TOWN OF

A WI H E R S T

Planning Board
phone: (413) 259-3040
planning@amherstma.gov

MASSAC H U S ETTS

AMHERST PLANNING BOARD
Wednesday, October 20, 2021, 6:30 PM
Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 202 1 this meeting will be conducted via remote means. Members of the
public who wish to access the meeting may do so via Zoom or by telephone. No in-person attendance of members
of the public will be permitted, but every effort will be made to ensure that the public can adequately access the
proceedings in real time, via technological means. A hyperlink to the hearing will be posted on the Town’s online
calendar.
,

VIRTUAL MEETING: https://amherstma.zoom.us/j/89674824879
I.

MINUTES

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

III.

PUBLIC HEARING

6:35 PM

-

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAN

SUB 2022-01, 11-13 East Pleasant Street Archipelago Investments LLC
(Continuedfrom August 25, 2021, September 29, 2021, October 20, 2021;
request to continue)
—

Request approval for a 2 lot Preliminary Subdivision Plan, under MGL Chapter 41,
Sections 81L & 815 (Map 1 1C-275, 1 1C-276, 1 1C-277, 1 1C-309 and 1 1C-310, B0 zoning district)
IV.

PUBLIC HEARING
6:35 PM

-

SITE PLAN REVIEW

SPR 2022-04
Route 116

—

Town of Amherst

—

Podick & Cole Conservation Areas

—

Request Site Plan Review approval, under Sections 3.335, 7.9 and Section 8.5 of
the Zoning Bylaw, to construct a new 13 space parking area, including two (2)
accessible spaces and adjacent loading zones, and to install appropriate signage, for
access to the Podick and Cole Conservation Areas (Map 2C, Parcel 1, R-O zoning
district)
V.

PUBLIC HEARING
7:00 PM

-

ZONING AMENDMENT

Zoning Bylaw Official Zoning Map Map 14A, Parcel 33 Rezoning, North
Prospect Street (Cont. from July 7, August 4, September 29 and October 6,
2021)
—

—

Revised proposal:
To see if the Town will vote to amend the Official Zoning Map to change the zoning
of Map 14A, Parcel 33 to add a Parking Facility Overlay District over the
underlying existing R-G zoning district, and to establish dimensional regulations,
standards and conditions and to require a Parking Management, Operations and
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Maintenance Plan, to include a vacant parcel of land, currently used as a parking
lot, owned by Town of Amherst, in the vicinity of North Pleasant Street, North
Prospect Street, Cowles Lane and Amity Street located in the General Residence
District (R-G)
Original proposal as described in legal ad for public hearing 7/21/21:
To see if the Town will vote to amend the Official Zoning Map to extend the
General Business District (B-G) to include a vacant parcel of land owned by Town
of Amherst, in the vicinity of North Pleasant Street, North Prospect Street, Cowles
Lane and Amity Street currently located in the General Residence District (R-G).
VI.

OLD BUSINESS
A. Zoning Bylaw Article 3, Use Regulations, Section 3.325, Mixed-use Buildings and
Article 12, Definitions Discussion, review of proposed revisions and possible re-vote on
recommendation to Town Council
—

—

B. Topics not reasonably anticipated 48 hours prior to the meeting
VII.

NEW BUSINESS
Topics not reasonably anticipated 48 hours prior to the meeting

VIII.

FORM A (ANR) SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS

IX.

UPCOMING ZBA APPLICATIONS

X.

UPCOMING SPP/SPRISUB APPLICATIONS

XI.

PLANNING BOARD COMMITTEE & LIAISON REPORTS
Pioneer Valley Planning Commission

—

Jack Jemsek and Alternate

Community Preservation Act Committee
Agricultural Commission
Design Review Board

—

—

—

Andrew MacDougall

Doug Marshall

Thom Long

Community Resources Committee
XII.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR

XIII.

REPORT OF STAFF

XIV.

ADJOURNMENT

—

Christine Brestrup

/

TOWN OF

AMHERST
MASSACH U SETTS

AMHERST PLANNING BOARD
Wednesday, July 7, 2021, 6:30 PM
MINUTES
Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 202 1 this meeting was conducted via remote means.
,

The Minutes of the Planning Board are not intended to be a transcript.
The meeting recording is located here: Planning Board July 7, 2021

-

YouTube

PRESENT:

Maria Chao, Jack Jemsek, Chair, Andrew MacDougall, Doug Marshall, Janet McGowan,
Johanna Neumann

ABSENT:

Thom Long

STAFF:

Christine Brestrup, Planning Director
Pamela Field-Sadler, Admini strati ye Assistant

OTHERS:

Councilor Pam, Tom Reidy, Councilor Ryan

Chair Jack Jemsek opened the meeting at 6:32 PM
None

I.

MINUTES

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOI)

-

Janet Keller shared the following comment:
.

III.

Ms. Keller was late to the Planning Board notice and said that she could not find the
materials for tonight’s meeting in the packet

PUBLIC HEARING
6:35 PM

-

SITE PLAN REVIEW

SPR 2021-11

—

Greenfield Savings Bank

—

6-22 University Drive

Request Site Plan Review approval, under Section 5.043, Drive-Through Facilities, of the Zoning
Bylaw, to install an ATM, as an accessory use to the existing hank, authorized under Section
3.358 ofthe Zoning Bylaw, including minor grading and paving. within the existing parking area
(Map I 38, Parcels 20, B-L zoning district)
Mr. Jemsek opened the public hearing and read the project description; there were no Board
disclosures. Tony Wonseski of SVE Associates and Jim Loynd of Greenfield Savings Bank were
available to represent the application.
Mr. Wonseski explained that Greenfield Savings Bank (GSB) is proposing to install a new ATM
at the northwest corner of the Newmarket Center located at the intersection of University Drive
and Amity Street. Mr. Wonseski explained that several alternative areas within the parking lot
were considered for the ATM and ultimately’ the northwest corner location was chosen. Mr.
Wonseski noted that the Conservation Commission has reviewed and approved the project after
considering the drainage swale between the parking area and University Drive.
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In discussing the location, Mr. Wonseski noted:
.
The positive sight distance and view in both directions for vehicles exiting the ATM drive
aisle.
.
It is away from the main front drive access to University Drive.
I
Improvements would be primarily confined to an area within the outer perimeter of the
existing parking area.
.
The drainage patterns would not change and the stormwater runoff conditions would improve
by reducing the impervious area slightly. The improvements would not alter the existing
bordering vegetated wetlands located within the drainage swale fronting Univerity Drive.
Mr. Wonseski explained that the existing free-standing Newmarket Center sign would be
removed and not replaced. The project design proposal would provide for space for 3 cars at the
ATM: 1 car leaving, 1 car being serviced by the ATM and 1 car is able to queue in the aisle out of
the main parking drive aisle. Although 8 parking spaces would be removed to make the project
space available, this accessory use would allow customers to receive service without the need to
park and enter the bank branch. Improvements to the area would include:
.
New berms would be constructed.
.
New asphalt and striping would be added.
.
The area beyond the new berm would be graded, loamed and seeded.
.
The existing light pole on the west side would remain.
.
The existing trees would remain.
Mr. Wonseski noted the following waivers are being requested:
.
Landscape Plan (replant and mimic the existing landscaping)
.
Lighting Plan (no new lights proposed)
.
Sign Plan (no signs beyond what would be on the ATM are proposed)
.
Site Management Plan (property maintenance would continue to be the responsibility of the
owner)
.
Traffic Study (No traffic impact as a result of the proposed ATM is anticipated; people would
now have the option to avoid parking and going inside to do their banking.)
Mr. Loynd thanked the Board for reviewing the proposal and said that the goal of the GSB is to
provide their customers and the public an additional banking option, and the proposed design is
intended to minimize any negative impacts to the site.
Site Visit Report
Ms. Brestrup reported she and Mr. Wonseski attended the site visit on July 7. Ms. Brestrup noted
the day was rainy, and due to last minute scheduling, Board members were unable to attend. Ms.
Brestrup reported the following were observed during the site visit:
.
The existing sign intended for removal.
I
The area where the ATM would be located.
The area where the 8 parking spaces would be removed.
• A large tree that would not be disturbed because of the project.
• The area where the new curb line would go that does not appear to require too much
excavation.
The light pole that would remain.
The flow of traffic coming in/out of the parking lot which would not be interrupted by the
proposed ATM.
Mr. Loynd reviewed the elevation drawings showing the graphics and noted:
• The left elevation would be the image seen approaching the ATM traveling westbound
parallel to Amity Street.
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.

I

I

.
.

The front elevation shows the structure with the interactive screen for patron bank business as
it would be facing Amity Street.
The right elevation would be seen if you were facing eastbound up Amity Street toward the
center of town.
The rear elevation would be the side facing the parking lot if you were looking at the
structure facing northbound.
The graphics show the bank’s logo and would be consistent with current GSB colors.
The area along the top would be a softly illuminated Lexan panel.

In the absence of a Development Application Report, Ms. Brestrup noted the following in her
statement:
.
A Drive-Through Facility use is permitted under Section 5.043 of the Zoning Bylaw (Bylaw)
and is an accessory use to the principal use of the GSB bank office in the building located at
6-22 University Drive as allowed in the B-L zoning district. Ms. Brestrup explained that a
bank, under Section 3.35 of the Bylaw, is a Retail Business and Consumer Service use and is
allowed under Section 3.358, Office Uses, Bank, and is allowed by Site Plan Review (SPR)
in the B-L zoning district.
.
The applicant is proposing to remove the Newmarket Shopping Center sign at the corner of
the property and to construct an ATM.
I
The proposal calls for the loss of 8 existing parking spaces. However, based on a calculation
completed in 201 1 by staff for approval of the Amherst Brewing Company, there would be
sufficient parking spaces for the uses on the site.
>According to the Bylaw, 1 86 parking spaces would be required for all the uses, including
The Hangar (formerly the Amherst Brewing Company).
>The applicant needs to show that there is 120% of the parking spaces required, based on
Section 7.20 of the Bylaw in order to share parking.
.
186 x 1.2 = 223.2 total spaces required to share parking
.
229 (existing spaces) 8 spaces = 221 spaces which is less than the 223.2 total
spaces required
>The Building Commissioner has reported that there are plans to reconfigure the Hangar
with 50 fewer seats than what currently exists.
>After the reconfiguration, the number of parking spaces required for the shopping center as
a whole will decrease, so losing 8 parking spaces for the ATM project would not be a
problem.
—

Board Discussion
Mr. Marshall asked the following questions:
.
Does the proposed ATM qualify as a sign, and therefore would be subject to the Amherst
Sign Bylaws?
.
Are there security cameras included in the proposal? Is there any provision for a path from
the public sidewalk to the ATM for pedestrians choosing to use the ATM?
.
Would the ATM in the GSB lobby remain?
.
If the Hangar chose to add the 50 seats back to their site, would it be their responsibility to
add the 8 parking spaces back too?
Would this be a good time to remove any evasive species, such as burning brushes, that have
established themselves in the wetlands buffer zone? [Note that permission from the
Conservation Commission would be required to remove invasive species from the wetlands
buffer zone.]
Mr. MacDougall noted that the proposed ATM essentially would replace the existing non
illuminated Newmarket Center sign changing the nature of the corner. Being that the ATM is
illuminated, Mr. MacDougall asked if a Lighting Plan should be required for review. In this case,
3

a photometric plan would not show the illumination of the ground based on the Lexan panel. She
noted there is an existing light existing there and the Board could ask for a photometric plan of
the existing light if that would be worthwhile.
Mr. MacDougall explained that his work requires him to consider these types of things all the
time. He said his professional perspective is that this is indeed a reasonable proposal.
There was a discussion regarding if the ATM would qualify as a sign and be subject to the
Amherst Sign Bylaws. During the discussion, the following was noted:
.
Ms. Brestrup shared she is of the opinion it is a sign located on a structure and should not
take up more than 10% of the wall area.
.
Mr. Morra said he thinks the portion above the kiosk is a sign and it would be up to the Board
to decide if the graphic actually qualifies as a sign. He noted that in similar cases, if the
graphic displays a commercial type message, we typically would consider that part of the
signage.
.
Mr. Marshall said that it is a concern that the prominent location for the kiosk with the logo
and sign at the top of it would replace the sign that identified the shopping center.
.
Ms. Chao agreed this is a prominent intersection and she questioned the importance of the
existing sign. She noted the pavement where the ATM would sit is lower and the kiosk would
be about 1 1 ‘ high. Ms. Chao noted that without elevation points for the Amity Street sidewalk
versus the parking lot it is difficult to tell how visible the lit signage portion of the ATM
would be above the vegetation.
.
Mr. Wonseski noted that the ATM would be located about 10’ to 15’ to the east of where the
existing sign is and about 30’ off the right of way to Amity Street. He said the elevations are
shown on the plan. He pointed out the 6” asphalt slip-form berm and said that some fill in and
tie in where the pavement is removed so that the grades match appropriately is planned. Mr.
Wonseski said the ATM would be about 8’ 6” with an additional 20” for the Lexan panel in
height and about 10’ 10” wide. Mr. Wonseski suspects the proposed ATM would be a bit
taller than the existing sign.
.
Mr. Marshal suggested a 3-D rendering showing the massing would be helpful to achieve a
better visualization of what the impact of the ATM would be.
The Board briefly discussed existing vegetation in the area of the project. Mr. Wonseski said the
large existing tree would remain. The project is focused in the paved area; the large bushes,
approximately 4’ to 5’ high, at the intersection of University Drive and Amity Street would not be
disturbed and would be required to stay away from the wetland area too.
Ms. McGowan said she needed more information to make a decision regarding the proposal. She
suggested the Board could continue the hearing and schedule another site visit and receive/review
a Development Application Report. Ms. McGowan supports developing a 3-D rendering to
consider the massing.
Additionally, Ms. McGowan noted the legal obligation to notify abutting property owners within
300’ of the property. She asked if business owners within the shopping center had been informed
of this proposal and what their reaction was. Mr. Loynd said his communication regarding the
project has been with the property owner Gleason Johndrow.
Ms. McGowan shared her concern the proposed ATM could bring a strip mall feel to the area and
she reiterated her need for more information prior to making a decision.
Ms. Brestrup asked if the applicant could submit photos of an ATM currently in use including
photos taken at night. She also asked if there is a possibility to soften the bright white used at the
top of the sign by using another color such as gray. Mr. Loynd said he would work on getting
photos of an ATM that is similar to what is being proposed. Mr. Loynd said he could speak with
4

the manufacturer regarding the white lighting; however, this would be LED lighting and generally
options are available to change the intensity and/or shade of the lighting.
Public Comment
Dorothy Pam, 229 Amity Street, said she was very familiar with the shopping center and shared
the following in her comments:
.
Her experience as a daytime patron has been that there is nothing in the proposed location for
the ATM and parking should not be a problem.
.
The existing sign is oddly placed and removal as proposed should not be problematic;
however, Ms. Pam supports having identification signage located somewhere on the property.
.
Ms. Pam expressed support for the ATM’s proposed location, as well as lighting at the corner
of the area for pedestrian use at night.
Janet Keller, 120 Pulpit Hill Road, shared the following in her comments:
U
Ms. Keller suggested adding more bushes to the area where grass is proposed.
.
Ms. Keller asked that it be ensured that the remaining tree be provided a sufficient soil base
around and under the asphalt for its roots.
In his response, Mr. Wonseski said the existing light pole would remain. He said there would not
be a lot of excavation in the area, so the soils for the existing trees would remain the same. The
property owner would need to be consulted if additional shrubbery were to be included because it
could present a maintenance problem.
Motion: Mr. Marshall made the motion to continue the public hearing for SPR 2021-1 1
Greenfield Savings Bank located at 6-22 University Drive to 7:00 p.m. on August 4, 2021 and to
hold another site visit. Ms. McGowan seconded the motion.
Vote: Chao yes; Jemsek yes; MacDougall yes; Marshall yes; McGowan yes; Neumann
no 5-1-0 Motion Passes (Neumann Opposed)
—

—

—

—

—

—

—

Discussion
During the vote, Ms. Chao said she would not be able to attend the meeting on August 4, 2021,
but she would send her comments to Ms. Brestrup ahead of time. Mr. MacDougall said he was
unsure if he could attend the August 4, 2021 meeting. With this in mind, Ms. Brestrup suggested
that August 18, 2021 might work better.
Ms. Neumann clarified that her vote was intended to not support continuing the public hearing.
Ms. Neumann feels she has sufficient information to make a decision on the application and is
prepared to make a motion to approve the proposal.
Motion: Ms. Neumann made the motion to close the public hearing for SPR 2021-1 1 Greenfield
Savings Bank located at 6-22 University Drive and approve the application with the following
conditions:
.
Ensure serious attention be paid to the sight lines.
To the extent possible, ecologically improve the area, ensure the existing tree is protected
during construction and plant additional vegetation.
—

Discussion
Mr. Marshall said he appreciates Ms. Neumann’s support to move the application along;
however, the motion provides a lot of room for interpretation. Mr. Jemsek said he is inclined to
gather more information and allow for scheduling an additional site visit.
Ms. Neumann withdrew her motion.
The Board briefly discussed the dates proposed to continue the public hearing and determined a
quorum of the Board would be available on August 4, 2021.
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Mr. Marshall asked if the property owner could attend the next meeting to discuss landscape
plans. Mr. Loynd said he would reach out to the property owner.
Motion: Mr. Jemsek made the motion to continue the public hearing for SPR 2021-11
Greenfield Savings Bank located at 6-22 University Drive to August 4, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. Ms.
McGowan seconded the motion.
Vote: Chao yes; Jemsek yes; MacDougall yes; Marshall yes; McGowan no; Neumann
yes 6-0-0 Motion Passes
—

—

—

—

—

—

—

Mr. Wonseski said to let him know when the site plan is scheduled and he would put up project
markers. Mr. Marshall suggested having an 1 1 ‘ high pole available would be helpful too.
Zoning Bylaw Official Zoning Map Map 14A, Parcel 33 Rezoning, North
7:00 PM
Prospect Street
To see if the Town will vote to amend the Official Zoning Map to extend the General Business
District (B-G) to include a vacant parcel of land owned by Town of Amherst, in the vicinity of
North Pleasant Street, North Prospect Street, Cowles Lane and Amity Street currently located in
the General Residence District (R—G).
—

—

Ryan said he put this together with Councilor Ross and the parcel is currently being used as a
parking lot. He said the purpose of this is to allow for the opportunity for a parking structure in
the future. Ryan said this has strong support amongst the business community and the proposal
supports economic development. Ryan stated that this would be a public-private partnership and
rezoning to the B-G is the best SOlLltiOfl to provide maximum lot coverage.
McGowan expressed concern for the timing of this proposal. Brestrup said the day the 65-day
clock started was the date this was referred, which was May 24. She said the 65 days would be up
on July 28 and the Planning Board would be required to hold a a public hearing before that date.
Brestrup said the board can vote this down if they are uncomfortable with the timing.
.

Chao said it seems like they timed this exactly how the flow chart of the process stated. She
asked for clarification on why McGowan feels rushed. McGowan said she wants to talk about the
Planning Board review process.
MOTION: McGowan moved, second by MacDougall to cancel this public hearing to discuss the
zoning amendment tonight and also to clarify legally what date the Town Council submitted the
zoning amendment to the Planning Board, starting the date for our public hearing requirement.
Marshall asked for the current revenue of the lot and stated his understanding that the land would
be provided by the town and the lot leased to a developer. He commented that to exit the parcel,
people have to go through land owned by CVS and he heard that there was a long legal battle
regarding easements of that land. Marshall asked if a new curb cut would be required. Ryan said
he can’t answer those questions at this point and this is the first step of a much longer process.
Ryan noted that this is a first step in a long process and that many issues needed to be resolved.
He wanted to know from the Planning Board if this kind of zoning made sense and whether a
parking garage would be appropriate on this site.
Jemsek noted that the current use of the lot is a parking lot and that it is reasonable to include this
parcel in the B-G.
Brestrup said the Board can’t cancel the public hearing bLit can close it. She said the Board
would also have to make a statement about not being ready to make a recommendation to the
Council.
McGowan amended the motion to change the word ‘cancel” to close” and to not make a
recommendation at this time.
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Brestrup recommended to not vote in favor of closing the public hearing and to have the
discussion tonight and continue the public hearing to a future date.

VOTED: 1-5 (YES: McGowan; NO: Chao, Jemsek, MacDougall, Marshall, Neumann;
ABSENT: Long) by roll call, to close the public hearing without making a recommendation at
this time and to begin to discuss the zoning amendment tonight and to clarify what date Town
Council legally submitted the zoning amendment to the Planning Board, starting the 65-day
public hearing requirement.
Jemsek opened to public comment.
Dorothy Pam, 229 Amity Street, shared the following comments:
.
Pam signed onto this originally, but feels it is a mistake rezoning R-G to B-G. It should be
rezoned to B-L.
.
Would limit stories of a parking structure so trees would cover the view.
.
Lot is in a local historic district and extra care should be taken
.
Marshall’s curb cut question is a very key issue
Janet Keller, 120 Pulpit Hill Rd, shared the following comments:
.
Shares concern for changing the lot from R-G to B-G, also concerning to have a public
hearing in the middle of vacation season
.
Concern for historic district
.
Keller will be more diligent in looking at packets in the future
.
Keller hopes effort will be made to make information more available to the public
Robert Pam, 229 Amity Street, shared the following comments:
.
Library Trustee, interest to the trustees to have parking near the library
.
Not certain why this has to move now
.
The town lot is mostly vacant because of fees and if a parking structure has fee, it may not
create a lot of revenue
.
Parking in a potential garage should be free
.
Not ideal to have construction of a parking garage at the same time as the library construction
.
Pam asked how this will affect surrounding businesses
.
A possibility of a spot zoning issue
Sandy Muspratt, 38 North Prospect Street, shared the following comments:
.
Supports McGowan’s motion
.
Muspratt asked if Ryan has read the Nelson Nygaard parking report
.
Muspratt asked how Ryan became aware of a parking deficiency

Hilda Greenbaum shared the following comments:
.
Greenbaurn suggested counting the number of parking spots on Cowles Lane, North Prospect
Street, and Hallock Street to see how many of those would be lost
.
A 1996 article was passed to build a garage at the Bangs Center and the compromise was that
the garage would be built for more stories to be added in the future
• A better place to consider may be Amity Street in conjunction with the People’s Bank
Mary Sayer, 159 Pine Street, shared the following comments:
• Pam’s point is important, making a big leap into the B-G means much higher buildings can be
constructed, and it also opens the door to other things beside parking.
A discussion needs to be had about where the best place for a parking garage is
•
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Ann Strite, 32 North Prospect, shared the following comments:
.
New to Amherst and aware of the lot at CVS
.
Strite’s reason for moving was the Historic District
.
There is very little activity in the town lot and the flow onto North Prospect Street from the
cvS lot is currently not unreasonable
.
Opposed to a garage in that lot because of the access and traffic flow problems it will create
onto a residential street
.
Just learned ofthis meeting 2 weeks ago
.
Parking study showed no parking deficiency
Ryan said this started from an interest from downtown developers working with the BID on a
private-public partnership before COVID-l9 hit. He said the question is whether interest is still
there, but there woLild be no movement forward without rezoning.
Brestrup clarified that this is not spot zoning, it is an extension of the B-G Zoning District. She
said the lot is already small and to only allow 25% coverage would not be worth it to rezone.
McGowan stated that the town took the parcel from Louis Foods for $485,000 and asked if CVS
is paying the town for parking spots and if CVS plans to still use the lot as a parking lot. She also
asked about building dimensions. Brestrup said she is not sure if CVS has an agreement with the
town and she understands that some architects in town came up with plans for a build out, but she
is not sure which property is covered and if CVS is a willing partner.
MacDougall clarified the dimensional standards for the B-L and B-G Districts. Ryan said the
reason they asked for the B-G is because the B-L would not allow for a parking strLlcture.
MacDougall said no developer would want to build on this if there isno need for parking and this
would create a more interesting streetscape with less street parking and more streetscaping. He
spoke about the Bangs garage and the possibility of building up. MacDougall also said it would
be a problem if they convert this to the B-G and it becomes something other than a garage, but the
town owns the lot so that is not likely.
Ryan said that there is real interest from the private sector in building a garage here and that there
is no interest in the Boltwood lot. The town would not spend any money on this.
Chao said she knows this is of interest and agreed with MacDougall. She said it makes sense to
concentrate cars in one area, so the downtown can be for people. She said they should approve
this first step and then conduct the studies.
Jemsek dismissed the board for a quick break and members returned at 9: 10 PM.
McGowan suggested looking through past studies. She asked how many spaces are in the lot now
and how many could they get with a 3-story garage. She also asked if anyone has done any rough
drawings on what is possible. McGowan said the Peoples Bank and the Boltwood lot are also
possibilities. She asked for studies ofthe Bangs lot, the Amity Street lot and the CVS lot.
Jemsek said they are not talking about a parking garage now but focusing on the rezoning.

MOTION: Marshall moved, second by MacDougall to continue this hearing to a date certain, not
before August 4. Motion amended and seconded to continue to August 4 at 7:30 p.m.
VOTED: 6-0 (ABSENT: Long) by roll call, to continue this hearing to August 4 at 7:30 p.m.
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Iv.

OLD BUSINESS
A. SPR 2005-00001 Amherst Shopping Center Poyant Signs Inc. to present new signs for
CVS Pharmacy at 1 65 University Drive, in accordance with Condition #2 of SPR 200500001
—

—

Brestrup presented the following:
When the CVS building on University Drive expanded, the site plan review stated that any
new signs must be submitted to the Planning Board for approval
Brestrup showed the existing signs and the new proposed signs and dimensions

1VIOTION: MacDougall moved, second by Marshall to approve this
VOTED: 6-0 (ABSENT: Long) by roll call. to approve this
V.

NEW BUSiNESS
A. Chapter 61A Release Request Property ofThomas F. Mitchell Family Trust and Mitchell
Family Farm Trust, land on Sunderland Road, Portion of Assessor’s Map Parcel ID: 2C-12
(18.58 Acres)
—

Attorney Tom Reidy explained the town has the right of first refusal to purchase this land and
it is a reqLLest for the board to recommend that the Town Council not exercise its right of first
refusal and not purchase. The notice of intent to change the use listed a price of $1 .6 million.
Brestrup said the duty of the Planning Board in this case is to recommend to the Town
Council if the town should purchase this property. She said she has not heard anyone in town
government speaking in favor of purchasing the land.

Reidy said the current use of the land is agricultural. Brestrup said the portion being sold is in
the professional and research park (PRP) zoning district. Brestrup added that this is not
contiguous with other town land.
McGowan said there is no information about the land itself and they have no basis to make a
recommendation. Jemsek said this has been on the agenda.
Marshall spoke about past experience with Chapter 6 1 A, and since Brestrup hears no one
advocating to buy this, he suggested they should vote to recommend the town not exercise its
right of first refusal.
McGowan said she doesn’t want to assume just because there is silence on this land, it is
consent. She said she would like to see a strategic plan on this and how the Master Plan is
implemented here. Jemsek said Amherst has lots of this type of land, and Brestrup is
knowledgeable about these types of cases.

MacDougall agreed with McGowan and suggested hearing from the Conservation
Commission.
Reidv further explained the process of first refusal and other boards involved. He said this is
ultimately the Town Council’s decision.
Brestrup said the property’ is being considered for an incubator space.

Chao said they usually don’t have soil samples for these types of issues, just a property map
and Brestrup’s input from town hall. She said she is not sure of past release requests with
more information than that and there is no need for more information on the site itself.
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Marshall said he needs to recuse himself from all deliberation because of a very tenuous
family connection to the incubator project.
McGowan said they know nothing about the soils or history of the site, so she is going to
abstain from voting.
MacDougall said knowing this is planned to be built out as an incubator is consistent with the
PRP use and he is supportive of that use.
Janet Keller, I 20 Pulpit Hill Road, shared the following comments:
.
This is farmland with flood plains and wetland
.
Keller asked if this is limited to whether the board should advise the Council on whether
to refuse it or not or does it have to do with the land
Brestrup said no one in town has come up with another use for this property. She said it has
been zoned as PRP for a long time and there is a proposal to develop this property for a PRP
use. Brestrup added that saying no to that would be the statement the Planning Board would
make if they recommend to the Town Council to purchase the property.
Jemsek said Amherst has lots of open/recreational spaces and even though they don’t have all
the information they would like, there is no need for purchase.

MOTION: MacDougall moved, second by Jemsek to recommend that the Town Council not
exercise its right of first refusal
VOTED: 4-0-2 (ABSTAIN: Marshall, McGowan; ABSENT: Long) by roll call, to
recommend that the Town Council not exercise its right of first refusal
B. Chapter 6lA Release Request Property of Michael J. Stosz and Lori A. Stosz, Land on
Market Hill Road, Map 3C, Parcel 106 (5.75 Acres)
—

Brestrup said there is no purchase and sale agreement here. She said Parcel 3C-106 is
changing the use of the property. She stated that it is currently under agricultural use and
would be changing to residential use.
MacDougall said the Stosz family is related to the Atkins Farm somehow and he has driven
by this site and never really seen a farm. He said it is not really useful to farming and he feels
comfortable saying this is probably not a viable use for farming.
McGowan said when they get requests in the future, they should have information about the
land’s use and value.
MacDougall said they should probably do site visits for these situations.

MOTION: Marshall moved, second by Jemsek to recommend to the Town Council that they
not exercise their right of first refusal to purchase this land
VOTED: 5-0-1 (ABSTAIN: McGowan; ABSENT: Long) by roll call, to recommend to the
Town Council that they not exercise their right of first refusal to purchase this land
C. Topics not reasonably anticipated 48 hours prior to the meeting

VI.

FORM A (ANR) SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS

VII.

UPCO1’IING ZBA APPLICATIONS

VIII.

UPCOMING SPP/SPRJSUB APPLICATIONS

-

-

none

none
-

none
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_______________

Ix.

_________________

________

PLANNING BOARD COMMITTEE & LIAISON REPORTS
Pioneer Valley Planning Commission

—

Jack Jemsek and Alternate

—

no report

Community Preservation Act Committee Andrew MacDougall MacDougall said they just got
a newsletter sent to the committee and will send that along to the board. CPAC is not meeting at
this time.
—

—

Agricultural Commission Doug Marshall Marshall said he received a notice that the
Agricultural Commission will not be meeting until further notice.
—

—

Design Review Board

—

Thom Long

—

Long absent; no report

Community Resources Committee Christine Brestrup Brestrup said Hanneke sent the date of
refelTal from Town Council for the rezoning of the town owned lot behind CVS as May 24 and
that is when the 65-clay clock started.
—

—

McGowan said the zoning changes are going way too fast and following a random process.
There was further discussion about when the Planning Board should hold a public hearing.
McGowan stated that the Board is holding public hearings before the zoning amendments are
ready.
Hanneke sent the schedule of referrals to BrestrLLp, which she will forward to the Planning Board
members.

X.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR

XI.

REPORT OF STAFF

XII.

ADJOURNMENT
Jemsek adjourned the meeting at 10:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted:

Approved:

DATE:
Emily Reardon &
Christine Brestrup

Doug Marshall, Chair
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AMHERST PLANNING BOARD
Wednesday, July 14, 2021, 6:30 PM
Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021, this meeting was conducted via remote means.
The Minutes of the Planning Board (PB) are not intended to be a transcript. The meeting recording is
located here: Planning Board July 14, 2021 YouTube
MINUTES
-

Maria Chao, Jack Jemsek Chair, Thom Long, Andrew MacDougall, Janet McGowan,
Doug Marshall,
Johanna Neumann
Christine Brestrup, Planning Director
Nate Malloy, Town Planner
Rom Morra
Maureen Pollock
None.

PRESENT:

—

ABSENT:
STAFF:

OTHERS:

Planning Board Chair Jack Jemsek called the meeting to order at 6:36 pm.
I.

MINUTES The June 2, 2021, minutes were available for approval.
Several members of the Board had not had a chance to review them, so the Chair decided to
postpone discussion of those minutes until the next meeting.

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

—

.

.

.

III.

—

Several attendees wished to comment:

Susannah Muspratt Thanks for PB work on Inclusionary and ADU amendments.
Worried about pace of upcoming amendments. Urged Board to take its time.
Gordan Green Intergenerational affordability often neglected in discussions of
affordable housing.
Janet Keller Please clarify business this evening on the zoning amendments.
—

—

—

ZONING AMENDMENTS
6:44 PM ZONING PRIORITIES
Director Brestrup explained that three of the amendments for discussion this evening were
scheduled for a Public Hearing on July 2 1 The PB can continue the Hearing as long as
necessary.
.

Ms. McGowan was displeased with the process of amendment review. Feels rushed. Ms.
Brestrup stated
The process does follow the flow chart.
Town Council has directed the Planning Department to work on these zoning priorities.
These priorities have previously been discussed with the Planning Board,
Staff have met with a member who felt one amendment was not ready for Council and
addressed his concerns.
No state law requires the Board to participate in drafting zoning amendments, the law
only requires the Board to hold a Public hearing on amendments and recommend to
Council.
The new form of government as resulted in a change to the Board’s role.
-

-

-

-

-

-

Amherst Planning Board
July 14, 2021
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.

Continued discussion about proposed changes to Apartments, Section 3.323 of the Zoning
Bylaw Definition, standards and criteria
—

Maureen Pollock, presented on apartments. The amendment would:
a) Remove cap of 24 units,
b) Diversify unit mix for buildings with 10 or more units (no more than 50% of units
can be of same bedroom count),
c) Enclosed parking within building must be in rear and shielded from public way view,
d) Require a Special Permit in the BG zone and relax the process to Site Plan Review in
the R-VC zone.
Board Discussion
Mr. Marshall thought the proposal modest and is not feeling rushed.
Ms. Chao feels comfortable with the proposal especially in combination with the MixedUse amendment.
Ms. McGowan asked about the origin of the 24-unit limit and the elimination of open
space requirements. Ms. Pollock said the limit was from the 1970’s. Staff has removed
the requirements related to open space as there are already requirements for it in the
bylaw (10.38 & 11.24) and they expect that topic to be further discussed when the design
standards consultant is on board.
Mr. MacDougall asked if the zone RG permit requirement would remain by Special
Permit. Ms. Pollock confirmed it would.
Ms. McGowan would want information about impacts in various districts and what
apartments would look like before endorsing the amendment. Ms. Pollock said the
various dimension limitations in Table 3 would prevent excessive building in each zone.
-

-

-

-

-

Public comment
Dorothy Pam Feels that the amendment changes from meeting to meeting. Are open
space requirements and parking requirements being ignored? Ms. Brestrup said these
characteristics vary between districts and they are less applicable in the BG district where
most mix-use buildings have been lately.
Susanna Muspratt Why management plan text gone, and could 1 1 East Pleasant be
brought back as apartment bldg. without any commercial space? Ms. Brestrup said a
management plan is required for all Special Permits so no need to repeat here. Mr.
Malloy’s upcoming presentation on Mixed-use Buildings may address the 2nd question.
Hilda Greenbaum Low-rise building result in greater occupant responsibility for
conditions of the building. 5-6 story buildings are too high.
Janet Keller Concerned about allowing larger buildings in village centers that are
National Historic Districts. Ms. Brestrup responded that R-VC height limitation is 3
stories and lots are small, so unlikely to have large buildings in those zones.
-

—

-

—

—

-

-

-

—

Mr. Malloy noted that Aspen Heights was a preexisting non-conforming use.

Amherst Planning Board
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2.

Continued discussion about proposed changes to Mixed-use Buildings, Section 3.325 of the
Zoning Bylaw Definition, standards and criteria
—

Nate Malloy presented on Mix-use Buildings. The proposed amendment provides for:
New definition of this Use,
Max 60% of ground floor could be residential,
Mm 40% of ground floor must be non-residential,
Removed design conditions from the amendment
Diversified bedroom count for <10 units
Design review principles of Section 3.204 must be applied and can refer project to DRB.
-

-

-

-

-

-

Board Discussion
Ms. McGowan would prefer to have minimum 60% first floor non-residential. Also why
did Open Space disappear from the amendment.
Mr. Marshall feels the amendment is ready for Council.
Mr. Long agreed with Mr. Marshall.
Mr. MacDougall generally agreed with the two previous speakers and would like to see a
higher % of non-residential use but is OK with trying the proposed %.
Ms. Chao felt like 40% non-residential was a good place to start.
Ms. McGowan asked what other towns require. Mr. Malloy said it varies widely. He
feels it’s a positive step to have a definition, which does not exist now. Ms. McGowan
asked for information on the % required by the towns he has looked at.
Ms. Pollock noted that persons with mobility challenges prefer to reside on the ground
floor and avoid depending on elevators.
Mr. MacDougall would also like to receive the various town percentages the staff
collected.
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Public Comment
Cathy Schoen would prefer to start with higher % and later reduce rather than the
opposite. Also should define setback from curb rather than property line. Also better
define what is considered non-residential.
Elizabeth Vierling Apts. and MUB’s are linked. Does the apartment definition allow
1 1 East Pleasant to convert to all apts.? Mr. Malloy not changing dimensional
requirements for MUB’s.
Susanna Muspratt Would also prefer to start with a higher % of commercial space.
Kyle Wilson Thinks a better approach would be to require a % of the street frontage to
be non-residential rather than a % of first floor area. Mr. Malloy said that 40% was a
minimum but difficult to do as % of frontage.
Dorothy Pam Restaurant could have a narrow frontage but needs more depth. Also
would love to see a restroom available for public use like the Loose Goose did.
Jennifer Taub Would not want to see an approach that allowed less retail footprint.
Hilda Greenbaum One or more 11 East Pleasant first floor units could serve Kendrick
Park, maybe an ice cream shop. Chris Brestrup asked that the discussion focus on the
amendment, not 11 East Pleasant.
Elizabeth Vierling her comment was more about linking the MUB & apts. to the
underlying zoning district requirements.
-

—

-

—

—

-

—

-

—

-

—

-

-

-

—

—

—

..8:42..8:5O PM BREAK
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3.

Proposed changes to Parking, Section 7.00, General Requirements, Subsection 7.000, of the
Zoning Bylaw, for dwellings, including Mixed-use buildings, Apartments and ADUs.
Maureen Pollock presented on the Parking amendment. The changes are:
Have now proposed all changes in Section 7 rather under the various use provisions in
response to comments received to date.
2 spaces per unit would remain in the uses not yet studied: one & two family dwellings,
townhouses, and subdividable/converted dwellings.
Adequate parking for apartments, mixed-use buildings and supplemental dwelling units,
listing a specific set of factors to be considered by the permit granting authority.
-

-

-

Board Discussion
-

Janet McGowan Not happy with this approach. Will lead to longer meetings. Would
want to see data as a basis for any changes. Does not understand the justification for the
two categories. Ms. Pollock said they have modified the 2-space requirement for the
building types recently studied, and left the requirement for those uses which have not
been studied.
Mr. MacDougall also found the language somewhat confusing. Would want to know
how the number of spaces would impact the landscape.
Ms. Chao Supports revising Section 7 as the 2-space requirement is outdated.
Developers will propose a parking ratio that supports their projects. Not all housing,
especially affordable housing, does requires 2 spaces per unit.
Ms. Brestrup reminded the Board about the lengthy discussions about parking in two
recent projects, 462 Main Street and Southeast Street Commons
Thom Long Agrees with the approach but lacking definition of process to get to a
decision. Ms. Pollock expects the developer to present evidence for their approach, and
Board can accept, not accept, or refer for peer review.
Ms. McGowan Does not want to continue to argue with developers about parking.
Would prefer to work within the Waiver section of Section 7. Needs data on which to
base decisions. What is “adequate”? What do other towns do? Not ready for Council.
Ms. Brestrup and Pollock said CRC did not comment much on this proposal. One
councilor wondered about specifying both minimum and maximum ratios. Applicant has
to prove to Board their proposal is adequate. Board has discretion to accept.
Mr. Marshall appreciated the proposed revision as it would not change the Board’s actual
deliberation process but would allow it to deviate from the 2-space rule without granting
a waiver.
Ms. McGowan Feels the proposal makes Section 7 very murky when it’s clear now.
What’ 5 the problem being solved?
Ms. Chao The 2-space requirement is the problem to be fixed.
Ms. McGowan There are areas of town with parking problems. We need more data.
—

-

—

-

—

-

-

—

-

—

-

-

-

—

-

—

-

—

Public Comment
-

-

Dorothy Pam Students have options, but other demographics need to have a car. 1
space/unit makes sense to her, but not below that ratio. Parking does not have to be on
impervious surface. Developers know people need parking. “Adequate” is too vague.
Janet Keller Strongly wants definite guidelines plus visitor parking. Families need cars
and inadequate parking will discourage them.

Amherst Planning Board
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4.

Proposed changes to the B-L (Limited Business) Zoning District, abutting the B-G (General
Business) Zoning District, including a proposed Overlay district along North Pleasant Street
and Triangle Street, to allow more residential development in the B-L Zoning District
Ms. Pollock presented a proposal for overlays on the two the BL district areas near Kendrick
Park. Key characteristics would be:
Mandatory, and footnote a would not apply.
Current BL requirements would apply outside the overlay boundary.
Along No. Pleasant: 1 15 feet deep; stories limited to 2 mm, 4 max, and height limited to
10 feet minimum, 51 ft maximum with front setback of 15 feet and 10 feet side/rear
setback minimums. 75% of front façade required to be located at front setback line.
Along Triangle Street: 125 feet deep; stories limited to 2 mm, 4 max, and height limited
to 27 feet minimum, 5 1 ft maximum with front setback of 25 feet on Triangle, 5 feet on
E. Pleasant, and 10 feet side/rear setback minimums. 75% of front façade required to be
located at front setback line.
Required frontage zone for activities associated with building uses.
Required Open Space may be provided inside or outside of the overlay boundary.
Ms. Pollock presented a concept example by Planner Ben Breger. Staff will be proposing
design standards in association with the overlay for building façade, parking, and mechanical
equipment in the future.
-

-

-

-

-

-

Board Discussion
Ms. McGowan would like estimates of unit counts and density. Also would prefer to
hold off until the design guidelines process begins.
Ms. Chao Very supportive of this approach. Very close to form-based zoning.
Mr. Marshall What is next step with this? Ms. Brestrup CRC is happy with it. Need
to get further with Board before sending to Council.
Ms. McGowan Seems like design guidelines. What would the consultant do after this?
Ms. Brestrup Consultant would address the building design; this is only dimensional
limitations. Mr. Malloy Work done on the 40R overlay informed this approach.
Mr. Marshall Would the Board have an opportunity to review RFP for the consultant
and input into selection? Ms. Brestrup will consider.
-

—

-

—

-

—

—

-

—

—

—

-

—

—

Public Comment
Dorothy Pam How far back from street edge is concept example façade? Ms. Pollock
building is 15 feet back from property line. Distance from curb varies. Open space
quantity will depend on size and intensity of development.
Susanna Muspratt Would like to see examples of maximum height allowed, comparison
with some existing buildings in the area. Mr. Malloy Setback also informs impact of
height.
Cathy Schoen True that building coverage could go to 100%? 51 feet height is close to
BG limit of 55 feet not much of a transition. Helpful to know where public way edge is
to know the width of public way. Ms. Pollock BL outside of overlay is 35% coverage.
Mr. Malloy Most buildings would not be built to full depth of overlay due to need to
daylight.
-

—

—

-

—

—

-

—

—

—

—

5.

Update on other Zoning Priorities and Work Plan, if any
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None.
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_________________

_______________

Iv.

OLD BUSINESS

V.

NEW BUSINESS

VI.

FORM A (ANR) SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS

_____

None.

-

-

None.

ANR-2022-O1 159 Old Beichertown Road.
Research Drive parking lot for medical clinic. Board agreed that Approval is Not Required.
—

None

VII.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR

VIII.

REPORT OF STAFF The Planning Director reported that Council voted to approve the Inclusionary
Bylaw amendment 13-0. Voted 4 for, 9 against the Moratorium. Next week have hearings on 4
amendments jointly with CRC.

XIV.

ADJOURNMENT

-

-

—

Mr. Jemsek adjourned the meeting at 10:45 pm.

Respectfully submitted:

Approved:

DATE:
Doug Marshall &
Christine Brestrup

Amherst Planning Board
July 14, 2021

Doug Marshall, Chair
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AMHERST PLANNING BOARD
Wednesday, August 4, 2021, 6:30 PM
Town Room, Town Hall
MINUTES
Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 202 1 this meeting was conducted via remote means.
,

The Minutes of the Planning Board are not intended to be a transcript. The meeting recording is located
here: Planning Board Aug 4, 202 1 YouTube
-

PRESENT:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

OTHERS:

6:36 pm

Jack Jemsek, Chair, Thom Long, Doug Marshall, Janet McGowan, Johanna Neumann
Maria Chao, Andrew MacDougall
Christine Brestrup, Planning Director
Pamela Field-Sadler, Administrative Assistant
Rob Morra, Building Commissioner
Tony Gleason
Jim Loynd, Greenfield Savings Bank
Councilor George Ryan

Chair Jack Jemsek opened the meeting.

I.

MINUTES

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

III.

PUBLIC HEARING

-

None

6:35 PM

-

-

none

SITE PLAN REVIEW

SPR 2022-01

—

Town of Amherst

—

Sweet Alice Trail

—

Bay Road

Request Site Plan Review approval, under Sections 3.335, 7.9 and Section 8.5 of the Zoning
Bylaw, to construct a new 20 space parking area, including one (1) accessible space and adjacent
loading zone, and to install appropriate signage, for access to the Sweet Alice Trail recreation
area (Map 25B, Parcel 55, R-O zoning district)
Morra presented on the following:
.
A parcel of land just east of the roundabouts on Bay Road to be turned into a parking lot
which would include
20 parking spaces maximum with the potential to reduce this by a few spaces
0
Paved apron at Bay Road to comply with curb cut standards
0
Both sides of parking area will have rail fence and 3 large boulders in the back of the lot
0
Standard 24-inch bike loops
0
• The proposal asks for a number of waivers, including:
o 7.104 delineation of parking spaces because the lot is gravel and trap rock, striping will
only last 12 months;
o 7.105 lighting of the parking lot, no proposing any;
o 7.112 screening of the parking lot
• Lot will have 2 signs, one will be a kiosk with information about the location and one that the
Conservation Commission would like to install
• Design Review Board memo with requests
—

—

—

Marshall said during his site visit, he saw an old farm road and wondered if that is part of the site.

Jemsek asked if this is connected to the project east of Atkins. Brestrup said Jemsek is referring to
the Epstein property where Kestrel Land Trust is relocating offices on the Epstein property and
hoping to have trails there that would connect with these trails.
Long said there were concerns by the DRB about signage and safety within the lot. He said they
also want this to be a permeable surface. He reported that changes were made in response to the
DRB comments. Trash would be carry in and carry out for trail users, with no trash receptacles.
McGowan said this seems very appropriate and doesn’t need lighting and asked about the number
of parking spots. Morra said they started off with 20 spots and are working in conjunction with
Kestrel Land Trust. Long noted that there are also smaller parking lots along Bay Road and that
these, in conjunction with Sweet Alice parking lot, will serve multiple trails. McGowan said it is
safer to have more spaces.
Marshall asked why the kiosk would be counted as sign and if the 6-foot sign is the first
installation of a series of signs. He suggested discussing this as a system instead of having to
approve every sign separately. Marshall asked if gravel was allowed by the ADA and suggested
including a post or marker to encourage people to efficiently use the lot.
Mona said they wanted to be careful with the kiosk, so they wanted the waiver because they are
not sure what it could be used for. He said the gravel does comply with ADA standards and a
system for multiple uses would be a good way to approach this. Smaller aggregate will be used
for the ADA parking space and at trail entry. Morra stated that they are still finalizing the other
signs but will take it to the DRB as a system signage and decide on locations. He said the
possibility for snow plows and maintenance would damage any parking space markers.
Neumann said the consistency of kiosks at conservation land sites are very helpful. She said
legitimizing a parking area will make the land more accessible to people. She asked about the
fencing on both sides of the lot.
Jemsek asked about access to Mount Holyoke trails and asked if this would be the first trail on
Bay Road that has an official parking area. Morra said it would be the first parking area.
Jemsek asked for any additional conditions from the board. He noted that it was a Master Plan
goal to improve access to the trails. Morra said the 2 sets of waivers are for the total square
footage between the 2 signs and height and for parking space delineation, lighting, and screening.
MOTION: McGowan moved, second by Jemsek to close the public hearing; and to approve the
application; and to find that the project meets the relevant criteria of Section 1 1 .24 of the Zoning
Bylaw; and to approve the waivers requested; and to not impose any conditions.
VOTED: 5-0 (ABSENT: Chao, MacDougall) by roll call, to close the public hearing; and to
approve the application; and to find that the project meets the relevant criteria of Section 1 1 .24 of
the Zoning Bylaw; and to approve the waivers requested; and to not impose any conditions.
7:00 PM

SPR 2021-11 Greenfield Savings Bank
from July 7, 202])
—

—

6-22 University Drive (continued

Request Site Plan Review Approval, under Section 5.043, Drive-Through Facilities, of the
Zoning Bylaw, to install an ATM, as an accessory use to the existing bank, authorized under
Section 3.35 8 of the Zoning Bylaw, including minor grading and paving, within the existing
parking area. (Map 13B, Parcels 20, B-L zoning district)
Mr. Jemsek read the project description and said this public hearing is continued from July 7,
2021. Jim Loynd of Greenfield Savings Bank and property owner Tony Gleason were available
for the discussion.

Mr. Loynd reminded the Board that Greenfield Savings Bank (GSB) is proposing to install a new
ATM at the northwest corner of the Newmarket Center located at the intersection of University
Drive and Amity Street for convenience, 24 hour banking access and as an option to practice
social distancing.
Mr. Loynd said the pictures he submitted of the walk-up ATM in Greenfield as an example of
similar illumination, were taken in the rain making the lighting look even brighter. The
manufacturer has confirmed the bright, intense light could be adjusted by controlling the
opaqueness of the vinyl that goes over the sign, as well as by installing a dimmer.
Mr. Loynd showed other pictures including:
.
A rough model of the ATM made from furring strips and contractor’ s paper to demonstrate
the massing and look in relation to the existing grading and mounds.
.
A Northampton Drive-up kiosk that shows an example of the new vinyl and lighter logo. Mr.
Loynd said the design for the Amherst ATM would incorporate the bank name and logo;
however, the final product could be adjustable to meet requirements if needed.
Mr. Loynd reiterated that several locations within the parking area were considered, but this
location was chosen for safety reasons and the positive sight distance and view in both directions
for vehicles exiting the ATM drive aisle. Mr. Loynd also described the security cameras included
in the design.
In answering a question from Mr. Jemsek, Mr. Loynd confirmed a canopy/overhang would be
included in the ATM design with a clearance height of 8’ and an additional 20” for the Lexan
panels. The overhang would be 36” deep and enough to shelter patrons from the elements.
Site Visit Report
Mr. Marshall said he and Ms. Brestrup met with Mr. Loynd and Mr. Wonseski at the site
yesterday (8-3-2021). Mr. Marshall reported that Mr. Loynd had accurately conveyed the
conversation the group had. During the report, the following was noted by Mr. Marshall and Ms.
Brestrup:
.
Mr. Marshall reported that Mr. Wonseski had marked the curb locations on the pavement
making it clear where the kiosk would be. The kiosk would fit very nicely into the existing
extent of pavement and should work well.
I
The Google maps street photo referenced while discussing invasive exotic plants during the
July 7th meeting must have been old. Mr. Marshall said that during the site visit the group
observed that much of the vegetation between the kiosk and Amity Street has been removed.
The area is open and visible from Amity Street which may discourage any ill intent in the
vicinity of a machine that dispenses money.
I
Ms. Brestrup noted the existing large tree in the area would not be disturbed because of the
project. She said there would not be any excavation in the area of the tree other than to
replace the curb.
There was a brief discussion regarding the invasive exotic plantings. Mr. Marshall reiterated the
burning bushes in the area of the proposed ATM have been removed, however, there are other
volunteer burning bushes on the property, Although removal of the burning bushes would be
outside the proposal scope, Mr. Marshall recommended the property owner consider removal of
these plants Tony Gleason, property owner. Tony Gleason, property owner, agreed with Mr.
Marshall and will look into removing the burning bushes.
Ms. McGowan shared that she drove by the area at night and noted is was dark. She agrees that
adjusting the light to be more opaque and less white would be better fitting in the area. Mr. Morra
noted there may be ways to soften the lighting without using complicated controls. Mr. Loynd

said GSB wants to be good neighbors and would work to adjust the lighting as necessary to reach
a level of satisfaction.
Mr. Loynd said that there is also recessed lighting that would shine down on the vehicles at night
and illuminate the area. This lighting is fixed for security and safety purposes.
The Board discussed a possible condition that would require GSB to work with the Building
Commissioner to adjust the canopy lighting appropriately for the location.
Public Comment None
-

Motion: Mr. Marshall made the motion to close the public hearing for SPR 2021-11 Greenfield
Savings Bank located at 6-22 University Drive, to find that it meets the relevant criteria of Section
1 1 .24 of the Zoning Bylaw, and to approve the application with the condition that the applicant,
Greenfield Savings Bank, work with the Building Commissioner to ensure that the canopy light is
adjusted to a level appropriate for the location. Ms. Neumann seconded the motion.
—

Vote: Jemsek yes; Long abstain; Marshall yes; McGowan
Motion Passes (Long Abstained; Chao and MacDougall absent)
—

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING
7:30 PM

—

—

-

—

yes; Neumann

—

yes 4-0-1

ZONING AMENDMENT

Zoning Bylaw Official Zoning Map Map 14A, Parcel 33 Rezoning, North
Prospect Street (continuedfrom July 7, 202])
—

—

To see if the Town will vote to amend the Official Zoning Map to extend the General Business District
(B-G) to include a vacant parcel of land owned by Town of Amherst, in the vicinity of North Pleasant
Street, North Prospect Street, Cowles Lane and Amity Street currently located in the General Residence
District (R-G)
Ryan said the document in the packet addressed the questions posed at the last hearing meeting. He said
this is the very first step of a long, complicated process and the proposal is driven by a sense of the future
of downtown. Ryan said the parking garage is a key piece of a much larger vision. He also listed
prominent places in downtown and plans for future venues.
Ryan reviewed the document he created with Ross in response to the hearing including assessing the
current situation, the current use of the lot, data from the 2019 parking study, the proposal itself, the need
for a parking structure, and answering the questions and concerns raised at the July 7th meeting. He also
reviewed the other options for parking studies and the future potential as well as contract zoning and other
impacts on surrounding businesses.
Jemsek asked why there was such a decrease from FYi 7 to FYi 8 on the parking revenue of the lot and
why the Boltwood parking lot ended up with no additional stories. Brestrup said there was lots of concern
from residents about a stmcture with multiple stories in that open space and there would need to be
studies done if they pursue that site to see if the structure would be up to code by today’ s standards.
Brestrup said the Planning Board can make part of the recommendation to limit this to a 3-story structure.
Marshall asked how strong the support was from the Council on this proposal and asked about the rule
that this proposal cannot come back within a 2-year period if the proposal is rejected. Brestrup said if the
Planning Board puts it forward again it can come back, but a recommendation has to come from the
Planning Board to bring it back. Ryan said the Council vote was not unanimous and there were some
objections.
McGowan expressed concern that a zoning change is being proposed with very little information. She
requested that diagrams be provided for capacities of parking lots and how many spots they could fit. She
also spoke of the possibility of the Amity Lot. McGowan asked if anyone has gone to TAC about traffic
and parking.

Ryan said they do not have an architect because there is currently no plan. No developer will touch this
project if the zoning remains R-G. He said they also have protections if this doesn’t work and this is not
about revenue. Ryan stated that they need to break even, but this is more about downtown development.
The existing parking lot is dilapidated and needs improvements which will cost the town an estimated
$300,000.
Marshall disagreed that the town couldn’t do more work for this and asked why this was put forward as a
straight zoning change as opposed to recommending it to the Town Manager. Ryan said he cannot speak
for the Planning Department, but this approach is definitely different than what the board is used to. He
said this is minimal risk and if this step is taken, they can pay to have people work on this further.
McGowan said she is hoping for some sketches of different lots to see the consequences of zoning to B-G
and would like the TAC to look at this. She said another concern is the structure exceeding 3 stories. She
read a list of concerns about setbacks, need for drawings, lot coverage issues, number of spaces, 1990
studies, capacity and traffic on North Prospect Street. She would like a presentation from the BID with
drawings. The Bank of America lot may work. The town may sell the lot for another purpose. Need to
look at the long-term consequences.
Harry Peltz, 32 North Prospect Street, shared the following comments:
.
The cart is being put before the horse with this rezoning
.
The only access to this lot is off of North Prospect Street and a structure will create traffic problems
.
The lot is next to a historic district and a structure will not help property values
.
What entrepreneur would want to invest in a parking structure that just breaks even?
.
There has never been an over-used parking lot in town
.
The existing lot is not used much.
Pam Rooney, 42 Cottage Street, shared the following comments:
.
They want a healthy, vibrant town center
.
They should have a plan first, then zone
.
Get diagrams and see capacities for different sites
.
Intent to rezone is encouraging construction behind CVS
.
B-G is not the right zone to change this to
Rani Parker, 24 North Prospect, shared the following comments:
.
Soon to be resident
.
They need to think about sustainability with this garage
.
There are lots of other options
.
Not opposed to economic development, but the private sector would not do this unless they can make
a profit
.
MassDOT probably will not allow that road to be used as it would in the proposal
Jennifer Taub, 259 Lincoln Aye, shared the following comments:
.
Buffer of B-L was agreed upon to separate R-G and B-G
.
Skipping right to zoning to B-G is denying residents that buffer
• Town agreed that 5-story buildings would not be appropriate next to single-family homes and
residential neighborhoods
• There couldn’t be anything that specifies a limit of a 3-story parking structure
• Do a feasibility study.
Cathy Schoen (speaking as a resident), 519 Montague Road, shared the following comments:
• Sent comments to Brestrup
• Why not B-N? That would allow for dimensional waivers
• This looks like spot zoning, which is not legal in Massachusetts

.
.
.
.
.
.
.

This would be a loss of 70 spaces
The Northampton lot is 400 spaces, very big
The access to this lot is already very bad and signage is hard to find
Issue of losing public spaces
Issue of linkage fees for new buildings
Potential of long-term leases to tenants of new buildings
Fear that this garage will not provide public spaces.

Dorothy Pam (speaking as a resident), 229 Amity Street, shared the following comments:
.
Good comments made on the various problems with this particular lot
.
In favor of a detailed study of the Boitwood lot and Amity lot
.
Access is very difficult in this lot and it is not very visible
Suzannah Muspratt, 38 North Prospect Street, shared the following comments:
.
Muspratt wrote to the board with concerns about this proposal (see July 7 packet)
.
Careful planning is important before any zoning changes
.
When Ryan talks about 3-story parking, is the open space on the top a fourth level?
Ryan said no, it would be a third level
0
.
The traffic analysis should be done at the beginning of this process
.
How would garage be operated?
.
How would this revenue be allocated?
.
The Planning Board needs to not move forward with this until they have more answers
Brestrup said this is not a case of spot zoning, it is legal. Morra stated that there is a lot of case law on this
and it is considered a boundary parcel. He said almost all the cases would find that this is not an example
of spot zoning.
Jemsek dismissed the board for a 5-minute break and members returned at 9:05 PM.
Brestrup said she spoke with the Town Attorney about the voting quantum and the Planning Board’s
recommendation to Town Council only takes a majority ofthose present and voting and not a 2/3’s
majority vote.
Neumann said they can’t get more information unless they open the door to this idea. She said it seems
that if they don’t open the door to this, they are stuck with the parking lot as is and will cost the town at
least $300K to make it usable.
Marshall commented that the Northampton garage is not visible, so he is not sure about the argument that
the Amherst parcel is not visible therefore there should not be a garage there. He said he also disagrees
with the argument that private developers will not get involved with this if the garage only breaks even.
Marshall stated that he is not sure it is worth anybodys time to make a diagram of this lot and others.
McGowan asked what could be an intermediate step the Planning Board could take. She said more
information wouldn’t be too expensive and she is worried about the 20-foot setbacks. McGowan also
asked if the proponents could withdraw this proposal and start a more usual process to consider this.
Long said he is not sure what the risk is of this but is not worried about what comes after it because they
would have to approve any further plans.
Brestrup said the board could recommend that the Town Council send this back to the Planning Board for
further study.
Ryan said the question of risk needs to be clarified and they should hear from the BID. He suggested they
come back and address the question of risk and hear from the business community.
McGowan said it would be helpful to get TAC’s input and explore the possibility of B-N zoning.

Brestrup said on September 1 there will be a presentation on Amherst College wayfinding signs and a
brief item on the Survival Center. Jemsek said it seems that they need more work done on this and
September 1 could be too soon.
MOTION: Marshall moved, second by Jemsek to continue this public hearing until September 29
VOTED: 5-0 (ABSENT: Chao & MacDougall) by roll call, to continue this public hearing until
September 29
Brestrup suggested setting the time of the hearing to 6:35 PM.
Ryan asked what the Planning Board expects for the next hearing date. Brestrup said the BID can have
their architect members create some conceptual plans if they are interested.
Ryan listed items that have been requested for the next meeting 1) risks of rezoning, 2) BID
presentation, 3) TAC to provide input, 4) look at B-N zoning as an option, 5) conceptual site plan.
—

Marshall said he does not need to see conceptual plans but input from the BID would be helpful.
McGowan said she would like to have information on the other options.
V.

OLD BUSINESS

VI.

NEW BUSINESS

-

None

Topics not reasonably anticipated 48 hours prior to the meeting
Brestrup said she will be asking the Planning Board to vote on an extension of the time for the
preliminary subdivision plan to be reviewed. She said the plan was filed with the Town Clerk on July 12
and August 26 would be the 45th day. She said she will bring a request to extend that time on August 18
and may need to advertise a public hearing for August 25 Brestrup added that they may have Mixed-Use
and ADU amendments on the August 18 meeting.
.

VII.

FORM A (ANR) SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS None

VIII.

UPCOMING ZBA APPLICATIONS None

IX.

UPCOMING SPP/SPR/SUB APPLICATIONS

-

-

Brestrup said the Amherst College sign project and 462 Main Street will be for the next meeting.

x.

PLANNING BOARD COMMITTEE & LIAISON REPORTS
Pioneer Valley Planning Commission Jack Jemsek Jemsek asked to get input on parking in other
cities in Western Massachusetts but has no response yet.
—

Community Preservation Act Committee
Agricultural Commission

—

—

—

Doug Marshall

Andrew MacDougall absent

—

no news

Design Review Board Thom Long meeting scheduled for next week
upcoming meeting to talk about signage on Boltwood.
—

—

Community Resources Committee Christine Brestrup
rezoning the CVS lot and other zoning amendments.
—

XI.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR

-

None

—

—

Long said there is an

Brestrup said the CRC will be talking about

_________________

XII.

REPORT OF THE STAFF

XIII.

ADJOURNMENT

-

________________

None

Jemsek adjourned the meeting at 9:41 p.m.

Respectfully submitted:

Approved:

DATE:
Emily Reardon &
Christine Brestrup

Doug Marshall, Chair

AMHERST PLANNING BOARD
Wednesday, August 25, 2021, 6:30 PM
Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 202 1 this meeting was conducted via remote means.
,

The Minutes of the Planning Board (PB) are not intended to be a transcript. The meeting recording is
located here: Planning Board Aug 25, 2021 YouTube
-

MINUTES
Chair, Andrew MacDougall, Doug Marshall,

PRESENT:

Maria Chao, Jack Jemsek

ABSENT:

Thom Long, Janet McGowan, Johanna Neumann

STAFF:

Christine Brestrup, Planning Director

—

Nate Malloy, Town Planner
OTHERS:

None.

Planning Board Chair Jack Jemsek called the meeting to order at 6:3 1 pm.
I.

MINUTES

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

III.

PUBLIC HEARING

—

No minutes were available for approval.

-

—

I

No public attendees wished to comment.

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION

S

6:35 PM SUB 2022-01, 11-13 East Pleasant Street Archipelago Investments LLC
Request approval for a 2 lot Preliminary Subdivision Plan, under MGL Chapter 41 Sections 8 1L
& 81S (Map 1 1C-275, 1 1C-276, 1 lC-277, 1 1C-309 and 1 1C-310, BG zoning district)
—

,

6:35 pm: Mr. Jemsek opened the public hearing and read the project description; there were no
Board disclosures.
Chris Brestrup read a letter from the applicant requesting that the Board extend the 45-day review
period for Preliminary Subdivision Plans to a date in late September or early October and
preferably hold the public hearing on September 29.
Ms. Brestrup noted that a quorum (4 members for a continuation) was present.
Board Discussion and Questions
Public Comment

—

—

There was no Board discussion prior to the motion.

None.

Motion: Mr. Marshall moved to continue the public hearing to September 29 at 7:00 pm. Mr.
MacDougall seconded the motion.
Discussion

—

There was no Board discussion prior to the vote.

Vote: Chao yes; Jemsek Yes; MacDougall
(Absent: Long, McGowan, Neumann)).
—

—

—

yes; Marshall

—

yes (4-0-0 motion approved

IV.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR

V.

REPORT OF STAFF The Planning Director had nothing to report.

Amherst Planning Board
August 25, 2021

-

-

The Chair had nothing to report.

________________

VI.

ADJOURNMENT

—

________

Mr. Jemsek adjourned the meeting at 6:45 pm.

Respectfully submitted:

Approved:

DATE:
Doug Marshall, Chair

Amherst Planning Board
August 25, 2021
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AMHERST PLANNING BOARD
Wednesday, September 1, 2021, 6:30 PM
Town Room, Town Hall
MINUTES
Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021, this meeting was conducted via remote means.
The Minutes of the Planning Board are not intended to be a transcript. The meeting recording is located
here: Planning Board Septi, 2021 YouTube
-

PRESENT:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

OTHERS:

6:34 pm

Maria Chao, Jack Jemsek, Chair, Thom Long, Andrew MacDougall, Doug Marshall,
Janet McGowan, Johanna Neumann
None
Christine Brestrup, Planning Director
Pamela Field-Sadler, Administrative Assistant
Maureen Pollock, Planner
Andrew Barresi, Roll Barresi Associates
Tom Davies, Amherst College, Director of Design and Construction/Facilities
Seth Wilschutz, Amherst College, Senior Project Manager for Capital Stewardship

Chair Jack Jemsek opened the meeting.
None

I.

MINUTES

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

-

Suzannah Muspratt, 38 North Prospect Street, shared the following comments:
.
There have been significant changes to the language proposed since the last public hearing
.
Muspratt asked that Pollock provide analysis of the impact of the Apartments definition
change for the 2 B-L districts in downtown
Hilda Greenbaum, 298 Montague Road, shared the following comments:
.
Greenbaum said she would like to comment on apartments and parking when those items
come up on the agenda
Pam Rooney, 42 Cottage Street, shared the following comments:
• There are lots of changes to the original proposal after the public hearing closed
• Why is there no B-L analysis for North Pleasant Street and Triangle Street?
Members discussed the possibility for public comment and another public hearing.
III.

PUBLIC HEARING

6:35 PM

-

SITE PLAN REVIEW

SPR 2022-03
Addresses

—

Amherst College Wayfinding Sign System

—

Multiple

Request Site Plan Review approval, under Article 8 of the Zoning Bylaw, of a
complete wayfinding/environmental sign design package to be located at multiple
addresses on/off the Amherst College campus including:
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Brestrup said the Town Engineer commented on the sign project in general and the comment was
more related to the sidewalk that the Town Council is reviewing. She said for the Planning Board,
the crosswalk is not relevant.
Marshall asked if they should be thinking about redefining the E-D zone to be more reflective of
the current higher educational building boundaries. Davies said Amherst College would
wholeheartedly embrace that effort.
Marshall asked if the board can move on this tonight. Brestrup said they can put on general
conditions and pass it tonight.
McGowan exited the meeting due to volume issues and came back in.
MOTION: MacDougall moved, second by Long to approve this application.
Brestrup said the conditions are that the applicant builds according to the plan approved by the
Planning Board, that the entity manages what is going to be installed according to the
Management Plan, and if there are significant changes to the proposal they would bring back the
changes to the Planning Board for review and approval. She said this project meets the relevant
criteria of Section 1 1 .24 of the Zoning Bylaw.
VOTED: 7-0 by roll call, to approve this application.
IV.

ZONING AMENDMENTS
A. Zoning Bylaw Article 3, Use Regulations, Section 3.323, Apartments and Article 12,
Definitions- Discussion and vote on recommendation to Town Council
—

To see ifthe Town will vote to amend Section 12, Definitions ofthe Zoning Bylaw, to revise the
definition of Apartments by removing the limit on the maximum number of dwelling units per
building, to amend Section 3.323, to change the permitting requirement for Apartments from Special
Permit to Site Plan Review in the Residential Village Center (R-VC) district and from Site Plan
Review to Special Permit in the General Business (B-G), to modify the requirement regarding the
size/bedroom count of units, to require that enclosed parking on the first or ground floor be located at
the rear of the building and designed to reduce visibility from the public way, and to require that the
Principles & Standards of the Design Review Board be applied to all new Apartment buildings
Brestrup said they are no longer suggesting that the Planning Board allows apartments in the R-VC
by Site Plan Review (SPR). She said there is an added Section about the location of apartments and
Marshall had a suggestion under Enclosed Parking.
Pollock shared the presentation. She said the proposal is to remove the maximum number of units in
apartment buildings (24 units), and to change the R-VC back to Special Permit and the B-G to
Special Permit (SP). [SPR had been proposed for Apartments in the R-VC, but based on public input
the Planning Department had proposed changing back to Special Permit.] Pollock stated that the latest
revision is for any proposed apartment buildings fronting East Pleasant Street, North Pleasant Street,
Main Street, or Amity Street within the B-G, they shall not be located within 500 ft. of an existing
apartment building. She commented that there was a slight modification to enclosed parking,
specifically that parking on the first or ground floor should be at the rear of the building and designed
to minimize visibility from the public way.
Pollock reviewed the following on the 500 ft. provision:
• Proposed apartments shall not be located 500 ft. from an existing apartment fronting the
previously mentioned streets in the B-G
• The Planning Department wants to encourage mixed-use buildings on the main corridors as well
as business use
3

.

This creates a safe guard to promote streetscapes with mixed-use

Marshall said they can’t build any apartment buildings on these streets if they are within 500 ft of any
existing apartment building, therefore the hatched area (on the map) on Amity Street will be
prohibited and the Elderly Housing Apartments will prohibit proposed apartments on Main Street.
Pollock said the intention is that the measurement would only be applicable to the hatched area on the
map.
Brestrup and Marshall suggested “that is located also within the General Business (B-G) District and
front onto East Pleasant Street, North Pleasant Street, South Pleasant Street, Main Street, and Amity
Street” after the phrase “of an existing Apartment building”.
McGowan said it seems that this will push the 5-story apartments onto the smaller streets. She also
spoke about the impact this would have on the businesses on those smaller streets.
Marshall said the concern of the original proposal was that it might result in more apartment buildings
in the downtown, but he never shared that concern. He said right now [in this zoning amendment]
apartments would be through special permit in the B-G, so they probably don’t need the 500 ft
provision.
MacDougall said they want to prevent apartments from being built downtown and Marshall makes a
good point that there is a mechanism that prevents apartments from being proliferated.
Brestrup noted that this is special permit for use and would go through the ZBA, not the Planning
Board.
Chao asked about the change in R-VC from SPR to SP. Pollock said they felt that it would be okay to
keep as the R-VC as SP because there was concern from the public and board members about
changing it to SPR. She added that when the ZBA board has issues with projects, usually the
applicant offers to withdraw without prejudice.
Chao said the move from SP to SPR for R-VC makes more sense because of the need for more
housing and switching back seems very counter to that housing need. Brestrup said this was
recommended by staff because of public comments.
Long asked if someone could put any number of apartment buildings downtown by-right. Pollock
stated that right now Apartments are by SPR.
Marshall agreed with Chao about the R-VC and spoke in favor of going to SPR in the B-VC as well.
McGowan said they need a mechanism to keep incentives for mixed-use buildings downtown and this
proposal may impact businesses negatively. She stated that they had a housing production plan but
there was not a lot of low income and moderate-income housing. McGowan asked with the 500 ft
provision, how many apartment buildings could go downtown, including back lots and side streets.
,

Pollock said they did do an estimate of how many apartments could be provided that do not front the
main corridors, which would be about 5 to 7 properties. Pollock showed the possible locations of
those buildings.
Chao said this would be very restrictive to apartments which is a safe guard and she pushed for the B
VC to switch to SPR.
Neumann said if they want public comment, they would have to have a hearing and advertise for it.
She said she is more inclined to move ahead and not reopen a hearing. Neumann commented that
other village centers need more density to support the shops there and she is leaning towards Chao’s
suggestion to change R-VC to SPR.

4

McGowan said she is unhappy approving this without going through Pollock’s charts she prepared on
the village centers.
MOTION: Marshall moved, second by Chao to recommend to the Town Council that this proposed
change be adopted with the one revision that the R-VC stay as Site Plan Review (SPR).
Pollock presented on the following:
.
R-VC in North Amherst build-outs.
Only parcel benefitting from unit cap being removed is parcel 53.
0
Would envision maybe 2 buildings or 1 long narrow building for apartments. Owner0
occupied apt buildings would be only cost-effective scenario for developers.
.
B-VC in North Amherst
4 parcels in the B-VC in North Amherst that would benefit from the unit cap removal.
0
McGowan said with the B-VC if another story is added there can be more units added as well. She
asked how many apartment units could be built in an apartment building vs. how many units could be
built in a mixed-use building. Pollock said the difference is if there is a non-residential use on the first
floor or not and also to keep with the proposal to have a diverse mix of building counts for
apartments, there is a mix of different unit types.
Pollock continued presenting on the following:
.
B-N District along Main Street
0
No parcels in the B-N would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
.
B-L District at the corner of College Street and Dickinson Street
0
No parcels in the B-L would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
.
B-VC on Dickinson and Main Street
2 parcels would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
0
.
R-VC on College Street, South East Street, and Main Street
0
3 parcels would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal including: Fort River
School, Watson Farms Apartments, and Town of Amherst Property
.
B-VC on College Street, South East Street, and Main Street
0
7 parcels would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
.
B-L on University Drive
4 parcels would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
0
.
R-VC on Pomeroy Village
0
1 parcel would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
.
B-VC on Pomeroy Village
0
9 parcels would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
.
B-VC on the Atkins corner
0
3 parcels would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
.
B-VC along Belchertown Road
o 1 parcel would be large enough to benefit from the unit cap removal
o Building on that parcel has been recently redeveloped and could accommodate 2 different
uses
McGowan said with Pomeroy Village, hundreds of units can go into that area potentially. She said the
Amherst Insurance Property also could also take a few hundred units and the public should know the
unit counts.
Chao said changing R-VC from SP to SPR makes sense because there are not a huge number of
parcels that can benefit from the unit cap lift and the risk seems very low.

5

MacDougall agreed with McGowan that mixed-use does not preclude from adding residential and
developers will do everything they can to maximize residential. He said Atkins may benefit from
having residential around it and Belchertown Road also seems like it would benefit from some type of
retail.
Long said this reinforces the need to put residential near more of these locations. He said Atkins is
activated by residential buildings around it and if there is a need for a mixed-use building, someone
will make the choice to put a mixed-use building there.
McGowan said every village center is different and they are not doing any planning. She expressed
concern that they do not know what any of these buildings could be and added that this is not a onesize-fits-all.
VOTED: 6-1 (YES: Chao, Jemsek, Long, MacDougall, Marshall, Neumann; NO: McGowan) by roll
call, to recommend to the Town Council that this proposed change be adopted with the one revision
that the R-VC stay as Site Plan Review (SPR).
B. Zoning Bylaw Article 7, Parking and Access Regulation
recommendation to Town Council
—

—

Discussion and vote on

To see if the Town will vote to amend Article 7, Parking and Access Regulations, by amending
Section 7.000, to separate the residential uses into two categories, one of which would require two
parking spaces per dwelling unit (one family detached dwellings, two family detached dwellings,
town houses and subdividable/converted dwellings) and one of which would require adequate parking
(apartments, mixed-use buildings, and accessory dwelling units) and to provide criteria for the Permit
Granting Authority to determine what would be considered adequate parking.
No Action.
C. Zoning Bylaw Article 3, Use Regulations, Section 3.325, Mixed-use Buildings and Article 12,
Definitions Discussion and possible re-vote on recommendation to Town Council
—

—

No Action.
The Board made a plan to meet on September 14, a Tuesday, to discuss zoning amendments that they
did not have time to discuss tonight.
V.

ELECTION OF OFFICERS AND PLANNING BOARD REORGANIZATION
No Action.

VI.

OLD BUSINESS
No Action.

VII.

NEW BUSINESS
Topics not reasonably anticipated 48 hours prior to the meeting
No Action.

VIII.

FORM A (ANR) SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS
Brestrup said there is an ANR that relates to a property on Research Drive. She said Kate Atkinson needs
more parking and would like to purchase a 1-foot strip of land to connect Atkinson’s 2 parcels with the 1foot strip.
Members agreed that this rearrangement of lot lines did not need to go through a subdivision review and
authorized Jemsek to sign the plan..
6

__________________

_______________

IX.

UPCOMING ZBA APPLICATIONS
No Action.

X.

UPCOMING SPP/SPR/SUB APPLICATIONS
No Action.

XI.

PLANNING BOARD COMMITTEE & LIAISON REPORTS
Pioneer Valley Planning Commission

—

Jack Jemsek

Community Preservation Act Committee
Agricultural Commission
Design Review Board

—

—

Doug Marshall

Thom Long

Community Resources Committee
XII.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR

XIII.

REPORT OF THE STAFF

XIV.

ADJOURNMENT

—

-

-

—

—

—

no report

Andrew MacDougall

—

—

no report

no report

no report
Christine Brestrup

—

no report

None
None

Jemsek adjourned the meeting at 9:39 p.m.

Respectfully submitted:

Approved:

DATE:
Emily Reardon &
Christine Brestrup

Doug Marshall, Chair
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AMHERST PLANNING BOARD
Wednesday, October 6, 2021, 6:30 PM
Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 202 1 this meeting was conducted via remote means.
,

The Minutes of the Planning Board (PB) are not intended to be a transcript. The meeting recording is
located here: Planning Board Oct 6, 2021 YouTube
-

MINUTES
Maria Chao, Jack Jemsek, Andrew MacDougall, Doug Marshall
Thom Long, Janet McGowan, Johanna Neumann
Christine Brestrup, Planning Director
Pamela Field-Sadler, Administrative Assistant
Rob Morra, Building Commissioner
Nate Malloy, Senior Planner
Evan Ross, Town Council member
George Ryan, Town Council member (around 8:3Op)

PRESENT:
STAFF:

OTHERS:

—

Chair,

Planning Board Chair Doug Marshall called the meeting to order at 6:33 pm.
I.

MINUTES
9/29/21 Planning Board minutes: Andrew MacDougall moved to approve, Thom Long
seconded.
Janet McGowan: The public comment section had more info than Wroblieski’s section indicates
but she will still approve the minutes.
Chao yes; Jemsek Yes; MacDougall yes; Marshall yes; Long— yes; McGowan— yes;
Neumann— yes (7-0-0 motion approved).
—

—

—

—

—

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

III.

PUBLIC HEARING

-

—

—

No public attendees wished to comment.

ZONING AMENDMENT

6:35 PM Zoning Bylaw Official Zoning Map Map 14A, Parcel 33 Rezoning, North
Prospect Street (Continuedfrom July 7, August 4 and September 29, 2021)
To see if the Town will vote to amend the Official Zoning Map to extend the
General Business District (B-G) to include a vacant parcel of land owned by Town
of Amherst, in the vicinity of North Pleasant Street, North Prospect Street, Cowles
Lane and Amity Street currently located in the General Residence District (R-G).
6:40 pm: Mr. Marshall opened the public hearing and read the project description
Presentation by Nate Malloy:
Background for overlay district proposal:
o For nearly 50 years it has been identified as a preferred site with the greatest
potential for parking deck structure among the many sites studied.
o The town parcel (on its own without adjacent CVS lot) is the right size for a
parking deck structure
o MA Smart growth toolkit: notes overlays are stand alone entity tools used over
existing zoning + there is no concern about it being considered spot zoning

Amherst Planning Board
October 6, 2021

In the future, the overlay can be removed if needed and the underlying zoning
remains in place
Chris Brestrup: This zoning amendment was sent by Town Council (TC),
0
initiated by three members of TC: Evan Ross + George Ryan (3rd original
member dropped out). There were issues related to dimensional requirements +
public concerns so Planning Dept. + Building Commissioner came up with the
overlay idea. That revision was brought back to Evan Ross + George Ryan and
they agreed it was a good direction
Site Information
Non-conforming lot, 7/10 acre, surface parking lot since 1960’s + 97% covered
0
by pavement; currently has 75 spaces: 70 in town owned, 5 in CVS property
An image of an aerial photo with the parcel highlighted was shown with a red
0
box representing the Greenfield 4-level parking structure as a precedent (272
parking spaces) to show potential buildout. A second image showed a 3-d
rendering of the modular parking structure in its site in Greenfield.
Nate Malloy read the Parking Overlay bylaw text, standard + conditions
(The text is in a 3-page document that was included in the Planning Board packet)
The Public Facility Overlay District is for parcel l4A-33 (town owned parcel) on
0
North Prospect Street to only allow a parking facility (identified in Section 3.3 84
of Zoning Bylaw). The existing underlying zoning remains and the proposal is
not changing the parcel’s zone from R-G to B-G zone as originally proposed.
This is the draft text for the amendment and Chris Brestrup mentioned it will
0
need
to be formatted to fit the Zoning Bylaw format. The text wouldn’t change in
substance but needs to be reformatted.
0

•

Board Discussion and Questions
Janet McGowan: How high is the precedent shown?
Nate: 48-53 feet for Greenfield parking deck (highest point of railing or parapet
0
is the height of structure, stair and elevator is excluded).
Andrew MacDougall: If deck can be 40’ height at North Prospect Street = what would be
height by the time you get to North Pleasant Street?
Nate Malloy: Not sure, and not sure it will be visible from North Pleasant Street
0
Andrew MacDougall: Is the allowed signage on property or building?
Nate: Signage will follow the Signage Bylaw except there is a larger size allowed
0
for this overlay bylaw
Andrew MacDougall: North Pleasant Street = could it be open to 2-way traffic?
0
Nate Malloy: Planning Staff has said it could be a possibility, but it also should
be up to an applicant to study and determine whether to work with town on that
Evan Ross: Thanked the Planning Department for their work on this since February 2020
to bring this forward and on the effort to expand and improve the proposal. Both he and
George Ryan stand behind the proposal and thought the process was good in that it
responded to public concerns and questions during public hearings.
Thom Long: One-way access from CVS lot makes this a viable project = do we still have
that CVS as a thruway?
o Nate Malloy: Entry drive is a perpetual easement = public access granted decades
ago. The final car circulation will be up to the applicant.
o Deed mentions the 13’ strip easement is for both CVS and town parcels’ access
Chris Brestrup: Internally the Planning Department has been discussing a possibility of
having 2-way car traffic for part of North Prospect Street (maybe staying 1-way towards
Cowles Lane)

Amherst Planning Board
October 6, 2021

2

.

Jack Jemsek: Is this spot zoning?
Nate Malloy: No, as this is an overlay, MA Smart Growth + CHAPA have both
0
said overlays work as great ways to change zoning for parcels. Addresses many
of the concerns changing underlying zoning to B-G = prevents possibility of 5story or other building vs. parking deck. Only allows a parking garage as
overlay.
0
Rob Morra: not spot zoning; this would be done “for the public good”; it would
not provide significant financial benefit to a single property owner; there are no
legal cases that support spot zoning for an overlay district; we discussed this
issue with the town attorney.
Janet McGowan: Can we focus on pedestrian access? Is there an easement onto North
Prospect from town parcel? Has issue with zero setbacks: CVS truck loading = danger for
pedestrians? Zero setbacks are an issue for maintenance of buildings. There are a lot of
multi-family houses on North Prospect Street so the parking deck should be a solid wall
on the side adjacent to street. The parking garage should match j9th century houses.
We’ve ignored the Design Review Board on many occasions in the past, so we should put
more design requirements on this project.
Nate Malloy: It’s up to the applicant to come up with compatible solutions for the
0
site and for meeting design + landscape standards. Setbacks are allowing
flexibility for an applicant = this overlay allows flexibility for the many pieces
needed to make a parking facility that works for both pedestrian and car flows.
Maria Chao: Thanks for the work + great work on creating a solution as an overlay for
this parcel. Hopes this moves forward for referral back to Town Council and that we
don’t get in the ‘weeds’ too much longer. There is a lot of detail and information in the
Standards and Conditions of the proposal = shows the thoughtfulness of Planning +
Building Departments put behind responding to public concerns.
Chris Brestrup: On 10/20, Planning Department will bring back to PB to consider
Andrew MacDougall: How does zero setback work for adjacent parcels?
Nate Malloy: Applicants work with abutters for agreements to access buildings
0
for maintenance + other work.
Doug Marshall: Are you not allowing plants less than 1-story in the landscape buffer
zone? Continuous sidewalks = any expectation of developer to build sidewalks outside
their property?
Nate Malloy: no, just on their property for planning of connections
0
Janet McGowan: Side + rear setbacks = no properties have zero setbacks. Why are we
putting the burden onto abutters? It will be a disaster if there are no setbacks for adjacent
landowners.
Nate Malloy: Zero setbacks are only for the overlay the applicant can design
0
what and how to design the structure at property lines.
Chris Brestrup: We do have zero side and rear setbacks in B-G.
0
Johanna Neumann: If we continue can we change the amendment title? That way the
public knows we are not still considering the B-G change? Has always liked reducing
sidewalk cuts for pedestrian safety moving cars to back of site is a good thing for main
street to be safer. 13’ easement = could that be for pedestrians?
Jack Jemsek: Janet McGowan sent around a 75-page parking study from 1990 = did she
want to bring up any points from it?
o Janet McGowan: The report included the CVS lot with the town lot
Doug Marshall: Would there be any opportunity for CVS owner to team up with town
parcel development?
-

—

—

•

•
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Nate Malloy: Not sure, there may be some pre-existing non-conforming issues.
Sounds difficult but would need to see a proposal. Overhanging or encompass
both properties?
0
Rob Morra: Could occur but lot and building coverages would make it difficult
and limited by R-G zoning requirements
Janet McGowan: Overlay could be larger? Or somewhere else?
Nate Malloy: Not sure adjacent property owners want a parking deck. That’s the
0
reason for using town controlled land.
Chris Brestrup: Owners of CVS lot have been reluctant to engage with
0
conversations in the past. They have a local representative = no one has had
serious conversations about extending the overlay onto their property. It would
be complicated but not impossible. this overlay could be a first step, and
perhaps more conversations could come after this first step.
Janet McGowan: No one has contacted the abutters = this seems like a huge oversight.
Chris Brestrup: There is no requirement about notifying abutters about zoning
0
amendments, additionally this proposal was not initiated by the Planning
Department.
Andrew MacDougall: Good courtesy to let St. Brigid’s church that there could be
0
a change happening.
0

.

•

.

Public Comment
Rani Parker (North Prospect Street): sees a lot of headlights from CVS lot. So impressed
that the town listened to public comment. What happens to existing entry and exit? Will
people using garage have their own access + how do signs work for parking deck access.
The two-story green screen/landscaping is very important = what is it? Is there a
standard? Happy to talk in person to whomever in town departments about concerns in
more detail. What happens if applicant proposes something you don’t like aesthetically.
Has a lot of questions.
Pam Rooney (Cottage Street): We are in the weeds but unfortunately the weeds are what
make the project feasible especially for the neighbors. Greenfield parking deck details
were eliminated so we need more character and scale written into bylaw = what won’t
disrupt that neighbor’ s house with headlights? Angled parking lanes can make narrower
parking deck = better for adjacent parcel owners. Design Review Board + zoning bylaws
have been ignored by the Planning Board in the past.
Susanna Muspratt (North Prospect Street): Was told the maximum height would be no
more than a 3-story garage. Hope they are not 5-story.
Dorothy Pam: if no parking garage, zoning goes back to R-G. Spring Street made people
lose faith because Design Review Board was ignored. What are protections other than
there will be trees?

Additional Board Discussion and Questions
•

•

Janet McGowan: There is no support for the rezoning to B-G, but is generally supportive
for the overlay. Have we embarked on a completely different zoning amendment? Where
are we legally in terms of process.
o Nate Malloy: initial one was general enough so this is still within the same scope
of initial amendment.
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.

•

Jack Jemsek: PB has disagreed with the Design Review Board maybe once in the 5 years
of his tenure on PB. Thought it would be short sighted to not pull in the abutters to see if
they are open to participating or collaborating.
Evan Ross: Planning Dept. has not reached out to abutters and CVS has shown
0
support for the overlay proposal but not included conversations about
participating. No response from St. Brigid’s = abutters are not unaware of what is
going on with zoning amendment.
Chris Brestrup: Will see if Town Manager wants the Planning Department to
0
reach out to abutters.
Nate Malloy: zoning doesn’t regulate everything, so the town may want to designate
certain spots and then leave rest for developer to decide. R-G allows 4 stories, 40’
maximum. So the proposed 40’ maximum matches adjacent parcels’ regulations.
Janet McGowan: We should vote to not support the zoning change but keep working on
studying the overlay and create a working group to create a working proposal. People
living on N. Prospect will be impacted. This is an awkward situation. PB should vote to
not approve the zoning amendment of changing the parcel from R-G to B-G.
George Ryan joined the meeting (noted at 8:24p).
Andrew MacDougall: Has some minor changes, feels we’ve received a lot of local
support and generally feels good about this proposal. PB could bring more questions in
next couple of weeks.
Rob Mona: CRC public hearing 10/26. 10/20 PB will be meeting to get a PB
recommendation.
Janet McGowan: Could the top level be a green roof? Can we get more than (2) EV
chargers? You open an app to find fast chargers. Can we get more specifics about
sustainable initiatives?
Doug Marshall: Would the RFP get more specifics put into it rather than bylaw?
Nate Malloy: RFP could include design criteria with specifics about more
0
advantageous amenities to include vs. putting details in the zoning overlay that
could be detrimental to design possibilities
Chris Brestrup: 10/26 CRC public hearing but could hold off on a recommendation if
there is not a PB vote or recommendation made on 10/20. Agenda for 10/20 has MixedUse Buildings amendment and a parking lot SPR.
Jack Jemsek: Roof is critical for parking but could include PVs on supports
Doug Marshall: Asked if anyone was NOT generally supportive = no one raised hands.

Motion: Janet McGowan. moved to continue the public hearing to 10/20 at 7p. Mr. MacDougall
seconded the motion.
Vote: Chao yes; Jemsek Yes; MacDougall
Neumann— yes (7-0-0 motion approved).
—

—

—

yes; Marshall

—

yes; Long— yes; McGowan— yes;

Chris Brestrup will change the wording about amendment but has to keep the public hearing
name the same but will rework the description in the agenda.
IV.

OLD BUSINESS none

V.

NEW BUSINESS

-
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VI.

Open Meeting law complaint: Planning Department has a plan on how to address the
complaint: PB members are each taking on previous meetings’ minutes and someone in
town staff will also help catchup on late minutes. Chris Brestrup will respond to the
complainants (1st from CA, 2’’ from local person and 3’ same as 1st person) and send a
copy to Attorney General’s office. She hopes by 10/20 there will be minutes for review
and has set a deadline of end of October for late minutes to be completed.
Doug Marshall: Every member has agreed to do one set of meeting minutes and by end of
October, Chris Brestrup would like to send a draft of minutes to complainants.

FORM A (ANR) SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS

115 Market Hill Road Stosz family: dividing property into (5) lots; all lots meet 30,000 sq. ft. mm. lot, 150’
building circles + minimum street frontages.
—

By consensus, the PB authorized Doug Marshall to sign ANR 2022-04
VII.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR none

VIII.

REPORT OF STAFF none

IX.

ADJOURNMENT

-

-

—

Mr. Marshall adjourned the meeting at 8:54pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Maria Chao, PB Clerk

Approved:

Doug Marshall, PB Chair

DATE:

Amherst Planning Board
October 6, 2021
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ARcH IPELAGO
INVESTMENTS, LLC

37S. Pleasant Street Amherst, MA 01002
www.ArchipelagoInvestments.com

Town of Amherst
Planning Board
Planning Department
4 Boitwood Avenue
Amherst, MA 01002

October 15, 2021
Re: SUB 2022-01

—

Preliminary Subdivision Plan for 11 & 13 East Pleasant Street

Dear Planning Board members,
I am writing to request that the Planning Board further extend the 45 day review period for
Preliminary Subdivision Plan SUB 2022-01 and continue the public hearing on this application
from October 20, 2021 to December 1, 2021.

Thank you,

Kyle Wilson
Archipelago Investments, LLC

___________
____________________________________
______________________________________
___________________________________________

_____
______________________
___________
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Application 4 :
Reference #:
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$_____________
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Received by Planning Dept :
Filed with Town Clerk:
(65 days from dat
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filed) :

Town Clerk

Book

Q9

Town Clerk

Page

PROPERTY INFORMATION:

APPLICANT LNFORMATION:

Applicant:
Address:

Town of Amherst

4 Boltwood Avenue

Property Address/Description:
Parcel 20-1

Amherst, MA 01002

Telephone:

413259.3030

Fax:
Email:

PROPERTY OwNER:

morraramherstma.gov

(fdzfferentfrom applicant)

Address:
ATTORNEY/DESIGNER/CONSULTANT:

N/A
Address:

Telephone:
Email:

Telephone:
Fax:

DEED OF PROPERTY RECORDED i:

Email:

LI Hampshire Cty. Reg. ofDeeds LI Mass. Land Court

Is THIS AN AMENDMENT TO A PREVIOUSLY GRANTED PERMIT?
YesE

NoE

NAME AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION

Page:

Book:
Map/Parcel:

2C-1

Zoning District:

RD

OF PROJECI’:

New gravel parking area for 13 vehicles including 2 parking accessible spaces to provide access to the Podick and Cole conservation areas

Rev.

05/17

THE FOLLOWING TEMS ARE REQUIRED WITH THE SiTE PLAN REVIEW APPLICATION

Please check that each item is attached or completed:
This completed Site Plan Review Application form.
A request for a certified list of abutters must accompany all site plan applications. The Planning Department
will submit the application for an Abutters List to the Assessor’s Office and send out the abutters notices. It may
take up to 10 business days for your certified list to be produced.
If the property for which the permit is being sought has any tenants or lessees, they must be notified of the
application. Please askfor the Planning Department’s “Tenant/Lessee Notification” instruction sheet.
Filing fees
Site Plan Review Fee Calculation:
I. Standard Calculation

$ I 50 for less than 2,500 sq. ft. of new/altered lot
coverage;
$200 for more than 2,500 or less than 5,000 sq. ft. of
new/altered lot coverage

Minor For Profit Use

$ 100/5,000 sq. ft. new/altered lot coverage

Non-profit Use

+

$200/5,000 sq. ft. of new GFA; mm. $300

$ I 50/$5,000 sq. ft. new/altered lot coverage

Major For-Profit Use

+

$300/5,000 sq. ft. of new GFA; mm. $500

2. Legal Ads $75
Coverage fee
GFAfee
Legal Ads
Total fee

D

$_____________

+

$________

+

$_____________

.

.

:

$_____________

Request for Waiver(s)
Ifwaiver(s) are requested from any ofthe application requirements in Article II, Section 3B ofthe Planning Board Rules and
Regulations, please indicate in writing here. List section numbers to be waived and indicate reason(s) for request.

Section 7.104 parking space delineation none provided
-

Section 7.105 lighting none provided
-

Section 8 5 waiver from Section 8 101 for additional signage with a total area exceeding 12 S F

Rev.

05/17

____________________________
_____%
__________
_____
_____
_____
_____

TOWN OF AMHERST PLANNING BOARD

D

____________

-

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPLICATION

Site Information:
Lot size 1096405

sq. ft.

25.17

acres

Frontage 275

ft.

Existing land use and classification number (Zoning Bylaw section 3.3): 3335
Proposed land use and classification number:
Ifresidential use is proposed, number ofdwelling units
Minimum Setback

n/a
Rear Required n/a
Side 1 Required n/a
Side 2 Required n/a
Front

Required

Maximum Lot Coverage

Permitted 25

Maximum Building Coverage

Permitted

Maximum Building Height

Permitted

Number of existing buildings on site
Number ofproposed buildings
Parking Spaces Required 0

n/a__
n/a

n/a

n/a

Proposed
Proposed
Proposed
Proposed
Proposed 8.13
Proposed
Proposed
Total floor area of each:
Total floor area of each:

Proposed I 3

ONE (1) ORIGiNAL AND SIX (6) COPIES ofthe site plan at scale 1” = 20’, on 24”x36” sheets. Plans shall be.
prepared by a Registered Professional Engineer, Land Surveyor or Landscape Architect.

In addition to the site plan, the Board normally requires the following information/plans unless waived:

Landscape Plan

LI
LI

Lighting Plan

LI
LI

.

Soil erosion plan

Signplan
Site management plan (See attached
ManagementPlan Form)

.

LI

Traffic impact statement (TIS)

Information to be included in the site plan and
all other required plans is detailed in Section 3B
of the Planning Board Rules and Regulations.

Rev.

05/17

_________________________________________________
_________________________________________
__________________________________________
___________________________________________

_____________________________________________
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MANAGEMENT PlAN FORM

AMHERST. MA 1(k)2-2302

The Rules and Regulations ofboth the Planning Board and the Zoning Board ofAppeals require that applicants submit a management plan
as part ofthe process for most applications.
APPLICANT INFORMATION:

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Applicant: Town of Amherst
Address: Boitwood Avenue

Project Address and Description:
Parcel 2C-1 Parking area for conservation area access.

Telephone: 413.259.3030
Email: morrraramherstma.gov

Owner:

(zfdfferentfrom applicant)
Address:

Amendment to previously approved management plan?
yes

E1

no

Telephone:
Email:

INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR ALL PROJECTS:

(Attach additional sheets as necessary)
Trash and recycling, including storage location, enclosure or screening, with frequency of pickup and name of hauling company, and
responsible party to contact in case of complaint:
Regular monitoring and maintenance by the Towns Conservation Department and Land Management Staff.

Parking, including size and number of spaces, location, screening, provision for handicapped spaces:
13 parking spaces including 2 accessible spaces.

Lighting, including hours of illumination by location, types and wattage of fixtures:
No lighting provided.

Rev.

05/17

Signage, including location, size, materials, and any illumination:
2 kiosks for trail access marking and information (24 S.F.). I parking area identification sign (12 S.F.). 2 accessible parking signs and 2 no parking signs.

Landscape Maintenance, including annual schedule of watering, fertilizing, mowing, pruning, leaf pick-up, and so forth, and maintenance
and replacement schedule of site furnishings:
Regular maintenance by Town’s Conservation Department Land Management Staff.

Snow Removal, including name of contractor:
(Please see Article IV of the Town Bylawfor regulations regarding the removal ofsnow and icefrom sidewalks)

Town of Amherst

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR SPECIFIC PROJECT TYPES (ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS):
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR RESTAURANTS:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR APARTMENTS:

Type of menu
Number of seats (indoor and outdoor)
Is any outdoor dining on public or private land?
Number of employees
Hours of operation
Alcohol
Plans for delivery and/or take-out service
Live or prerecorded entertainment
Noise management of patrons, music, fans and HVAC
Management of patrons gathering outdoors on property
Odor mitigation measures
Waste kitchen oil management
Litter control
Deliveries to or from the site

Number of units, existing and proposed

Number of bedrooms, existing and proposed
Number of tenants
Owner-occupied?
On-site manager?
Copy of standard lease
Noise management of tenants, parties, music, and any outdoor
HVAC equipment
Material, equipment, and large household goods storage
On-site recreational facilities

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR HOME
OCCUPATIONS:

Type of business
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR PERMIT
RENEWALS:

Special permit #
Date of issuance
Any changes to the proposal
Any changes to the neighborhood

Number of Employees
Hours of operation
Deliveries to the site
Equipment used/ Noise generated
Material and equipment storage

Rev.

05/17

Map

U

Adjacent Towns Parcels

onservation Map
Major Trails
Metacomet & MonadnockTrail
(C. Trail
Robert Frost Trail
Norwottuck Rail Trail

=
—
=
—

Local and Literary Traits
Literary Trait
Local Trail
StateTrail

—

Q

Watershed Compartments

Conservation Areas
Chapter Lands
Chapter 61 (Forest)
Chapter 61A (Agriculture)
51 Chapter 61B (Recreation)

U

APR Land
Subdivision Open Space

r

Conservation Restrictions
Recreation Areas & Schools
Cemetenes & Private Golf Courses
Pnvate Land Trusts

MA Dept. of Conservation & Recreation
Institutional Lands
Amherst College
Hampshire College
UMass

Horizontal Datum: MA Stateplane Coordinate System,
Zone 4151, NAD83, Feet: Vertical Datum: NAVD88, FT
Planimetric & topographic basemap compiled at 1”40’
scale hom April, 2009 Aerial Photography. Parcels
compiled to match the basemap; revisions are ongoing.
The information depicted on this map is for planning
purposes only. It may not be adequate for legal boundary
defInition, regulatory interpretation, or property conveyance
purposes. Utility structures & underground utility locations
are approoimate & require field verification.
The Town of Amherst makes no warranties, eopresseij
or implied, concerning the accuracy, completeness,
reliability, or suitability of these data, & does not
assume any liability associated with the use or misuse
of these data.

1= 752 ft
amherstma.gov/maps
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5’-O’Wide,-

: GeneralPian Notes:
1 The parking area shaH be
covered with woven geD-textile
fabric and covered with mm.
6 of compacted hard pack.
2. Mm. 2” compacted stone
dust at accessible parking and
kiosk area

Stone Dust Around Kiosk

3. Loam and seed to parking
lot edge and all disturbed areas.

Proposed Kiosk
Proposed 24” Bike Loop
164.33

4. Install erosion control wattle
prior to start of work and after
inspection by Town. Remove
after grass is established.

Existing Gravel Dreway
Grade and Top with Hardpack

No Parking Sign

5. All kiosks, signs and posts
supplied and installed by Town.

Accessible Parking Sign
Driveway Width
New Parking Area

Typical Kiosk Sign 4 w x 3’ h (NTS)
-

6. Bike racks supplied by Town
and installed by Contractor.

Zoning Notes:
Parcel 2C-1
RO District
Total Lot Area: 25.17 Acres
Area in RO District: 51 200 S.F.
Erosion Control
Limit of Work

New Impervious: 3,480 S.F.
Max. Coy. in RO: 12,800 S.F
Proposed Coy.: 6300 S.F.
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Town of Amherst—Planning Department
Parking Facility Overlay Zoning Amendment
October 15,2021
PROPOSED ZONING BYLAW LANGUAGE
ARTICLE 2, ZONING DISTRICTS AND ARTICLE 3, USE REGULATIONS

Bold/Italic text indicates proposed language.
BoId/Strikethrough indicates proposed removal.
ARTICLE 2 ZONING DISTRICTS
SECTION 2.0 ZONING DISTRICTS
SECTION 2.04 Special Districts
PFD Parking Facility District

The Parking Facility District is an overlay district that applies only to the municipally owned
parcel 14A-33 on North Prospect Street as this property’s location and size is an appropriate
location for a parking facility.

ARTICLE 3 USE REGULATIONS
SECTION 3.2 SPECIAL DISTRICTS
SECTION 3.23 Parking Facility District (PFD)
3.23

Parking Facility District (PFD)

3.230 Purpose
To allow the development of a public and/or private parking facility in the Town
center in proximity to uses—institutional, entertainment, commercial, retail, and
residential—that generate demand for parking.
3.231 Applicability
This Parking Facility Overlay District (PFOD) shall apply only to parcel 14A-33
along North Prospect Street.
The provisions of this section shall only apply to uses authorized in the PFOD
identified below as Allowed Uses. The requirements of the underlying zone
(General Residence) shall apply to all other uses. Unless specifically replaced or
modified herein, the provisions of Article 6, Article 7, and Article 8 will apply to
the proposed parking facility.

3.232 Allowed Uses
Parking facilities identified in Section 3.384 of the Zoning Bylaw, including
sections 3.3840 (commercial parking lot or parking garage) and 3.3841 (public
parking lot or garage) shall be permitted in the PFOD by Site Plan Review in
accordance with Article 11.
3.233 Dimensional Standards
The following dimensional standards shall apply and replace Section 6.17 and
Table 3 in their entirety:
1) Basic Minimum lot area: 0
2) Basic Minimum Frontage: 0
3) Frontage zone: 15 feet between the property line along the right of way and
closest point of any structure or parking space.
4) Side and rear setbacks: 5 feet from property line abutting a residential use in
a residential district. Otherwise no setback is required.
5) Maximum Building Coverage: 90%
6) Maximum Lot Coverage: 95%
7) Height: maximum of 40 feet, measured as the vertical distance from the
average finished grade on the street side ofthe structure to the highest point
of the parking structure including the parapet wall or any wall, screening or
vertical element extending from the uppermost parking level. The maximum
height shall not apply to stair and elevator towers or mechanical equipment
including solar panels.

3.234 Standards and Conditions
The Permit Granting Authority (PGA) shall apply the requirements of Sections
3.204 Design Review Principals and Standards, Section 7.1 Design Standards and
Landscape Standards, 11.24 Site Plan Review Criteria and Design Guidelines, and
the following additional standards:
3.2340

The maximum number of parking spaces within the proposed
parking facility shall be approved by the PGA after analysis of
current and future traffic conditions in the vicinity of the site. A
thorough evaluation provided by the applicant’s professional
designer, subject to peer review at the request of the PGA and at
the cost to the applicant, providing an analysis of the traffic and
parking impacts of the proposed parking facility shall be
submitted to the PGA.

3.2341

The parking structure shall be designed to be compatible with the
adjacent neighborhood and downtown.

3.2342

The parking structure shall be designed and/or façade treatments
shall be applied to minimize the visibility of cars parked inside the
facility from North Prospect Street.

3.2343

Architectural details and materials shall be used to break down
the scale ofthe parking structure façade.

3.2344

The grade and design of any driveway providing access or egress
to a parking facility shall provide a clear view to the driver of any
car exiting the facility of traffic on the street and of pedestrians on
the sidewalk and shall: a) be a minimum of 12 feet wide for oneway use only; b) a minimum of 18 feet wide for two-way use; c) a
maximum of 24 feet wide at the street lot line; d) designed to
minimize curb cuts and access over sidewalks and; e) allow at
least one vehicle to queue in the drive on the property without
blocking the sidewalk. Sustainable design objectives shall be
incorporated into the design of any parking facility.

3.2345

The Frontage Zone shall be heavily landscaped with plants having
a height of at least one story above grade at the time of planting
in addition to other low-level plantings and ground cover.

3.2346

Continuous sidewalks or walkways shall be provided to key areas
served by the parking facility, including adjacent properties and
sidewalks on North Prospect Street.

3.2347

Lighting shall be installed and shielded to prevent light
disbursement onto adjacent properties.

3.2348

Additional free standing or projecting signs that do not exceed 50
square feet for each sign and a combined total of 100 square feet
in area may be installed in accordance with all other standards of
Article 8. The standards of Article 8 shall apply to all other signs.

3.235 Parking Management, Operations and Maintenance Plan
A parking management plan shall be required to be submitted to the PGA at the
time of application that includes, but is not limited to, a description of:
1) Number of parking spaces available to different users such as the public, long
term users, businesses and permit holders

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

Parking rates and fees
Hours of operation
Safety measures such as lighting, security cameras, signage, call box
Enforcement operations including ticketing and towing
Trash storage and removal
Snow management
Treatment and maintenance of interior surfaces
Storm water management
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Enter Here: New Street Parking Garage by Frazier Associates

(click on pictures to enlarge)

Staunton, Virginia: Strolling New Street, one would never guess there’s a
parking structure behind those charming facades.
by ArchNewsNow
March 11,2003

Staunton, Virginia, has worked hard to preserve and enhance its
historic neighborhoods and to keep its downtown vital and
attractive. The city’s ongoing attention to streetscape,
underground power, and building preservation is creating a
vibrant, resurgent, and energetic community.
Photcjraphy)

One of the “stars” of the downtown regeneration is, of all things,
the New Street Parking Garage. The design for the garage, by
Staunton-based Frazier Associates, came out of an inclusive team
approach: the designers worked closely with government officials
and local citizens (in a city known for its resistance to change)
through an intensive public design process.

The New Street parking
garage is sensitive to its
historic neighborhood.

iotogra

The result is a new “landmark” building at the entrance to
downtown Staunton. “In the past, architects designed beautiful
buildings for visitors to arrive in,” says design lead Kathy Frazier,
AlA. “Somehow that didn’t get translated to parking garages, and
people grew accustomed to parking in these ugly utilitarian
buildings. The question we asked ourselves is ‘Why can’t we
make a parking garage beautiful and celebrate the arrival
sequence like we used to with train stations?”

Illuminated at night, the
dramatic arches above
the garage entrances
become a beacon at the
gateway to the downtown
area.

(Jason Hottel Photography)
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This garage is not just a 1 00,000-square-foot warehouse for 277
cars. From any angle, it relates to the character of the
architecturally rich city. The massing of the building literally and
figuratively connects the existing commercial district to proposed
new developments (including an historic hotel slated for
redevelopment and a new Shakespearean Theater). Cars enter
under grand arches with distinctive metal grillwork the facade
looks like a major civic landmark at the gateway to the historic
district. The New Street side of the building is modulated by a
series of seven different historic “facades” for three retail
storefronts and auto and pedestrian entries to the garage; the
parking structure is entirely hidden.

The parking structure is
masked on one side by
seven storefront facades
that house both retail and
car and pedestrian
access to the garage.

—

The entrance harkens
back to grand railroad
stations of the past.

The structural system is a pre-cast/pre-stressed concrete with
field-applied architectural cladding. The pre-cast structural system
was chosen for economy, durability, long clear spans, natural fire
resistance, speed of construction, and plant controlled quality.
Shades of tan and gray cast stone and masonry were used in the
facade to keep costs at a minimum.

Frazier Associates’ attention to the public design process made
local business owners and residents stakeholders in the project.
The city and the architects are being well rewarded. Staunton
received a Great American Main Street Award from the National
Trust for Historic Preservation’s National Main Street Center.
Special notice was given for the “construction of the parking
garage that blends the city’s Victorian architecture.” From the
Preservation Alliance of Virginia President’s Citation for the New
Street Parking Garage and Preservation and Renewal of
Downtown Staunton: “Located at the gateway to two downtown
historic districts, the garage anchors the downtown grid
connecting the existing commercial district to proposed new
developments.”

Frazier Associates received a 2002 Palladio National Design
Award, sponsored by Traditional Building Magazine, in the
category of Public Architecture: “It was an elegant and creative
solution”...”a successful insertion of a new 100,000-square-foot
parking garage into a landmark district in a way that blended the
structure sympathetically into the historic character of the area.”
The project also won the 2002 Best Downtown Infill Building
Award from the Valley Conservation Council, and just recently, the
2003 International Parking Institute Merit Award for Architectural
Achievement.
3
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The new garage is right at
home.

Owner I Developer: The City of Staunton, Robert Stripling
Architect: Frazier Associates
Design Team: Kathy Frazier, AlA (Designer and Architect of Record), William
Frazier, AICP (Architectural Historian), Carter Green, AlA (Project Architect),
Susan Lancaster, Mike Riddle (Architectural Support), Peter Aaslestad
(Photogrammetry)
Civil Engineer: Hurt & Proffitt, Lynchburg, VA
Structural Engineer: Blue Ridge Design, Winchester, VA
Contractor: Mathers Construction, Waynesboro, VA
Photography: Jason Hottel Photography, Charlottesville, VA

Frazier Associates is a full-service architecture and planning firm that
specializes in historic preservation, contextual design, and community
revitalization. The mid size firm, founded in Staunton in 1986, has established a
national reputation in design guidelines and historic preservation.
© 2003 ArchNewsNow.com
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Fw: Proposed overlay zone for the “CVS” lot, and the matter of trust
Planning Department Email

< planning@amherstma.gov>

Wed 10/13/2021 1:34 PM
To: Brestrup, Christine

<

brestrupc@amherstma.gov>

This came to the Planning email.
From: Suzannah Muspratt <suzannahfabing@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 8, 2021 1:52 PM
To: Ross, Evan R. <RossEamherstma.gov>; Ryan, George E. <ryang@amherstma.gov>
Cc: Planning Department Email <planning@amherstma.gov>; Town Council Members
<towncounciIamherstma.gov>; Brestrup, Christine <brestrupc@amherstma.gov>
Subject: Proposed overlay zone for the “CVS” lot, and the matter of trust

Please circulate to the Planning Board and CRC, and include this message in the meetingpackets for the
Planning Board on October 20 and the CRC on October 26.

I am gratified that you have responded to some ofthe concerns ofthe neighbors on North Prospect Street by
supporting the Planning Department’s suggestion of a single-lot overlay zone as an alternative to rezoning the
town-owned “CVS” lot to B-G. However, the overlay proposal that was brought forward at Wednesday’s
Planning Board meeting only exacerbates other concerns that the neighbors have raised at previous meetings and
in written comments. I am writing to address a particularly big one: the height limit.
Both of you are on the public record as stating that you would not support a garage with more than three parking
levels (ofwhich one might be a parking deck). You said you thought that no one on Town Council wanted a
garage any taller than that. You asked citizens to “trust” that you and the Council would do the right thing.
Now is the time the rubber meets the road, so to speak, on your previous statements.
The Planning Department proposes a 40-foot height limit in the overlay. If, as Nate Malloy said Wednesday
night, parking levels only require 7 or 8 feet of height, the 40-foot dimension would make possible a five-level
parking garage! Possibly even six levels, since the 40 feet would be measured to the top ofthe parapet wall
around a top deck. Nate explained that the Planning Board chose this number because 40 feet is the height limit
in the R-G neighborhood that surrounds the lot on three sides. That would seem to be irrelevant. This overlay,
as proposed, does not resemble the R-G in any other dimension. A zoning overlay allowing 95% lot coverage,
no side setbacks, and a very small front setback would in no way reflect the R-G dimensional table, and even
less the actual homes in the Local Historic District along North Prospect Street. St. Brigid’s Parish Hall, next
door, is set well back from the street and is only two stories high at its North Prospect façade.
The purpose ofthe single-parcel overlay district is very narrow: to describe the parking garage that can be built
on this lot. Ifyou stand by your word that you would only support a three-level garage, I ask that you convey
this message to the Planning Department as they “tweak the proposalyou are sponsoring in the coming
weeks. A 24-foot height limit would permit three parking levels but, I think, not four. That sounds like the right
number to me, though I’m no expert in parking garage design. Solar panels installed on the roof or top deck
should be required to fall within that limit. Alternatively, the wording could simply state that the height
allowance would be three above-ground parking levels.
“

Additionally, I ask that as sponsors ofthe measure you explain your position at the CRC hearing on the zoning
overlay on October 26 and urge the CRC and the Planning Board (on Oct. 20) to recommend this lower height
limit. Residents will be watching your actions in the immediate run-up to the election to see whether you can,
indeed, be trusted to keep your word. They may well choose to factor your actions into their decisions when
they vote on November 2.

There remain many other issues with the proposed overlay and with the larger questions surrounding the garage
in general. Citizens will undoubtedly continue to raise them, and I hope we can count on you to listen carefully
and address these concerns as well.

8J26/1.
PROPOSED ZONING BYLAW AMENDMENTS
SECTION 3.325, MIXED-USE BUILDINGS
ARTICLE 12: DEFINITIONS

Bold/Italic text indicates proposed new language.
BoId/Strikcthrough indicates proposed deleted removaf,

ARTICLE 3

USE REGULATION

SECTION 3.3

USE CLASSIFICATION AND STANDARDS

SECTION 3.325 MIXED-USE BUILDING
N
SPR
SP

R-O
R-LD
N

No, the Use is not permitted in that Zoning District
The Use is permitted w4th Site Plan Review (See Section 11.2)
The Use is permitted with a Special Permit, by the Zoning Board of Appeals (see Section
10.3)
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No more than 60% of the Gross Floor Area of the first or groundfloor shall be a combination of
residential use or parking including incidental and associated space unless otherwise permirtd
A minimum of4O% of the Gross Floor Area of thefirse or groundfloor shall be any permitted non
residential use, other than parking, including incidental and associated spaces. fxcept that the FGA
mayallow the requlidnon rsWentla(use(s) tobe distributedon anyfloor orin any bulidingof a
multlplebuildlngdevetoprnentonthe someparcel provldedthat thefirst or groundfloor of any
bulldlngfoclng thepublic way orwalkways andureas custor1JlyusedbypedestrIans and the public
shallhczve such non-lesidentlal use(s

—

Any dwelling units and enclosed parking on the first or groundfloor shall be located at the rear of the
building and designed to reduce visibilityfrom the public way or walkways and areas customarily used
by pedestrians and the public.
For sloping lots or lots with frontage on more than one right of way, the permit granting authority
shall determine which floor(s) of the building is subject to the spilt of uses and criteria as mentioned
above.
Bedroom Count: No mare than 50% of the total number of dwelling units shall have the same
bedroom count, with the exception of a Mlxed.use building containing less than ten units. The Permit
Granting Authority may waive or modify this requirement for projects in which all dwelling units
provided are Affordable (seeArticie 12, Affordable Housing).

ARTICLE 12 DEFINITIONS
Add the following language and renumber subsequent sections of Artcie 12:

12.34 MIxed-use building: Mixed-use building isa building containing one (1) ormore dwelling
unit(s) In combination with permitted non-residential uses in accordance in Article 3.
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Commented IHMJI): Tht an amendment thatCRC
voted to recommend thetowri Counól adopt rn adduon to
the entire proposed revision
The Planning Board voted to recommend thaCounc adopt
the proposed rev sion without this amendment (they d d
nat have it in front of them at the time)
Please have the attomeyreview the compLete language
recommended by CRC

October 15, 2021 Revision
PROPOSED ZONING BYLAW AMENDMENTS
SECTION 3.325, MIXED-USE BUILDINGS
ARTICLE 12: DEFINITIONS

Bold/Italic text indicates proposed new language.
BoId/Strikethrough indicates proposed deleted removal.
Highlighted text indicates changes from the September 1, 2021 version

ARTICLE 3

USE REGULATION

SECTION 3.3

USE CLASSIFICATION AND STANDARDS

SECTION 3.325 MIXED-USE BUILDING
N
SPR
SP

R-O
R-LD
N

No, the Use is not permitted in that Zoning District
The Use is permitted with Site Plan Review (See Section 11.2)
The Use is permitted with a Special Permit, by the Zoning Board of Appeals (see Section
10.3)
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Standards & Conditions:
A Mixed-use building shall be a building containing dwelling unit(s) in combination with permitted
retail, business, in5titutional, government, public service, consumer service, office or similar principal
use(s) and lawful accessory use(s).
A management plan, as defined in terms of form and content in the Rules and Regulations adopted by
the Permit Granting Authority shall be included as an integral part of any application made under this
section. In those Limited Business (B-L) Districts not abutting the B-G District, and in the Commercial
(COM) District, a Special Permit from the Special Permit Granting Authority authorized to act under
this section of the bylaw shall be required wherever proposed residential uses above the first floor
exceed ten (10) dwelling units. The proposed use shall meet the criteria of Section 10.38 or Section
11.24, as applicable, with respect to the site and potential conflicts between the residential and
commercial use(s).
In the Commercial (COM) District no dwelling unit nor any internal space associated with a dwelling
unit shall occupy any first floor portion of a building facing onto a street, public plaza, or other space
customarily used by the public. First floor residential dwelling units, and any required entries thereto,
1

shall be located on the rear of buildings, adjacent to any required parking and private open space
associated with and serving those units. No more than forty percent (40%) of the first floor Gross
Floor Area shall be used for residential purposes, which shall include not more than fifteen percent
(15%) of said GFA associated with or incidental to, whether for storage, required entries,
stair/elevator towercpurposes, any residential uses on upper floors.
,,

. ,,

No more than 70% of the Gross Floor Area of the first or groundfioor shall be residential use, parking,

or common areas shared by multiple uses, unless otherwise permitted below.
At least 30% of the Gross Floor Area of the first or groundfioor shall be any permitted non-residential
use, other than parking, including incidental spaces, except that the PGA may allow the required nonresidential use(s) to be distributed on anyfloor, or in any building ofa multiple building development
on the same parcel, provided that the portion ofthefirst or groundfioor ofany buildingfacing the
Street shall be occupied predominantly by such non-residential use(s).
For the purposes of this section, incidental spaces shall not include common areas shared by multiple
uses, or other spaces not contiguous to the non-residential use unless the space is included in the
description of the premises leased to the non-residential tenant.
Any dwelling unit(s) and enclosed parking on thefirst or groundfioor shall be located at the rear of
the building and designed to reduce visibilityfrom the Street.
For sloping lots or lots with frontage on more than one Street, the permit granting authority shall
determine which floor(s) of the building is subject to the split of uses and criteria as mentioned above.
Bedroom Count: No more than 50% ofthe total number ofdwelling units shall have the same
bedroom count, with the exception of a Mixed-use building containing less than ten units. The Permit
Granting Authority may waive or modify this requirement for projects in which all dwelling units
provided are Affordable (see Article 12, Affordable Housing).

ARTICLE 12 DEFINITIONS
Add the following language and renumber subsequent sections of Article 12:
12.34

Mixed-use building: Mixed-use building is a building containing one (1) or more dwelling
unit(s) in combination with permitted non-residential uses in accordance in Article 3.
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