Committee on Legislative Matters
and the Northampton City Council
Members
Councilor William H. Dwight, Chair
Councilor Gina-Louise Sciarra, Vice Chair
Councilor Rachel Maiore
Councilor John Thorpe

MEETING AGENDA

Date: April 12, 2021
Time: 5 p.m.
Video Teleconference
The April 12, 2021 Legislative Matters Committee meeting will be held by remote participation. The
public can join the virtual meeting by phone or by computer. The meeting will be recorded for later
broadcast on Comcast Channel 15 and uploaded to the Northampton Government Video Archive on
YouTube.

Live public comment will be available using zoom link or telephone call-in beginning at 5 p.m.
INSTRUCTIONS FOR CALLING IN OR JOINING THE MEETING
Join the virtual meeting: https://bit.ly/31Vt9D5

For telephone call-in, call:
+253 215-8785 US
+301 715-8592 US
MEETING ID: 925 5993 2698
PARTICIPANT #: #
PASSCODE: 318096

1. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call
2. Announcement that meeting is being held via remote participation and audio/video
recorded
This meeting is being held via remote participation and audio/video recorded.
3. Public Comment
4. Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting
A. Minutes of March 8, 2021 Joint Planning Board/Legislative Matters Committee
Meeting
Documents:
3-08-2021_Committee_on_Legislative_Matters.pdf

5. Items Referred to Committee
A. 21.198 An Ordinance Relative to a Stop Sign on Scanlon Avenue, referred by

Documents:
3-08-2021_Committee_on_Legislative_Matters.pdf

5. Items Referred to Committee
A. 21.198 An Ordinance Relative to a Stop Sign on Scanlon Avenue, referred by
City Council - 3/4/2021
Documents:
21.198 An Ordinance Relative to a Stop Sign on Scanlon Avenue.pdf

B. 21.199 An Ordinance Relative to Stop Signs on Cross Street, referred by City
Council - 3/4/2021
Documents:
21.199 An Ordinance Relative to Stop Signs on Cross Street.pdf

C. 21.213 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Pine Street, referred by City
Council - 4/1/2021
Documents:
21.213 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Pine Street.pdf

D. 21.214 An Ordinance Relative to Stop Signs on Maple Street, Mann Terrace
and Pine Street, referred by City Council - 4/1/2021
Documents:
21.214 An Ordinance Relative to Stop Signs on Maple Street, Mann Terrace and Pine
Street.pdf

E. 21.215 An Ordinance Relative to Turning Restriction on Mann Terrace,
referred by City Council - 4/1/2021
Documents:
21.215 An Ordinance Relative to Turning Restriction on Mann Terrace.pdf

F. 21.216 An Ordinance Relative to One-Way Street on Mann Terrace, referred by
City Council - 4/1/2021
Documents:
21.216 An Ordinance Relative to One-Way Street on Mann Terrace.pdf

6. New Business
7. Adjourn
Contact B. Dwight at
bdwight@comcast.net
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Joint Meeting of the Planning Board and City Council Committee
on Legislative Matters
and the Northampton City Council
Members
Councilor William H. Dwight, Chair
Councilor Gina-Louise Sciarra, Vice Chair
Councilor Rachel Maiore
Councilor John Thorpe

MEETING MINUTES
Date: March 8, 2021, Time: 7:00 pm
Virtual Meeting
1. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call: At 7:02 p.m., Legislative Matters Committee Chair William H
Dwight called the joint meeting to order. On a roll call, the following members were present: William H.
Dwight, chair; Gina-Louise Sciarra, vice chair; Rachel Maiore and John Thorpe.
Present from the Planning Board: George Kohout, Chair; Marissa Elkins, Melissa Fowler, Christa Grenat,
Samuel Taylor, Chris Tait and Janna White. David Whitehill was absent.
Also present were Councilor Alex Jarrett, Office of Planning and Sustainability (OPS) Director Wayne
Feiden, OPS Assistant Director Carolyn Misch and Administrative Assistant Laura Krutzler.
Councilor Dwight explained the format of the meeting. There will be a public comment session. For
purposes of the public hearing, public comment should be directed to the ordinances which are the subject
of the hearing. He opened the floor to public comment. No one spoke.
2. Approval of January 14, 2021 and February 8, 2021 Joint Planning Board/Legislative Matters
Committee Meeting Minutes
Councilor Sciarra moved approval of the January 14, 2021 and February 8, 2021 Joint Planning Board/
Legislative Matters Committee Meeting minutes as a group. Councilor Thorpe seconded. The motion
passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
3. Public Hearing on Proposed Zoning Changes
A. 20.181 An Ordinance Relative to Affordable Housing (350-6-12)
B. 21.189 An Ordinance to Create an Incentive for Smaller Houses by Allowing Two Half-Scale
Units to Count as a Single-Family for Density Purposes

1

Legislative Matters Committee March 8, 2021 Minutes

Approved April 12, 2021

At 7:08 p.m., Councilor Dwight introduced the public hearing and recited the ordinances’ history of
publication and referral to Community Resources, Legislative Matters and the Planning Board. He said he
thought it would be appropriate for Ms. Misch to present the two ordinances together.
Councilor Sciarra moved to open the public hearing. Councilor Thorpe seconded. The motion passed
unanimously with 4 Yes, 0 No by roll call vote.
Chair Kohout called the roll of the Planning Board to open the hearing, and members voted affirmatively 6:0
by roll call vote with Member Whitehill and Member Elkins absent.
Before them tonight is a public hearing for two ordinances, an affordable housing incentive and an incentive
for half-scale units, Ms. Misch presented.
Ms. Misch reviewed the relationship of the planning and zoning processes. Zoning is one tool used to
implement planning. They have had a series of planning processes in the last 10 years that have directed
how they adjust and tweak zoning or land use regulations in order to achieve some of the policy goals and
objectives in those plans. Right now, planners are focused on housing. As plans have identified and other
studies have shown, there is a gap in the city’s housing inventory which runs through the whole range of
housing types from smaller units to larger units and more accessible units to meet people of various income
levels as well as affordable housing that is for the most part subsidized.
The two items they are talking about today are incentives for affordable housing and smaller units, all part
of a strategy to provide greater options for what they are referring to as attainable housing.
The reason planners are presenting and the mayor is sponsoring the ordinance for deed-restricted
affordable housing is to try to further address the equity issues of providing more affordable housing
targeted to people of certain income brackets. The thrust is to lower the cost burden of creating affordable
units. When a nonprofit like Valley CDC or Habitat for Humanity evaluates the path of least resistance for
creating affordable housing, they sometimes run into barriers or steps that result in a longer processing
time that adds to carrying or other costs. This ordinance is focused on trying to lower those burdens, in
particular to address some of the costs related to the Department of Housing and Community Development
(DHCD) process for approving affordable housing.
In terms of the half-scale units in Urban Residential B (URB) and Urban Residential C (URC), the idea is to
address equity as well by providing smaller units that can be more affordable. During the two-family public
hearing process, they heard a lot of concern about large units coming on the market and not being
accessible to a sector of the community. This is to get at that piece of the market, i.e. – to lower the median
price of housing and increase opportunities around the urban cores, which is why it is targeted to URB and
URC.
Half-scale units are defined as 800 s.f., which is more than half of the median single-family house size now.
Another way to look at the affordable housing ordinance is as the introduction of a local 40B process. 40B
is a state housing incentive program to encourage the development of targeted affordable housing. It is
laden with various steps that can really create burdens for developers. The state has established a desired
threshold of affordable housing units for each community (10%). If communities fall below, any developer
anywhere could apply for waivers from local zoning for the purposes of creating higher density housing that
2
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includes affordable units. Local cities and towns lose control of the ability to dictate how and where that
housing is developed if they don’t meet the 10% threshold. If local governments turn those projects down,
the appeals process is to the state housing appeals board.
Northampton has maintained the 10% threshold for many, many years with just over 12% of its housing
stock deemed affordable. They know this is still not enough. 40B projects approved have been what is
referred to as ‘friendly’ 40B projects in that the city has worked with the developers. The city works with
Valley CDC and Habitat to develop projects in such a way that meet the goals of both the city and
developer.
Ms. Misch referred to several projects in the city which have gone through this process. What they are
proposing is a more streamlined process consisting of a local review that allows developers to come to the
Planning Board for waivers of local zoning, in particular to allow additional housing units up to two and a
half (2.5) times what normally would be allowed through the underlying zoning and for a 60% reduction in
frontage and width requirements. These waivers are only allowed if developers are dedicating at least 50%
of the units as affordable housing over either 30 years for homeownership units or 99 years for rental units
and if the units count as affordable housing for purposes of the state inventory.
The other piece is a requirement that permanent energy sources be grid-sourced or supplied from onsite
electric such as onsite solar. There is a relief valve related to significant tree replacement on the property. If
an applicant triggers the requirement for tree replacement, they must do everything possible to replace the
trees on site, but if they can’t quite meet the formula on site, they do it to the extent possible. This is a way
to relieve pressure on affordable housing developers by relieving them of the requirement to pay into the
tree fund.
The half-scale ordinance is an incentive to encourage smaller units. It allows two half-scale units to count
for one unit for purposes of density in URB and URC. Half-scale is defined as 800 s.f. or less. For example,
if developers could do a two-family on a property but instead choose to do all small units, they could do four
half-scale units. Instead of two 1,700 s.f. units, they could build four 800 s.f. units.
The heat and thermal loads equation that they’ve started to incorporate into these zoning changes would
be applicable here as well so heating sources would have to be fossil fuel free.
Affordable housing would be applicable throughout the whole city while the half-scale provision would only
be applicable to URC and URB.
Councilor Dwight asked if anyone wished to speak in favor. Hearing none, he asked if anyone wished to
speak in opposition.
There being no public comment, Councilor Dwight invited questions for Ms. Misch.
DISCUSSION
Councilor Thorpe noted Ms. Misch mentioned that Northampton is above the 10% threshold. If they fall
below, he expressed his understanding that developers could bypass certain requirements. He asked if
there is a threshold for how many affordable units developers are required to include in a particular
development.
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For a state 40B process, the requirement is that between 20 and 25% of units must meet affordability
standards (affordable to people earning 80% or below of the Area Median Income), Ms. Misch noted. In the
local version, they are proposing that 50% of the units must meet that income eligibility requirement.
Chair Kohout mentioned that Misch listed six incentives. He said he didn’t quite see how all of those are
incentives.
They are not necessarily incentives, they are just components of the ordinance, Ms. Misch clarified. She
pulled up the slide entitled “Affordable Housing Incentive.”
They often have talked about how to incentivize affordable housing, Chair Kohout noted. He definitely sees
the 250% density bonus and 60% reduction in frontage, depth and width requirements as incentives, he
said.
He asked if there is anything now on the books requiring affordable housing units to be deed restricted.
Yes, Ms. Misch said. There are various regulations already in zoning that, as an example, allow the
Planning Board to create waivers from subdivision regulations if affordable housing units are constructed.
The definition of affordable housing was very specific in requiring a 99-year deed restriction. Four or five
years ago it was changed to specify that 99 years would apply to rentals as opposed to ownership units,
which only must be deed-restricted for 30 years. It matches what the state looks for when it approves
affordable units to go on the state subsidized housing inventory.
Chair Kohout noted that some people see #4, the requirement that all permanent energy sources be gridor onsite-supplied electric, as a little more onerous. He expressed his understanding that the real incentive
is that applicants don’t have to go through the process to get a site eligibility letter.
The most frequent players for affordable housing development locally are Valley CDC, Way Finders and
Habitat, Ms. Misch noted. These groups are moving towards net zero construction so they don’t see this as
overly burdensome. They’re typically building from the ground up, not doing renovations. Renovating buildings has different complications and expenses to get to the same level of efficiency, she acknowledged.
Attorney Seewald commented that, with regard to half-scale structures, he wanted to be clear on the record
that these structures would either have to be held in common ownership or subjected to the condominium
statute in order to separate the ownership. These are not structures that can be separated into single-family
homes in separate ownership, he stressed.
Also, regarding the affordable housing initiative, under state law, one of the main features of the comprehensive permit statute is that the ZBA issues all local permits in one fell swoop. That also distinguishes the
state process from this process. Without special legislation, they couldn’t have the ZBA issuing all of the
permits for all the projects in the city. If the city were to fall below the 10% threshold, the state would have
the right to issue a permit if the ZBA declined to issue it and could overrule any conditions that were
deemed to be uneconomic. Staying over 10% is key to maintaining autonomy and local authority.
He wanted the distinction to be on the record that this is not a comprehensive permit process and could not
be without state legislation.
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At Councilor Dwight’s request, Ms. Misch shared the definition of affordable housing.
‘Affordable housing’ is a housing unit that is affordable for those making 80% of the area median income
(AMI) for Northampton, Ms. Misch obliged. It could be anyone in the income bracket of 80% or below
median income. AMI is calculated by HUD and Northampton is part of the Springfield area for calculation
purposes. Zoning goes further to say the unit must be deed-restricted to be affordable for a 30- or 99-year
term, depending on whether it is an ownership or rental unit.
The other part Ms. Misch didn’t allude to is that the unit has to go through some process at the state level to
be identified on the state Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI), Attorney Seewald added. The state has to
approve a local initiative program, or LIP. What they are doing is providing zoning incentives that constitute
a local subsidy for the project. Under 40B, in order to qualify for inclusion on the inventory, there have to be
subsidies. These are completely local subsidies in the form of zoning incentives. The only way they could
get these included in the inventory is to provide some local incentives.
On that note, in Community Resources, Laura Baker from Valley CDC suggested that the language be
modified to say that projects don’t just have to go through the LIP process but that any other kind of state
funding that goes into a project would provide a path to putting those units on the SHI, giving an option to
developers to either go through the LIP process or show evidence that there’s some other source of state
funding, Ms. Misch advised.
Councilor Sciarra asked if either ordinance affects projects with 7+ units in URB/URC zoning districts.
Ms. Misch said both possibly. The affordable housing process for zoning is basically a one-stop shop with
Planning Board Site Plan Approval. If an applicant were interested in creating 50% of units as affordable,
they could potentially go through and request to build 10 units through site plan approval instead of the
typical special permit process.
For half-scale units, the special permit triggers would still be applicable, but it would be for twice as many
units. Instead of 7 units being the trigger, it would be 14 half-scale units. Following up on Solicitor
Seewald’s comment that these units need to be in common ownership or under a condominium association, currently someone might come in for a project on a single parcel for 7 units and there is not incentive
for them to build smaller units. This zoning is really targeted for situations where a person might be doing
multi-family housing development and doesn’t otherwise have an incentive to build smaller units.
“This actually has great potential to impact that,” Councilor Sciarra suggested.
It depends on the parcel, Ms. Misch advised. The idea has been floating around the planning department
and mayor’s office in discussions for a while because they were told developers have no incentive to do
smaller units because they are still boxed in by the cap based on the unit per lot size calculation.
Councilor Jarrett asked if the affordable housing change would allow currently non-buildable parcels to
become buildable.
Potentially, yes, if waivers could be granted for frontage and lot size requirements, Ms. Misch said. Someone would have the opportunity to take advantage of that. Waivers could be granted by the Planning Board
she confirmed.
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Councilor Jarrett expressed his understanding that one possibility for a non-buildable parcel becoming
buildable would be if the lot didn’t have enough frontage but had enough area. Since it says there are no
other minimum lot size requirements, you could conceivably have a parcel up to 250% smaller than the
current minimum, he conjectured.
Under item 2, there is a requirement that the lot have at least 40% of what is required in underlying zoning,
so it couldn’t have zero frontage, Ms. Misch responded. They used that number because it is used in
another section of the ordinance pertaining to when applicants are donating land to the city for open space.
The Planning Board can grant a reduction in frontage or lot size of up to 40% for the purpose of allowing
the land donation. A portion of the required frontage would still be in place, she stressed.
Chair Kohout said he just did a quick web search on other tiny house communities. There don’t seem to be
any models in the northeast but are some in other areas of the country. A couple were for housing for
veterans. He asked if there is anything around here that she can point to, i.e. - a community that’s done a
cluster of tiny homes.
Ms. Misch said she doesn’t know of a cluster of tiny homes with this kind of incentive in Massachusetts.
Around the country are cities that have done micro units, the largest usually being 350 s.f. She named
Seattle, Portland, New York City and Chicago as places where these have been built.
They got to 800 s.f. by looking at the median sized house in Northampton and knowing it really is half of
that. It allows for people who might not be single but might have other family or household members living
with them.
Member White commented that she is glad to see the tree replacement requirement carried over. Part of
the existing tree replacement ordinance allows for waivers for projects that have some other kind of benefit.
The part that gives her a little pause is replacement on site ‘to the extent possible.’ She finds that to be very
hard to evaluate and enforce, particularly when looking at the scale of existing projects that have come
before the Planning Board. She thinks that is an existing tension in implementing the ordinance. She’s not
suggesting they shouldn’t have it but that, maybe over time, they can think of more creative or direct ways
to ask for better information from applicants to address that particular point so they and members of the
public can feel confident that a good faith effort was made to either save significant trees or plant
replacement trees on site.
Samuel Taylor commented that 800 s.f. seems almost too small. He would like to see development focused
more on families and bringing more families into Northampton vs. elderly and single people. 800 s.f. is just
too small. As someone who owns a couple of 850 s.f. places it is very tight for a modern family. When he
hears affordable housing, he sees it as meaning a family can move into the city, take advantage of the
schools and grow in the community.
He asked Ms. Misch to talk about the parking requirement. If you have four units it seems like you have
more than four cars.
800 s.f. is not meant to address all the housing needs, Ms. Misch reminded. As described at the beginning,
planners have a multi-pronged approach to encourage a lot of different housing types. The two-family
housing that’s moving forward is not size restricted so that is an option that could provide housing that’s
more accessible. That’s an incentive to allow a different type of housing. Multi-family housing modifications
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that will be proposed for downtown Florence and Northampton would also not really have a size restriction.
The idea behind 800 s.f. was to address the part of the market where they are not seeing smaller units and
there is a disincentive to build smaller units. They know they need family housing, etc. They’re trying to chip
away at all those pieces.
The parking calculation is on a unit by unit basis and size. For 1,000 s.f. of living area, zoning requires one
space. They don’t require more than two parking spaces per unit. The same would be applicable to the
half-scale units. They are not proposing any modifications to the parking requirement through this change.
In terms of tree replacement, the idea isn’t to dictate the footprint and where the project is being built but to
look at how many trees need to be replaced to offset the total being removed. The language as written
focuses on waiving the requirement where trees can’t be replaced because when the tree grows it will block
solar access for roof or ground mounted solar systems. That would be the context in which the Planning
Board would evaluate whether tree replacement is feasible.
To Member Taylor’s point, the two-family by right housing suitable for families is not going to be subsidized,
Councilor Maiore pointed out. She takes Member Taylor’s point as a person with three kids in a too-small
house. She asked how the half-scale proposal impacts the city’s infrastructure in terms of runoff and
sewage. In Ward 7, residents face the limitation of having septic and wells. She said she is trying to picture
how half-scale units would be served by septic and wells.
The half-scale unit provision is applicable only in URB and URC, Ms. Misch reminded. There are still
special permit provisions that could allow for a cottage-type cluster of detached units on a parcel in Leeds
or Ward 6 or 7. That’s a different review process. At that point, evaluation of whether water and septic or a
well is available would be undertaken.
In terms of affordable housing, any of these projects are contingent upon the accessibility of water and
sewer. If they talking about replacing one larger single-family home with two smaller units, it is effectively
the same number of people. In either of those scenarios, an evaluation of water/sewer availability is
required as part of the building process. She doesn’t see new opportunities for housing putting an undue
strain on infrastructure. Northampton has actually lost population over the last 20 years. It is not as if they
are exceeding capacity.
With regard to small houses, Member Taylor raised the question of parking, Jane Myers noted. With four
small dwellings on one largish lot; what about any protection for greenery or trees? She asked. A developer
could come and make use of every possible space to have four separate dwellings. She asked if there are
any restrictions on replacing greenery which could change the character of the neighborhood and affect
sustainability. Was there any talk about developing duplexes so a family could buy a house and rent out the
other half to make it affordable as opposed to having tiny independent houses? It seems more energy
sustainable and affordable to have a duplex, she suggested.
Regarding the developable area of a parcel, open space, setbacks and height limits are not proposed to be
changed, Ms. Misch assured. For every district, there are minimum requirements for maintaining areas that
are not built on and structures need to be set back a certain distance from property lines. None of that
would change. This configuration could be units within one structure under one roof or individual, detached
units. It’s not restricted to one formula or another. Tree replacement requirements for significant trees
(defined as 20” or greater) would be applicable for any projects that trigger site plan review.
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In terms of sharing a unit, this is part of a package of amendments, she reiterated. Previous proposed
amendments relate to two-families, i.e. - two units on a parcel without restrictions to size. That has been
taken up by City Council and they took a first vote on that on Thursday.
Councilor Maiore asked if the Urban Forestry Commission (UFC) reviewed these ordinances.
She believes Tree Warden Rich Parisiliti looked at the section that speaks to trees but she would have to
confirm this with Director Feiden, Ms. Misch said. There is currently a waiver for tree replacement under the
Planning Board’s jurisdiction related to trees over 20”. It allows applicants to go to the Planning Board and
not replace all the trees on the property when affordable housing is being provided or net zero homes are
being constructed; also if open space is being donated to the city. There is already a built-in provision for
the Planning Board to waive tree replacement in this context. This is just creating a simpler path for
affordable housing developers to go through.
Chair Kohout said he wants to make sure he understands the absence of a role on the part of the ZBA. He
understands the intent is to streamline the process for developers. Prior to this, developers went to the ZBA
for a comprehensive permit and afterwards would come to the Planning Board for site plan approval or a
special permit. He expressed his understanding that they are taking this completely away from the ZBA’s
purview. He stated his understanding that, “the Zoning Board won’t have any bite at the apple when it
comes to larger affordable housing plans.”
Currently, under the 40B process, the state has set up that permit applications go to the ZBA because the
ZBA is the appeals body, so it’s kind of like granting a variance, Ms. Misch explained. The times when
Chair Kohout recalls reviewing 40B applications were really just deferential. The ZBA is not used to
reviewing projects that looks at site plan considerations, i.e. – Stormwater, landscaping, lighting, etc. They
are required to send these applications for feedback to other boards and rely heavily on their
recommendations. [Under 40B], the Zoning Board is the body that grants all the permits. It doesn’t go to the
Planning Board for a separate permit. In this case it is relieving the ZBA of that comprehensive review that
isn’t really their strong suit and giving that jurisdiction to the Planning Board.
Chair Kohout should know that the work they are doing now is six years into a process, Director Feiden
added. They have already moved a lot of projects out of receiving comprehensive permits. None of the
projects in the Central Business (CB) district (the Lumberyard, 155 Live), state hospital or Bridge Road
required comprehensive permits. Planners created other provisions for those. Northampton’s comprehensive permits have generally been small projects like Habitat; the last significant one was School Street.
Comprehensive projects come up from time to time, but the really big projects have come through other
avenues.
Member Taylor commented that, when he drives around Northampton, he doesn’t see that many parcels
available. He asked how many places they are talking about where a large development could go. If this
were to pass, what kind of change is this really going to create?
They are not assuming that it’s just going to open up and Valley CDC is going to come in and start
developing all these properties, Ms. Misch said. At the Community Resources meeting, Laura Baker noted
that it is helpful for them because when they look at a property, they run through a litany of options and one
of them is the 40B process, which they will admit is not a friendly process and delays them quite a bit. This
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allows them to take an easier path. They are seeing maybe two small affordable housing projects a year.
The largest one was two years ago, Way Finders (Live 155) and the Lumberyard.
They don’t think this will all of a sudden allow a lot. It may allow development of marginal properties that no
one else is going to build on but that a developer may be able to put three or four affordable housing units
on.
Their office is working on two city-owned projects, Burts Pit Road and Woodland Drive, Director Feiden
advised. They hope to do four affordable units between the two. Two separate comprehensive permits will
add $8,000 to the cost and four months to the process. Someday, he assumes the nursing home on Bridge
Road that has been on the market for a decade could be another affordable housing project. That’s sort of
the range. One or two of those a year.
Member Taylor asked if the half-scale units would be allowed another driveway if they were on a corner.
All of the rest of the zoning is still applicable. Asking for a 2nd curb cut triggers Planning Board review, Ms.
Misch advised.
Financing is very complicated for affordable housing developers and is usually grant leveraged, Councilor
Dwight volunteered. If anything holds it up or threatens any one of the pieces, the financing could collapse.
They don’t want to be an impediment to any of that while at the same time still offering the protections that
the community has come to expect.
He is anticipating resistance, he shared. They’re not getting any pushback now. Where they find the
problem is usually implementation, when a project actually presents itself. A series of half-size units
wouldn’t correspond to anyone’s previous experience of what their neighborhood looks like so, of course,
someone could make the claim that it doesn’t fit into the character or integrity of the neighborhood.
He’s all in favor but he wants them to realize that they are the two committees who are going to get the
most heat when a project is proposed.
For affordable housing, an incentive for enabling this approach is that, under 40B, the ZBA can waive any
and all local regulations, including local wetland regulations, DPW hook-up fees; anything that’s a local
cost, Director Feiden pointed out. This is much narrower. The only thing the Planning Board would be
authorized to grant waivers for is greater density. That might give neighbors a little more comfort. Right
now, the Zoning Board could also say developers don’t have to do any tree replacement, Ms. Misch added.
Attorney Seewald said he’s been doing this for 35 years and, for 35 years, people have been resistant to
change.
Point well taken, Councilor Dwight responded.
The general public is not tracking this conversation, Member Elkins observed. She asked if there is a way
of summarizing the ordinances that are being presented as a package. Although they are reviewing and
approving them one at a time, there is a cohesiveness to the group. If there’s a way to present the
ordinances going through as a cohesive thought process, she thinks a lot of people would be receptive to it.
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Ms. Misch said ok.
Councilor Dwight said he was thinking today about how much easier it would be if this were presented as
part of a comprehensive package.
However, putting them through one at a time is smart because it avoids drinking through a firehose,
Member Elkins commented.
Councilor Sciarra moved to close the public hearing. Councilor Thorpe seconded. The motion passed
unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
Member Elkins moved to close the public hearing. Member White seconded. The motion passed
unanimously 7:0 with Member Whitehill absent. The hearing was closed at 8:27 p.m.
Councilor Sciarra moved to forward both ordinances as a group to the full council with a positive
recommendation. Councilor Maiore seconded. The motion passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
Member Elkins moved to recommend moving both ordinances forward to the City Council. Member White
seconded.
Chair Kohout noted that, as mentioned by Attorney Seewald, the small homes will not be in individual
ownership but must be in common ownership or condominium-ized. He asked Ms. Misch if she thought that
needed to be specified in any way.
Ms. Misch said no. She thinks it was more a clarification that the ordinance doesn’t create a new standard
for lot size or frontage.
Ms. Misch is correct, Attorney Seewald confirmed. He just wanted to be clear that the Planning Board
wouldn’t be faced with a request to subdivide these parcels so they could be owned individually. Zoning
cannot regulate the form of ownership of properties. For zoning purposes, a two-unit condominium is the
same as a duplex and a four-unit condominium the same as a multi-family.
Chair Kohout asked if Member White felt comfortable with the resolution of the tree language. She said yes
as long as they are going into it with eyes wide open.
The motion passed unanimously 7:0 by roll call vote with Member Whitehill absent.
7. Adjourn
Councilor Sciarra moved to adjourn. Councilor Maiore seconded. The motion passed unanimously 4:0 by
roll call vote. The meeting was adjourned at 8:34 p.m.
Member Elkins moved to adjourn. Member White seconded. The motion passed unanimously 7:0 with
Member Whitehill absent.
Prepared By:
L. Krutzler, Administrative Assistant to the City Council
413.587.1210; lkrutzler@northamptonma.gov
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CITY OF NORTHAMPTON
MASSACHUSETTS
In the Year Two Thousand and Twenty-One
Upon the Recommendation of the Transportation and Parking Commission

21.198
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO A STOP SIGN ON
SCANLON AVENUE
An Ordinance of the City of Northampton, Massachusetts. Be it ordained by the City Council of
the City of Northampton, in City Council assembled, as follows:

1
2
3
4
5
6

SECTION 1
That the § 312-113 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-113 Schedule XII: Stop and Yield Intersections.
Location
Scanlon Avenue

Direction of Travel
West

At the Intersection of
Florence Road

7
8
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CITY OF NORTHAMPTON
MASSACHUSETTS
In the Year Two Thousand and Twenty-One
Upon the Recommendation of the Transportation and Parking Commission

21.199
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO STOP SIGNS ON
CROSS STREET
An Ordinance of the City of Northampton, Massachusetts. Be it ordained by the City Council of
the City of Northampton, in City Council assembled, as follows:

1
2
3
4
5
6

SECTION 1
That the § 312-113 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-113 Schedule XII: Stop and Yield Intersections.
Location
Cross Street
Cross Street

Direction of Travel
West
East

7
8
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At the Intersection of
Florence Road
Bliss Street

CITY OF NORTHAMPTON
MASSACHUSETTS
In the Year Two Thousand and Twenty-One
Upon the Recommendation of Mayor David J. Narkewicz and the Department of Public Works

21.213
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO PARKING ON
PINE STREET
An Ordinance of the City of Northampton, Massachusetts. Be it ordained by the City Council of
the City of Northampton, in City Council assembled, as follows:

SECTION 1
That the § 312-102 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-102 Schedule I: Parking Prohibited All Times.
Location
Pine Street
[Added 8-15-1985]

Side
From
North-wes Chestnut Street
terly
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To
Point 210 feet northwesterly from Chestnut Street
South Main Street

CITY OF NORTHAMPTON
MASSACHUSETTS
In the Year Two Thousand and Twenty-One
Upon the Recommendation of Mayor David J. Narkewicz and the Department of Public Works

21.214
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO STOP SIGNS ON
MAPLE STREET, MANN TERRACE, AND PINE STREET
An Ordinance of the City of Northampton, Massachusetts. Be it ordained by the City Council of
the City of Northampton, in City Council assembled, as follows:

SECTION 1
That the § 312-113 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-113 Schedule XII: Stop and Yield Intersections.
A. Isolated stop signs. Stop intersections are established at the following locations:
Location
Pine Street
Pine Street
Mann Terrace

Direction of Travel
East
West
North

At the Intersection of
Maple Street
Maple Street
Pine Street

D. Multiway stop signs. Multiway stop intersections are established at the following
locations:
Name of Street
Pine Street
Maple Street

Direction of Travel
East/West
North/South

Intersection
Maple Street
Pine Street
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CITY OF NORTHAMPTON
MASSACHUSETTS
In the Year Two Thousand and Twenty-One
Upon the Recommendation of Mayor David J. Narkewicz and the Department of Public Works

21.215
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO TURNING RESTRICTION ON
MANN TERRACE
An Ordinance of the City of Northampton, Massachusetts. Be it ordained by the City Council of
the City of Northampton, in City Council assembled, as follows:

SECTION 1
That the § 312-115 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-115 Schedule XIV: Left Turns Prohibited.
Name of Street
Mann Terrace

Direction of Travel
North
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Left Turn Prohibited Onto
Pine Street

CITY OF NORTHAMPTON
MASSACHUSETTS
In the Year Two Thousand and Twenty-One
Upon the Recommendation of Mayor David J. Narkewicz and the Department of Public Works

21.216
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO ONE-WAY STREET ON
MANN TERRACE
An Ordinance of the City of Northampton, Massachusetts. Be it ordained by the City Council of
the City of Northampton, in City Council assembled, as follows:

SECTION 1
That the § 312-112 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-112 Schedule XI: One-Way Streets.
Location
Mann Terrace

Direction
Northwesterly

From
A point 60 feet
southeasterly of
Pine Street
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To
Pine Street

