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: June 14, 2021
Time: 5 p.m.
Video Teleconference
The June 14, 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/2TdC9Ci

For telephone call-in, call:
+253 215-8785 US
+301 715-8592 US
MEETING ID: 939 6004 6748
PARTICIPANT #: #
PASSCODE: 888932

1. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call
2. Announcement that meeting is being audio/video recorded
This meeting is being held by remote participation and audio/video recorded.
3. Public Comment
4. Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting
A. Minutes of April 12, 2021 and Minutes of Joint Planning Board/Legislative
Matters Committee Meeting on May 10, 2021
Documents:
04-12-2021_Committee_on_Legislative_Matters.pdf
05-10-2021_Committee_on_Legislative_Matters.pdf

5. Items Referred to Committee
A. 21.240 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Front Street - referred back to LM
by City Council 5/20/2021
History:
- Referred to Legislative Matters (LM) - 4/15/2021

05-10-2021_Committee_on_Legislative_Matters.pdf

5. Items Referred to Committee
A. 21.240 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Front Street - referred back to LM
by City Council 5/20/2021
History:
- Referred to Legislative Matters (LM) - 4/15/2021
- Positive recommendation, LM - 5/10/2021
- Referred back to LM for further discussion - 5/20/2021
Documents:
21.240 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Front Street.pdf
21.240 Front St Parking Map.pdf

B. 21.241 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Grove Avenue, referred back to
LM by City Council - 5/20/2021
History:
- Referred to Legislative Matters (LM) - 4/15/2021
- Neutral recommendation, LM - 5/10/2021
- Referred back to LM for further discussion - 5/20/2021
Documents:
21.241 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Grove Avenue.pdf
21.241 Grove Ave Parking Map.pdf

C. 21.242 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Florence Street, referred back to
LM by City Council - 5/20/2021
History:
- Referred to LM - 4/15/2021
- Neutral recommendation, LM - 5/10/2021
- Referred back to LM for further discussion - 5/20/2021
Documents:
21.242 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Florence Street.pdf
21.242 Florence St Parking Map.pdf

D. 21.243 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Main Street, Leeds, referred back
to LM by City Council - 5/20/2021
History:
- Referred to Legislative Matters (LM) - 4/15/2021
- Neutral recommendation, LM - 5/10/2021
- Referred back to LM for further discussion - 5/20/2021
Documents:
21.243 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Main Street, Leeds.pdf
21.243 Main St Leeds Parking Map.pdf

E. 21.275 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Cross Street, referred by City
Council - 5/27/2021
Documents:
21.275 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Cross Street.pdf
21.275 Cross Street Aerial Photo.pdf

F. 21.277 An Ordinance Relative to Off-Street Handicapped Parking Spaces,
referred by City Council - 6/7/2021
Documents:
21.277 An Ordinance Relative to Off-Street Handicapped Parking Spaces.pdf

F. 21.277 An Ordinance Relative to Off-Street Handicapped Parking Spaces,
referred by City Council - 6/7/2021
Documents:
21.277 An Ordinance Relative to Off-Street Handicapped Parking Spaces.pdf

6. New Business
7. Adjourn
Contact B. Dwight at
bdwight@comcast.net
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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: April 12, 2021, Time: 5:00 pm
Virtual Meeting
1. Meeting Called to Order: At 5:01 p.m., Councilor Dwight called the meeting to order.
2. Roll Call: On a roll call, the following councilors were present: Councilor William H. Dwight, Chair;
Councilor Gina-Louise Sciarra, Vice-Chair; Councilor Rachel Maiore, and Councilor John Thorpe. Also
present were Councilor Alex Jarrett and Administrative Assistant Laura Krutzler.
Councilor Dwight announced that the meeting was being audio/video recorded.
4. Minutes of March 8, 2021 Joint Planning Board/Legislative Matters Committee Meeting
Councilor Sciarra moved to approve the minutes of March 8, 2021. Councilor Thorpe seconded. The
motion passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
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
B. 21.199 An Ordinance Relative to Stop Signs on Cross Street, referred by City Council - 3/4/2021
C. 21.213 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Pine Street, referred by City Council - 4/1/2021
D. 21.214 An Ordinance Relative to Stop Signs on Maple Street, Mann Terrace and Pine Street,
referred by City Council - 4/1/2021
E. 21.215 An Ordinance Relative to Turning Restriction on Mann Terrace, referred by City Council 4/1/2021
F. 21.216 An Ordinance Relative to One-Way Street on Mann Terrace, referred by City Council 4/1/2021
Councilor Dwight recognized Councilor Jarrett for an overview. He expressed his understanding that the
proposed ordinances are part of a plan to holistically address a problem that’s been identified in Florence.
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Two separate areas are involved: the intersection of Pine, Maple and Mann and the areas of Scanlon
Avenue, Bliss Street, Cross Street and Florence Road, Councilor Jarrett clarified.
Councilor Dwight asked him to begin by addressing the four-way stop proposal.
The city hired the engineering firm Fuss & O’Neill to review this intersection, Councilor Jarrett reported.
One of the reasons it is being redone now is because Pine Street is being repaved in the upcoming
construction season.
He read a statement from DPW Director Donna LaScaleia as follows:
“Fuss & O’Neill reviewed this intersection which has a very high crash rate (four times the normal crash rate
for unsignalized intersections) and offered the four-way stop as the preferred alternative. The current
configuration is definitively not working. Traffic control devices including stop signs, yield signs and traffic
lights are frequently installed on hills, especially in this part of the country, when intersecting streets and
traffic volumes hit warrants. While we acknowledge that in the northeast no road is ever snow and ice free,
doing nothing is not an option here and traffic has to be controlled in all four directions. From an operations
standpoint, we have sanding routes that are dedicated specifically to hilly locations/intersections, and this
area is already one that we monitor. These sanding routes are the first to be mobilized in bad weather and
the last to be demobilized.”
Most of the crashes happen when a vehicle traveling on Maple Street hits a vehicle pulling onto Maple from
Pine Street at a high rate of speed, Councilor Jarrett elaborated. He’s heard a number of concerns from
constituents; mainly, that cars traveling up Maple Street in the winter will have to come to a stop on an
incline. He acknowledged this concern but expressed his understanding that the DPW and engineer are
advocating for a four-way stop to lower the speed at which accidents occur. Although there may be some
concern about vehicles having to stop in the winter, the four-way stop proposal will result in crashes
happenings at lower speeds, thereby being less likely to result in serious injury and damages, he explained.
In addition, the proposal is that Mann Terrace, which currently comes in at a 45 degree angle, become a
one-way street at the very end and be made right turn only. This will limit the points of traffic conflict and
create a more expected pattern, since the ability of drivers on Mann Terrace to turn left results in
unexpected vehicles entering the Maple Street/Pine Street intersection.
Councilor Dwight noted that they are taking agenda items out of order. Councilor Jarrett clarified that they
are talking about agenda items D, E and F since the ordinance relative to parking on Pine Street is not
directly related.
Councilor Dwight read the text of 21.214, 21.215 and 21.216.
Ms. Krutzler screen-shared a plan showing the intersection of Maple Street and Pine Street with Mann
Terrace coming in at an angle.
Councilor Dwight asked if there are any land takings associated with this and Councilor Jarrett said he
doesn’t believe so.
Councilor Dwight opened the floor to questions or comments from the public.
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Emma Linderman of Riverside Drive said she often takes Maple Street up that hill and is one of the
people who expressed concern about stopping. There are times when there is a fair amount of traffic going
up the hill. She has concerns both in terms of winter driving and in general about stopping because the stop
is before the hill actually crests.
She is pleased to hear the area is considered a standing route that would be mobilized first and last in bad
weather. She did notice the speed limit on Maple is listed as 30 mph. She is surprised it is that fast if there
is a concern about accidents. She does have concerns about stopping on the hill but assumes it is going to
happen anyways.
Dennis of 50 Middle Street, Florence said he has a part-time gig as a delivery driver a couple of days a
week and knows virtually every intersection in and around Northampton. He can’t stand four-way stop
signs. They don’t work, create more problems than they solve and are designed for people who don’t know
how to drive. People who don’t know the order of occurrence unnecessarily hesitate when it’s their turn,
leading to frustration and possibly dangerous driving by others who want to proceed. Some drivers go
before it’s their turn, and unobservant drivers think every four-way intersection is a four-way stop. Putting in
more four-way stops gets people into the habit of expecting them, creating a danger that’s unable to be
measured, he asserted. Putting in another four-way stop sign here is going to lead to more danger
elsewhere with people pulling out of stop signs when they shouldn’t, he suggested.
He said he knows the city hired a consulting firm and this was their recommendation but he didn’t hear
about any other recommendations, such as a blinking red light. He doesn’t want to go down the road of just
jumping on a four-way stop sign as a solution when it’s probably going to create more problems than it
solves, some of which they’re not even able to measure.
Councilor Thorpe asked if the speed limit was brought up.
Transportation and Parking Commission (TPC) members did discuss the speed limit on Pine Street,
Councilor Jarrett confirmed. He believes the speed limits on Pine and Maple are set by the state and would
require a speed study in order to change. Changing a speed limit does not usually change the speed at
which people drive unless accompanied by a lot of enforcement or a reconfiguration of the roadway.
Councilor Jarrett said he has Fuss & O’Neill’s engineering report and would be happy to forward it. They
did consider a roundabout at that location but that would be quite expensive. In their rationalization for
multi-way stop control, they spoke quite a bit about the sight distances, which are not met for people
stopped on Pine Street. They considered a two-way stop on Maple Street with free movement on Pine
Street, but this doesn’t address the concerns about sight lines.
Councilor Dwight agreed that sight lines on Pine Street are inadequate. Northampton is one of the last
cities in the state and Massachusetts is one of the last states to employ four-way stop systems, he shared.
They’re not ideal systems, he acknowledged. Roundabouts tend to be far more effective and reduce carbon
outputs. The downside of four-way stops is they tend to lead to confusion or hesitancy on the part of
drivers, since people don’t seem to know how to negotiate them. The biggest thing that usually happens at
four-way intersections is annoyance but the fact is they have the effect of reducing impacts and high-speed
impacts in particular. They’re not ideal recommendations, he agreed.
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In California everything is built on a grid system so they can do four-way stops and every alternating street
is a four-way stop. Not so, Massachusetts.
Elizabeth Silver commented that part of the problem with the left turn from Pine Street onto Maple heading
toward Nonotuck is the presence of a Columbia Gas utility box. If that could be moved back, she thought
the left turn issue would be resolved. More specific accident information would be useful, she suggested.
As historical perspective, Councilor Dwight noted that the use of lower Maple Street became more intense
after the originally radical speed bumps were deployed on Nonotuck Street. People trying to avoid the
speed bumps turned onto Maple, since it is the last outlet before this traffic control device. Every
modification and change impacts something somewhere else, he pointed out. People driving is like water
flowing. If you prevent them or keep them from driving one place, they will drive somewhere else.
As far as warrants, back in the day there were three types of warrants: speed, volume and accidents,
Councilor Dwight continued. As Councilor Jarrett pointed out, this intersection has met those warrants. The
threshold for warranting the recommendation of a roundabout, four-way stop or signalization is pretty high.
Education is another important factor. When communities deploy four-way stops, it requires a fair amount
of education. The first four-way stop was one on Ryan Road and Florence Road, and there were multiple
accidents shortly after it was introduced. (He corrected himself to say the first four-way stop was actually on
Hatfield Street.)
To Emma’s concern, whatever device is deployed, the problem of cars having to stop on the hill still exists.
That portion of Maple Street has always been identified as a priority for treating and salting during storms.
Regarding the Mann Terrace modification, the DPW flyered the length of the street, Councilor Jarrett said.
He also emailed everyone on his contact list.
Councilor Dwight said he has not heard any expressed opposition to the one-way only and right turn only
restriction on Mann Terrace.
Councilor Sciarra moved to forward 21.214, 21.215 and 21.216 with a positive recommendation. Councilor
Thorpe seconded. The motion passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
21.198 An Ordinance Relative to a Stop Sign on Scanlon Avenue, referred by City Council - 3/4/2021
21.199 An Ordinance Relative to Stop Signs on Cross Street, referred by City Council - 3/4/2021
Councilor Dwight invited Councilor Jarrett to talk about 21.198 and 21.199.
Any t-intersection is an implied stop sign and vehicles are required to stop, Councilor Jarrett reminded. On
Cross Street, which is a two-way street, stop signs are proposed at the intersection of Bliss Street and
Florence Road and, on Scanlon Street, which is one-way, a stop sign is proposed at its intersection with
Florence Street.
The warrants necessary for traffic volume are met at both intersections, he advised.
On Bliss Street, the warrant for traffic volume is not met but sight lines are. There is currently a hedge that
does not meet the zoning code. He is assured by the DPW director that this will be taken care of. Even
when brought down to the appropriate level of three feet of height within 25 feet of the intersection, there
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will still be a mail box and utility pole. Because of those two things, the warrants are met for sight line
issues.
Elizabeth Silver said she hopes those hedges come down. Regarding stopping at the crest of Scanlon
Avenue or Cross Street, “if don’t stop there you’re crazy,” she said. She read an original poem entitled,
‘Ode to a Stop Sign.’
Once upon a time in Northampton, stop signs were largely an act of patronage, Councilor Dwight related.
There were no warrant issues, and consequently, Northampton still has some anachronistic stop signs
throughout the city. Former DPW director George Andrikidis very much resisted the putting up of signs.
Stop signs are the most elemental form of traffic mitigation.
He expressed the opinion that these are not excessive or superfluous stop signs. The hedges clearly are a
violation and have been a standing violation for a long time. Theyprobably are responsible for a number of
fender benders.
Councilor Maiore moved to positively recommend 21.218 and 21.219. Councilor Thorpe seconded. The
motion passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
21.213 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Pine Street, referred by City Council - 4/1/2021
There currently is no parking on a section of Pine Street between Chestnut Street and South Main Street
and the intention is to make the entire stretch no parking, Councilor Jarrett explained. The reason has to do
with the width of Pine Street and the volume of traffic. With parking on both sides, there isn’t sufficient room
for traffic to flow through. The DPW director spoke to this as a safety issue but there are other opinions.
Some think having a lot of cars parked there makes people slow down, a condition called ‘yield flow’ or
‘courtesy one-way traffic.’ They would consider more cars parked there safer, but it can restrict traffic flow.
Pine Street will still have parking on one side which can certainly set up plenty of yield flow conditions.
There was a time when people purposely parked along the length of the street to slow traffic, and some car
windows were smashed by people who didn’t like it, he related.
The neighborhood in that particular section took it upon themselves to employ their own traffic management
and it certainly did create many points of conflict, Councilor Dwight confirmed. If cars are parked on both
sides of the road, particularly in the winter, it is very difficult to navigate, he added.
Councilor Dwight asked Councilor Jarrett if he had heard from the neighbors. He would imagine some are
not particularly excited about the prospect of eliminating parking in proximity to their homes.
Councilor Jarrett said he had. The only house where parking is displaced is 7 Pine Street. He spoke to that
resident and he did not have a concern about it since there’s usually plenty of space to park on the other
side of the street. He and others on the street are concerned about people speeding. The street has a 30
mph speed limit, and the concern is that 30 mph is pretty fast for a street of this width. They’ve been
advocating for traffic-calming measures for many years and have not seen any yet.
Councilor Maiore asked if there are a lot of residents who don’t have access to driveways in that area.
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Generally, residents don’t have access to off-street lots in Florence like they do downtown so he thinks offstreet parking is pretty much a requirement for renters, Councilor Jarrett said.
The properties that abut this are primarily houses. Some are rentals, but they usually aren’t multi-family
rentals, Councilor Dwight volunteered. Pine Street narrows rapidly in the area past the church, he noted.
He for one thinks this is a really good idea. He would imagine it would make it easier for the DPW to
maintain, particularly in the winter.
The DPW director heard many of these concerns, Councilor Jarrett advised. Given that Pine Street will be
entirely repaved, the DPW will be looking at traffic-calming measures and other considerations as part of
that process.
Councilor Sciarra moved to forward 21.218 and 21.219 with a positive recommendation. Councilor Thorpe
seconded. The motion passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
The ordinances will be on the City Council agenda April 15th, Ms. Krutzler said.
6. New Business
None.
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 6:03 p.m.
Prepared By:
L. Krutzler, Administrative Assistant to the City Council
413.587.1210; lkrutzler@northamptonma.gov
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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: May 10, 2021, Time: 7 p.m.
Virtual Meeting
1. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call: At 7:04 p.m., Legislative Matters Committee Chair William H.
Dwight called the meeting to order. On a roll call, the following members were present: Councilor William H.
Dwight, chair; Councilor Gina-Louise Sciarra, vice chair; Councilor Rachel Maiore and Councilor John
Thorpe.
Present from the Planning Board: George Kohout, Chair; Marissa Elkins, Christa Grenat, Chris Tait,
Samuel Taylor, Janna White and David Whitehill. Melissa Fowler was absent.
Also present were Councilor Alex Jarrett, Office of Planning and Sustainability (OPS) Assistant Director
Carolyn Misch and Administrative Assistant Laura Krutzler.
2. Joint Planning Board/Legislative Matters Committee Public Hearing on Proposed Zoning Changes
A. 21.217 An Ordinance to Move Zero Lot Line from Section 10.14 to Section 6.13 - referred by
City Council 4/1/2021
B. 21.218 An Ordinance to Amend Zero Lot Line Section of Code - referred by City Council
4/1/2021
Councilor Sciarra moved to open the public hearing. Councilor Thorpe seconded. Legislative Matters
Committee members voted affirmatively 4:0 and the Planning Board voted affirmatively 7:0 with Member
Fowler absent by roll call vote. The public hearing was opened at 7:09 p.m.
Councilor Dwight explained the procedure he would use in conducting the hearing and reviewed the
legislative history of the ordinances.
Office of Planning and Sustainability (OPS) Assistant Director Carolyn Misch delivered a Powerpoint
presentation.

1

Legislative Matters Committee May 10, 2021 Minutes

Approved June 14, 2021

The regulation called Zero Lot Line (ZLL) is a zoning provision that allows one side property line in a
development to be zero feet, she explained. It allows the owner of a property seeking to subdivide the land
to create a new lot to have the existing house closer to the property line or to locate a new structure on the
new parcel closer to the new side lot line than otherwise allowed.
Northampton has had this provision in the zoning regulations for single-family homes for about 20 years. It
was initially created to allow different patterns of development within a cluster development, a scenario
where someone is developing a project of more than four or five acres.
Shortly thereafter, the city council adopted a flexible way of looking at and developing single-family house
lots in Urban Residential – B (URB) and Urban Residential – C (URC) zoning districts that were not part of
an open space cluster. When first created, it allowed frontage to be less than the standard width in those
two districts. URC is the residential district that essentially surrounds downtown Northampton and URB is
the residential area around that first ring and going out to Florence center.
When adopted to allow one, two or three lots to be created within neighborhoods in URB and URC districts,
primarily ZLL was used as a tool for people to reduce required frontage because it reduced the frontage by
ten feet at the time. It allowed creation of a parcel with 65 feet of frontage instead of the standard 75 feet
with a reduction of the side setback down to zero. That scenario was allowed by right without Planning
Board review but specific design criteria had to be met.
What they are talking about tonight is tweaking the criteria that’s been in place for 20-odd years.
In 2012/2013 there were significant changes to zoning to reduce frontage to 50 feet and setbacks to 10 feet
and 15 feet, respectively, in the URC and URB districts to better match existing neighborhoods in those
districts. The ZLL provision was also adjusted down from 65 feet to 50 feet to match what would be allowed
for any kind of development in B and C districts.
She showed examples of ways this provision has been used to date in development within the city. It was
initially intended to create flexibility for parties to build and share a party wall but still own the underlying
land. With this provision, instead of sharing the property, each owner is able to own the land under his/her
structure.
What’s in front of them is a modification of the text to address some of the concerns raised more recently. It
was decided that maybe there needed to be some standards to make sure that the gap between houses is
a little bit bigger and not create what has been termed an ‘alley’ look between houses. The other change is
to introduce graphics to the text. Ever since first adopted, it has been a difficult concept to explain so
planners thought illustrations would be helpful.
What has also transpired through this process is discussion of the idea of setting a maximum for how much
the standard setback can be reduced.
Also, since ZLL is about dimensional layout, the related proposal (21.217) is to move it into the section of
the zoning ordinance that deals primarily with dimensional standards. The concept was first developed for
use in open space residential clusters, then for single-family homes throughout the URB and URC districts.
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The benefits of the amendment is that it creates minimum setbacks and thereby increases distances
between structures.
The downside is that it does reduce some of the flexibility to property owners.
Since the ordinance went before Community Resources a couple of weeks ago, there was discussion back
and forth about whether the elimination of flexibility in siting new structures would severely constrain what
people could do with the standard minimum lot size of 50 feet. URC has minimum side setbacks of 10 feet
and URB, 15 feet. For a 50-foot lot, setbacks of 15 feet leave only 20 feet for the width of a house.
She showed a picture of a house constrained by those 15-foot setbacks which is much narrower than a
typical house in the neighborhood. It is harder to design interior space for this narrower width, she pointed
out.
Councilor Dwight noted there was a question about the posting of the meeting since Legislative Matters
didn’t have an updated version of the ordinance on the agenda for a short interval during the 48-hour
posting period. He expressed his understanding that this deficiency was not critical because, in point of
fact, there was actually a redundancy of posting.
City Solicitor Alan Seewald confirmed that, fortunately, Ms. Misch also posted the hearing notice so that, for
all times for the statutorily-required 48-hour period, there was sufficient notice of the hearing posted on the
website. He spoke with a representative of the Open Government Division of the Attorney General’s office
and she was satisfied that the boards had complied with the Open Meeting Law (OML) and could proceed.
NEW LANGUAGE
Ms. Misch next reviewed new language that was submitted following discussion in Community Resources.
The revised text would allow property owners to keep some of the original flexibility of ZLL by setting a
maximum amount by which the standard setback could be reduced (five feet) using this tool.
Ms. Misch went through four different scenarios showing different ways the ZLL provision could be used,
including a scenario in which side setbacks were reduced up to five feet as proposed by the new language.
In URC where the standard setback is 10 feet, the setback could be reduced to five feet so structures
would be 10 feet apart instead of 20. In URB where the standard setback is 15 feet, owners would have the
ability to reduce setbacks to 10 feet, meaning a minimum distance of 20 feet would be maintained between
two structures.
The ordinance as initially introduced would have required twice the normal setback on the shared setback
for the last lot in a series of lots under common ownership, she pointed out. However, the proposal before
LM and the PB now would amend what was originally introduced to just require the standard setback for
both sides of the lot instead of twice the normal setback.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Councilor Dwight opened the floor to public comment.
Bill Ryan of 129 Warner Street shared the attachments to an email sent to the city council earlier that
afternoon entitled, “Testimony for May 10 Public Hearing on Zero Lot Line Amendments,” adding
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explanatory comments. The attachments showed different scenarios for development of 39 Landy Avenue,
including development with standard 15-foot setbacks, development with zero setbacks and development
that would be possible if more flexible site-specific setbacks were negotiated through a special permit
process. He used the comparisons to support his contention that allowing ZLL by special permit rather than
by right would yield the best results for developers, neighbors and the city alike.
Ben Barnes of 117 Riverside Drive said he lives directly over the back fence of the three soon to be four
houses on the corner of Warner and Federal Streets. He too supports a special permit process with respect
to Bay State Village for a couple of reasons. He is actually in favor of increasing the density of residential
units in this neighborhood close to the city center; he supports that policy, he confirmed. However, when
developers can build without regard to the scale of the houses on the site it can make a devastating impact
on the texture, structure and scale of that part of the neighborhood. Bay State Village has a mix of housing
- some large multi-family homes, some row housing and some small, turn-of-the-century two- and threebedroom homes. In order for stakeholders to have a say, they need a process that allows public comment.
He favors a special permit process because, if the Nu-Way Home development had been part of a special
permit process, there might have been some modification to bring it down more in scale with the neighborhood. He is here to speak in favor of whatever can be done to create or expand the special permit process
to give neighborhood stakeholders a right to speak and to be heard.
Jackie Ballance requested that the administrative assistant screen-share three ‘handouts’ forwarded to the
city council on May 7th: 1) a screen shot of the ordinance as it stands with no revisions, 2) diagrams of ZLL
houses (marked with red stars) being developed now on three corner lots in Bay State Village and 3) a
slide presented at the Community Resources Committee meeting.
She reviewed the existing language of §350-10.14, commenting that it is simple and understandable.
Referring to the diagrams, she commented that all of the red stars indicate ZLL houses being built now in
Bay State Village with over-sized facades in relation to their lot size that dwarf surrounding houses.
Eight homes are being built on three lots, Ms. Ballance advised. She asked if this looked like a typical
pattern for building single-family homes by right or a ‘plague of mini-subdivisions.’ These are not typical
single-family homes; these are all spec houses. Agents have been showing potential buyers the first two
houses on lower Warner Street as if they were model homes in a new suburban subdivision.
If a ‘development’ is seen as a different critter than a basic single-family by right home, it makes sense that
such a development would/should require a special permit because so much is at stake for the resilience
factor of the neighborhood that is impacted, she contended.
This ordinance has been located in the code under special permit for 25 years, she reminded. It was written
for cluster developments which are also under special permit. It seems like a very curious coincidence that
the city is giving attention to this ordinance at this time when it obviously describes Handzel’s newest NuWay Home building model.
The question of needing a special permit is an important one, she suggested. Why do we want to move the
ordinance out of the special permit section and why now? She asked. Is it not remotely possible that this
could be seen by someone as a special favor to John Handzel? Does the move exempt him from future
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scrutiny under the ordinance of Section 10.14? Was it inevitable that someone would notice Section 10.14
and ask questions about it?
She thinks it is in the city’s interest to avoid even a whiff or a hint of an appearance of special favors in
zoning or any other legislation. That means it is in the city’s interest to keep ZLL under special permits.
One more coincidence she couldn’t miss is the use of a Handzel house as an illustration in the slide show
presented by Carolyn Misch, Ms. Ballance added. She advocated for simply adding language to the
existing text of §350-10.14 saying, “ZLL developments require a special permit.”
She urged councilors to vote to leave the ordinance in §10.14. Any changes to the language and details
can wait until the question of placement in the code is settled, she continued. “It is not unreasonable to ask
that permits for Handzel’s developments be suspended until the zoning implications are sorted,” she added.
She asked members to tell them who to talk to to accomplish that.
She concluding by urging members to remember that they are writing a law that affects people and families
where they live. “Please proceed with care,” she implored.
Member Taylor acknowledged speaker’s rights to have opinions but said he would like to make sure that,
moving forward, people not impugn the motives of those working for the city. It’s rude and it’s not
acceptable.
Councilor Dwight said he concurred.
[Jackie Ballance later said she was sorry if she was perceived to be questioning the motives of any city
employee. She said she only asked what she thought were obvious questions.]
A dozen more Bay State residents gave extensive testimony over the next 40 minutes. Kathryn Komidar
of 129 Warner Street, Jack Constantine of 42 Warner Street, Anne Teschner of 54 South Main Street,
Debra Bercuvitz of 41 Warner Street, Jean Paul Maitinsky of 44 Liberty Street, Rue Walther of 16
Warner Street, Holly Quigley of 131 Riverside Drive, Reyes Lazarro of 172 Federal Street, Doug
Roosa of Florence, Darcy Sweeney of 31 Lexington Avenue, Sandra Mandel and Joyce Rosenfeld of
15 Warner Street unanimously called for the ZLL provision to be allowed by special permit only. Highlights/
excerpts of their comments are as follows:
Ms. Komidar commented that the City seems to be giving away their neighborhood without their input
while lining the pockets of commercial developers. Developments such as those at 170 Federal Street, 61
Warner Street and 291 Riverside will still be allowed even if these amendments are passed. Nu Way
Homes will still be allowed to buy a $260,000 civil-war area home (such as the one at 61 Warner), tear it
down and build three large luxury homes crammed together in its place.
There are site-specific situations where ZLL could be a benefit, such as siting houses to protect significant
trees or where a resident homeowner is trying to add a 2nd unit for a family member or rental income, she
acknowledged. But, ZLL “should be an exception to normal zoning standards,” and exceptions should not
be allowed by right. Any exceptions should have clear benefits to the neighborhood and the city, she
asserted.
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Only by requiring a special permit can the city evaluate whether or not the requested use will, according to
special permit criteria, “promote a harmonious relationship of structures and open space to the natural
landscape, existing buildings and other community assets in the area,” she suggested. As a resident of Bay
State, that is what she would like.
Jack Constantine referred to Ms. Misch’s earlier statement that today’s demand for design is hampered by
mandating narrow house widths. Planners have to consider that “today’s design is not just for today, it is for
the lifetime of these buildings which could be 100 or 150 years,” he opined. He doesn’t agree that allowing
larger houses on smaller lots is a sustainable way to build.
Anne Teschner said she finds herself thinking that sometimes people launch something and it is only after
it is launched that they understand what they have done and what is not working. She thinks the ZLL idea is
just not working and doing what they want in their community.
Debra Bercuvitz said she lives on a very small block where six new houses have been built using ZLL
putting a tremendous burden on infrastructure. She didn’t prepare any words because she’s just about
given up hope. Her heart feels really broken with what’s happening here and so much time and care from
residents seemingly falling on deaf ears.
Referring to the ‘harmonious relationship’ language quoted by Ms. Komidar, Ms. Bercuvitz said a lot of
them believed in supporting the zoning changes in 2013 that they were going to get basic design standards
that would maintain the consistent character and appearance of their neighborhood. They did not get any of
the protections promised, she testified. What they got are large houses on small lots that are completely
incongruent with the neighborhood and represent a “very, very big change” for Bay State Village.
She urged everyone to come and take a look at the corner of Warner Street and Hinckley. She would like to
see ZLL in special permit because they’re being told by the city that they need to worry about the climate
emergency. ZLL allows for the biggest houses possible. If they are worried about the climate and want a
Climate Resilience & Regeneration Plan, they need to not be thinking about maximizing development of
every square foot of land but about how to have more open space, trees and sustainable housing.
Jean Paul Maitinsky identified himself as a New York transplant who, as such, knows something about
living in high-density housing. He expressed appreciation to all 53 people on the call and his awareness
that the issue is enormously complicated. “We’re at an inflection point, and the neighbors have expressed
their sentiments as well as their rationale very clearly,” he stated.
He referred to the special permit process as a pragmatic approach that will provide a check and balance for
each situation, taking into account not only the needs of builders but also of each community. ‘Go with the
pragmatic approach…test/revise, test/revise.’ he urged.
Rue Walther took viewers on a virtual tour of the property next door to illustrate the proximity of the
structures and their propane tanks to each other.
If there had been a special permit involved in this, she would have been there. “Don’t let special permits go
away,” she urged. [Editor’s note: since the ZLL provision is a dimensional standard that applies to singlefamily homes, it does not currently require a special permit.]
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Doug Roosa said he has been in the neighborhood since 1992, and changes that are occurring are quick
and dramatic. He doesn’t think city councilors are really aware of what’s going on in this neighborhood if
they haven’t taken a tour. Perhaps they would reconsider and require a special permit to stem what seems
to be an inexorable tide towards suburban-style houses out of character with the established neighborhood.
Darcy Sweeney said she is especially distressed that the city is allowing building that is so unsustainable.
First, allowing knocking down houses is just obscene when the city is talking about being carbon neutral in
2050. “The greenest house is the house left standing,” she contended. John Handzel’s house is tall and
voluminous, a 1980’s-style house with a roof that is not structured for solar. Clearly, he is not at all
concerned about renewable energy. The big propane tanks typically placed next to the house say it all.
OPS is not putting the brakes on this type of development. It is really shocking and discouraging. She
thinks it is essential that the neighborhood be given the chance to weigh in and apply the brakes.
Councilor Jarrett said he is really glad the city is taking a hard look at ZLL and how it is playing out. ZLL
allows for wider and potentially larger single-family houses. Without ZLL, larger houses could be built only
with larger lot sizes, resulting in fewer large houses or smaller homes. Without ZLL, similar developments
would have to be structured as a condo association and would need either site plan review or a special
permit depending on the size and number of units. One concern is whether they are creating an end run
around regulations such as the significant tree ordinance or avoiding fossil fuel-free requirements, which
could be triggered if it was a multi-family subject to Planning Board review. ZLL provides flexibility which
can preserve trees or different site features if that’s a priority of the developer, he acknowledged.
Councilor Jarrett clarified that special permits are not required for ZLL. He spoke to the city solicitor, and,
while it is confusing to have §Section 350-10.14 in the special permit section, zero lot line single-family
homes are referred to as ‘by right’ in URB and URC. His concern with requiring a special permit for ZLL and
thus a more difficult process is that it would probably mean developers would try every way to avoid it. On
the one hand, they don’t want to create an onerous requirement for someone who wants to carve off a lot
but, on the other, they are seeing this used in a way that is maximizing the house size on a smaller lot. It is
a balance, he suggested. He proposed they consider limiting ZLL to townhouse-style developments or to a
small reduction in setback.
In the URB district, this would not allow the 10- to 15-foot distances between houses that create an alleyway effect but would allow a 20-foot distance that is more standard in the district. Having a mechanism to
go beyond that such as a special permit is worth considering, he said. He said he doesn’t have his mind
made up about how they should go.
Sandra Mandel said she experiences what is going on in her neighborhood as predatory development and
asked administrators and councilors to do everything they can to stop it.
OPS RESPONSE
Ms. Misch said she wanted to differentiate between what’s regulated by zoning and what is in the building
code or stretch energy code and has nothing to do with zoning. Things like utility connections and propane
tanks, which are a substitute for natural gas since there is currently a moratorium, are regulated by the
building and plumbing codes, she clarified. The city cannot dictate what type of utility a home uses. Siding,
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too, is a material change regulated by the building code. Even if ZLL required a special permit, the Planning
Board would have no jurisdiction about the type of siding used, she stressed.
Also, new homes all have to meet the stretch energy code, so they are generally much more energyefficient than older structures.
It sounds like people are concerned about the total number of adjacent lots being developed as opposed to
necessarily this tool to allow flexibility, she observed. Under state statute, the board is required to allow the
division of lots for single-family homes, so anyone at any time can carve up lots along a street by right. If
the concern is about the total number of lots being developed, there may be a way to require the
development of new abutting lots over a certain threshold to trigger special permit or site plan review. She
hasn’t done enough research to know for sure, but that’s for a different day.
They can’t take any of the items allowed by right and make a recommendation to city council that they be
allowed by special permit without introducing a separate ordinance, she clarified. Single-family homes with
ZLL are allowed by right because specific rules were established for using this provision, such as having
four shade trees.
Finally, ZLL isn’t about trying to minimize house width or determine house size.
Discussion continued. Ms. Rosenfeld stated that she didn’t feel her or her neighbors’ concerns were being
heard. Councilor Dwight explained that zoning is not a precision instrument and that councilors are limited
in what they can do by state law and rights associated with private ownership. They have heard them and
he is pretty sure they share their emotions and concerns, he assured. What they’re addressing here is just
a portion of the law.
Developer John Handzel attempted to address many of the statements made about his projects. He
doesn’t think he is an opportunist. A lot of opportunity did come his way and he took advantage of it. By
chance, these properties became available to him all at one time. He’s had nothing but the best buyers; the
woman who bought Warner Street was born in Florence. No one’s talking about the people moving into
these houses. Put three people in a room and talk about design and everyone is going to have a different
opinion. He apologized to the Planning Board and City Council, saying he thinks a lot of this is pure
‘NIMBY-ism.’
The things they say about him aren’t true. He tries to build a good house, a decent house. Nobody has
talked to his buyers. “It’s just gang mentality and I just think it’s wrong.”
Mr. Handzel referred to the hypocrisy he’s seen and to hearing his name trashed. “You don’t know what it’s
like out there; you don’t know what the costs are right now,” he said. If anyone has questions for him he
said he will answer them.
Councilor Dwight reminded those present that they are talking about a change to a dimension in the code
book. He noted that everyone who has spoken has been fairly emotional. He understands this is inspired
by real life experiences and conflict, and emotions are certain to run high. However, it is not in the interest
of the hearing, the discussion or the edification of the deliberators to have an emotional back and forth. He
asked speakers to stay on point about the particular issue.
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Mike Zink of 32 Liberty Street expressed concern about the propane tanks seen in Rue Walther’s video
being so close together. Ms. Misch informed him that propane tanks are a building and fire code issue and
that a final Certificate of Occupancy would not be issued if there was a code violation.
Discussion continued, with several residents who had already spoken responding to Ms. Misch and other
speakers. Rue Walther and Guy Constantine of 42 Warner Street objected to Mr. Handzel’s
characterization of the neighborhood’s impetus as being ‘NIMBY’ in nature. It’s a matter of awareness, Mr.
Constantine said. He thinks anyone would be talking about it if it were happening in their neighborhood.
Regarding Ms. Misch’s claim that making ZLL special permit would require introduction of a new ordinance,
Bill Ryan expressed his understanding that, based on his reading of case law, the Planning Board is able to
make recommendations on anything thoroughly discussed during a public hearing.
However, any substantive change on any matter requires a new ordinance to be drafted and submitted,
Councilor Dwight advised.
There being no further comments, Councilor Thorpe moved to close the public hearing. Member Elkins
seconded. Legislative Matters Committee members voted affirmatively 4:0 and the Planning Board voted
affirmatively 6:0 with Member Fowler and Member Taylor absent by roll call vote. The public hearing was
closed at 9:08 p.m.
DISCUSSION
Ms. Misch fielded detailed questions from members. In response to a question from Member Whitehill, she
confirmed it would be possible to set up a special permit path to allow a greater reduction in setback than
allowed by right. (Member Whitehill asked if it was possible to accommodate a developer who liked to build
30-foot wide houses instead of the 28 feet allowed by right as illustrated in the first scenario for development of 39 Landy Avenue presented by Bill Ryan.) However, she encouraged councilors and planners to
think about flexibility in terms of setbacks and distances between houses rather than the width of a house.
In no other place in zoning do they regulate the width of a single-family home, she pointed out.
In response to a question from Member Kohout, Ms. Misch reviewed the reason the ZLL ordinance was
originally placed in §10.14, the section of code dealing with special permits. It was initially created to allow
different patterns of development within cluster developments, and these require special permits, she
reiterated.
The fact that it is located in this section does not mean it requires a special permit, Councilor Dwight
emphasized.
Member Tait said he is hearing that moving ZLL from one section to another is just a housekeeping issue.
Part of the struggle they are seeing is that one neighbor in particular is desperate for some kind of relief
and acknowledgement of their concerns and, unfortunately, it keeps coming up in the context of zoning that
doesn’t necessarily have any relevance or bearing on the issue they’re describing, Councilor Dwight
observed. Clearly in their mind, zoning as it stands has failed them and they’re looking for some sort of
satisfaction in these debates. It creates a particular disdain for the council, disdain for the Planning Board
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and disdain for the city as the malevolent entity they all know and love. Therein lies the frustration in many
of these debates and discussions.
“Essentially we’re trying to navigate our way through a series of competing interests hopefully to an
outcome beneficial for the greater good, at the same time trying to respect and honor the people who feel
aggrieved,” he shared. Unfortunately, the solutions are always very unsatisfactory.
AMENDMENTS
Member Elkins moved to amend §350-6.13 A 2) i to change “has a reduced side setback of up to 5’ from
the standard setback” to “has a side setback reduction of up to 5’.” Member Whitehill seconded. Planning
Board members voted affirmatively 7:0 (Member Fowler absent) and Legislative Matters Committee
members voted affirmatively 4:0 by roll call vote.
Member Elkins moved to approve Attorney Seewald’s amendments. Councilor Sciarra seconded.
Ms. Misch reviewed the solicitor’s changes and explained that highlighted changes represent changes to
the ordinance from what was originally introduced to council. Members have not yet discussed the more
substantive change to eliminate the double setback originally proposed in 2 ii so it makes sense to discuss
that, she suggested.
After realizing Attorney Seewald had created a definition of ‘standard setback,’ Member Whitehill proposed
changing the aforementioned amended text (§350-6.13 A 2) i ) to read: “has a reduction from the standard
setback of up to 5’. He so moved. Member White seconded.
Chair Kohout said to be quite honest, he is really not comfortable moving forward. He thinks a lot of
members of the public spent some time looking at a draft that is not the draft they are now looking to
approve. He is trying to go back and forth between the screen and the original to see what has changed.
He said he knew he was throwing a wrench into the legislative process, but if Ms. Misch is also going to
change the text on diagrams, it seems a little bit out of order to him.
At Councilor Dwight’s request, Attorney Seewald joined the meeting to clarify that he did not make any
substantive changes to the ordinance but only modified the language for clarity.
Attorney Seewald offered to review his changes, but Ms. Misch pointed out that they had already walked
through the document with the changes he proposed. To be clear, the only changes needed to the graphics
are to change the words ‘minimum setback’ to ‘standard setback,’ she informed Chair Kohout. It’s just a
matter of creating consistent language.
Chair Kohout stressed that he doesn’t want to stand in the way as he’s just one vote. He just didn’t get to
be prepared for this latest revision so it’s a little difficult for him. To be quite honest, he also doesn’t think it’s
fair to the public that they are looking at substantially different documents. He agreed that the changes did
not seem to be substantive.
Councilor Dwight asked the solicitor if it was possible for them to be vulnerable to a challenge if people had
not had the opportunity to look at the revisions he had made. Attorney Seewald assured him that it’s not
inappropriate under the Open Meeting Law (OML). No drafts are required to be attached to the notice.
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Members discussed how to proceed. Ms. Misch stressed that the substance of the changes had been
described within the public hearing. Words get added all along in the legislative process, even on council
floor, she pointed out.
Member Taylor said he felt comfortable moving forward.
Attorney Seewald noted that Ms. Misch is entirely right, the legislative process is an ongoing process of
amending language. Members could have recommended changes on the floor tonight. He assured them
there is not a problem with going forward with either language. “There’s nothing to challenge,” he assured.
The motion to amend passed 7:0 by the Planning Board (Member Fowler absent) and 4:0 by Legislative
Matters by roll call vote.
Member Tait expressed his understanding that, unless structures are actually on the lot line, the ordinance
as amended no longer allows structures in URC to be closer than 10 feet or structures in URB to be closer
than 20 feet. From what he heard from the Bay State community, this somewhat addresses their concerns.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Councilor Sciarra moved a positive recommendation. Councilor Thorpe seconded.
The administrative assistant said she didn’t think they had taken a vote on the motion on the floor to accept
Attorney Seewald’s changes. She said she believed it was actually necessary to accept the combined
changes proposed by the Office of Planning and Sustainability (OPS) and Attorney Seewald, since these
both represented changes from the draft as originally referred out by the City Council.
Ms. Krutzler screen-shared the ordinance incorporating the combined changes.
Member Elkins withdrew her motion.
Councilor Maiore moved to approve the combined amendments. Councilor Sciarra seconded. Planning
Board members voted affirmatively 6:0 with one absent (Member Fowler) and one abstention (Member
Kohout) and Legislative Matters Committee members voted affirmatively 4:0 by roll call vote.
Councilor Sciarra moved to make a positive recommendation. Councilor Thorpe seconded. The motion
passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
Member White moved to recommend the ordinance to the city council. Member Elkins seconded. The
motion passed 6:0 with one absent (Member Fowler) and one abstention (Member Kohout) by roll call vote.
Member Elkins moved to adjourn. Member Taylor seconded. The motion passed unanimously 7:0 with
Member Fowler absent. The Planning Board adjourned at 10:15 p.m.
3. Items Referred to Committee
A. 21.240 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Front Street - referred by City Council 4/15/2021
Councilor Dwight read the description of the proposed ‘No Parking’ area.
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Councilor Sciarra moved a positive recommendation. Councilor Maiore seconded.
No one from Transportation and Parking was present, so Councilor Maiore addressed the changes.
To her, Front Street is a ‘no brainer;’ it is a real hairpin, uphill section of road on which there should never
really be parking, and this just formalizes that, Councilor Maiore explained.
Councilor Dwight expressed his understanding that the issue on Front Street is people using it for access to
the river. He asked if it was safe to assume that the neighbors are in favor of this, and Councilor Maiore
said she had never heard anyone oppose making it ‘No Parking.’
“There’s really no safe way to park on Front Street,” she commented.
Councilor Sciarra screen-shared an aerial photo of the street with the ‘No Parking’ restriction outlined in
red.
Councilor Dwight requested that, in the future, someone from Transportation and Parking (TPC) capable of
speaking to the change be requested to attend the meeting. They should have something other than the
code language. Also, a map would be helpful.
He expressed his understanding that, currently, there are no parking restrictions and it is not posted.
Frankly, it has never been an issue because people generally didn’t park there, Councilor Maiore said. It’s
only because of the crowding in the summer and increased desperation [to access swimming areas]. She
hasn’t seen parking there a lot but possibly others have.
The motion passed unanimously 4:0.
B. 21.241 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Grove Avenue, referred by City Council 4/15/2021
Councilor Dwight read the description of the proposed ‘No Parking’ and ‘Seasonal No Parking’ areas, and
Councilor Sciarra screen-shared an aerial photo.
This area gets an excessive amount of parking in the summer months, Councilor Maiore reported. It isn’t as
straightforward as Front Street because there are a few renters and maybe even owners who park on the
street. By restricting parking seasonally they are allowing the street to be clearer. Another pushback is that
folks on Evergreen and Upland are concerned that restricting parking on Grove will make it come on their
street. The proposal is to make the area ‘No Parking’ from May 1st to September 30th.
The dead end side of Grove Street is very narrow; while the other side is not as narrow. Councilor Maiore
said she personally supports this because she thinks something needs to be tried.
Councilor Maiore moved to forward the ordinance with a positive recommendation. Councilor Sciarra
seconded
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Councilor Thorpe asked if residents are aware of this. She’s sent out a lot of newsletters and a lot of them
were at the TPC meeting where the issue was discussed, Councilor Maiore said. A lot of this was in place
in temporary form last summer.
Chris Tait of 46 Upland Road, Leeds, said he agreed with the recommendation for Front Street. No one
should ever be parking on that street so the restriction there makes a lot of sense.
This is the first time he is seeing the proposal to restrict parking on Grove Avenue, but he knows neighbors
have had a lot of concerns about parking there. He likes the idea of it being seasonal and agrees with
Councilor Maiore that the dead end side of Grove should be restricted rather than the renters’ side.
He does have worries. He views these restrictions in a positive light but hopes they aren’t trying to limit
folks from out of the neighborhood from coming into the neighborhood to use the river. He likes what
they’ve done here as a middle ground.
Councilor Dwight said he very much appreciates Mr. Tait’s comments because they speak to some of his
concerns. If they are going to make parking restrictions, he wants them based on safety and not on
presumptive ownership of the street or neighborhood. As they all know, this arose out of real stressors and
conflicts that exist for a variety of reasons. The fact is, this is a public street and is owned and may be used
by the public. If its use as a public street is compromised because people can’t pass, it makes perfect
sense to restrict parking.
If these are practicable and make sense in terms of safety measures; he is in favor. If they are restrictive in
any other way in which people are prepared to say or not, he’s against it.
Councilor Sciarra asked if anyone knew any other place where the city imposes seasonal parking
restrictions. That would be a significant precedent to set if not.
Councilor Dwight said he couldn’t think of another place.
Councilor Maiore said she believes DPW Director Donna LaScaleia is also proposing seasonal restrictions
in Ward 5 around Cross Street.
That was discussed at TPC but hasn’t been introduced to council yet, Councilor Jarrett confirmed. He said
he does find seasonal restrictions in the code on Main Street which are seemingly related to snow removal.
Councilor Dwight said those are carryover ordinances from before they had a city-wide emergency parking
ban.
Councilor Maiore said she shared Mr. Tait’s concerns as do others in the neighborhood. They are looking
at where else they can provide parking. When she walked the site with the director, she showed her the
safety issues. “I hear you on that,” she assured.
Councilor Sciarra asked why a seasonal restriction was being proposed.
Councilor Maiore said the DPW director was trying to be as conservative as possible in terms of restricting
to make it easier on residents who park on the street.
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Councilor Dwight said that, for himself, he was not going to be able to move this forward with a positive
recommendation. He does not feel comfortable at all. He would personally forward it with a neutral
recommendation and allow it to be more fully-vetted with more information on the council floor.
Councilor Sciarra said she would agree with that. She would say that if it’s not safe for there to be parking
during the summer, it’s not safe any time of year, and they would just be restricting people who would be
coming from out of town. She’s not comfortable with that.
Councilor Dwight made a suggestion to move all of the ordinances forward with a neutral recommendation
to discuss in full council with more information and with a representative from TPC. He’s really shooting in
the dark here and it’s not fair to those who have worked on this and considered this.
C. 21.242 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Florence Street, referred by City Council 4/15/2021
D. 21.243 An Ordinance Relative to Parking on Main Street, Leeds, referred by City Council 4/15/2021
Councilor Sciarra moved to forward 21.241, 242 and 243 as a group with a neutral recommendation.
Councilor Thorpe seconded. The motion passed unanimously 4:0.
Members agreed to allow the Front Street ordinance to proceed with a positive recommendation.
Councilor Dwight asked Ms. Krutzler to attach a note asking if, in the future, TPC could supply them with
more information to work with. It would be much appreciated.
7. Adjourn
Councilor Sciarra moved to adjourn. Councilor Thorpe seconded. The motion passed unanimously 4:0 by
roll call vote. The meeting was adjourned at 10:42 p.m.
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

21.240
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO PARKING ON
FRONT 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:
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SECTION 1
That the § 312-102 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-102 Schedule I: Parking Prohibited All Times.
Location
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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

21.241
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO PARKING ON
GROVE 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:
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SECTION 1
That the § 312-102 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-102 Schedule I: Parking Prohibited All Times.
Location
Grove Avenue

Side
Westerly

Grove Avenue

Easterly

From
A point 50 feet
southerly of
Evergreen Road
Evergreen Road

To
Dead End
Dead End

SECTION 2
That the § 312-105 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-105 Schedule IV: Seasonal Parking Restrictions.
Location
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Side
Easterly
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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

21.242
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO PARKING ON
FLORENCE 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 § 312-102 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-102 Schedule I: Parking Prohibited All Times.
Location
Florence Street

Side
Westerly

From
Point opposite the
northerly line of
the sidewalk
leading to the
main entrance of
the Leeds
Grammar School
A point 424 feet
south of Front
Street

7
8
9
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To
Point 65 feet northerly A
point 578 feet south of Front
Street

Parking Schedule on Florence Street

Existing Parking Ordinance(s)
Parking Schedule

Proposed Parking Ordinance(s)

Parking Schedule

No ordinance

No ordinance

1: Parking Prohibited All times

1: Parking Prohibited All times

2: No Parking Certain Times

2: No Parking Certain Times

Grove Hill

Grove Hill
e
Flor

e
Flor

nce

nce

St

St
424' S of Front St

578' S of Front St
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Northampton's GIS. Care was taken in the
creation of this map. The City of Northampton
cannot accept any responsibility for errors,
omissions, or positional accuracy. Notification of
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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

21.243
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO PARKING ON
MAIN STREET (LEEDS)
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:
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SECTION 1
That the § 312-102 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-102 Schedule I: Parking Prohibited All Times.
Location
Main Street
(Leeds)
Main Street
(Leeds)
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Side
Easterly

From
Hotel Bridge

To
Arch Street

Westerly

Hotel Bridge

Arch Street

SECTION 2
That the § 312-105 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-105 Schedule IV: Seasonal Parking Restrictions.
Location
Main Street
(Leeds)

Side
Easterly

From
To
A point 306
Hotel
feet southerly Bridge
of Mulberry
Street
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Restriction
No parking at any time from
May 1 of any year to
September 30 of the same
year

Parking Schedule on Main Street (Leeds)

Existing Parking Ordinance(s)
Parking Schedule

Proposed Parking Ordinance(s)

Parking Schedule

No ordinance

No ordinance

1: Parking Prohibited All times

1: Parking Prohibited All times

16: Handicapped Parking Spaces

Mu
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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

21.275
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO PARKING 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:
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SECTION 1
That the § 312-102 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-102 Schedule I: Parking Prohibited All Times.
Location
Cross Street
Cross Street

Side
From
Northerly Florence Road
Southerly Florence Road

Cross Street

Southerly Bliss Street
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To
Bliss Street
A point 183 feet easterly
from Florence Road
A point 120 feet westerly
from Bliss Street

Parking Schedule on Cross Street
Existing Parking Ordinance(s)

Parking Schedule

Bliss St

No ordinance
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Proposed Parking Ordinance(s)
Parking Schedule

No ordinance

Bliss St

1: Parking Prohibited All times
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s St

Florence Rd

120' W of Bliss St

183' E of Florence Rd
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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

21.277
AN ORDINANCE
RELATIVE TO OFF-STREET
HANDICAPPED PARKING SPACES
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
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SECTION 1
That the § 312-117 of the Code of Ordinances be amended as follows:
§ 312-117 Schedule XVI: On-Street and Off-Street Handicapped Parking Spaces.
B. Off-street handicapped parking spaces are established as follows:
Parking Lot
Connecticut River
Greenway Lot

Location
Two spaces on the eastern edge of the parking lot
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