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AREA PLAN COMMISSION OF TIPPECANOE COUNTY

ORDINANCE COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF PUBLIC MEETING

DATE....................................................................................................................OCTOBER 4, 2017
TIME.....................................................................................................................4:45PM
PLACE..................................................................................................................COUNTY OFFICE BLDG.
20 N. 3RD STREET
LAFAYETTE, IN 47901

MEMBERS PRESENT
Gary Schroeder
Jackson Bogan
Carl Griffin
Greg Jones
Tom Murtaugh
Gerry Keen

MEMBERS ABSENT
Larry Leverenz
Jerry Reynolds

OTHER APC MEMBERS PRESENT

STAFF PRESENT
Sallie Fahey
Ryan O’Gara
Rabita Foley
Jay Seeger, Atty.

OTHER ATTENDEES
Steve Clevenger
Chad Spitznagle
Bryce Patz

Chair Tom Murtaugh called the meeting to order.

I.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Gary Schroeder moved to approve the minutes from the September 6, 2017 Ordinance Committee meeting.
Greg Jones seconded and the motion passed by unanimous voice vote.

II.

BUFFERYARD STANDARDS:
Discussion on proposed changes to the UZO regarding bufferyards and required screening
for loading berths

A handout of the proposed ordinance changes highlighted in red were distributed prior to the meeting.
Rabita Foley explained that staff was approached by West Lafayette homeowners with a concern about noneffective bufferyards between commercial properties along Sagamore Parkway and residential properties to
the north in Barbarry Heights subdivision. After research, staff learned that the intensity, depth, and spacing
of existing bufferyard requirements were consistent with communities similar to ours. While the initial
complaint came from West Lafayette, all jurisdictions were included in the discussions that took place over
several months.
She presented slides showing the following proposed changes that were discussed over a few months at the
AO meeting for their applicability in relation to their respective jurisdictions.
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1. The AO would determine if a bufferyard is required along a property line where: the property line
serves as the boundary between zones and the adjacent properties are owned by the same
entity/person;
Rabita Foley displayed a zoning map showing a recently rezoned property where bufferyards are now
required but all the surrounding property is owned by the same person/entity.
Gerry Keen asked if the AO will have discretion to determine the type of bufferyard that needs to be installed
if the AO determines that a bufferyard is needed.
Sallie Fahey said the AO has no discretion as to what type of bufferyard is need. It is only at the AOs
discretion if this is the situation. This is for properties where the buffer would have to be between property
lines with the same owner on both sides.
Tom Murtaugh asked if we should be concerned if the less intense property is sold and now there is no
buffer.
Sallie Fahey agreed that that is a possibility but in this situation it is a given that the properties will be used in
conjunction with each other in perpetuity. It may be a concern when it is the same owner right now but there
could be different owners in the future. Another problem might be when it is the same owner but there is an
industrial piece with adjacent land that could be used for houses in the future.
Gerry Keen said in that case the decision would be up to the AO.
Jackson Bogan asked if the example used is the red property line on the east side. He is concerned about
the property on the east.
Rabita Foley pointed out that the same person owns the property to the east and it is zoned I2.
Tom Murtaugh said if the property to the east were residentially zoned a bufferyard would be required on that
side only. He thinks it makes sense for the AO to be able to designate a less intense bufferyard.
Gerry Keen said that was the point he was making earlier.
Sallie Fahey thinks the AO would not have to decide all or none but could lower the intensity of the
bufferyard. Staff will work to make that change to the proposal if that is the consensus.
Carl Griffin said he is having trouble understanding this proposal. He asked staff to consider saying “Where
the property line serves as a boundary between zones, and properties on either side of the line are owned by
the same entity or individual, the requirement and type of bufferyard shall be determined by the
Administrative Officer”.
Sallie Fahey said staff will take all the “by consensus” requests from the Committee and make the changes
to the proposal.
Gary Schroeder pointed out that even though the AO makes the bufferyard decision, the BZA could still grant
the bufferyard variance. In these cases we are trusting the AO to make the same the decision the BZA would
make to prevent delays and filing fees.
2. The OR zone was moved to the group of NB, MR, GB and HB in the bufferyard chart.
Rabita Foley said this proposal will move the bufferyard class for the OR zone to a group that includes NB,
MR, GB, and HB. She explained that there are a lot of residential zones around OR zoned properties. Any
development in OR zones only requires the least intense bufferyard (Type “A”) but the OR zone allows uses
are very intense and similar to our commercial zones. Staff is proposed requiring a more intense bufferyard
for the OR zone when it abuts a residential zone.
Sallie Fahey said we think of Office Research as just office buildings in the Research Park but restaurants
and other commercial uses as well as uses with loading docks are permitted. There are uses allowed in OR
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that create the situation the woman in Barbarry Heights is concerned about in relationship to Aldi’s delivery
area in the back of the store.
Rabita Foley added that most of the OR zoned land is in West Lafayette.
3. Three new “standard plant units” and bufferyard widths for West Lafayette were introduced in
addition to the existing section that will remain unchanged for all the other jurisdictions.
Rabita Foley said this creates a new subsection for West Lafayette that shows the new plant unit standard
that consists only of evergreen trees and shrubs. West Lafayette staff suggested that seasonally shedding
deciduous trees might have contributed to the initial complaint of ineffective bufferyards. West Lafayette staff
also suggested a simplified version of the standard plant units that are effective but easy to understand and
enforce. It was also suggested that using all evergreens will provide a more effective barrier. Staff was
concerned that a bufferyard of all evergreens would be monotonous. West Lafayette countered that the
diversity of species that the West Lafayette landscape ordinance requires be placed in the parking lot would
eliminate the monotony. West Lafayette will still have three different types of bufferyards. She then displayed
renderings and specifications for Type “A”, “B”, and “C” bufferyards.
Sallie Fahey said she thought staff was trying to get all the jurisdictions to adopt stricter regulations.
Rabita Foley replied that that was the initial thought but when the proposal was brought to the AOs the other
jurisdictions did not feel comfortable enforcing the stricter regulations. The other jurisdictions think the current
ordinance works for them.
Sallie Fahey said the current ordinance will only apply to Lafayette.
Rabita Foley said the County Building Commissioner if fine with the ordinance as it is.
Sallie Fahey said as the AO for Dayton, Battle Ground, and Clarks Hill, she would like to see the proposal
beefier for the towns but she is not sure how the towns feel about that. She thinks a beefier plant and
evergreen bufferyard in Dayton where Macallister abuts all the residences is appropriate.
Greg Jones said Battle Ground would have liked to see a beefier bufferyard out by the new Speedway.
Rabita Foley referred to the handout distributed prior to the meeting and said Alternative #4 – Standard Plant
Units can be converted to an all evergreen option but unfortunately the developer chooses the alternative
that will be used.
Sallie Fahey said what we have now is rather ineffective.
Jackson Bogan asked what the intent of what we are trying to do here.
Sallie Fahey replied that when we have disparate land uses abutting each other we need a bufferyard that is
effective. Sallie Fahey said it is astonishing how thin a Type “C” bufferyard is. The photo being shown is
behind the U-Haul on the north side of Sagamore Parkway in West Lafayette. She added that the owner
voluntarily installed the bufferyard.
Carl Griffin asked if the bufferyard correlates to one of our bufferyard types.
Rabita Foley replied that the bufferyard is similar to a Type “C” (five units every 150’).
Jackson Bogan asked if the pictures will be included in the amendment.
Rabita Foley said only a draft is being presented today but the final draft will be consistent with our current
ordinance.
Tom Murtaugh asked if the illustration of seven trees that is shown in the handout is a plant unit and required
every 30’ in the bufferyard.
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Sallie Fahey simplified and said five times the seven trees (35 trees) would be required in a 150’ bufferyard.
Rabita Foley explained that a plant unit is a set of plantings. This part of the amendment is being proposed
for West Lafayette and refers to installation heights. When the plants mature they will provide an effective
barrier to noise and visuals.
4. A required bufferyard which includes a 3’ berm shall not be placed on top of other dedicated
easements (drainage easements for example) where applicable (Details of this item are yet to be
discussed);
Rabita Foley said this part of the amendment has not been thoroughly discussed because the subject was
recently brought up. She explained that a bufferyard will start abutting the easement.
Sallie Fahey stated that we do not want plants getting into water, sewer, gas, or electrical lines.
Jackson Bogan asked if this proposal is automatically making the bufferyard wider.
Rabita Foley said that is not the intent and added that the setback is not part of this.
Tom Murtaugh asked if the bufferyard can be within the setback but not within the easement.
Sallie Fahey said if there is only a 25’ setback in the rear then the 50’ utility easement and 20’ bufferyard will
create a larger setback. The owner already knows this because he chose to plat it that way before he got
approval for the subdivision.
Tom Murtaugh asked if this is typically how other counties do it.
Rabita Foley said some counties do this but when bufferyards are placed together with utility easements
there usually is language where an AO can make a determination how a bufferyard can be altered. We can
either do something like that or make it mandatory like staff is proposing.
Sallie Fahey said #4 only seems to apply when there is a berm but it should apply to everything.
Rabita Foley concurred and said the berm option is there because a berm bufferyard is automatically 20’.
She agrees we need to amend the proposal.
Jackson Bogan asked if a berm is allowed on top of utility easements.
Sallie Fahey said a berm cannot be on top of an easement. She pointed out that at the last meeting the
Committee talked about requiring berms with some plant materials on top in some situations like between
loading docks and residences. It was decided that berms in all situations are not feasible because to get it to
a required height and have a reasonable slope that can be maintained gets really huge at the base. Staff and
AOs decided to propose leaving the berm in as an option, except in West Lafayette.
Jackson Bogan said if we make this change we will be making the bufferyard 15’ wider than what the
requirement was yesterday. Right now the utility easement can be used as part of a bufferyard and this
proposal will not permit that.
Sallie Fahey said the bufferyard has more to do with the plants than it does with the distance. She again said
it is the developers decision where to put the utility easement. She thinks the utilities complained and in
those cases the buffer was not required. Owners used the fact that they platted an easement there to say
they do not have install a bufferyard because there is an easement there.
Tom Murtaugh asked what the AOs think about this proposal.
Sallie Fahey thinks all the AOs are in favor of this proposal.
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Rabita Foley said this has not been extensively discussed.
Jackson Bogan asked if the amendment can include language stating that a variance to eliminate the
bufferyard requirement cannot be requested or granted if there is a utility easement on the side of the
property where there a bufferyard is required.
Gary Schroeder said sometimes they plat easements even when there are no utilities there.
Tom Murtaugh asked if they are platting easement to avoid installing a bufferyard.
Gary Schroeder said we are talking about new situations and existing ones. Some easements were platted
20 years ago and now the use has changed. He thinks there should be reasonable flexibility.
Sallie Fahey said an easement can be vacated if it is not being used. The easement vacation process is
much simpler than replatting. If an easement is being used by the utilities you would not want your bufferyard
on the utilities. She said we can discuss this issue at the AO meeting tomorrow. This proposal needs to be
changed so it does not just apply to berming.
5. The bufferyard plans shall be prepared by a registered landscape architect to ensure the selection
and installation of plant species are geographically appropriate for this region.
Rabita Foley said in the past we have has some issues with insufficient plant materials planted in the
bufferyard and also not aware of whether plant species will and will not thrive. Putting this in the ordinance
will ensure the bufferyards will survive and thrive.
6. The footnote in appendix E-1 shall be amended to only allow a 1” reduction in the caliper for
alternatives 1 & 5 for canopy trees if the bufferyard features a 3’ high berm.
Rabita Foley said the addition of this proposed footnote was recommended by Lafayette’s Urban Forester
because the canopy trees need a 2’ caliper to do well.
7. The section regarding the screening of loading berths from adjoining residential uses or zones shall
be completely revised to include noise blocking barrier structures in combination with appropriate
landscaping elements as determined by the AO.
Rabita Foley said this change is being recommended even though it is not part of the bufferyard section of
the ordinance but rather deals with loading berths. Staff is recommending a change to include an 8’ high
noise blocking barrier and appropriate plant materials in addition to the noise barrier wall. Wherever fencing
or screening is required for loading berths next to residential use zones a noise barrier will also be needed to
protect the residential users from unnecessary noise.
Sallie Fahey said we are talking about situations when semis deliver and run their diesel cab for hours on
end while unloading or waiting to make a return trip. The proposal was somewhat modeled on what was
negotiate in the West Lafayette PayLess PD a couple of years ago. Now there is a fence barrier between
their loading area and Westminster Cottages.
Gerry Keen asked if this change would give the AO authority to require a noise barrier other than plant
material. He then asked if we have other examples of this type of barrier.
Rabita Foley said this amendment will give the AO the authority to determine if a noise barrier is needed for
loading berths.
Sallie Fahey said the big noise barriers are on interstates. She thinks we found some reference material to
use in the ordinance.
Rabita Foley said we were going to do that at one time but we moved away from it because it was very
brand-specific and we did not feel comfortable including it in the ordinance.
Tom Murtaugh asked if a fence is a noise barrier.
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Gerry Keen said a fence can be a noise barrier if it is constructed that way.
Sallie Fahey thinks is probably the flimsiest kind of noise barrier. She thinks a fence will be a better noise
barrier if the materials absorb noise or if the noise bounces off the material. She thinks staff may need to do
a little more research to determine what kinds of materials are appropriate.
Gerry Keen said this gives the AO the authority to require a noise barrier.
Sallie Fahey explained that noise barriers are automatically required in situations where a loading dock abuts
residences.
Jackson Bogan asked if this is “and” and not “or”.
Sallie Fahey said the only difference for the “or” is all evergreen or approved plant materials.
Jackson Bogan said he wants to be sure a noise barrier and bufferyard will be required when loading berths
abut residences.
Gerry Keen said he appreciates all the work staff has put into this amendment because the ordinance is
ineffective as it is now.
Sallie Fahey agreed and added that it is ineffective because at one time we thought we were requiring a lot
of plant material every 150’ but that is not the case. When you look at a bufferyard that is planted it is very
sparse. She realizes we have a way to go.
Gerry Keen thinks this is a good start.
Tom Murtaugh asked if there is a problem with the ordinance being different in some jurisdictions.
Sallie Fahey said we have a few places where there are some differences in the ordinance but it is a lot
easier if the ordinance is unified. We could end up with West Lafayette and the three towns having one
standard and Lafayette and the county having a different standard.
Jackson Bogan asked which bufferyard would be denser.
Sallie Fahey replied that West Lafayette’s proposed standards would be denser because it is all evergreens,
making it an all season bufferyard.
Rabita Foley thinks it is a good idea to give latitude to communities so they can do well on their own.
8. The example species list will be included in the ordinance.
Rabita Foley said a proposed species list will be included in the ordinance so when developers or landscape
architects come in they have something to work from.

Carl Griffin asked if staff has a timeline for bringing an amendment proposal to this Committee for a
recommendation.
Rabita Foley explained that staff has been working on this amendment for almost a year and would like to
have a recommendation from the Committee next month.
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Jackson Bogan again asked if the AOs can come up with a universal plant diagram for all jurisdictions. If we
are trying to do something to protect both the developer and the homeowner it should not matter if they are in
Lafayette or Shadeland.
The Committee concurred.
Sallie Fahey said the new AO for Lafayette, Jeromy Grenard, starts on October 16th and he has not
participated in any of the bufferyard discussions. We may not have a proposal in ordinance form for the
Committee next month but staff should have something a little more refined.
Bryce Patz, West Lafayette Neighborhood Vitality and Greenspace Administrator, said West Lafayette has
been requiring bufferyards associated with new developments be planted with all evergreens for several
years now. West Lafayette has been using this standard for several years because it is easier to maintain.
The standards currently on the books is a hodge-podge mix of evergreen and deciduous. At the end of the
day the bufferyard is not maintainable and becomes a ratty mess that does not perform well. Evergreens
provide a year round buffer and cost the developer less to maintain and the sound gets trapped in the
evergreen needles creating a solid sound barrier.
Jackson Bogan asked if any developers have complained about the bufferyard having to be all evergreens.
Bryce Patz replied that Bev Shaw has been doing this for about five years now and the developers are
excited to do evergreens when we explain that it will save them money over the long run. He added that PDs
get a follow-up inspection and holes in a bufferyard have to be replaced.
Gerry Keen said the ordinance requirement is the minimum requirement and a developer can add more if he
wants.
Gary Schroeder asked if there is a cost difference between a deciduous and evergreen bufferyard.
Bryce Patz said that depends on the quantity a developer needs to purchase. An all an evergreen bufferyard
costs a bit more up front but saves money in the end. A 2” caliper Red Oak (standard size for installation)
costs about $350.00 to $400.00 with transfer and installation. An 8’ tall evergreen tree is roughly $400.00
with transfer and installation.
Sallie Fahey said staff can inform the AOs that this Committee prefers one standard for all jurisdictions and
isleaning toward an all evergreen option.
Gary Schroeder thinks that is a good idea. He would like to know what the objections are because he knows
the cost difference is not significant. He agrees that an all evergreen bufferyard is a much better bufferyard.
Jackson Bogan likes that an all evergreen bufferyard provides year round buffering and noise suppression.

III.
None

CITIZEN COMMENTS
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IV.

ADJOURNMENT:

Gary Schroeder moved to adjourn the meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 5:30p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Underwood
Recording Secretary

Reviewed by,

Sallie Dell Fahey
Executive Director

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:

APC ORDINANCE COMMITTEE
RABITA FOLEY & KATHY LIND, CURRENT PLANNER & SENIOR PLANNER
PROPOSED BUFFERYARD AMENDMENT
DECEMBER 28, 2017

Staff was approached by homeowners from the City of West Lafayette with a concern about noneffective bufferyards between commercial properties along Sagamore Parkway and residential
properties adjacent to the north in Barbarry Heights subdivision.
Staff concluded that the intensity, depth and spacing of the existing bufferyard requirements were
consistent with communities similar to ours. However, after discussion with West Lafayette, Bryce
Patz and Beverly Shaw suggested that seasonally shedding deciduous trees might have
contributed to the initial complaint of an ineffective bufferyard. During this discussion, WL staff
also mentioned a need to develop a simplified version of the “standard plant units” found in the
UZO that are effective yet easy to understand and enforce. When asked about the monotony of
the greenspace caused by a line of evergreen trees and shrubs, they were quick to point out the
diversity of species one would place in parking lots as required by the WL landscape ordinance.
Even though this amendment was initiated due to a complaint from a WL citizen, AO’s from all
jurisdictions were consulted while preparing this proposal. Staff from both cities met with APC
staff on September 15, 2017 to further discuss a few practical concerns regarding the proposed
amendment.
Staff presented the initial bufferyard amendment proposal on September 6, 2017 to the Ordinance
Committee. At this meeting, the committee requested that staff seek an agreement with all
jurisdictions in Tippecanoe County to accept the proposed bufferyard changes in its entirety. This
message was conveyed at the Administrative Officer’s meeting held on October 5, 2017. As this
was the first time that the City of Lafayette was presented with this alternative bufferyard, Dave
Griffee took the ordinance committee’s proposal to the Mayor and other pertinent stakeholders
for further discussion. After a few weeks of research and discussion, the City of Lafayette decided
to embrace the ordinance committee’s proposal regarding the bufferyard amendment.
APC staff’s proposed changes to the existing bufferyard and screening section of the ordinance
are listed below. It replaces the standard plant unit types from deciduous trees and shrubs to
evergreen trees and shrubs:
1. Three new standard plant units and bufferyard widths were introduced replacing the
existing requirements for all jurisdictions (1a,1b,1c and 1d as seen in the attached
document are the sections of the ordinance where this change would be reflected);
2. The AO would determine the requirement of a bufferyard along a property line, where this
property line serves as the boundary between zones but are owned by the same
entity/person. If a bufferyard is deemed required, then the AO shall determine the type of
bufferyard to install;
3. Required bufferyards shall be located outside of existing or platted easements where
applicable;
4. In the Table of Required Bufferyards, the FP zone was removed from the A, AA, AW and
FP group; and the OR zone was moved to the group of NB, MR, GB and HB;
5. The bufferyard plans shall be prepared by a registered landscape architect to ensure the
selection and installation of plant species are geographically appropriate;
6. The section regarding screening of loading berths from adjoining residential uses or zones
shall be completely revised to include a noise blocking structure in combination with the
appropriate landscaping element as determined by an AO;
7. The definition for the noise blocking structure was added to the UZO; and
8. The example species list will be included in the ordinance.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approval
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UNIFIED ZONING ORDINANCE, 3rd EDITION

4-9 BUFFERYARDS AND OTHER BUFFERING REQUIREMENTS
4-9-1 INTENT:
(a)
Bufferyards and other separators shall be provided between certain
dissimilar abutting zones and surrounding certain other uses to eliminate
or minimize potential nuisances such as dirt, dust, litter, noise, odor, glare,
signs, and incompatible buildings or parking areas, and to reduce
danger from accident, fire or explosion.
(b)
Bufferyards serve as a physical as well as visual barrier. They vary in
width, and contain landscape materials of varying densities called
standard plant units. Standard plant units shall conform to illustrations
in Appendix E-1 or their functional equivalent as approved by the
Administrative Officer. The width and density of required bufferyards
depend on the level of separation needed between dissimilar abutting
zones as shown in the tables in 4-9-3 below, and between dissimilar
uses as shown in 4-9-7 and 4-9-8.

1
1a

4-9-3-b NUMBER OF REQUIRED STANDARD PLANT UNITS AND BUFFERYARD
WIDTHS FOR BUFFERYARDS, TYPES A-C:
TYPE OF
BUFFERYARD
A
B
C

NUMBER OF STANDARD PLANT UNITS
PER 150 LINEAR FEET
5
5
5

BUFFERYARD
WIDTH
20'
20'
30'

4-9-4 STANDARD PLANT UNITS:
(a)
The drawing in Appendix E-1 shows the make-up of Type A, Type B and

1b

Type C bufferyard using respective standard plant units.
(b)

Where there is less than 150' of length to buffer (or where there is a
remainder of less than 150' after multiples of 150' have been accounted for),
a percentage of the standard plant unit shall be provided, equal to that
shorter length divided by 150'.

(c)

Plants shall be installed in accordance with the landscape element of an
approved site plan, submitted under 6-2-5-a below. However in the event
of subdivision, plants shall be installed in accordance with the landscape
element of approved Construction Plans required by the Unified Subdivision
Ordinance of Tippecanoe County. In the event of a mobile home park /
manufactured home community or recreational vehicle park or
campsite, plants shall be installed in accordance with the site plan
submission, which includes 5-4-5-c-7 and 5-4-7-i below.

Revised on 12/22/2017
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Appendix

APPENDIX E-1: STANDARD PLANT UNITS
TYPE A : three minimum 8' tall evergreen tree placed at a distance of 10' center to center
six 3' high shrubs placed at a distance 5' center to center

1c

TYPE B: three minimum 8' tall evergreen tree placed at a distance of 10' center to center
six evergreen shrubs placed at a distance of 6' center to center

TYPE C: staggered rows of three minimum 8' tall evergreen trees placed at a distance of
10' center to center

1d

Evergreen trees may be reduced in height by 2' if the bufferyard features a 3' high berm.
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4-9-2 BUFFERYARD REQUIREMENTS:
(a)
Bufferyards shall only be required for:
(1)
new development of land; or
(2)
redevelopment of land which includes the rezoning of property for a
change of use except where the continued use of existing
buildings and/or parking areas would occupy the space otherwise
reserved for the bufferyard. (Amend 52)
Where a complete bufferyard is already in place on an adjoining property,
no additional bufferyard need be provided by the developer or
redeveloper of the second property (Amend 13).
(b)
No bufferyard shall be required along an abutting street where that
street serves as the boundary between zones, except as in 4-9-7 and 49-8 below.

2
3

(c)

Required bufferyards shall be located along the perimeter of a property,
and shall extend to the lot line, except as indicated in 4-9-3-a, Footnote 1,
below. They may not be located on any portion of an existing or dedicated
public or private street right-of-way.

(d)

The requirement of a bufferyard along an abutting property line where
the property line serves as the boundary between zones and properties
on either side of the line are owned by the same entity or individual shall
be determined by the Administrative Officer.If the bufferyard is deemed
required, then the type shall also be determined by the Administrative
Officer.

(e)

Required bufferyards shall be located outside of an existing or platted

easement.
(f)

Required bufferyards shall comply with the vision setback requirements
established in 4-4-7 above, and shall otherwise not create traffic hazards

Chapter 4
(g)

UNIFIED ZONING ORDINANCE, 3rd EDITION
by obstructing the view of drivers using streets and private drives.
The type of bufferyard required between a zone undergoing new
development or redevelopment and an abutting zone is determined by
the tables in 4-9-3 below.

4-9-3 TABLES OF REQUIRED BUFFERYARDS:
4-9-3-a TYPE OF BUFFERYARD REQUIRED ALONG A LOT LINE SEPARATING A
ZONE UNDERGOING DEVELOPMENT OR REDEVELOPMENT AND AN
ABUTTING ZONE:

ZONE UNDERGOING
DEVELOPMENT
OR REDEVELOPMENT

R1 R1A R1B R1U R1Z R2
R2U R3 R3W R4W PDRS
MRU NBU RE & the

___________________________________________________________________________

ABUTTING ZONE

residential portion of PD
OR
Zones (Amend 27, 60, 69 & 71)

NB
MR
GB
HB
OR

I1

I2

I3

A
AA
AW
____
FP

R1 R1A R1B R1Z R2
--B
B
C
--A
C2
R3 R3W R4W RE (Am 27)
_______________________________________________________________________________________
A
B
B
OR

4

NB MR GB HB OR

C2

I1

B

I2

C

B

---

A

A

A

B

A

---

---

A

B

A

---

---

A

B1
C1

B

A

A

A

---

C1

A

C

B

B

C

A

--C
A
A
A
MHP/MHC = mobile home park / manufactured housing community;
RVP/C = recreational vehicle park / campground

---

A

I3
ZONE IN WHICH
MHP/MHC OR RVP/C
IS BEING DEVELOPED
MHP/MHC: R3 A
RVP/C:
HB A AW FP
ZONE IN WHICH SELFSTORAGE WAREHOUSE IS
BEING DEVELOPED (Amend 5)
NB GB I1 I2 I3

C

C

FOOTNOTES TO 4-9-3-a:
1 If a residence in a rural zone is located within 150’ of any boundary with an industrial
zone, the new or redeveloping industrial land user shall provide a bufferyard on its side of
all common lot lines within 150’ of the residence. Should the common lot line run to the
road, the bufferyard shall extend from the edge of its right-of way to a point 75’ beyond
the back of the residence. Should the common lot line not run to the road, the
bufferyard shall run for 150’, centered on the residence. The reduction in 4-9-4-b below
applies.
2 No bufferyard is required where an MR zone with residential use borders a residential
zone, or where a primary use permitted in SIC Groups 801 through 804 or 807 abuts an
R3 zone. (Amend 69)
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4-9-5 RESPONSIBILITY FOR BUFFERYARDS (Amend 13):
(a)
Where a proposed use abuts an unimproved property and a bufferyard is
required because of a zoning boundary, the property owner of the
proposed use need not provide more than half the bufferyard width and
standard plant units required in 4-9-3 above.
(b)
Where a proposed use abuts an improved property and a bufferyard is
required because of a zoning boundary, the property owner of the
proposed use must provide all additional land and plant material needed
to complete the full bufferyard required in 4-9-3 above: Where the
abutting use was developed with half a required bufferyard, the property
owner of the proposed use must provide the remaining half. Where the
abutting use was developed with no bufferyard, the property owner of
the proposed use is responsible for installing the entire bufferyard.
However, existing plant material and/or land located on the improved
property which meets the requirements of this section may be counted by
the Administrative Officer as contributing to the total bufferyard that
needs to be installed by the property owner of the proposed use.
(c)

5

(d)
(e)
(f)

The property owner of a proposed use required to provide a bufferyard
may be exempted from providing all or a portion of the required
bufferyard by recording a written agreement, approved by the
Administrative Officer, that the adjacent property owner(s) will provide
the remaining required portion.
The property owner shall provide bufferyard plans prepared by a registered
landscape architect.
In the event of subdivision, the subdivider shall install the
required bufferyard as part of required public improvements.
The owner and/or possessor of a required bufferyard shall maintain it in
accordance with the approved site plan or subdivision Construction
Plans. Failure to do so is a violation of this ordinance as per 6-3-1-d
below.
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4-6-17 BICYCLE PARKING FOR PRE-EXISTING USES:
Primary uses which predate the adoption of this section may convert one auto
parking space to bicycle parking upon approval of the Administrative Officer.
These converted bicycle parking spaces shall conform to the design standards
of 4-6-16 above.
4-6-18 OFF-STREET LOADING:
(a)
The Administrative Officer shall determine the need for loading berths
to be provided for newly erected or substantially altered buildings which
receive or distribute materials or merchandise by truck, up to the
maximums shown in 4-6-18-a-1 below.
(1)
MAXIMUM LOADING BERTH REQUIREMENTS (4-6-18-a-1):
MAXIMUM NUMBER OF
SQUARE FEET OF
OFF-STREET LOADING
GROSS FLOOR AREA
BERTHS REQUIRED
0 -- 10,000
1
10,001 -- 40,000
2
40,001 -- 80,000
3
80,001 -- 120,000
4
120,001 -- 160,000
5
160,000+
5 + 1 for up to each 80,000
over 160,000
(b)
Unless certified by the Administrative Officer under 4-6-18-c below,
required off-street loading berths shall be located on the same lot as the
use to be served. No portion of any vehicle using the loading berth shall
project into a street or alley. No permitted or required loading berth
shall be located within 25' of the nearest street intersection, nor shall it be
located in a required front, side or no-parking setback adjoining a
street.
(c)
In NBU, CB, and CBW zones, the Administrative Officer may certify that
there is a designated street or alley loading zone within 130' of the
development. In that case, no off-street loading berth need be provided.
However, if no off-street loading berth is provided, all pick-ups and
deliveries shall be made using the certified street or alley loading zone.
(d)
Except in CB and CBW zones where this subsection does not apply, the
Administrative Officer shall determine how off-street loading berths are
to be screened from adjacent residential zones or uses, employing one
or more of the following means:
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(1)a dense planting of approved evergreen plant materials and a noise
barrier structure of 8' in height; or
(2)a dense planting of approved plant materials and a noise barrier
structure of 8' in height.

7

NOISE BLOCKING STRUCTURE. A structure made of sound
blocking material eight feet to ten feet in height above grade that would
absorb noise level of 65 to 85 decibels (dbA) as determined by an
Administrative Officer.
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An example species list of evergreen trees and shrubs shall be
added to the UZO.

