Quadrangle Name: NORRISTOWN
Project Size: 231.741 ac
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APPLICANT INITIALS: ___________

PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt
Project Search ID: 20051128012133
Project Name: Lafayette Street Land Use
Date: 11/28/2005 11:54:16 AM

Project Name: Lafayette Street Land Use
On behalf of: Self
Project Search ID: 20051128012133
Date: 11/28/2005 11:52:27 AM
# of Potential Impacts: 3
Jurisdictional Agency: US Fish and Wildlife Service,Pennsylvania
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources,Pennsylvania Fish
and Boat Commission
Project Category: Development,New public/community development
(school, library, church, museum)
Project Coordinates (Lambert): 743968.36797110,
416314.77851706 ft
ZIP Code: 19401
Township/Municipality: NORRISTOWN
County: Montgomery
USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle ID: 285
Quadrangle Name: NORRISTOWN
Project Size: 231.741 ac

These determinations were based on the project-specific information
you provided, including the exact project location; the project type,
description, and features; and any responses to questions that were
generated during this search. If any of the information you provided
does not accurately reflect this project, or if project plans change, DEP
and the jurisdictional agencies require that another PNDI review be
conducted.
This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the
PNDI data files and is good for one(1) year from the date of this
PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt.
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Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate there
are potential impacts on special concern species and resources within
the project area. If the project is pursued, the jurisdictional
agency/agencies indicated require that the instructions below
regarding potential impacts and/or avoidance measures be followed in
their entirety.
Q1: Aquatic habitat (stream, river, lake, pond, etc.) is located on or
adjacent to the subject property and project activities (including
discharge) may occur within 300 feet of these habitats
Your answer is: 3. Unknown
Please initial here signifying that you have provided the most accurate
answer to the question as possible.
APPLICANT INITIALS: ___________
Q2: Accurately describe what is known about wetland presence in the
project area or on the land parcel. "Project" includes all features of the
project (including buildings, roads, utility lines, outfall and intake
structures, wells, stormwater retention/detention basins, parking lots,
driveways, lawns, etc.), as well as all associated impacts (e.g.,
temporary staging areas, work areas, temporary road crossings, areas
subject to grading or clearing, etc.). Include all areas that will be
permanently or temporarily affected -- either directly or indirectly -- by
any type of disturbance (e.g., land clearing, grading, tree removal,
flooding, etc.). Land parcel = the lot(s) on which some type of project(s)
or activity(s) are proposed to occur .
Your answer is: 2. The project area (or land parcel) has not been
investigated by someone qualified to identify and delineate
wetlands, or it is currently unknown if the project or project
activities will affect wetlands.
Please initial here signifying that you have provided the most accurate
answer to the question as possible.
APPLICANT INITIALS: ___________

APPLICANT INITIALS: ___________

PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt
Project Search ID: 20051128012133
Project Name: Lafayette Street Land Use
Date: 11/28/2005 11:54:16 AM

1 potential impact
The Applicant should MAIL a copy of this Project Environmental
Review Receipt, a cover letter with project narrative, acreage to be
impacted, how construction/maintenance activity is to be
accomplished, township/municipality and county where project is
located, and a USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle with project boundary and
quad name marked on the map.

US Fish and Wildlife Service.
Endangered Species Biologist
315 South Allen Street,Suite 322.
State College, PA 16801

accomplished, township/municipality and county where project is
located, and a USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle with project boundary and
quad name marked on the map.
Natural Diversity Section
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission
Division of Environmental Services
450 Robinson Lane
Bellefonte, PA 16823
FAX Number: (814) 359-5175
Please mail only one (1) copy of the project review request. Do not
email the project information. Allow 30 days for completion of the
project review from the date of PFBC receipt of the project review
request.

1 potential impact
The Applicant should MAIL/FAX a copy of this Project Environmental
Review Receipt, a cover letter with project narrative, acreage to be
impacted, how construction/maintenance activity is to be
accomplished, township/municipality and county where project is
located, and a USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle with project boundary and
quad name marked on the map.
Ecological Services Section
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Bureau of Forestry
P.O. Box 8552
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552
Review Coordinator: (717) 772-0258
FAX Number: (717) 772-0271
1 potential impact
The Applicant should MAIL/FAX a copy of this Project Environmental
Review Receipt, a cover letter with project narrative, acreage to be
impacted, how construction/maintenance activity is to be
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DISCLAIMER
The PNDI environmental review website is a preliminary environmental
screening tool. It is not a substitute for information obtained from a field
survey of the project area conducted by a biologist. Such surveys may
reveal previously undocumented populations of species of special
concern. In addition, the PNDI only contains information about species
occurrences that have actually been reported to the Pennsylvania
Natural Heritage Program.
Pennsylvania State Programmatic General Permit (PASPGP)
Please note that regardless of PNDI search results, projects requiring
a Chapter 105 DEP individual permit or GP 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 or 11 in certain
counties (Adams, Berks, Bucks, Chester, Cumberland, Delaware,
Franklin, Lancaster, Lebanon, Lehigh, Monroe, Montgomery,
Northampton, Schuylkill and York) are required by DEP to comply with
the bog turtle habitat screening requirements of the PASPGP.

APPLICANT INITIALS: ___________

PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt
Project Search ID: 20051128012133
Project Name: Lafayette Street Land Use
Date: 11/28/2005 11:54:16 AM

TERMS OF USE
Upon signing into the PNDI environmental review website, and as a
condition of using it, you agreed to certain terms of use. These are as
follows:
The web site is intended solely for the purpose of screening projects
for potential impacts on resources of special concern in accordance
with the instructions provided on the web site. Use of the web site for
any other purpose or in any other way is prohibited and subject to
criminal prosecution under federal and state law, including but not
limited to the following: Computer Fraud and Abuse Act of 1986, as
amended, 18 U.S.C. § 1030; Pennsylvania Crimes Code, § 4911
(tampering with public records or information), § 7611 (unlawful use of
computer and other computer crimes), § 7612 (disruption of service), §
7613 (computer theft), § 7614 (unlawful duplication), and § 7615
(computer trespass).
The PNHP reserves the right at any time and without notice to modify
or suspend the web site and to terminate or restrict access to it.
The terms of use may be revised from time to time. By continuing to
use the web site after changes to the terms have been posted, the
user has agreed to accept such changes.
This review is based on the project information that was entered. The
jurisdictional agencies and DEP require that the review be redone if the
project area, location, or the type of project changes. If additional
information on species of special concern becomes available, this
review may be reconsidered by the jurisdictional agency.

system. It maintains a record of each environmental review search
result as well as contact information for the project applicant. These
records are maintained for internal tracking purposes. Information
collected in this application will be made available only to the
jurisdictional agencies and to the Department of Environmental
Protection, except if required for law enforcement purposes—see
paragraph below.
This system is monitored to ensure proper operation, to verify the
functioning of applicable security features, and for other like purposes.
Anyone using this system consents to such monitoring and is advised
that if such monitoring reveals evidence of possible criminal activity,
system personnel may provide the evidence to law enforcement
officials. See Terms of Use.

In order for this project to be considered for
subsequent review, a signed and initialed copy of this
receipt is required by the agency or agencies
indicated. DEP requires that a signed and initialed
copy of this receipt, along with any required
documentation from jurisdictional agencies
concerning resolution of potential impacts, be
submitted in applications for permits requiring PNDI
review. See DEP PNDI policy at
www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us or visit the following
websites for further information.
Regional Offices
Http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/fieldops/map.pdf
District Mining Operations
Http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/minres/Districts/homepage/D
efault.htm

PRIVACY and SECURITY
This web site operates on a Commonwealth of Pennsylvania computer
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APPLICANT INITIALS: ___________

PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt
Project Search ID: 20051128012133
Project Name: Lafayette Street Land Use
Date: 11/28/2005 11:54:16 AM

Oil and Gas Management
Http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/minres/OILGAS/Customer
Needs.htm
Print this Project Review Receipt using your Internet browser's
print function and keep it as a record of your search.

Signature: ___________________________________
Date:

Phone:

___________________________________

Email:

___________________________________

The following contact information is for the agencies involved in this
Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory environmental review
process. Please read this entire receipt carefully as it contains
instructions for how to contact these agencies for further review of this
particular project.

___________________________________

Project applicant on whose behalf this search was conducted:
APPLICANT
Contact Name:

___________________________________

Address:

___________________________________

City, State, Zip:

___________________________________

Phone:

___________________________________

Email:

___________________________________

PERSON CONDUCTING SEARCH (if not applicant)
Contact Name:

___________________________________

Address:

___________________________________

City, State, Zip:

___________________________________
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US Fish and Wildlife Service.
Endangered Species Biologist
315 South Allen Street,Suite 322.
State College, PA 16801
Ecological Services Section
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Bureau of Forestry
P.O. Box 8552
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552
Review Coordinator: (717) 772-0258
FAX Number: (717) 772-0271
Natural Diversity Section
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission
Division of Environmental Services
450 Robinson Lane
Bellefonte, PA 16823
FAX Number: (814) 359-5175
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Streams:
Wetland:
Floodplain:

McCormick Taylor, Inc. provided, derived from Pennsylvania DEP,
Streams 305b 2004.
Montgomery County Planning Commission provided, derived from
USFWS, National Wetlands Inventory, 1999.
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1996 Montgomery
County, PA.

Groundwater Resources:
Wells:
PaGWIS, Version 3.0.
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Soil Survey of Montgomery County, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967
Threatened and Endangered Species:
PNDI Environmental Review Tool, http://www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us/
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Unites States Department of Commerce, Census Bureau. 2000.
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Land Use/Land Cover:
Montgomery County Planning Commission provided, derived from 2004 land use/land
cover categorization based on 2000 orthophotography provided by DVRPC
Zoning:
Montgomery County Planning Commission provided, derived from zoning created by
each municipality (Norristown, December 2000; Plymouth, March 1975)
Redevelopment Area Plan for the Riverfront Redevelopment Area, Borough of
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Scoring of Proposed Land Use Recommendations from Existing Planning Studies Against the Current Study Goals

Redevelopment Area Plan for the Riverfront Redevelopment Area

Proposed Land Use

Upland 1

Riverfront 1

Upland 2

Upland 3

Open Space

Open Space

Parking Lot Open Space Residential Parking Lot Transportation

Riverfront 2

(existing)

Riverfront 3
Office

Upland 4
Convention
Center

Parking Lot

Riverfront 4

Entertainment Open Space Office

Parking Lot

Center (exist)

Study Goals
Improve traffic circulation by accommodating local and
regional traffic

2

2

3

2

2

2

3

2

2

1

1

3

2

2

Increase on-street and off-street parking along Lafayette
Street

2

2

3

2

2

3

3

2

3

1

2

2

2

3

Transform Lafayette Street into a walkable, tree-lined
street

3

2

2

2

2

2

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Provide active/passive waterfront recreation opportunities

3

3

2

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

1

2

Create physical and visual access to the waterfront

3

3

2

3

2

1

2

2

1

1

2

3

1

1

2

2

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

3

3

2

3

1

3

3

2

3

2

2

2

3

3

2

2

2

1

1

18

17

15

17

15

13

15

16

14

12

14

17

12

12

Generate new economic activity including
residential/office development
Preserve the first 100 feet of the waterfront for public
access/space
Total

KEY

This matrix shows the specific proposed land use recommendations from two of the previous planning studies for the study area.

1 Conflicts

Each land use proposed has been assigned a score based on its compatibility with the goals of the current study.

2 Neutral/Moderate
3 Supports

Scoring of Proposed Land Use Recommendations from Existing Planning Studies Against the Current Study Goals

Redevelopment Area Plan for the Riverfront Redevelopment Area
Upland 5
Retail

Riverfront 5

Restaurant

Parking Lot

Office

Upland 6

Parking Lot

Retail

Upland 7

Riverfront 6

Entertainment
Complex
Parking Garage N/A

Restaurant Open Space

Riverfront 8

Riverfront 7
Open Space

Parking Lot

N/A

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

3

2

3

2

2

3

2

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

2

2

2

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

2

2

2

1

2

1

2

2

2

2

1

3

2

3

3

1

3

1

3

3

1

3

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

2

16

16

13

15

13

16

16

13

14

13

16

14

This matrix shows the specific proposed land use recommendations from two of the previous planning studies for the study area.
Each land use proposed has been assigned a score based on its compatibility with the goals of the current study.

0

0

Scoring of Proposed Land Use Recommendations from Existing Planning Studies Against the Current Study Goals

Norristown Economic Revitalization Strategy
Upland 1

Riverfront 1

Park

Park

Riverfront 2

Upland 2
Mixed Use Office

Upland 3

Baseball Stadium

Upland 4

Riverfront 3
Parking
Facility

Transportation Office

Recreation
District
Restaurant

Riverfront 4
Skating
Arena

Office

Park

(existing)

2

2

2

2

1

3

2

3

2

2

2

1

2

3

2

2

2

2

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

2

3

3

2

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

2

2

1

2

2

2

3

2

2

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

1

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

2

3

1

3

3

3

3

1

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

2

2

2

19

17

16

16

13

17

16

13

18

17

15

15

14

This matrix shows the specific proposed land use recommendations from two of the previous planning studies for the study area.
Each land use proposed has been assigned a score based on its compatibility with the goals of the current study.
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Appendix D – Stakeholder Interview Reports
PECO

Attendees:
Leo Bagley
Paul Jansson
Jennifer Duval
Mamie Lynch
Bill Magee
Suzanne Ryan
Rodney Stark
Dennis Wilson

Montgomery County Planning Commission
Norristown Municipal Administrator
Edwards and Kelcey
Edwards and Kelcey
PECO Senior Engineer, Transmission & Substations
PECO County Affairs Manager, Montgomery County
PECO Asset Manager, Land Assets, EED Real Estate & Facilities
PECO Manager of Leasing & Sales, Real Estate & Facilities

I. Welcome and Introductions
Leo Bagley opened the meeting with a welcome and history of the study area. He
stated that the goal is to build a full directional Turnpike extension that connects to
Lafayette Street and eventually build a half interchange at the Dannehower Bridge.
McCormick Taylor is the consultant working on the preliminary engineering, and they
are hoping to have environmental clearance this spring. Leo shared the following
schedule of construction:
•
•
•
•

2008-2009: begin rebuilding the existing Lafayette Street between Barbados and
Ford street
2010: begin extending Lafayette Street to Conshohocken Road and begin
construction of the Turnpike interchange
2012: complete the Turnpike interchange
Mid-next decade: begin work on the Dannehower Bridge

Leo mentioned that we are conducting a similar interview with SEPTA because they
also own parcels in the study area. He added that this land use study will determine the
best use for this strip of land with two linear constrictions.
Leo stated that more off-street parking should be added as the road is widened towards
to the river. The Schuylkill Valley Trail will be moving south towards the PECO poles,
and the elevated portion of the trail will be coming down. Much of the railroad will also
be removed. Leo added that SEPTA is building a 550 space parking garage and
construction will begin this spring.
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Suzanne Ryan questioned if there are any plans for the sewage treatment plant. Paul
Jansson responded that the Norristown Borough Council has six goals for this year and
one of them is to relocate the sewage treatment plant. He said that they may not
relocate it to Barbados Island, but in order to be successful in the redevelopment efforts,
it must be relocated somewhere.
Paul mentioned that the potential exists for buildings that are taller than the PECO
power lines on both sides of the Dannehower Bridge. The poles are about 100 feet tall.
He also asked if it is possible to paint the stacks on Barbados Island. Suzanne offered
to put Paul in contact with the right person.
II. PECO Interview
Can you summarize the history of how and when PECO/Exelon obtained this property?
• Rodney offered that the pieces of land along the railroad tracks were acquired in
the late 1960’s/early 1970’s.
• He added that the Swede Street piece was acquired in the 1920’s. Prior to that,
a predecessor electric company owned it.
What do you envision for the land you own? Are there any plans? Have you developed
or disposed of similar parcels in other communities?
• According to Rodney’s notes, the triangular piece of land in the southwest portion
of the study area (west of 202) is just a PECO easement.
• The piece of land between the two 202s encompasses the PECO substation.
The cost to move this facility is estimated at approximately five million dollars.
The county needs to maintain waterfront access from this piece of land to the
dam.
• PECO has an easement from Lafayette Street to Bridgeport along the strip of
land that extends down from Ford Street.
• PECO needs to keep the triangular piece of land east of 276, because it houses
some very restricted uses. Nothing other than open space is going to work on
this piece. Dennis noted that he had met with Representative Harper regarding
this piece of land.
Are you aware of any constraints to developing the land?
• Rodney told the group that PECO must maintain access to their facilities (towers
and lines).
• Rodney reported that he doesn’t think there are gas lines in this area.
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•
•

One constraint is the crash liability of building a bike/walking trail next to the
poles. There are no hard and fast rules regarding crash liability, but design
features are one solution.
Bill stated that the power lines are 230 kV, and with enough clearance the
following land uses could be considered for location underneath: green space,
parking, small buildings (storage sheds). Bill estimated a 35 foot horizontal
clearance requirement for construction near the power lines in order to prevent
the lines from being blown into the building. This 35 foot estimate varies
depending on the span between poles. Another concern is the electronic fields
present under the lines. Bill added that construction issues exist because it is
necessary to build without taking the power lines down.

Are you willing to sell or lease your land?
• Dennis stated that a lease is a possibility. If the land is being sold to build a road
or something more permanent, a sale or easement is possible. Typically, PECO
does not sell its right-of-way corridors.
• Leo mentioned that some PECO land will be needed to expand the road.
What is your corporate decision-making process for land disposition?
• Suzanne mentioned that an engineering review takes a minimum of four months.
• The first step is to field a request to Dennis and Rodney. Rodney is
knowledgeable about acquisitions.
• The next step is to submit a proposal to Bill to see if there are restrictions or to
get the “green light.”
• The Real Estate Department ultimately decides if land will be leased, sold, or an
easement granted.
• Dennis mentioned that plans for a trail must be approved by PECO and
Montgomery County (John Woods). Leo added that a typical trail is now 12-14
feet wide, which is wider than trails used to be.
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SEPTA

Attendees:
Bob Allman
Leo Bagley
Leo Byrne
Jennifer Duval
Stan Kadish
Ed LaGuardia
Mamie Lynch
Gerald Maier

SEPTA, Director of Transportation
Montgomery County Planning Commission
SEPTA – Supervisor, Transit Properties
Edwards and Kelcey
SEPTA – Manager, Property Development
SEPTA – Assistant Chief Engineer, Bridges & Buildings
Edwards and Kelcey
SEPTA – Director of Real Estate

I. Welcome and Introductions
Leo Bagley opened the meeting with a welcome and history of the study area. He
stated that the goal of the existing Lafayette Street project is to build a full directional
Turnpike extension that connects to Lafayette Street and eventually to build a half
interchange at the Dannehower Bridge. McCormick Taylor is the consultant working on
the preliminary engineering, and they are hoping to have environmental clearance this
spring. Leo mentioned that Lafayette Street is and will continue to be a borough and
township road; therefore it is not owned or maintained by PennDOT.
Leo continued that one of the purposes of the Lafayette Street Land Use Access Study
is to improve access into, out of, and within the waterfront area. He also explained that
the project involves widening Lafayette Street from Ford Street to DeKalb. This
widening may involve SEPTA because of the proximity to SEPTA’s land. He added that
the Schuylkill Valley Trail will be moving south towards the PECO poles, and the
elevated portion of the trail and the wall will be coming down. Leo said that one of the
items this study will examine is whether or not the freight transfer station and Duff
properties should stay where they currently lie. The freight station could become the
park/trail headquarters or visitors center.
Leo mentioned that we are conducted a similar interview with PECO because they also
own parcels in the study area.
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II. SEPTA Interview
Can you summarize the history of how and when SEPTA obtained this property?
• Gerry Maier explained that SEPTA originally acquired the property from various
sources as the Pennsylvania and Reading Railroads demised.
• The area along I-276, currently mapped as Pennsylvania Railroad Company
ownership, is actually owned by Norfolk Southern.
• Gerry Maier stated that SEPTA owns a cube of space under the power lines near
where the underpass is, but that the bridge is owned by PECO. He added that
SEPTA cannot do anything other than what they are doing currently with their
long strip of land.
• Leo Byrne stated that other railroads are basically out of the picture as far as
ownership. The bike path is along the old Pennsylvania Railroad and SEPTA
bought the old Reading Railroad.
What do you envision for the land you own? Are there any plans? Have you developed
or disposed of similar parcels in other communities?
• Gerry stated that there are no firm plans for the temporary parking area located
between Lafayette Street and Washington Street. If the land can be used for a
public purpose that makes sense, SEPTA will work with the County.
• Gerry explained that SEPTA mostly owns right-of-way and parking, and they do
not see any other possibilities for the station.
• Gerry stated that bids for a new parking lot and garage in the area will be
prepared within the next few weeks. Jen Duval will coordinate with Leo Bagley to
obtain more information on this plan.
• Gerry stated that SEPTA may need the surplus parking in the future, even after
the new parking garage is built. SEPTA estimates that there may be demand for
over 1,000 parking spaces if the Schuylkill Valley Metro is built. This parking
could be used jointly with the County.
• Leo Bagley stated that the goal is to extend the R6 line to Route 422, and
SEPTA agreed with this goal.
• Ed said that he does not think SEPTA currently uses the land near the river.
Are you aware of any constraints to developing the land?
• The group did not state any known constraints to developing the land.
Are you willing to sell or lease your land?
• Gerry Maier stated that it is easier to deal with another government agency rather
than with individual landowners. As stated earlier, Gerry said that SEPTA would
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be willing to work with the County to develop the land for a use that would benefit
everyone involved.
What is your corporate decision-making process for land disposition?
• Leo Byrne explained that the best course of action is to start with this same
group of SEPTA representatives who will work with Montgomery County and
inform the County of what approvals are needed. This group can also provide a
good feasibility test. The Board must approve all real estate transactions.
Is it possible to widen the track crossing at Ford Street?
• It is possible with enhanced gates and electronics.
• Gerry reported that the last at-grade crossing project cost $1 million, so it is an
expensive project to undertake.
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D.3

O’Neill Properties Group

ATTENDEES
Chris Galligan – O’Neill Properties Group
Brian Finnegan – O’Neill Properties Group
Caren Brown – O’Neill Properties Group
Summer Frederick – Montgomery County Planning Commission
Steve Nelson – Montgomery County Planning Commission
Jim Savard – O’Neill Properties Group
Keith Mullins – Edwards and Kelcey
Mamie Lynch – Edwards and Kelcey
Paul Jansson – Norristown Municipal Administrator
I. Welcome and Introductions
Keith began the meeting with a welcome and then described the limits and the purpose
of the Lafayette Street Land Use Access Study. He explained that Edwards and Kelcey
was tasked with evaluating the area’s susceptibility to change, proposing land uses
based on the UDO zoning, evaluating the Weitzmann and other studies, recommending
access improvements, and performing stakeholder interviews with SEPTA, PECO, and
O’Neill Properties Group.
Jim Savard asked if this study looked into the parking requirements of development,
and Keith responded that while the land use recommendations include several
proposed parking lot locations, a parking study was not completed under this study
because more detailed information would be necessary to develop parking plans.
II. O’Neill Discussion
Keith asked a representative from O’Neill to explain which properties within the study
area that they own. Caren Brown listed the following properties:
•
•
•
•
•

1210 Stanbridge Street
408 Cherry Street
29-33 West Main Street
500 East Washington Street – There are multiple tenants here now.
600 East Washington Street – This location, which falls within a Keystone
Opportunity Zone (KOZ), is the current Nicolette site which will be demolished
soon.
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•
•

600 East Washington Street – This location, which falls within a Keystone
Opportunity Zone (KOZ), is the current Nicolette site which will be demolished
soon.
700 East Washington Street – This site currently is vacant.

Keith asked if O’Neill is interested in acquiring more properties in the area, and Caren
responded that they are interested in continuing to develop in Norristown. She added
that the relocation of the sewer plant and the planned Lafayette Street improvements
provide the impetus for further development in the area, and O’Neill is working with
Wallace, Roberts, and Todd to evaluate this potential development within Norristown.
Keith explained that this study evaluated the susceptibility to change of land throughout
the study area. He explained that the proposed land uses need to justify the costs of
acquisition. Also, he said that the study aimed to create some public space including an
amphitheater, a scenic overlook, and an urban esplanade. Keith went on to explain that
the pinnacle buildings displayed on the Land Use Recommendations map represent
10+ story buildings, and the infill buildings represent 4 to 5 story buildings.
Caren asked about the setbacks requirements, and Summer responded by explaining
the analysis done regarding the floodplain and the floodway. She went on to discuss
the zoning analysis that the Montgomery County Planning Commission performed. She
explained that 6 pinnacle buildings are permitted within the UDO. She also discussed
the public desire for access to the waterfront. In order to meet the public’s request, this
study recommends a public river walk. Also, to encourage successful redevelopment,
the study recommends the development of an urban street network west of the Sawmill
Run, and a pedestrian underpass on Mill Street, providing easy access to the water.
The group talked about the plans for the Nicolette building. Jim explained that O’Neill is
thinking of creating office buildings at this site, and then possibly growing into a mixed
use building.
Paul responded by emphasizing the public pushback regarding
commercial development. The public strongly requested residential/retail/commercial
mixed-use development rather than the construction of office buildings, and Mamie
offered to send Caren a link to the results of the public workshop indicating this public
response. Jim responded by saying that there still needs to be an environmental study
to see if the buildings are up to residential standards before residential development can
be considered. There are two possible options that O’Neill must be prepared for: 1) if
the whole plan works and 2) if the plan does not come to fruition fully. Jim then asked
what the public and merchant preference regarding retail development is. He
suggested that businesspeople along Main Street would be unhappy with retail
development along the riverfront because it could detract from their business. Keith
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explained that at the public workshops, people were in favor of the urban riverwalk, but
the public workshop participants were mostly residents, not businesspeople from Main
Street. Paul followed up this comment by explaining that as the transition occurs,
merchants may leave Main Street for the riverwalk, but other businesses, such as
kitchen outfitters, will remain on Main Street. The riverwalk will have an eclectic urban
retail feel with restaurants and shops, while Main Street still will be able to thrive with
different types of businesses. Summer emphasized the need to improve access to the
river from Main Street in order to maintain economic success at both locations.
Paul updated the group on the opinions of other stakeholders. He stated that the school
district is on board for the project, including the addition of residential development.
Since the proposed development is not single-family homes, the schools will not be
dramatically impacted by an increase in residential population. Also, he met with the
sewer group which is using a 2.7 people/household estimate. He went on to explain
that office development will have no economic impact on the community, especially in a
KOZ. Jim responded by saying that office development will bring in money. Paul
agreed that it is acceptable to develop offices if they have commercial uses on the first
floor. However, developing office-only buildings will not make the best use of the space.
Caren asked how the work would be phased for the Turnpike Interchange project. Keith
replied that the first phase of construction will take place from Barbados Street to Ford
Street, the second phase will take place from Ford Street to the Dannehower Bridge,
and the final phase will involve the replacement of the Dannehower Bridge, including
ramp construction. Summer added that the Montgomery County Planning Commission
plans to investigate this phasing in more depth soon. Paul provided a summary of the
project’s schedule by explaining that it would take one year to get political impetus for
funding, one year for engineering of the sewer relocation, and three years to build the
plant, for a total project length of approximately 5-7 years. Brian explained that O’Neill
is working on a six month abating and demolition of the Nicolette property. The rest of
the building development relies on planning and finding the tenants. Brian added that
receiving Act 2 clearance also will be a factor in the building timing.
Paul explained that Norristown has been talking with Malcolm Pirnie about economic
options as part of the study to move the sewer plants. He then asked if O’Neill would
consider organizing a mutli-developer effort. Jim said that they have not worked as part
of a multi-developer effort before, but it may be a possibility. They would need to
discuss the option with Brian O’Neill. Paul said that they could either fight eminent
domain or already have developers online with money. Paul indicated that other
developers are prepared to join in this effort. Jim explained that in order to join such a
group, they will need to understand the value of different properties first.
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E.
Appendix E – American Planning Association Model Mixed Use Zoning
District Ordinance
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4.1 MODEL MIXED-USE ZONING DISTRICT ORDINANCE
The following model zoning district provisions represent a commercial zoning classification that
permits, rather than mandates, a vertical mix of commercial and residential uses within the same
building. The district is intended to accommodate a physical pattern of development often found
along village main streets and in neighborhood commercial areas of older cities.
Primary Smart Growth Principle Addressed: Mix land uses
Secondary Smart Growth Principle Addressed: Compact building design
CX1, Neighborhood Commercial, Mixed-Use District
101. Purpose
The purposes of the CX1, Neighborhood Commercial, Mixed-Use District are to:
(1) Accommodate mixed-use buildings with neighborhood-serving retail, service, and
other uses on the ground floor and residential units above the nonresidential space;
(2) Encourage development that exhibits the physical design characteristics of pedestrianoriented, storefront-style shopping streets; and
(3) Promote the health and well-being of residents by encouraging physical activity,
alternative transportation, and greater social interaction.
102. Definitions
As used in this ordinance, the following words and terms shall have the meanings specified
herein:
“Floor Area Ratio” means the ratio of a building’s gross floor area to the area of the lot on
which the building is located.
“Gross Floor Area” is the sum of the gross horizontal areas of all floors of a building
measured from the exterior faces of the exterior walls or from the centerline of walls
separating two buildings. Gross floor area does not include basements when at least onehalf the floor-to-ceiling height is below grade, accessory parking (i.e., parking that is
available on or off-site that is not part of the use’s minimum parking standard), attic space
having a floor-to-ceiling height less than seven feet, exterior balconies, uncovered steps, or
inner courts.
“Mixed-use Building” means a building that contains at least one floor devoted to allowed
nonresidential uses and at least one devoted to allowed residential uses.
103. Allowed Uses
Uses are allowed in “CX1” zoning districts in accordance with the use table of this section.
USE GROUP
Use Category
Specific Use Type
P= permitted by-right

Zoning District
CX1
C = conditional use

N = Not allowed

USE GROUP
Use Category
Specific Use Type
P= permitted by-right
C = conditional use
RESIDENTIAL
Household Living
Artist Live/Work Space located above the ground floor
Artist Live/Work Space, ground floor
Dwelling Units located above the ground floor
Detached House
Multiunit (3+ units) Residential
Single-Room Occupancy
Townhouse
Two-Flat
Group Living
Assisted Living
Group Home
Nursing Home
Temporary Overnight Shelter
Transitional Residences
Transitional Shelters
PUBLIC AND CIVIC
Colleges and Universities
Cultural Exhibits and Libraries
Day Care
Hospital
Lodge or Private Club
Parks and Recreation
Postal Service
Public Safety Services
Religious Assembly
School
Utilities and Services, Minor
Utilities and Services, Major
COMMERCIAL
Adult Use
Animal Services
Shelter/Boarding Kennel
Sales and Grooming
Veterinary
Artist Work or Sales Space
Drive-Through Facility [See comment]
Eating and Drinking Establishments
Restaurant
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Zoning District
CX1
N = Not allowed

P
C
P
C
C
C
C
C
C
P
C
C
C
C
P
P
P
N
N
P
P
P
P
C
P
C
N
N
P
P
P
C
P

USE GROUP
Use Category
Specific Use Type
P= permitted by-right
C = conditional use
Tavern
Entertainment and Spectator Sports
Small (1–149 seats)
Medium (150–999 seats)
Large (1,000+ seats)
Financial Services
Food and Beverage Retail Sales
Gas Stations
Lodging
Small (1–16 guest rooms)
Large (17+ guest rooms)
Medical Service
Office
Parking, Commercial (Nonaccessory)
Personal Service, including health clubs and gyms
Repair Service, Consumer, including bicycles
Residential Storage Warehouse
Retail Sales, General
Vehicle Sales, Service, and Repair
INDUSTRIAL
Manufacturing, Production and Industrial Services
Artisan (hand-tools only; e.g., jewelry or ceramics)
OTHER
Wireless Communication Facilities
Co-located
Freestanding (Towers)

Zoning District
CX1
N = Not allowed
C
P
N
N
P
P
N
P
C
P
P
C
P
P
N
P
N

C

P
C

Comment: This use table should be refined to reflect local characteristics and planning
objectives. The range of uses allowed should be kept as broad as possible in order to ensure that
the district is economically viable. Note that this model allows, as a conditional use, drivethrough facilities. Drive-through facilities may be appropriate in such areas in connection with
banks and pharmacies. Whether to allow them is a policy choice, no different than other policy
choices in selecting permitted uses. Also keep in mind that in buildings with residential units,
commercial use issues will be largely self-policing because owner associations and
builder/developers will ensure that commercial uses in mixed-use buildings will be compatible
with upper-story residential uses.

104. Commercial Establishment Size Limits
The gross floor area of commercial establishments in the CX1 district shall not exceed [15,000]
square feet.
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Comment: Floor area limits are proposed in the model ordinance to help ensure that allowed
commercial uses would be geared toward a neighborhood market area. Some local ordinances
impose much more restrictive floor area limits in neighborhood-oriented districts. The limit
proposed in this model ordinance would accommodate a modern drug store. If floor area limits
are employed, the standards should not be so restrictive as to hamper the economic viability of
the district.
105.

Indoor/Outdoor Operations

All permitted uses in the CX1 district must be conducted within completely enclosed buildings
unless otherwise expressly authorized. This requirement does not apply to off-street parking or
loading areas, automated teller machines, or outdoor seating areas.
106. Floor-to-Floor Heights and Floor Area of Ground-floor Space
(1) All commercial floor space provided on the ground floor of a mixed-use building
must have a minimum floor-to-ceiling height of [11] feet.
(2) All commercial floor space provided on the ground floor of a mixed-use building
must contain the following minimum floor area:
(a) At least [800] square feet or [25] percent of the lot area (whichever is greater) on lots
with street frontage of less than [50] feet; or
(b) at least 20 percent of the lot area on lots with [50] feet of street frontage or more.
Comment: In areas with strong residential real estate markets, ground-floor space is sometimes
viewed as an afterthought, particularly when developed by those with a poor understanding of
mixed-use development. These types of provisions can help ensure that ground-floor space will
meet the needs of future retailers and not sit vacant for years after upper-floor residential units
have been leased or sold.

107. Lot Area per Unit (Density)
The minimum lot area per dwelling unit shall be [1,000] square feet for mixed-use buildings and
[1,500] square feet for all other buildings.
Comment: If mixed-use buildings are desired, such buildings should be rewarded with more
flexible development standards. The model ordinance allows higher residential densities in
mixed-use buildings than it does in single-use buildings.
108. Floor Area Ratio
The maximum FAR shall be [2.0] for mixed-use buildings and [1.25] for all other buildings.
Comment: To encourage mixed-use buildings, the model ordinance allows higher FARs for
mixed-use projects.
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109. Setbacks
(1) The entire building façade must abut front and street side property lines or be located within
[10] feet of such property lines.
Comment: Rather than mandating a zero-foot “build-to” line for all properties in CX1 zoning
districts, this model offers flexibility to accommodate shallow building setbacks that are
sometimes necessary to accommodate features such as outdoor seating/display areas, stoops and
sidewalk widening. Alternately, it is possible for the ordinance to establish a formula to
determine setbacks based on the average setback of buildings in a block face. For an example of
this, see Section 108 of the Model Town Center Ordinance (below).
(2) The minimum rear setback is [0–30] percent of the lot depth.
Comment: The appropriate minimum building setback will depend on lot and development
patterns in the area. When alleys abut the rear of CX1 lots, no rear setback may be necessary,
except perhaps for upper floors. On the other hand, when CX1-zoned lots will abut the rear
property line of residential lots, buildings in the CX1 district should be set back from rear
property lines in order to protect the privacy and open feeling expected within residential rear
yards.
(3) No interior side setbacks are required in the CX1 district, except when CX1-zoned property
abuts R-zoned property, in which case the minimum side setback required in the CX1 district
shall be the same as required for a residential use on the abutting R-zoned lot.
Comment: Most pedestrian-oriented shopping streets are lined with buildings that span the
entire width of the lot. The standard proposed here will help reinforce that pattern, while also
ensuring that if a CX1 district abuts a residential zoning district, a “typical” residential side
yard will be provided.
110. Building Height
The maximum building height shall be [38–50] feet for mixed-use buildings and [35–47] feet for
all other buildings.
Comment: Some communities will want to regulate height by stories rather than feet above
grade, since stories will allow for greater flexibility in building design. The standards proposed
allow greater height for mixed-use buildings than for single-use buildings because mixed-use
buildings are required to have taller floor-to-ceiling heights on the ground floor. The proposed
standards will accommodate three- or four-story buildings.
111. Off-Street Parking
(1) [Insert off-street parking standards]
(2) No off-street parking is required for nonresidential uses in CX1 districts unless such uses
exceed [3,000] square feet of gross floor area, in which case off-street parking must be provided
for the floor area in excess of [3,000] square feet.
Comment: Paragraph (2) may be incorporated into paragraph (1). Exempting small retail
businesses from compliance with off-street parking requirements will help promote pedestrianoriented character and encourage use/reuse of storefront retail space. Communities should also
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examine off-street parking ratios with an eye toward reducing the amount of off-street parking
required overall and encouraging shared and off-site parking arrangements.
(3) Off-street parking spaces must be located to the rear of the principal building or otherwise
screened so as to not be visible from public right-of-way or residential zoning districts.

112.

Transparency

(1) A minimum of [60–75] percent of the street-facing building façade between two feet and
eight feet in height must be comprised of clear windows that allow views of indoor space or
product display areas.
(2) The bottom of any window or product display window used to satisfy the transparency
standard of paragraph (1) above may not be more than [3–4.5] feet above the adjacent sidewalk.
(3) Product display windows used to satisfy these requirements must have a minimum height of
[4] feet and be internally lighted.
113.

Doors and Entrances

(1) Buildings must have a primary entrance door facing a public sidewalk. Entrances at building
corners may be used to satisfy this requirement.
(2) Building entrances may include doors to individual shops or businesses, lobby entrances,
entrances to pedestrian-oriented plazas, or courtyard entrances to a cluster of shops or
businesses.
Comment: Requiring ground-floor windows and sidewalk-facing entrances help make for a
more pleasing pedestrian environment.
114.

Vehicle and Driveway Access

No curb cuts are allowed for lots that abut alleys.
Comment: Driveways that cross sidewalks disrupt pedestrian movements and pose safety
threats. They should be the rare exception in neighborhood-oriented mixed-use districts.
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F.

Appendix F – General Driveway Requirements

The requirements for access along collectors and local roads must follow the
Pennsylvania Code.
1. GENERAL DRIVEWAY REQUIREMENTS IN THE PENNSYLVANIA CODE
Driveways shall be located, designed, constructed and maintained in such a manner as
not to interfere or be inconsistent with the design, maintenance and drainage of the
highway. The number and location of driveways, which may be granted, will be based
on usage, interior and exterior travel patterns, and current design policy of PENNDOT.
1) Normally, only one driveway will be permitted for a residential property and not
more than two driveways will be permitted for a nonresidential property.
2) If the property frontage exceeds 600 feet, the permit may authorize an additional
driveway.
3) Regardless of frontage, a development may be restricted to a single
entrance/exit driveway, served by an internal collector road separated form the
traveled way.
2. DRIVEWAY DESIGN REQUIREMENTS IN THE PENNSYLVANIA CODE
The ability of a driveway to safely and efficiently function as an integral component of a
highway system requires that its design and construction be based on the amount and
type of traffic that it is expected to serve and the type and character of roadway which it
accesses. Chapter 441 separates driveways into four classifications, based on the
amount of traffic they are expected to serve. A description of each classification and
typical examples of land uses normally associated with each follows:
1) Minimum use driveway (Figure 5.3). A driveway normally not used by more than
25 vehicles per day, such as:
 Single family dwellings, duplex houses; or
 Apartments with five units or less.
2) Low volume driveway (Figure 5.4). A driveway normally used by more than 25
vehicles per day but less than 750 vehicles per day, such as:
 Office buildings;
 Elementary and junior high schools; or
 Car washes
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3) Medium volume driveway (Figure 5.5). A driveway normally used by more than
750 vehicles but less than 1,500 vehicles per day, which normally does not
require traffic signalization, such as:
 Motels;
 Fast food restaurants; or
 Service stations and small shopping centers or plazas.
4) High volume driveway (Figure 5.6). A driveway normally used by more than
1,500 vehicles per day, which often requires traffic signalization, such as:
 Large shopping centers; or
 Multi-building apartment or office complexes.
Driveways Adjacent to Intersections
Driveways serving properties adjacent to a highway intersection shall be subject to the
following:
1) There shall be a minimum ten foot tangent distance between the intersecting
highway radius and the radius of the first permitted driveway.
2) The distance from the edge of pavement of the intersecting highway to the radius
of the first permitted driveway shall be minimum of 20 feet on curbed highways
and 30 feet on uncurbed highways.
Multiple Driveways
Multiple driveways serving the same property must be separated by a minimum
distance of 15 feet measured along the right-of-way line and 20 feet measured along
the shoulder, ditch line, or curb. When the distance between multiple driveways is 50
feet or less measured along the shoulder or ditch line, the area shall be clearly defined
by permanent curbing. This curb shall be placed in line with existing curb or two feet
back of the shoulder or ditch line on uncurbed highways. It shall be extended around the
driveway radii to the right-of-way line.
Curbing
Requirements for curbing shall conform to with the following:
1) The highway occupancy permit may require the installation of curbing wherever it
is required to control access or drainage, or both.
2) Wherever property abutting the right-of-way line could be used as parking area,
the permit may require curbing, permanent guide rail, or fencing to be
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constructed along the right-of-way line in order to prohibit vehicle encroachment
upon the sidewalk or shoulder area.
3) If, in the opinion of PENNDOT, there is a high probability that vehicles would
otherwise utilize a portion of the property frontage other than the approved
driveway to gain access to the property, the permit may require curbing or other
physical barriers to be constructed.
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