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Study Outline

Executive Summary
This study was sponsored by the Amherst Municipal Affordable Housing Trust to inform a “Request for Proposals” (RFP) to be
issued by the Town to prospective developers for the creation of quality affordable housing on the site of the East Street School
building in Amherst, MA. Kuhn Riddle Architects was engaged by the Trust to study options for converting the school building into
housing and developing the remaining buildable site area with additional housing and required parking. The team also considered
options that demolished the school building and maximized the number of units possible on the lot with all new construction.
Parking is the governing factor in either scenario. Town zoning regulations require two parking spaces per unit however some
area communities, including Amherst, have reduced that number to 1.5 spaces per unit for affordable housing developments in
recognition that not every household will always have two cars. The goal in this case was to maintain one parking space per unit
given the site’s proximity to public transportation and possible on street parking that could also be made available. The reduced
levels of parking would have to be negotiated during the special permit process. The site could also be developed using a 40B
Comprehensive Permit, which would still need to address parking and density.
As demonstrated in the following design concepts, the school building is able to accommodate 6 one bedroom apartments.
These units would not be accessible due to the fact that installing an elevator would be cost prohibitive and architecturally
difficult. Accessible units would be provided in the new construction.
Repurposing the school building for housing was not seen to be a prohibitive cost relative to building all new construction. In
fact the overall cost per unit appears to be less in the scheme that saves the school due to the savings realized by not paying for
the cost of demolition and redevelopment of the site at the existing building footprint.
The greatest density is achieved with the construction of a new 34 unit four story building along East Street with parking tucked
in behind. The summary notes from the Housing Forum shows the perspective of town residents and stakeholders, as well as the
pros and cons of maximizing the potential of the site versus saving the existing school.
The Trust could choose to be prescriptive in their RFP in terms of defining the number of units and bedroom mix that are
desirable and whether or not to preserve the existing building. It could also choose to allow the developers flexibility to generate
their own program and design solution based on the proforma that works best for them. Regardless of the direction taken, this
study offers a basis for evaluating future proposals and prepares the Trust for the questions that will arise during the RFP process
relative to density, parking, affordability and architectural character.

Study Goals

1.

Consider various housing configurations both using the existing school building
and demolishing it.

2.

Weigh options for providing a mix of studio, one, two and three bedroom units.

3.

Consider both multi‐level apartment style buildings and townhouse
configurations.

4.

Balance the unit types and numbers with the maximum amount of parking the
site will support.

5.

Consider options for how to utilize the wetland fields to the south and whether
or not to provide parking on the existing lot located behind the school building.

6.

Study the visual impact of different housing configurations on the overall
character scale of the neighborhood.

7.

Prepare a comparative cost analysis of the various approaches to developing
the site.

Site Description
The East St. School is a former elementary school that burned in 1893 and
was rebuilt in 1895. It burned again in 1936 destroying the original
bracketed hip roof which was replaced by a flat roof, giving the building a
truncated appearance that remains today. The original entrance and
stairs were eliminated in the 1970’s.

WETLANDS

It is currently maintained by the Town of Amherst and has been sitting
vacant for the past several years. It includes a basement and two
classroom floors. In 2015, the Town of Amherst reviewed renovating the
building for office spaces. There is a set of plans and specifications for this
renovation which served as a reference for this study.
BUILDABLE

The building is believed to contain lead and asbestos, however a full
hazardous materials survey has not yet been completed. A hazardous
materials survey should be completed prior to design. All new
mechanical, plumbing, electrical and fire protection systems will be
required if the building is renovated.
The roof was recently replaced and the interior of the building is in good
condition. The exterior masonry and windows appear to be in good shape
but will require a thorough assessment.
The site itself comprises 2.34 acres and includes a large playing field
behind the school building. This area has been flagged for wetlands and
cannot be developed. It could either be maintained as open space or
allowed to revegetate. An existing parking lot located on this portion of
the site may be maintained if deemed advantageous to future
development.
The eastern portion of the site that fronts along East Street and extends
west to the school building is the only portion of the overall site that is
viable for development.
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Outline of Possible Units & Costs – Scheme A – Apartment Building with School

31 Total Units (6 in school,
25 in new building)
31 Parking Spaces
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Costs do not include predevelopment or soft costs (architectural, engineering fees) that add 30% to the total project cost.

Outline of Possible Units & Costs – Scheme C – Apartment Building: No School
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Costs do not include predevelopment or soft costs (architectural, engineering fees) that add 30% to the total project cost.

Outline of Possible Units & Costs – Scheme D ‐ Townhouses

24 Total Units (6 in school,
18 townhomes)
31 Parking Spaces
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Costs do not include predevelopment or soft costs (architectural,
engineering fees) that add 30% to the total project cost.

Street Context Massing – Three Story Building With School
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Street Context Massing – Four Story Building With No School
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Street Context Massing – Three Story Townhouse With School

University Drive Apartments, Amherst, MA
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The Flats at Village Hill Northampton, MA
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Stiebel Apartments, Holyoke, MA
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Possible Housing Types – Apartment Building

Possible Housing Types ‐ Townhomes

Olympia Oaks, Amherst, MA

Greek Revival Townhomes, Village Hill, Northampton, MA

Eastview Townhomes, Village Hill, Northampton, MA
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Summary Report of Housing Forum Group Discussions
On Thursday, November 1, 2018 the League of Women Voters of Amherst and the Amherst Municipal Affordable Housing Trust
sponsored a Housing Forum. This report is a result of that collaboration. Six League members, listed below, reported on small group
discussions of the architectural ideas presented by Aelan Tierney of Kuhn Riddle Architects, also shown in this report.
Reporters from Amherst League of Women Voters
Kathy Campbell, leader
Cynthia Brubaker
Nancy DiMattio
Rebecca Fricke
Phyllis Lehrer
Adrienne Terrizzi

Group Facilitators from Housing Trust
Rita Farrell
Sid Ferreira
John Hornik
Tom Kegelman
Jay Levy
Nathaniel Malloy (Town Staff Liaison to Trust)
Priscilla White

Summary of Major Points of Discussion:
Retaining the East Street School
No consensus emerged from the group discussions. Some groups and individuals were clearly in favor of retaining the existing school
building, while others saw more reasons not to do so. The pros and cons are as follows:
Positives:
• Keeps historic fabric; historic significance of building
• Good building ‘bones’
• Would make quite nice, high‐ceiling, large‐windowed apartments
Concerns:
• School not handicapped accessible
• Less energy efficient
• Renovation would not be cost‐effective for the number of units and bedrooms gained
• All new construction allows more freedom architecturally
• Outside look of the East Street School not attractive

Summary Report of Housing Forum Group Discussions
Discussions of the Designs A, C, and D resulted in elements that were viewed as positive by one or more groups, as well as elements that
were viewed as potential problems, as follows:
Positives:
• Inclusion of a common room
• Elevator
• Walkways to front stoops
• Mixed rooflines
• Mixture of # of bedrooms; two‐bedroom apartments are in particularly high demand; this is the category that has a waiting list at
Olympia Oaks.
• More texture in exterior
• Articulation/front porches
• Keep wetland area as play area (mowed)
• Ratio of one unit to one parking spot
• Apartment building was set back from the street, screened by trees and with individual entrances to ground‐floor units.
• Flat roof surface on the apartment building for solar, noting that even the mansard‐roofed version of the four‐story building would have
considerable flat roof space. Also, solar‐covered parking could be considered.
Mixed Responses: Four stories for new construction:
Pros:
• Biggest bang for the buck in terms of bedrooms and number of units
• More cost effective
• Could meet the objective of more affordable units
• Mitigate negatives of massing with design of roofline and facade
• Neighborhood not particularly interesting architecturally or historic
Cons:
• Out of scale with neighborhood
• More impactful in terms of the size and look
• Big box look
• Flat facade
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