ZBA FY2020-39, Valley CDC, Comprehensive Permit Application for 132 Northampton Road

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENTS:
Additional Comments received from October 15, 2020 at 10:30AM until October 29, 2020 at
1:00PM
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Francis Goyes Flor, Comments Submitted via Email, Dated October 15, 2020;
Anne Burton, Comments Submitted via Email, Dated October 21, 2020;
Anonymous, Comments Submitted via Town Website, Dated October 21, 2020;
Anonymous, Photographs Submitted via Town Website, Dated October 21, 2020;
Steve George, Comments Submitted via Town Website, Dated October 23, 2020;
Barbara Wilbur, Comments Submitted via Memo, Dated October 28, 2020;

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Francis Goyes Flor
Pollock, Maureen
In support of 132 Northampton Road
Thursday, October 15, 2020 5:36:30 PM

To the members of the ZBA,
I would like to express my support for the 132 Northampton Road development. Around the
globe and across the country, too many people are unable to find a home that is adequate, safe,
and affordable. Amherst is no exception. Recent estimates from the American Community
Survey show that 60% of renters in Amherst are cost burdened, paying more than 30% of their
income on rent. But we need to think of our neighbors outside of our city, too - in Hampshire
County, more than 50% of renters are cost burdened.
Housing is a basic need and has a direct and significant impact on every other part of our lives.
It dictates who our neighbors are, the economic opportunities we have access to, the education
we can take advantage of, and the natural resources available to us. Access to housing that is
affordable supports our physical and mental health and allows us to save for other goals and
needs, without worrying that the 'rent must eat first'.
I look forward to the new tenants at 132 Northampton Road, who will be able to access the
center of town, take a stroll on Norwottuck Rail Trail, and enjoy all the amenities that our
beautiful Amherst has to offer.
Thank you kindly,
Francis Goyes Flor
155 Lincoln Ave, Apt A, Amherst MA
francis.goyes@gmail.com | 407.580.5227
LinkedIn

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning Department Email
Pollock, Maureen; Malloy, Nathaniel; Brestrup, Christine
Fw: 132 Northampton Rd “smoking bench”
Wednesday, October 21, 2020 6:17:38 PM

This came to the Planning email.
Have a great night!
Pam

From: Anne Burton <annestudio10@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2020 3:49 PM
To: Planning Department Email <planning@amherstma.gov>
Subject: 132 Northampton Rd “smoking bench”
Providing a place designated for smoking is a LOUD APPROVAL OF BEHAVIOR THAT LEADS
TO DEATH. Are we so disdainful of low income residents that we encourage them to smoke and
die earlier?
Approving a “smoking bench” at housing subsidized with Public Funding, for low income and
homeless residents IS Like A SICK JOKE?
I URGE YOU NOT TO APPROVE OF A SMOKING AREA THAT WILL CONCENTRATE
SMOKE AND ENDANGER NEIGHBORS LIVING WITHIN THE PROJECT AS WELL AS THE
ENTIRE NEIGHBORHOOD.
CONSIDER WHAT “APPROVAL” MEANS. IT EQUALS ENCOURAGEMENT.
I urge you to disapprove of designating any public area for smoking any substance.
Sincerely,
Anne Burton
10 Dana Street
Sent from my iPad
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Comment Form
I live close to this development. I would like to thank the Zoning Board for carefully considering the proposal. I support the
development as a means to provide housing for people in need.
However, I ask the ZBA to reconsider their proposed plan for smoking at this development. The ZBA is planning to put a
smoking area for this 28-unit commercial apartment building just 5 ft. from the property line in a residential and educational
area. I appreciate that the developer moved the smoking area away from the building. That is good because it will better
protect the health of the future residents of the development. But the proposed location violates setback requirements and fails
to protect nearby properties or to address local concerns about smoking that have been raised repeatedly in public comment.
I was surprised and dismayed that at the October 15th meeting the board stated as a “finding of fact” that adjacent properties
will be “protected from harms” including pollution. I am trying to understand how the ZBA sees their smoking plan as having
“protected” neighboring properties from pollution?
Certainly smoking is polluting, and has particularly negative impacts on young people and kids. The EPA on the subject:
https://www.epa.gov/indoor-air-quality-iaq/secondhand-smoke-and-smoke-free-homes#tab1
“Key findings:
•
There is no risk-free level of exposure to secondhand smoke.
•
Since the 1964 Surgeon General’s Report, 2.5 million adults who were nonsmokers died because they breathed
secondhand smoke.
•
Secondhand smoke causes nearly 34,000 premature deaths from heart disease each year in the United States among
nonsmokers.
•
Nonsmokers who are exposed to secondhand smoke at home or work increase their risk of developing heart disease by
25-30%.
•
Secondhand smoke causes many lung cancer deaths among U.S. nonsmokers each year.
•
Nonsmokers who are exposed to secondhand smoke at home or at work increases their risk of developing lung cancer
by 20-30%.
•
Secondhand smoke causes numerous health problems in infants and children, including more frequent and severe
asthma attacks, respiratory infections, ear infections, and sudden infant death syndrome.
Secondhand smoke poses particular health risks to children with asthma.
•
Secondhand smoke is a universal asthma trigger and can elicit an asthma attack or make asthma symptoms more
severe.
•
Asthma is a chronic disease that affects the airways of the lungs and can lead to coughing, trouble breathing, wheezing
and tightness in the chest.
•
Asthma is the most common chronic childhood disease affecting, on average, 1 in 13 school aged children.
•
Exposure to secondhand smoke may cause new cases of asthma in children who have not previously shown symptoms.”
The board seems to believe—inaccurately—that the use of the area close to the proposed smoking pavilion is infrequent and
so this justifies waiving the setback requirement.
I can understand how the board might have that impression, because right now the field *is* only infrequently used. Why?
Because there is a global pandemic. The gates to the field are locked and the Amherst College campus is closed entirely to
the public right now due to the COVID shut-down.
Yet in any normal time, there is *frequent pedestrian use* of the space between 132 Northampton Rd and the Conway Field
House. Yes, there is some parking, but the area mainly functions as a sidewalk for students getting to practice, fans coming to
watch football, lacrosse or track events, and for community members going for a walk. These events are daily and weekly.
Community members walk here from surrounding neighborhoods and many people drive to and park at the track to go for
walks. These neighborhoods do not have access to parks or conservation lands as most neighborhoods in Amherst do, so
Pratt Field serves as that community space. Indeed, it shows up on the Town of Amherst’s own online map of “Trails and
Conservation Land.” Councilor George Ryan was a frequent walker at the site this summer.
The ZBA can still solve this problem and actually protect both development residents *and* neighboring properties from
pollution. Valley CDC does have options for smoking that are 25 ft. from the building and 25 ft. from the property line. They
could reorient their air intake (which they probably should do anyway so that it doesn’t face directly towards Rt. 9) or they
could move the drainage swale. From the meetings, it is clear they don’t want to do these things because they don’t like the
optics of all the drivers on Rt. 9 seeing people smoking out front. The ZBA may not like that either—it will emphasize the
permitting of a large commercial building in a residential area. Yet the unfortunate effect of prioritizing these optics is to hide
smoking from the people speeding by in cars (who are not affected) and push it to where people walk and run (and will actually
be affected).
If the board does not feel they can revisit the actual location of smoking, then they should ask the developer to make the
property smoke free. Steve Judge did say in the October 7th meeting that the board would consider and vote on the option of
a smoke-free property in addition to smoking area locations. I hope that the board will follow through on this promise to the
public.
Valley CDC has used scare tactics to try to prevent the board from seriously considering the smoke-free option. They threaten
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that this will simply drive smoking to the sidewalk in front of the building. Maybe, but this pattern is not one that is occurring at
other, successful, smoke-free developments in Amherst that include affordable housing. Rolling Green, 70 University Drive,
and North Square at the Mill are all smoke free properties. Yet people do not congregate on sidewalks nearby to smoke.
Neighbors report positively about these developments.
Even if there is some smoking on the sidewalk, a few people smoking next to the already polluting Rt. 9 is far better than
permanently granting the right to smoke in the middle of a park and athletic facility.
I hope the ZBA will not let optics get in the way of actual health concerns. The ZBA has made some positive steps protecting
the health and well-being of the future residents of the building. Given that this development is in a residential neighborhood
and educational district, the concerns of the surrounding community also deserve consideration. The current plan does not
answer those concerns.
There are many members of the public who use this space. Very few of them are paying close attention to these hearings.
They count on the Zoning Board—other town residents--to represent their interests and maintain side yards and setbacks.
No one wants to delay approval of this development, but this is an element of the plan that deserves additional consideration.
Please find a location for smoking that is 25 ft. from the development *and* 25 ft. from property lines, or ask the developer to
make 132 Northampton smoke-free.
-Amherst Resident close to 132 Northampton Road

Please type comments in the box above.
Attachments
Choose File No f…osen
Please upload
attachments above

Tailgating along the fence of 132 Northampton Road in the spring

View along edge of 132 Northampton Rd. fence to show distance to Conway Field House

View of “back” of 132 Northampton Rd. parcel: pedestrian walkway immediately adjacent to property
fence.

View of existing house at 132 Northampton Rd. from other side of the field

Print
132 Northampton Road - Comments on 40B Comprehensive Permit Application - Submission
#16048
Date Submitted: 10/23/2020
Comment Form
Thanks to the ZBA, particularly member Keith Langsdale, for raising concerns about noise that will be associated with this
project. I understand that excessive restrictions will increase costs and prolong the construction. However, reasonable
restrictions, especially during early morning hours, should be considered. For example, the repetitive beeping of backup
alarms (also called backup horns or beepers) on large trucks are very intrusive and annoying. OSHA specifies only that they
must be "audible above surrounding noise level" (https://www.osha.gov/laws-regs/standardinterpretations/1980-07-11). In the
7 AM hour at the project site, the surrounding noise level will be low. However, operators of these trucks usually outfit them
with a fixed horn to cover their liability in all possible noise environments, so the horns are very loud - normally near or above
100 decibels. Please consider prohibiting trucks with these horns from operating at 132 Northampton Road at least during the
7 - 8 AM hour. I believe the careful consideration of the project by the ZBA and the responsiveness by the developers have
been reassuring and have led to goodwill towards the project, which won't be enhanced if the construction itself if
unnecessarily disruptive.
- Steve George, 23 Dana St.
Please type comments in the box above.
Attachments
Choose File No f…osen
Please upload
attachments above

We once again ask that you members of the ZBA board pause from your dotting I’s and crossing t’s and
walk around in our shoes and in our yard.
As we have shared before we have been resident at 126 Northampton Road since December of 1973.
We have raised 4 lovely daughters here, hosted three wedding receptions in our side yard and all sorts
of family and friend get togethers. It was a great place to set up a volley ball net, play whiffle ball, kick
ball and even the occasional game of croquet. That was then. Now the roots from that row of pines
that may look spectacular as you drive up the hill and quickly pass, for us are an issue and a safety
hazard 24/7. Perhaps it is only when heading West on Route 9 you see the branches that hang 10, 15
and more feet into our yard?
It isn’t only the roots, the inability of grass to grow in the every widening expanse extending from the
trees into our yard, the extra time and effort it takes to collect the numerous pine cones, blow the
needles and pick up the fallen twigs it is also the shadows that are cast and encroach on our yard,
making planting a vegetable garden something we gave up 10 years ago given the lack of sun and acidic
soil. Where does one put a composter so that it gets enough sun to turn scraps into useful mulch when
trees cast long shadows on your yard? Instead of useable soil, we just get soggy garbage.
Not only do we want the trees on the property line cut down because of their impact on us and any
hope we might have of installing solar panels in the future, the smart business decision is to do it now,
prior to the construction of the planned housing. Felling the trees (westward) to an empty lot versus a
yard with mature plantings or housing makes sense. Should the trees remain and fences and planting be
constructed on each side of the property line (encroaching on our property) encasing the trees, removal
at a future date will cost more and not only impact us as current abutters but those 28 plus residents
planning to be our neighbors.
We accept that the project in all likelihood will go through and we will be housed between two
affordable housing units, called this because they house renters at reduced and or subsidized rates.
While it has been said this will increase our property value in the short term, what it will do in the longer
term and to resale is an unknown.
The negative impact of taking the trees down to the residents of Amherst is minimal as once down, they
will be forgotten. The negative impact on us will only expand as we have seen these trees grow,
averaging 3 feet per year according to experts.
We want the trees down. Now is the time.

Barbara and Al
Abutters, 126 Northampton Road
Please scroll down to see examples that support the above.

