


SPECIAL MEETING                                     CEDC/PLANNING BOARD                                         July 23, 2018
Members of the Planning Board present: Mr. Driscoll, Ms. Guarino, Mr. Ajemian, Ms. Sullivan, Mr. Hall 
CEDC members present- Mr. Colombotos, Ms. Losche and Mr. Chase
There were three people in the audience.
The public hearings on proposed Ordinances convened at 7:34 pm.
Mr. Michael Dutton, Town Manager was the hearings officer.
The public hearing ad was read into the record:
Pursuant to section MGL Ch. 40A, Sec. 5, notice is hereby given that the Community and Economic Development Committee and Planning Board will hold a joint public hearing to receive public input on the proposed Zoning Ordinances listed below. The meeting will be held on July 23, 2018. Hearings begin at 7:30 p.m. in the Academy Building, Council Chambers, 66 Central Square, Bridgewater, MA 02324 
· 7:30 p.m.:  Ordinance #D-FY18-017: Zoning Ordinance – Amend Zoning Bylaw 11.10 – Zoning Board of Appeals Membership: which proposes amending the Zoning Bylaws by changing the Zoning Board of Appeals membership from three (3) to five (5).   
· 7:45 p.m.:  Ordinance D-FY18-018:  Zoning Ordinance – Amend Zoning Bylaw 7.4 - Signs: which seeks to amend Section 7.4 – Signs by allowing sign placement in mixed use districts and decreases footage from 12 feet to 4 feet.
· 8:00 p.m.:  Ordinance D-FY19-001:  Zoning Ordinance – Amend Section 19, Mixed Uses – CBD of Zoning Bylaws which provides Special Permit criteria and density bonuses to allow density up to 26 units per acre.  It additionally provides guidelines for projects proposed under this zoning.
The detailed Ordinances are available on the Town’s website at www.bridgewaterma.org and are on file with the Town Clerk and Council Clerk.
  
The first Ordinance discussed was the change in membership of the ZBA from 3 to 5.

Mr. Frank Sousa 596 Main Street-is the originator of this article and spoke on the matter and explained why he felt it was necessary to have more members on the board; it would benefit a quorum problem.  After his presentation, no audience members spoke.
 
Mr. Driscoll questioned if the Administrative code require 5?  Mr. Sousa said it requires 3 members with 2 associates.  He said the State code is 3 or 5.  Mr. Driscoll commented that right now it is very hard to get qualified people to volunteer to sit on Town Boards and to get 5 on the ZBA may be hard to do and maintain a quorum.  

Mr. Colombotos spoke about the Town working on updating the Zoning code to make it more rational and explicit which may help the ZBA process. He felt work had to be done, but, this is not the way to do it; he will not be supporting the Ordinance.

Ms. Losche commented that Mr. Sousa may have had some valid points, but it sounds like what we have is a marketing issue and internal processes have to change   She asked that the Town Manager and Planning Director look at the ZBA process to make sure that it is transparent and look into what will attract businesses to town; possibly have a trademark for Bridgewater.   Mr. Driscoll spoke about the Town of Marlboro takes out an ad every week in the Bankers and Tradesmen.  Ms. Guarino expressed concern that the fact that we don’t have volunteers may be a problem.  

Mr. Carlton Hunt-80 Austin Street-commented that it is not the Board’s membership number that is important; he felt that is actually the Zoning that needs to be addressed.  It is how we do business; it is how we educate and inform the ZBA members as to what they can and can’t do; or what they should and shouldn’t do according to State Law; that is the bigger issue, he said.  

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Chase, that portion of the public hearing was closed at 7:54.
The next Ordinance discussed was the one concerning signs-It convened at 7:54.
Mr. Sousa was the originator of this Ordinance.  He spoke about the fact that it used to be that signs could be 4’ in from the front property line and 12’ from the sidelines; small businesses suffer from the 12’ requirement that we have now; it would be another step to becoming business friendly, he said.  He said there are a number of parcels of property, he said, that can have small businesses on, but if I am going to do that, and I don’t want my sign in the middle of my parking lot or so far back in that the neighboring trees are going to block it I would have to spend my money and time to go thru the procedure to have my sign moved to the 4’ line.  He said he hasn’t seen one request yet that has been turned down.  
Ms. Burke commented that it could cause line of site issues and street scape issues; she cautioned the members that if they were to change it back it might be a good idea to talk with the Town Engineer who has been here for quite some time and he may have some insight as to why the change that took place.   Mr. Colombotos asked her what is a typical distance for signs?  Ms. Burke commented that she felt 4’ was pretty close to the street for a business sign and that 10’ back is average.  Mr. Colombotos noted that in the CBD under the new zoning, we don’t require a front setback from the property line.  Ms. Burke said it would require a variance; she said that could be part of the discussion for the next Ordinance.  Mr. Driscoll questioned the 20’ height?  Ms. Burke commented that it is really not too high for a Business district.  
Mr. Driscoll felt that because we have commissioned a complete zoning study, it makes sense to have the professionals address this issue.  Mr. Sousa commented that if this will be a part of that program, then he will just pull this one out.
No public comment.
On a motion by Ms. Losche, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, this part of the hearing was closed. Unanimously voted.
                                                                                    ----
The last Ordinance concerning amending Section 19, mixed use hearing convened at 8:11. This article was introduced by Councilor William Wood.

She explained that there is a Ad Hoc Committee working with a developer with his proposed project along Broad Street to develop some language that would help further his project that he has been working on for several years.  This Ordinance is based upon what the committee felt we wanted the downtown to look like.  Ms. Burke then explained the changes proposed.  The first section creates the special permit requirement and criteria for approval.   Section 8 under 19.04 sets forth the density  and density bonuses:
                     
19.04 Requirements-added to original:

8. The allowed residential density under this Section is 18 units per acre. The Planning Board may allow for density bonuses up to 26 units per acre for the following: a. Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) – 1.5 units for every 1 TDR 
b. Preservation of Historic Structures – 2 units for the preservation of 1 Structure 
c. Donation of Open Space or the Preservation of Land through a Conservation Restriction – 1 unit for every 2 acres protected 
d. Payment to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund – a 1-bedroom unit for each donation of $30,000 and a 2 bedroom unit for each donation of $60,000. These amounts will be adjusted annually for inflation at a rate of 2% beginning in 2020. 
e. Public Streetscape Improvements (i.e. plantings, sidewalk improvements, crosswalks, bike lanes, traffic amenities, benches, public art, pocket parks, etc.) – Developer’s Agreement with the Town Manager in consultation with the Community & Economic Development Director shall be completed prior to Special Permit application. The Developer’s Agreement shall recommend the appropriate density bonus. 
f. Providing Solar Energy or Green Roofs if allowed under the Town’s zoning ordinance – 1 unit for the construction of solar energy or green roof for each building. 

7. Density Bonuses are solely at the discretion of the Planning Board, if the Board finds that the bonus provides a significant benefit to the Town of Bridgewater or public at large.


9. Architectural details of new buildings and additions, textures of wall and roof materials, should be harmonious with the building's overall architectural style and should preserve and enhance the character of the surrounding area and meet Design Guidelines as established herein. 
10. The mass, proportion and scale of the building, proportions and relationships between doors and windows should be harmonious among themselves and with those of the surrounding area and meet Design Guidelines established herein. 
11. Parcels in contiguous ownership shall be designed as and considered one project. 
12. Projects designed under this section shall have no minimum lot size, frontage requirement or setback requirement. 
13. Each project submitted under this section must provide the commercial development on the first floor of each building or the commercial development shall equal 30% of the gross floor area of the project. In all instances the first floor of and street facing building shall be commercial development. The SPGA may reduce this requirement with a finding of exceptional circumstances. Exceptional circumstance may include: topography, environmental conditions, soil conditions and shape of the lot. 


This is the major change, she said.  This allows the Town flexibility and allows the developer some additional units if he is able to provide the town some benefit.  She stopped here to ask if there were any specific questions.
Mr. Ajemian question how the Planning Board would determine the bonuses and how much?  Ms. Burke explained that in conjunction with the Town Manager and herself, that would be completed prior to the application.  The developer would make a suggestion to the density bonus, but it would be up to the Planning Board to determine if the density bonus was acceptable.  

Ms. Burke said this also establishes design guidelines:

	
14. The building's location shall be parallel or perpendicular to the street. The design of proposed buildings, structures and additions shall complement, whenever feasible, the general setback, roof line, roof pitch, arrangement of openings, color, exterior materials, proportion and scale of existing buildings in the vicinity. 
15. Buildings should be placed close to the road and sidewalk to encourage pedestrian traffic; parking areas should be placed to the side or rear of buildings; long horizontal facades should be avoided by incorporating recesses and projections, of a minimum of two feet in depth; entrance ways should be emphasized by use of rooflines, changes in materials, landscape treatments or other architectural elements; franchise architecture with highly contrasting color scheme, non-traditional forms, reflective siding and roof materials should be avoided; drive-through elements should be architecturally incorporated into the building; drive-through elements generally should not face the street; the material used for additions should complement the materials of the original structure. 
16. Building styles do not necessarily have to be identical to existing styles or mimic historic styles, but should be complimentary and enhance the appearance of the area. 
17. Buildings may be 4 stories tall or 45’ in height. 
18. Rooflines: the use of flat roofs should be avoided, A-frame roofs are preferred, but flat roofs may be allowed for taller building and when green roofs are proposed; roof colors should be earth tones or a color that is darker than the facade and garish roof colors should not be used; visible roofing materials should complement the color and texture of the building's facade; roof mounted mechanical equipment should be screened from public view or grouped at the rear of the structure where visibility is limited. To prevent a canyon effect along the street scape, proposed structures achieving the maximum building height must utilize terracing of the structure, or creating architectural elements (including angled roofs, dormers and gable elements) above the second story. 
19. 20% of the gross square feet of each lot shall be vegetated. A landscaping plan stamped by a Registered Landscape Architect shall be submitted to the SPGA for review and approval. 
20. Street facades should ensure that the building and landscaping enhances the streetscape and does not detract from the character of the area. 
21. Building Signs: sign colors should complement the colors on the building; carved wooded signs are encouraged; internally illuminated signs are not allowed; lighting fixtures illuminating signs should be located so light is directed only onto the sign facade. 
22. A minimum of 60% of the building’s street side facade shall contain windows. The windows should be divided by muntin’s and framed with a casing trim; awnings should be designed as an integral part of the building facade; metal awnings are discouraged. 
23. No units larger than 2 bedrooms will be allowed. All projects should provide a balanced mix of 1 & 2 bedrooms. 
24. Two One parking spaces per unit plus one visitor parking space for every three units shall be provided. 
25. The Planning Board may allow for shared parking between the Commercial and Residential uses on site. 
26. All parking areas shall be designed behind the buildings and not adjacent to the street. The SPGA may waive this requirement if topography or other extenuating circumstances warrant it. 
16.27. All drive aisle widths shall be a minimum of 18’ unless one-way traffic is proposed and all parking areas shall maintain a minimum of 10% of the gross area as landscaping in addition to the requirement in section B (19). 
17.28. A properly screened dumpster shall be located that meets the following requirements; buffer adjacent residential uses, provides easy access for removal service, doesn’t conflict with parking or interior vehicle access, plastic tops to reduce noise. 
18.29. A suitable snow storage area shall be provided without loss of any of the required parking spaces or displacement of drainage basin, swales, etc. The snow storage area shall accommodate a six (6) inch storm event for the driveways and access ways, parking, loading and sidewalk areas contained within the development. 
19.30. Drives and parking areas shall not be illuminated by lighting fixtures higher than twenty (20) feet. Sidewalks shall not be illuminated by lighting fixtures higher than fifteen (15) feet. All lighting fixtures shall be shielded to have a total cutoff of all light at less than ninety (90) degrees. The total cutoff of all light shall occur within the property lines of the parcel to be developed. 
20.31. A Traffic Impact Assessment, Traffic Impact Statement and Regional Traffic Analysis shall be submitted as required by the Traffic Impact Study By-law.
.
Mr. Hall questioned why the parking downtown would be changed from 2 to 1 space per unit?  Ms.   Burke explained that in a downtown typically you don’t need as much parking.  We are trying to create an atmosphere of walkability also.  Mr. Hall felt that may be true in other towns, but not Bridgewater.  

Ms. Guarino commented about shared parking; she goes over to an exercise studio in Whitman and when they are there take up most of the residential parking.  Ms. Burke felt there wouldn’t be that much of crossover usage; most people would be working during the day. She later in the evening suggested perhaps over 55 might be considered and that might help the parking situation. 

Mr. Ajemian also questioned where people were going to park. He felt that most units with two bedrooms would have two cars.  Ms. Burke noted that in most towns that she has worked in, they require 1.3 cars per unit; she has never seen 2 spaces per unit in a downtown.  

Mr. Driscoll questioned Section 21. Signs-He would agree with Mr. Sousa about the distance of signs at 12’ in the downtown…. Ms. Burke noted that typically there are no freestanding signs downtown; they are generally on the building itself.

Carlton Hunt commented that for the most part, he likes this; it is consistent with the 2004 revitalization plan; he would like to see the signs consistent with some “branding" of the town; need somewhere that defines “benefit” to the town.

Mr. Driscoll had comments about the density; he is comfortable with the 18 and also the flexibility to change for a benefit; it is consistent with other towns, he said.

After a bit more discussion, the public hearing on this ordinance was closed at 9:06 on a motion by Ms. Losche, seconded by Mr. Guarino and unanimously voted.  

At this point, the hearings officer suggested that the Ordinances be discussed and then a recommendation.

ZBA Membership-Mr. Ajemian commented that there was no compelling evidence to change.  Ms. Sullivan commented that she wouldn’t support; difficult to get people to volunteer; we need marketing and education.  Ms. Losche didn’t think this will address the issue.

On a motion by Ms. Losche, seconded by Mr. Chase, it was unanimously voted by the CEDC to not recommend Ordinance FY18-017 to the Council.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Ms. Sullivan, it was unanimously voted by the Planning Board not to recommend Ordinance FY18-017 to Council.


Signs-Mr. Driscoll felt it was better flushed out in the zoning revamp.  Mr. Colombotos shared his opinion.

On a motion by Ms. Losche, seconded by Mr. Chase, it was unanimously voted not to recommend Ordinance FY18-018 to the Council

[bookmark: _Hlk520701940]On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Ms. Sullivan, it was unanimously voted not to recommend Ordinance FY18-018 to the Council.

Section 19. mixed uses-CBD of Zoning Bylaws

Mr. Colombotos said he basically was in full agreement with this; it has the full support of the Council.
Mr. Ajemian question if the outfit that is coming in to look at the zoning will be looking at the downtown and if so, could this Ordinance become moot because of that?  Ms. Burke said theoretically it could, but she would hope that they would take into consideration that this was recently done with a lot of work and thought with maybe only a few tweaks.

Mr. Driscoll commented that he would support the Ordinance; he has had the benefit of sitting on the Ad Hock Committee.  Some of the things did put him out of his comfort level, such as density and height, but our town Planning Ms. Burke has done a great job showing him that with bonus points and safeguards will make the Broad St. project a good one.


Mr. Colombotos said he would like to offer an amendment; he is still uncomfortable with density bonus C.  He would like to strike the words “one unit for every 2 acres protected” and made a motion to recommend the Ordinance to the Council with the amendment to strike “one unit for every 2 acres protected.  He said doesn’t see the reason for quantifying it. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Discussion- Ms. Losche commented that she would prefer to have those parameters and won’t support the amendment.  Ms. Burke and Mr. Driscoll spoke.  Mr. Colombotos withdrew his motion.  He then suggested making it 5 acres; he suggested that 2 acres was too generous of a guideline.  Ms. Sullivan suggested that it should be a case by case basis depending on how much is needed for what you want to do.  She questioned #d Payment to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund if we pass an Inclusionary Zoning Bylaw and how that would work. She questioned if the first 18 units would be subject to Inclusionary Zoning if there are no affordable units built in…would it be the same amount per unit? She suggested putting a number to it.   Ms. Burke said that Inclusionary Zoning was not considered in this; she would expect that there would be some requirement for an affordable component in the first 18 units.  Mr. Driscoll questioned if Inclusionary Zoning was going to be a part of the zoning overall?  Ms. Burke said she would assume so.  

A motion made by Ms. Losche to recommend Ordinance FY19-001 to the Council.  It was seconded by Mr. Chase; unanimously voted.

A motion was made by Mr. Hall, seconded by Ms. Guarino to recommend Ordinance FY19-001 to the Council.  It was unanimously voted.

No comments from the public.

On a motion by Mr. Colombotos, seconded by Mr. Chase, their meeting was adjourned at 9:07.

On a motion by Ms. Guarino, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to adjourn at 9:07



MINUTES APPROVED:_______________________________
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