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Kelley's Corner Plan and Implementation
1. To facilitate the discussion and decision making, please review this package in preparation of the 12/18/00 meeting. You have previously had in your packages:

2. the Kelley's Corner Specific Area Plan that was adopted and its zoning recommendations implemented;

3. the Kelley's Corner Circulation Plan that was also adopted but its zoning recommendations not implemented;

4. the proposed zoning articles from the Circulation Plan on which no action was taken at the 1998 Annual Town Meeting;

2. the 10/2000 Kelley's Corner Working Group Report. 

3. This package includes:

4. Working copy of proposed revisions to the 1997 Kelley's Corner Circulation Plan.

5. Working copy of proposed revisions to the 1998 zoning articles.

6. Richard Croswell's notes of 12/12/00.

Although we are late in the process of deciding zoning actions for the next Annual Town Meeting, there is enough time to do things right. Fortunately, we are not starting from scratch. Please make sure you understand all the materials and develop your questions. This will be the first step to helping me prepare you for Town Meeting should you choose to bring the Kelley's Corner articles forward.

A decision on what zoning articles to bring to the 2001 Annual is due on December 18th. The warrant closes December 29th. It appears that only Kelley's Corner (with or without OP-2 articles) and a placeholder for housekeeping will make it. I do not see the Planning Board or the Planning Department in a position to support additional zoning changes at this time.

Part of the discussion should include a publicity/outreach campaign that tries hard to reach beyond the Kelley's Corner proper and adjacent neighborhoods. I have in the budget funds for one town wide mailing a year. This may be the thing to spend it on. Anyone with expertise and facilities to develop a flashy brochure or a potential funding source to do such a brochure? We can do one here but we lack technical set-up.

The Articles:

The draft revisions to the 1998 articles are my first try at it. Changes and issues are summarized below.

Article A (was 40)

Parts A and B: As recommended in Richards's notes, the maximum height would remain at 36 feet. I renumbered the footnotes to fit the current bylaw and I changed one footnote (6) from the previous draft to reflect current zoning language. The redrafted footnote (6) addresses Richard's concern about setbacks. As to Richards paragraphs on building height and rooftop equipment, please refer to current zoning bylaw sections 5.2.7, 5.3.5, and 5.6.3.4.s). They will remain. I believe they cover this subject matter.

Article B (was 41)

Part B: Richard is suggesting that the Board consider dropping the Urban Village Street requirement for a more flexible approach of internal driveways and their connection from property to property. I strongly caution that the traffic build-out analysis of the Circulation Plan indicates that the Urban Village Streets are necessary as a relieve valve for the main intersection. Internal driveway connections are fine for traffic management from site to site, but they fail as a bypass for the primary intersection. It will be some time until near-build-out conditions occur. Until then, the Urban Village Streets are not essential. Nevertheless, they must be provided now, and over time as site redevelopment occurs, so that that they will be in place when needed. Failing to do so would create a "fatal flaw" as that term was used in the Kelley's Corner Study Group report, or it would "backload" on the Town the cost of property takings and construction to retrofit the area with these streets when they will become indispensable. What Richard might have missed is the fact that the Town under current Site Plan authority can require a connection of driveways. This will not change. For the interim period, therefore, internal driveway connections can be established and used as Richard suggests while the Urban Village Streets are being assembled over time. The interim driveway connections may be separate or identical in location to the urban village streets.

Part C: I changed this part to focus the funding assistance on street infrastructure since the sewer system is about to be completed in the area.

Summary: I expanded the summary to quote the purpose section of the Kelley's Corner provisions in the zoning bylaw (section 5.6.1), as amended through part D of the article. After a 3-year hiatus, it may be useful to recall what this is all about.

Article C (was 42)

· I did make a few changes, but most importantly added a new part C to include two of Richard's recommendations:

· It would expressly provide special permit powers governing developments over FAR 0.20 dealing with issues of noise, light, night operations, and screening. I believe the special permit granting authority has these powers statutorily in any case, but it does not hurt stating them in the bylaw. There may be concern that this discretion is vague and unspecific, and may be overlooked, ignored, or not used aggressively enough. The opposing thought is that such restrictions can be burdensome on businesses and may not be needed in every portion of the KC district. Therefore, they should be imposed only where necessary rather than across the entire district.

· It would require underground utilities. Again, I believe the SPGA already has this authority, but this will help everybody not to forget about it.

Article D (was 43)

Except for a few minor adjustments, I did not see a need to change this article.

Article 44

I believe this article has become obsolete. It was proposed primarily to guard against big box retail in Kelley's Corner. With the sweeping use regulations changes of April 2000, the Town adopted a 60,000 square foot limit on individual retail establishments, addressing the big box question town-wide. In addition for KC, a 10,000 square foot limit is in place for manufacturing and scientific uses (ZBL 3.6.3 & 3.6.4).

Article E (was 45)

I made only a few minor clarifications.

Article F

This is a new article. I reviewed the Working Group's materials regarding use regulations in the Kelley's Corner District (to the extent that they were included in the report). This article picks up one suggestion and adds a complementary item. It would allow multifamily dwellings in the KC district as the Working Group recommended. It makes a lot of sense to encourage a greater mixture of business and residential uses in Kelley's Corner. Understand, however, that the current sewer capacity limits may impose some constraints on this use, at least into the foreseeable future. For those who are concerned about more children in Town, we can comfortably prove that multi-family dwellings have a very low school children per household ratio compared to single family homes. Furthermore, I recommend that new single family dwellings should be prohibited. First, I would not know where they would fit. Second, they would make inefficient use of land in the KC district. Third, they would likely be a source of heightened friction within the district pitching privacy interests against business concerns.

Other

In the end of the package, I provide you with draft articles for the OP-2 district. Since 1996, they were tried and re-tried, drafted and redrafted, but always postponed for later action. They represent the other loose end of the Kelley's Corner Plan zoning agenda. I include them here so that you are cognizant of them as you make your decision on the 2001 Annual Town Meeting zoning agenda.
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