
Community Development Committee  
Minutes 
Wednesday June 9th, 2021 – 7pm – Zoom 
 
Committee Members Present: Councilor Lamb, Councilor Sapienza, Councilor Sweeney 
Other Presenters: Zachary Feury, Nat Karns, Bill Meranti 
 
Call to Order 

- Meeting called to order at 7pm  

 

Statement on virtual meetings 
- Councilor Lamb read the statement of virtual meetings and indicated the meeting is being 

recorded 

 

Approval of Minutes 

 December 16th, 2020 Public Hearing 

- Motion: Councilor Sweeney / Second: Councilor Lamb. 

o Yea: 2 / Nay: 0 / Abstain: 1 (Councilor Sapienza was not a member of the committee 

prior) 

Agenda Items 

 Amending Section 10 of the Zoning Ordinances of the City of North Adams to establish 

regulations for short term rentals and accessory dwelling units. 

- Councilor Lamb moved without objection to start the conversation with Accessory Dwelling 

Units (ADUs) and invited the team from City Hall to share their work to date. 

o Z. Feury provided an overview summary of the work conducted over the past months that 

will add section 10.13 and 10.14 to the City Zoning Ordinance to establish regulations for 

Short Term Rentals and Accessory Dwelling Units respectively. The work has been done 

with the Office of Community Development, Inspection Services and Berkshire Regional 

Planning Commission with support from a grant. This material has been presented at 

multiple committee meetings and the December public hearing. 

 ADU zoning would give definitions to 3 types of units and would regulate each 

separately: Internal (within a single family home) allowed by right in all 

residential zoning and by special permit in other zones, Attached (built as an 

addition to a single family home that is attached to it) allowed by right with site 

plan approval in all residential zoning, Detached (on the same lot as but 

physically separate from a single family home) by special permit in all residential 

zoning districts.  

o Z. Feury opened it up to any questions or concerns in regards to the ADU zoning 

ordinance. 

o Councilor Lamb asked if B. Meranti or N. Karns had any additional information before 

starting with questions. None was raised. 

o Councilor Sapienza requested some additional information before asking questions. 



o Z. Feury gave a more full run through on the draft ordinance (attached to these minutes as 

addendum A) as it pertains to ADUs. 

o Councilor Sapienza asked if these needed to be permanent units or if they could be 

mobile units. 

o B. Meranti indicated they must be affixed permanent units 

o Councilor Lamb asked how other communities have handled this issue 

o Z. Feury noted this was drawn from a comprehensive review of similar bylaws and 

ordinance across the Commonwealth. He noted there may be some variance from 

community to community but it is mostly aligned. 

o Councilor Lamb asked about the fees associated with inspection of ADUs and how those 

may be integrated in the process. 

o B. Meranti noted he is not sure how that fee schedule will go. If it is a normal building 

inspection with a permit, it would be happening anyway, and he likely would treat it as a 

certificate of occupancy for any rental unit at time of turnover accordingly.  

o Councilor Lamb invited public attendee comment on the ADU section 10.14 

o C. Coppins, 66 Lyman St, North Adams asked if the ADU must be stick-built on the 

premise or if a self contained pre-fabrication unit could be brought onto the property. 

o B. Meranti believes that would be the case. There still is not tiny house regulations, and 

few locations where tourist cabins can be located according to zoning so the units would 

need to be built according to building code. 

o C. Coppins clarified the question as it were more of a modular home verses something on 

wheels. 

o B. Meranti said that those types of stationary units are already allowable. 

o Councilor Lamb followed up with asking if a mobile home on property could not be 

occupied at all on someone’s private property. 

o B. Meranti noted that being on wheels changes the code, and thus those units may not be 

acceptable according to the building code.  

o N. Karns indicated the ability of being mobile is the line that can’t be crossed. 

o C. Coppins followed up asking if you cannot have an RV on your property. 

o Councilor Lamb clarified that it cannot be in-use on the property, but it may be parked 

there. 

o Hearing no further comment, Councilor Lamb requested a recommended to pass the 

ADU ordinance, Section 10.14 to the Full Council as Amended for consideration.  

 Motion: Councilor Sapienza / Second: Councilor Sweeny 

 Yea: 3 / Nay: 0 – Motion Carries  

 

- Councilor Lamb invited Z. Feury to move on to the Short Term Rentals (STR) ordinance section 

10.13 for discussion.  

o Z. Feury gave an overview of the timeline to this point, beginning in 2017 and 

progressing since. The proposed amendment was informed by former conversations at 

committee and council meetings as well as through community feedback through a forum 

and survey in late 2019 and early 2020. It defines the purpose, provides three distinct 

definitions, and establishes certain dwelling units that may not be used as short term 

rentals (code violations, nuisance violations, unpaid taxes/water/sewer/etc.). It requires 



state building and fire codes for properties that are considered R-1. STRs must register 

with inspection services, and provide clearly identified contact information for who is 

responsible for the short term unit.  

o Councilor Lamb opened it up to the Councilors 

o Councilor Sweeney asked for elaboration around on-street parking. 

o Z. Feury indicated that managers of STUs must provide information about on-street 

parking to prevent congestion on neighborhood roadways, but that off-street parking is 

not required for an STR to operate.  

o Councilor Sapienza asked for clarification about only permitting social events with 10 or 

fewer individuals in a short term rental and indicated that it seems very restrictive and 

unenforceable.  

o Z. Feury noted that this also took off-street parking limitations into consideration and 

aims to avoid bottlenecks of too many cars parked on the street. Also, excess refuse 

created by large parties was considered a potential public nuisance in a neighborhood.  

o N. Karns added that this has been the biggest point of issue with neighbors wanting to 

limit the parties.  

o B. Meranti noted that the number seems reasonable in most cases, but there may be 

exceptions with some larger units, but there could be issues. There could be exceptions, 

and policing is going to be based on complaints, not unprompted.  

o Councilor Sweeney read a question from Carol LaBlanc about if the kiosk in the Center 

Street lot could be repaired and if short term renters could be provided parking in the lot 

so that don’t need to print off paper to put in their windows. She added that if there is a 

house with a couple of families that could easily be over 10 people staying in one house.  

o Z. Feury noted that there are 62 STRs in North Adams currently according to the state, 

most of which are an inconvenient distance from the Center Street Lot, so giving them 

parking down there is not likely to have any benefit of note. The issue with parking 

extends beyond the function of the kiosk and is more neighborhood centric.  

o Councilor Sweeney noted that if the apartments were full of long-term tenants the 

parking would still be an issue, so if population increases then hypothetically more 

attention will be needed.  

o Councilor Lamb noted that that issue as a whole falls under the Public Safety Committee 

and that the Center Street lot has been raised as an issue because the kiosk is so out dated, 

but that it would likely make more sense for downtown parking using an app or other 

technology and suggested we pass the issue along to them to be addressed going ahead so 

it can be addressed.  

o Councilor Sapienza followed up on the social events component. He felt that social 

gatherings were short term outside the bounds of people staying in the property officially, 

and moreso those just coming for an event/party.  

o Z. Feury noted that the intent is to discourage the holding of larger parties and gatherings, 

not preventing families from staying together.  

o B. Meranti confirmed the intent.  

o N. Karns suggested returning to tweak the language on the social gatherings aspect.  

o Councilor Lamb opened it up to members of the public in attendance  



o Glenn Maloney, 467 Church St, North Adams – asked how this aligns with the overall 

master plan. 

o Z. Feury noted that the vision 2030 plan was adopted in 2014 and noted that STRs didn’t 

arise as an issue to be addressed until 2017, so the matter wasn’t considered during the 

development of the Vision 2030. The comprehensive plan does however call out 

maintaining neighborhood character and reducing nuisances that might arise from uses, 

such as short term rentals.  

o G. Maloney followed up with asking how this would be different from regular use or 

rentals. 

o Z. Feury noted that in the Vision 2030 plan the goal of maintaining a diverse housing 

array was called out. A 2020 housing study in the city indicated a deficit of housing units, 

so the more being used as STR units pulls those units from the housing market into a 

commercial market thus removing opportunities across income levels for long term 

rental/residents. A piece of this is thus to preserve the housing supply. These regulations 

in part attempt to set regulations on the use of housing units as STRs to keep housing 

available to those looking to live here full-time. 

o G. Maloney asked what factual information would indicate that keeping them from 

becoming STRs would keep them in the full-time residency housing market 

o Z. Feury noted that any removal of a unit into transient housing would thus remove them 

from the option of being a long-term residence my nature. 

o N. Karns argued that there is a significant difference in a unit that is lived in for long term 

sections of time verses on that is rotated very often for transient use. It takes houses and 

turns them into spread out hotels. This ordinance is setting minimum standards for health 

and safety and to create some level of control to maintain neighborhoods. There is a 

difference between people in an area for only a couple of days verses those who spend 

months or years in a place. The design of this matches the state building code, so its just 

making it clear that they need to comply with state zoning and code.  

o G. Maloney agrees there should be regulation in alignment with other rental properties 

but looks at this from a holistic investment view in neighborhoods. Properties he works 

with were only developed because they could get short term rental revenue and he 

believes this would take the incentive of investment away. He thinks this will take away 

investment in the neighborhoods. 

o B. Meranti noted that this makes it easier and “legal” for short term rentals to operate. 

Previous to this ordinance, all STRs are in a code violation, so this creates a clear route to 

doing it and he doesn’t see it being restrictive. 

o G. Maloney requested an example of a typical single family home and what he would 

expect from a home being used as an STR. 

o B. Meranti noted that this is where the definitions of the types of STRs matter. Properties 

primarily meant to just be short term rentals are considered hotels, so the R-1 use 

becomes the compliance. He can’t give specifics, but that is the way this is structured.  

o Councilor Lamb noted that there has been significant investment driven by STR operators 

and second home owners, but indicated based on what he has been able to find, this is 

much more on the liberal end of the spectrum for STR ordinance as far as what he has 



seen and actually seems to create more opportunity than it restricts. It clears a path for 

development rather than it being able to do potential harm. It’s about safety.  

o G. Maloney requested a list of other communities with STR ordinance in the state. 

o Z. Feury noted several: Lenox, Salem, Chelsea, Cambridge, Richmond and then work 

being done by the Attorney General’s Office around town bylaws. He agreed that this is 

one of the least restrictive he has assessed. The purpose is to balance public health with 

economic development potential.  

o Councilor Sweeney asked about the community impact fee in the ordinance and where 

does that fee go? 

o Z. Feury noted we do not take a community impact fee currently, that would need to be 

added by the council by a vote. If a fee is assessed, it is broken into very specific 

allocations according to the state.  

o Councilor Lamb expressed his discontent on how the State built in taxes but not any 

safety when they adopted their STR policies 

o Councilor Sweeney noted she is in favor of a community impact fee that might support 

members of the community in affordable housing needs.  

o Z. Feury clarified that adoption of this ordinance would not institute this fee and that 

needs to be a completely separate process at a future date.  

o Councilor Sapienza appreciates the language about local agency and operation by a 

professional local body. He asked if there is an actual number of units permitted in a 

dwelling that would identify it as a hotel? 

o B. Meranti noted there is nothing specific in the ordinance before us, but that the building 

code would eventually be the element that kicks in and establishes those requirements. 

More units usually drives more requirements in the standard building code which would 

require a design professional to step in in some cases.  

o Councilor Lamb noted his frustration with how code driven by urban centers impacts our 

ability to redevelop properties affordably in the Berkshires when the same layout of the 

community doesn’t align with a major urban center.  

o B. Meranti noted that the numbers are definitely skewed towards urban centers where 

property values are much higher.  

o Councilor Lamb noted that we did want a tweaking of section K around social gatherings 

and wondered what the City Department team might ideally see going forward.  

o B. Meranti felt the language in there currently seemed appropriate on his end. 

o N. Karns provided draft language “in addition to the renters no more than X people may 

be in the Short Term Rental.”  

o Z. Feury felt perhaps a definition of a social event might be the best route to go.  

o Councilor Lamb asked that that be provided now so this can be referred to General 

Government. 

o Councilor Sweeney moved to add a definition of social events that expresses that social 

events are defined as non-renters of the unit and to refer the ordinance as drafted to 

General Government.  

o Councilor Lamb requested a rescinding of that and allowing for Zach to provide specific 

language independent of referral.  



o N. Karns provided language “social events are events or parties on the short term rental 

premises including 10 or more individuals in addition to the short term renters”  

o Councilor Lamb requested an amendment to include that language. 

 Motion: Councilor Sweeney / Second: Councilor Sapienza 

 Yea: 3 / Nay: 0 – Motion Carries 

o Councilor Lamb requested a motion to refer the amended Short Term Rental and 

Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance to the General Government Committee for review 

 Motion: Councilor Sapienza / Second: Councilor Sweeney 

 Yea: 3 / Nay: 0 – Motion Carries  

 

Adjournment 
- Motion: Councilor Sweeney / Second: Councilor Sapienza 

- Yay: 3 / Nay : 0 – Motion Carries 

- Meeting Adjourned: 8:24pm 


