B1 Zoning Committee – Discussion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Committee Mission Statement :
The B1 District, as referenced by the Town Zoning by-laws, is commonly referred to as “downtown” Norfolk.  The B1 District Zoning Committee (B1 Committee) was created to review the existing zoning by laws, for the district, and recommend potential changes, to these by laws.  The Committee was formed to address resident and property owner concerns, that the existing zoning by laws, are too stringent to invite responsible development in the Town center as well as to plan for the future population growth that is forecast for the coming decade and beyond.

The review of the B1 Committee focuses on the goal of planning for an enhanced, financially viable and diverse town center.  To achieve this goal the Committee has focused on the principals behind mixed use development.  This development would be amenity based, include pedestrian friendly elements and be accessible to the full age range of the population.  A mixed-use town center would improve civic ties and commercial viability, be more attractive to small business owners, provide housing options that are underrepresented in town today and increase the property value and the tax revenue generated by the B1 District.  An appropriately scaled small town live, work, shop and play environment would add diversity and stability to the town center.  

Many of the goals and items identified and recommended herein, are the direct result of various town studies, resident polls, community meetings and conversations since the current master plan was delivered, in 2007.  In addition, these mixed-use principals may discourage the unregulated, maximum density, 40b projects that are being proposed and built throughout our community; such as the one in construction on Cleveland St (Lakeland Farms), the one in planning at Lawrence St (Abbyville) and one in review at 194 Main St (Norfolk Station) 

A	Building Scale (I.4.a.1)
	Discussion:
· the 15,000 SF maximum footprint is limiting potential, responsible development and that this number should be removed
· that other zoning restrictions, in other areas of the zoning by laws, appropriately address the potential size of a building and allow for buildings to be appropriately scaled to their site
· that the financial viability of a 50,000 SF grocery store is non-existent, or it would have been built by now
· that a 50,000 SF grocery store is no longer a desired goal
· that capping the size of a new grocery store at 20,000 SF promotes the potential for a smaller grocer similar to that of Brothers in Medfield
· No change is required to the existing 30,000 SF limit on Municipal buildings
· CIllas/Physical Therapy building is 4,000 SF - Walgreens is 14,000 SF - The Library is 26,000 SF
ADD 18 UNION ST
· The proposed 40B, 194 Main St building is 28,000 SF
· ADD HOW MANY SITES CAN SUPPORT A 25,000 SF BUILDNG

Advisory Board comments:
· Be fair and equal
· Set a maximum SF area for a building

Public feedback:
· Do not change requirement
· Set a maximum SF area for a building
· What is the biggest building that could get built?

B	Planned Multi Lot Development (I.4.a.2)
 	Discussion:
· A “Planned Multi Lot Development” was the previous effort made to accommodate larger developments.  In essence requiring Owners to purchase multiple sites to support larger developments and/or suggesting the break up of larger sites to accommodate smaller developments.  The Committee believes this planning strategy has proven unsuccessful since adopted and does not see the value in maintain this approach, more so given the recommendations being made herein. 

Advisory Board comments:
· None to date

Public feedback:
· None to date

C	Building Height (I.4.a.6)
 	Discussion:
· The requirements for the look of a pitched roof are important to the look and feel of the existing downtown and historic New England towns.  The pitched/sloped roof requirement limits the impact a building has on the street experience by not allowing the extra height one could achieve with a flat roof.
· The as of right height limit of 40 feet effectively limits buildings to 2 1/2 stories.  This restriction is overly burdensome for larger sites.  It also is not consistent with the goal of appropriately increasing the density of downtown.
· Based on public feedback to the Committee survey, a majority of people voted for a building between 2 and 4 stories.  A 3 story building, with a 1/2 story hidden in the peak roof, is in keeping with the look and feel of a New England town center as well a promoting responsible increased density 
· Changing the allowable height to 46 feet and the definition of height to the middle of the pitch/slope roof  would allow a true 3 story building.  In some circumstances, this may allow an effective 3 1/2 story building.  
· Refer to the Design Guidelines for further information on appropriate building height, massing and character definitions
· No change is necessary to the language that qualifies other features of the building including features allowed to exceed the height requirement, façade detailing and that all buildings shall have the look of pitched/sloped roofs.  
· A presentation was made at a Planning Board meeting, by a member of the Board, recommending that the 2 1/2 story height be maintained.  The presentation included a number photos of 2 and 2 1/2 story buildings in the business center of surrounding communities.  After review and discussion the Board voted to proceed with the 3 1/2 story recommendation; in large part to support the effort to promote the long term success of mixed-use projects in the B1 District.
· Note that the allowable height in B1 District is currently 2 1/2 stories and in Residential Districts is 2 stories

Advisory Board comments:
· Be consistent with Density discussion
· Why allow more height per special permit approval?
Flexibility to accommodate an responsible appropriately planned larger development
· Is 3 1/2 stories the correct height?
The Committee believes that, combined with the introduction of the “Design Guidelines”, the 3 1/2 story requirement is the correct height 

Public feedback:
· Do not change requirement

D	Residential Density (I.4.a.11)
 	Discussion:
· Limiting residential volume by “bedrooms” is understood to violate the Fair Housing Act
· Changing “bedrooms” to “units” is a standard application of zoning language
· Limiting the volume to “bedrooms” 16 per lot is overly burdensome for larger sites
· Making the language scalable to the lot size and change the formula to 18 units per acre (43,560 SF).  This allows for responsible increased density that is allowed to scale to the size of the lot; in other words a 2 acre site (87,120 SF) could support 36 units and a 1/2 acre site (21,780) could support 9 units
· Increasing the number of allowable units from 16 to 18 is discussed in the item addressing affordable housing percentage.  This formula is also consistent with what would have allowed the Union St project to be built as of right 
· The need for the Planned Multi Lot Developments and Assisted Living Facility language is made obsolete by the effort to make development scalable to the lot size   
· 16x.15=2.4 or 2 units and 18x.15=2.7 or 3 units

Advisory Board comments:
· Is number of units proposed appropriate?  Why?
· Consider impacts on infrastructure including; roads, traffic, schools, water and sewer
· Consider maximum impact of development?  A cap on units? 
· Why allow more than 16 units per acre per special permit approval?

Public feedback:
· Do not change existing requirement
· Keep the rural feel of downtown
· Downtown is active enough without adding to the population
· Has anyone looked at a traffic study?
· Existing downtown businesses are successful and an appropriate  mix for our Community
· What is the max development scenario?  How many units?  How many people?
· How do we plan for infrastructure improvements and will it/they cost the tax payers money?

E 	Set back (I.4.b.1.A)
 	Discussion:
· Commercial districts commonly have less stringent or smaller setbacks than Residential districts.  This is a common strategy to increase density in commercial districts.  The “setback” also provides a “buffer” between the commercial zone and its neighboring residential properties, an effort to be sensitive to the scale of the neighborhood(s)   
The 50 ft setback makes several sites in the District unbuildable by right, in other words they are too small to accommodate a 50ft setback 
· The Committee discussed reducing the 50ft requirement to 30ft to reduce the burden on these sites 
· The by law notes that exceptions to the setback are allowed if approved.  The Committee noted that this exception would be more appropriately addressed during “special permit review” by the Planning Board, rather than encumbering the applicant to be require a distinct and separate zoning board approval 
· Development on these several sites will be required to go through the special permit process 
· Limits development on smallest sites, currently used as single family residential housing, to special permit review
· Identify lots impacted

Advisory Board comments:
· Be fair and equal
· Set a maximum SF area for a building

Public feedback:
· Do not change requirement
· Consider changing the boundary for houses on Boardman Street
· Consider changing the District Boundary – sites with residential houses should not be included

F 	Shared Parking (I.6.a)
 	Discussion:
· Parking requirements have historically been over burdensome, across the Region, as they were not developed based on the efficiencies that mixed use planning encourages.  
· The Town is working to actively promote an active, pedestrian friendly, amenity based, mixed use environment, requiring more parking than is necessary is not consistent with the Town plan 
· Recent data from across the Region supports reducing the number of required parking spaces for mixed use development.  
· Reference the lot at 18 Union St for a recent example of this by law being approved and in operation 
· Parking requirements are addressed further in the item below addressing required parking spaces
· If one was to consider heading to Town on the weekend to spend a few hours eating lunch, in the park and grabbing an ice cream cone – would one consider paying $2 to park in one of the MBTA lots?
· If one was driving to Novatos for dinner, drove thru the parking lot and found no parking what would one do next?  Drive to Eaglebrook? park at One Cup? go to Horse and Carriage?

Advisory Board comments:
· Is less required parking a good planning decision?
· What about resident who take the train?  Is space sharing real?
· Set a maximum SF area for a building

Public feedback:
· Why reduce parking (30%) and lower requirement?
· Won’t residents who take the train be leaving their cars behind for the day?
· Why remove hold for future parking?
Committee has been unable to find a reference to either the Zoning or Planning Board ever reviewing a projects “future parking allotment”, let alone every three years.
· Do not change requirement

G 	Land Use (I.7 and I.7.a)
 	Discussion:
· The Town is looking to promote an active, pedestrian friendly, amenity based, mixed use environment, requiring mixed use development will support this goal
· Changes to the allowable use list are not required, in general
· Discussion of possible multi building developments led to the creation of language for “Primary” and “Secondary” buildings.  The Primary building is intended to be the first building constructed, to present a face to the public street, with commercial space on the first level and generally meet the intent of a single building development.  The Secondary building is intended to allow all residential units at the back of the lots, where street frontage is not readily accessible and commercial space on the streel level may not be accessible or viable
· In keeping with the goal to actively address unfriendly 40b projects, the Committee discussed increasing the currently required provision of 10% affordable housing units for projects over 10 units.  40B projects receive their benefits at a 20-25% affordable unit ratio.  In order to exceed a ration where the town will not catch up to its requirement of 10% affordable units but not default projects to 40B, a number of 15% affordable was agreed upon
· Add veterinary clinic as allowable     

Advisory Board comments:
· Definition of primary and secondary is too loose and offers loop holes
· Where is guarantee for non-residential centered commercial
· What is the tax benefit?

Public feedback:
· Do not change requirement
· Why not make the requirement 20%?
· What stops a developer from making a small primary building and piling up housing units behind it?
· What are the benefits of “mixed use” development?

H	ADD PARKING SECTION 1.5 TO 1

I 	Other
 Advisory Board discussion:
· Comments from the Advisory Board discussion, as they relate to the individual zoning articles, are included above
· Be

 Town Assessor Discussion (B1 Committee Meeting on 06 January 2020) :
· Growth brings increased tax burden – town finances are based on a “growth model” – a “no growth model” is not a realistic scenario (individual tax burden would continue to grow) – need to manage and plan for growth
· There is value in mixed use development - value of mixed use property will increase over time – more than an empty site and more than a single family residence
· Residential use is a draw due to the market demand 
· There is not a split tax rate between commercial and residential properties – both taxed equally (in Norfolk) 
· There is value in diversification for the Town – so that the Town is not reliant solely on personal property tax of single family residences
· There is more tax value in mixed use development than private residential

MAPC Report:
· Be 

J	References
 	
· Add link to town website
· Add link to zoning map
· Add link to MAPC Report
· MAPC resource library - link
· Traditional Neighborhood Development guidelines – link    
· MA Smartgrowth Alliance profiles - link
· Visualizing compatible density - link
· ACS census data
· Dennisport – add link 
· South Hadley – add link
· Town of Dedham – add Mixed use zoning language and recent analysis on impact
· Village at Greenbush in scituate - link
· Foxboro, Mansfield and Medfield large projects
· Recent planning work in Millis
· Mashpee Commons - http://buildabetterburb.org/mashpee-commons/
If you go to the homepage and dig thru the “for Municipalities” link there is a long list of interesting reads including the “5 best downtowns” and “50 best downtowns” articles
· Husband and wife Atlantic journalists road trip around the country reporting on what they are experiencing, one small town at a time - link
· Can the commuter rail save the suburbs – link
· Land around commuter rail could support 253,000 housing units - link
· MA Housing Transited oriented development explorer site - link
· MA Housing Transited oriented development explorer research brief - link
· Multi family housing stymied by zoning regulations - link
· Governor housing legislation - link

Note:  This complete discussion list of the proposed zoning by law changes.  For an “executive summary” refer to the Planning Board page on the Town website (httpss://Norfolk.ma.us)
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