Committee on Community Resources
and the Northampton City Council
Committee Members :

Chair: Councilor James B. Nash
Vice-Chair: Councilor Alex Jarrett
Councilor John Thorpe
Councilor Karen Foster

Meeting Agenda
Date: October 18, 2021
Time: 5 p.m.
Virtual Meeting
The October 18, 2021 Community Resources Committee meeting will be held by remote
participation. The public can follow the committee's deliberations by joining the virtual
meeting by phone or computer. The meeting will be recorded for later broadcast on
Northampton Open Media (channel 15) and uploaded to the Northampton Government
Video Archive on YouTube.
Live public comment will be available using telephone call-in or video conferencing
technology beginning at 5 p.m.
INSTRUCTIONS FOR CALLING IN OR JOINING THE MEETING FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
Join Virtual Meeting: https://bit.ly/3FFCrpr

For telephone call-in, call:
+929-436-2866 US
MEETING ID: 893 8934 6645
PARTICIPANT #: #
PASSCODE: 812811
"Jurisdiction. Matters affecting the community including economic development, local
business, tourism, the environment, the arts, planning, zoning, sustainability, land use,
housing and affordability, among others"

1. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call

2. Public Comment

3. Minutes of Previous Meeting

A. Minutes of September 20, 2021
Documents:
09-20-2021_Community Resources Minutes.pdf

A. Minutes of September 20, 2021
Documents:
09-20-2021_Community Resources Minutes.pdf

4. Updates and Announcements from Committee Members

5. Items Referred to Committee

A. 21.318 An Ordinance to Amend §350-17 FFR District and §350 3-4 Zoning
Map to Include Recreation Land - referred to Community Resources,
Legislative Matters and Planning Board, 9/22/2021
Documents:
21.318 An Ordinance To Amend 350-17 FFR District And 350 3-4 Zoning
Map To Include Recreation Land.pdf
21.318 FFR Amended Zoning Map.pdf

B. 21.319 An Ordinance to Require Installation of EV Charging Stations in
Parking Lots over 25 Spaces, referred to Community Resources,
Legislative Matters and Planning Board - 9/22/2021
Documents:
21.319 An Ordinance To Require Installation Of EV Charging Stations In
Parking Lots Over 25 Spaces.pdf

6. New Business

7. Adjourn

Contact: Jim Nash@
jimnashcitycouncil@gmail.com
Phone: 413-582-0637

September 20, 2021 Community Resources Committee Minutes

Approved October 18, 2021

Committee on Community Resources
and the Northampton City Council
Committee Members:
Chair: Councilor James Nash
Vice-Chair: Councilor Alex Jarrett
Councilor Karen Foster
Councilor John Thorpe

Meeting Minutes
Date: September 20, 2021
Time: 5 p.m.
Virtual Meeting Via Zoom

1. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call. At 5 p.m. Councilor Nash called the meeting to order. Present
were Councilors James Nash, Chair; Alex Jarrett, Vice-Chair; Karen Foster and John Thorpe. Also present
were Office of Planning and Sustainability (OPS) Assistant Director Carolyn Misch and Administrative
Assistant Laura Krutzler.
2. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording
Councilor Nash announced that the meeting was being audio and video recorded and read the committee’s
jurisdiction.
3. Public Comment
Councilor Nash opened the floor to general public comment. The main thing on the agenda is creation of an
overlay district, he reminded. He asked that anyone interested in speaking to this item save their
comments. There being no general public comment, Councilor Nash proceeded to the next agenda item.
4. Approval of Minutes of January 27, 2021 and April 26, 2021
Councilor Jarrett moved to approve the minutes of January 27, 2021and April 26, 2021. Councilor
Thorpe seconded. The motion passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
5. Updates and Announcements from Committee Members
None.
6. Items Referred to Committee
A. 21.313 An Ordinance to Amend the Zoning Map, §350-3.4, at Chapel Street - referred by
City Council 8/19/2021

Councilor Foster moved a positive recommendation for purposes of discussion. Councilor Jarrett seconded.
Councilor Nash invited Office of Planning and Sustainability (OPS) Assistant Director Carolyn Misch to
present.
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This is a fairly simple, straightforward zoning amendment, Ms. Misch said. It is an expansion of an existing
smart growth overlay district which stems from Chapter 40R, a provision in state law allowing for an
expedited review of projects that provide affordable housing comparable to site plan review. The state
decided to create its own version of site plan review known as 40R to facilitate housing production in
general and affordable housing in particular. She displayed a map showing the existing boundaries of the
planned village (PV) district, a district where a mix of uses are allowed. Within it is an existing smart growth
(SG) overlay structure that has been approved by the state shown by hatched lines. Northampton presently
has an SG-a, SG-b and SG-c district (referred to as smart growth subdistricts).
The SG-c district was expanded a year ago along Laurel Street.
If municipalities establish smart growth overlay districts, the state pays for each unit of affordable housing
built within those districts as an incentive. The existing smart growth overlay districts have already been
built out and the city has received payments for the units constructed. The units were already proposed
and, by being identified as within a smart growth overlay district, they qualified for state payments.
The proposal before them is to expand the SG-c district to a parcel that was part of the former state
hospital grounds.
The property in question was set aside as a potential site for a future fire station. The City Council recently
voted to allow it to be surplused and used for other purposes since it is no longer needed for a fire station.
The city has decided to look at it for housing. If they get approval from the state and the city adopts the
smart growth overlay, the city will get a payment for each unit developed. This payment changes over time
so she can’t tell them exactly what it is.
The parcel is 1.9 acres. If an overlay is created, the additional units above and beyond what the Urban
Residential B (URB) zoning district allows could qualify for payments from the state.
Under current conditions about 14 units could be developed by right under URB zoning, Ms. Misch
presented. With the overlay, they could probably get about 25 units based on smart growth density
allowances, or 11 more units than otherwise allowed. That doesn’t mean that’s exactly how many units will
be built, but that’s the calculation the state requires them to make.
Councilor Nash opened the floor to questions from councilors.
Councilor Foster expressed her understanding that 14 units could be built on the parcel by right under URB
zoning and that the city has agreed to surplus the land for affordable housing. She stated her conclusion
that affordable housing can still happen there, but the zoning change would allow the city to receive
payment for that housing.
Ms. Misch said that is correct. The other way additional units beyond 14 could be built on the property
without a zoning change would be for an applicant to go through a 40B process, she added. This approach
wouldn’t include the incentive payment from the Commonwealth.
Councilor Foster noted that there are no sidewalks or infrastructure on Chapel Street on that side of the
road. She asked what improvements they could expect to see to support people living in this neighborhood.
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The city requires certain things as part of the development review process, Ms. Misch advised. Applicants
are required to make improvements to the property that contribute to the pedestrian safety of the project.
There is a sidewalk across the street. Many times applicants are required to build sidewalks just for their
projects even if it is an orphaned piece that doesn’t connect to other sidewalks. That all is reviewed during
the project review phase. They don’t have an application at this time although planners are working with
Valley CDC to build affordable housing there. It is too early to know how it will be designed.
Councilor Jarrett thanked Ms. Misch for her presentation. The property is not contiguous to other overlays,
he noted. While other overlays are part of the planned village district, this would be part of a URB district. In
the zoning there is a reference to both a Village Hill Sustainable Growth Overlay District and an Urban
Residential Sustainable Growth Overlay District. Are they talking about a Village Hill Sustainable Growth
Overlay District with subdistrict c?
That’s correct, Ms. Misch confirmed.
Why is it not an urban residential sustainable growth overlay district? He wondered.
Because of its proximity and origin as part of the state hospital property it is viewed in the context of final
buildout and redevelopment of the state hospital, Ms. Misch said. The other smart growth overlay districts
were created for other parts of the city.
Planners talked to the state about expanding the smart growth overlay out to another parcel owned by the
state when the state hospital was operating on Burts Pit Road, but state officials said no, it was too far
away from any other infrastructure or multi-modal facilities to be considered part of the overlay. She thinks
they were more receptive to this because it was originally part of the state hospital grounds.
It seems strange to have it be so separate while the rest is part of the planned village district, but he
understands it was part of the original parcel, Councilor Jarrett said.
The Laurel Street parcel is also not contiguous to the north side of the campus, Ms. Misch noted.
Councilor Jarrett asked if the affordable housing process approved in the spring was what she was
referring to as an alternative development process.
Yes, alternative developments could either be created under the local ordinance comparable to 40B or
under the actual 40B process, Ms. Misch said.
Councilor Jarrett asked if the local 40B option would still be available after this change.
Yes, but if the applicant never submitted a 40R application and the units were not constructed under that
provision, the state would not find the affordable units eligible for funding, Ms. Misch explained. It doesn’t
come with the same financial benefit as the 40R process.
Councilor Jarrett asked if all units in this parcel will need to be affordable or attainable because of how the
city surplused it.
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Not all units have to be affordable in order to get payment but the city only gets payment for the number
that are affordable, Ms. Misch clarified. They have had units on the north parcel that were not eligible for
funding but were in the district.
Councilor Jarrett said he would have to check the language of the order approved.
Ms. Misch said she understands that all the units being proposed will be affordable.
Councilor Thorpe asked if this development is part of the original number of housing units (156) proposed
to be built.
These will be additional units because this parcel was originally carved out for the purpose of a fire station,
Ms. Misch said. “This is bonus land, basically,” on top of what’s already been done.
Ms. Misch explained some of the other development paths available, such as dividing the parcel into seven
lots and building two units on each. There are three other paths that potentially could be taken to allow
more units, but the 40R path is the only one that comes with a financial incentive from the state.
Councilor Foster shared a link to the original financial order approved by the council in the chat. The
intention is for affordable housing on Chapel Street but it looks like the order was wrapped up with two
other parcels, one of which is intended for attainable housing. It is not hyper-specific to affordable housing,
she observed.
Councilor Jarrett said it looks like the order says the mayor can do what he needs to do to accomplish its
purposes. Since the purpose described is creating attainable and affordable housing, that is what the order
seems to authorize, he surmised. The number of affordable units vs. attainable units (80 to 120% of AMI) is
still to be decided.
Ms. Misch said she thinks all the units will be what they define as affordable. The developer has to have a
certain percentage as affordable (25%). If 75% are not, they don’t get payment for those.
Councilor Nash asked for a rough estimate of how much per unit the city might be getting.
Ms. Misch said she thought the latest number was $3,000 per unit.
Councilor Nash asked where the money goes.
The money has gone to various design projects, Ms. Misch reported. A big chunk has gone into the Main
Street redesign. Of the $800,000 to a million dollars in design costs, a small portion came from payments
for the state hospital because there is a direct connection between the need to make traffic and pedestrian
safety improvements to the city’s infrastructure with the development of new housing. Most has gone to
traffic mitigation in one form or another, either design or improvements to the network.
Councilor Nash asked if funds like this were used for ‘Pleasant Futures.’
Ms. Misch said she’s not sure but she thinks they could have easily justified it as part of the network people
use to come and go from the state hospital.
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Councilor Nash expressed his understanding that having an affordable housing project going in improves
the likelihood of infrastructure improvements in the area. He said he thought the Lumberyard project was a
key factor in helping land funds from the state to redo large portions of Pleasant Street to make it far more
walkable.
“That’s the door that can be opened by projects such as this.”
The lumberyard project had most of its funding from other sources, Ms. Misch pointed out. It is the case
that the city has used 40R funds for infrastructure improvements, she confirmed.
It sounds like they have an idea of who would like to work on this project, Councilor Nash continued. He
asked how locked in the city is to working with a particular developer as opposed to it going out to bid.
It is a public piece of property so they will have to follow procurement guidelines, Ms. Misch said. The smart
growth overlay expansion has nothing to do with the details of development of the parcel; it is a completely
separate process, she suggested. This would just be setting up the space and supporting it with the
regulatory structure to allow this to happen.
There is a whole other process for development review to control what will be developed there. The
process includes a public hearing for which abutters are notified and standard yellow signs are posted.
People will have a chance at that time to look at the very specific nature of the project.
In response to a question from Councilor Thorpe, Ms. Misch explained that the state approves creation of
the district and the community applies for payment after the units are built. The fund has to be regularly
back-filled by the legislature so there is no guarantee of payment.
For context, affordable housing is in development on Laurel Street around the corner, so she thinks folks
will want to look at the two projects holistically, Councilor Foster said. She asked for a general sense of
timelines and opportunities for public engagement. She knows this neighborhood is quite engaged.
The Laurel Street project is in a different place and moving ahead in conceptual design, Ms. Misch advised.
For bigger projects, they have what’s referred to as a technical review for internal departments. They
haven’t had that yet for it.
Applicants have to file an application a month before a targeted hearing date. For any project, planners ask
applicants to go out and talk to the neighborhood before they file. The planning department sends notices
out a good two weeks before a scheduled hearing as well as posting yellow signs at the site. It would be
great if the state gets back to them before the end of the calendar year. Planners also encourage
applicants to reach out to the ward councilor to have a neighborhood meeting before filing.
Councilor Jarrett noted that the affordable housing ordinance allows a density bonus of 250% of the
number of units otherwise allowed in the district. He asked how many units would be allowed under this
zoning section (§350-6.12 Affordable housing).
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Ms. Misch said she could only give a number based on math, not on the capacity of the site to support
development, such as its topography. Looking at the lot size, it could potentially support 20 units with a
special permit. She doesn’t want to say a developer could do two and a half times more because that’s not
a realistic number but a developer could do more under either the local 40B or the state 40B process.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Councilor Nash opened the floor to questions from the public
A.D. Berkenwald said he assumes they are talking about townhouse-style or small apartment buildings and
not an SRO-type housing development. He also said he assumes as the process goes along it will be
designed in keeping with the surrounding community. He asked if either of these assumptions are realistic.
Zoning doesn’t differentiate between types of units, Ms. Misch explained. If it has a kitchen and a bath it is
considered a unit. Whey they talk about units, they are talking about self-contained units with a kitchen and
a bath. There aren’t a lot of traditional SRO’s being developed today.
She thinks townhouse or side by side units would not get the density of 20 units so she thinks it would more
likely be units within a structure. The neighborhood is quite eclectic so she thinks they could build a lot of
different styles of housing that would fit in. Certain design elements are required as part of smart growth
overlay districts.
He asked if she was talking about rentals or sales.
Ms. Misch said she assumes rentals but that’s not part of the permit jurisdiction.
Ilia Karatsoreos asked what kind of thought goes into the impact of development of these projects and what
kinds of accommodations are made for traffic, etc.
The original state hospital redevelopment envisioned far more commercial development and housing than
ultimately seen, Ms. Misch said. Since the original traffic mitigation proposed contemplated the creation of a
really buzzing community, she would say there is already a surplus of mitigation to offset any additional
development.
Benjamin Spencer thanked councilors for presenting information and keeping the neighborhood up to date.
He looks forward to learning more as it moves forward. He is also an abutter and hopeful that this project
ends up being a good fit for the neighborhood. Some of those numbers seem really high. 14 seems like a
much better fit. He had a similar question to Ilia about traffic.
A lot of improvements were made to the larger neighborhood (he lives on Rust Avenue) and one of the
concerns he’s had for a while is the speed with which cars go down Route 66. The set of lights at the site of
the former Kollmorgen is almost the start of a racetrack. Some way to encourage more people to slow
down would go a long way toward improving safety in the area. He asked them to keep in mind that they
have kids and school bus stops there.
She and Councilor Nash share a committee assignment to the Transportation and Parking Commission
(TPC), Councilor Foster shared. The intersection of Chapel and Laurel is something she has brought to the
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attention of the DPW director and police chief. It is on their radar and mitigation methods are being
considered.
Councilor Nash offered Ms. Misch the opportunity for a final comment.
Since it was originally proposed to be the site of a fire station, lots of traffic in and out and lots of noise
would be associated with that use, Ms. Misch pointed out. It then transitioned to a potential site for a dog
kennel. This led to where they are now because the neighborhood really didn’t want to see a dog kennel on
the site and said affordable housing would be more appropriate. Planners have done that and think this
would be an appropriate modification since there is a potential to get state incentive payments for the
housing which would go toward filling the never-ending need for infrastructure improvements in the city.
Councilor Jarrett said how pleased he is that they are moving forward on developing more affordable
housing and identifying potential sites for it around the city. It is essential to prioritize that in every way
given how difficult it is for folks to move here and find affordable housing.
Councilor Foster said she didn’t mean to leave Rust Avenue out in discussion of the intersection of Chapel
and Laurel. This is an engaged neighborhood that’s really invested in that lot and has seen a lot of change
to the state hospital. She appreciates getting this on the agenda so people in the neighborhood could have
this incredibly early engagement in the process. She invited people to continue to follow along and pledged
to keep them in the loop.
Councilor Nash said he really appreciated the neighbors’ openness to having an affordable housing project
in their neighborhood. He is not looking at it as a neighborhood against a dog kennel; it is a neighborhood
open to more housing, more density and more diversity. He applauds that and will be voting yes.
He called the motion to a vote, and it passed unanimously 4:0 by roll call vote.
Councilor Foster added a process note that the zoning change will be considered at a joint hearing before
Legislative Matters (LM) and the Planning Board on October 4, 2021 at 5:30 p.m. Both boards will make
their own recommendations.
7. New Business
None.
8. Adjourn. Councilor Foster moved to adjourn the meeting; Councilor Thorpe seconded. The motion was
approved on a roll call vote of 4 Yes, 0 No. The meeting was adjourned at 6:02 p.m.
Prepared By:
Laura Krutzler, Administrative Assistant
(413) 587-1210
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City of Northampton
MASSACHUSETTS

In the Year Two Thousand Twenty One
Upon the Recommendation of Mayor David J. Narkewicz and Planning & Sustainability

21.318 An Ordinance to Amend §350-17 FFR District and §350 3-4 Zoning Map to Include Recreation
Land
An Ordinance of the City of Northampton,
Massachusetts, providing that the Code of Ordinances, City of Northampton, Massachusetts, be
amended by changing Section 350‐17 & 350 3‐4 Zoning Map in order to accurately reflect the status of
lands in Northampton permanently protected from development.
Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Northampton, in City Council assembled, as follows:
Amend as shown

§ 350-17Farms, Forests and Rivers & Recreation District (FFR)
§ 350-17.1Purpose.
The purpose of this article is to protect sensitive open space and ecologically important features,
to preserve the farms, forests, river corridors, ecological habitat, and recreational lands of
Northampton, and to allow landowners the ability to develop their property in a manner that is
sensitive to these unique resources.
FFR is comprised of three different types of protected open space.
1) Rural publicly owned open space and greenways.
2) Lands permanently protected with conservation or agricultural restrictions
3) Urban Parks including those for organized recreational uses.

§ 350-17.2 Uses.
Uses in the FFR are limited to any of the following so long as
1. No more than 25% of a parcel may be developed as building lots, roads, sewage
disposal or drainage facilities, or other development and, where possible, all
improvements shall be spatially concentrated to preserve the protected resource.
The Planning Board, through Site Plan Review may approve more than 25%

developed areas only when created to enhance or expand the function of urban
parks or recreational facilities.
2. All site improvements shall be laid out and constructed to minimize environmental
and other impacts on protected resources.
1.3.
Open space shall be laid out to maintain views of agricultural lands and
open space, and to maintain distant vistas across open space from both on and
off the site.
2.4.
(3)
3.5.
Development shall be integrated into the existing landscape through the use
of building placement, landform treatment, and visually compatible existing or new
screening. When possible, development should be placed within existing
woodlands and not in open fields, to preserve views and minimize visual impact.
:
A. Passive recreation, including site improvements to allow for such use that could
include trail building, stream crossing components, wildlife viewing stations and the like.
Supporting structures including temporary or permanent buildings.
B. Active recreation, including temporary or permanent buildings and structures
necessary to support such uses. These may include but are not limited to permanent or
temporary bathrooms, storage buildings, water fountains, snack bars, safety netting,
seating, play or exercise structures and foundations, and parking areas. Site
improvements to support such activities including trail building, stream crossings.
C. Agriculture and accessory structures, farm stands etc.
D. Land Conservation and restoration.
ED.
1.
All Water Supply Protection District regulations related to prohibited uses,
restrictive uses, drainage, uses by special permit, and design and operations guidelines
(§§ 350-15.4 to 350-15.8) shall apply. Events and/or other operations that support
underlying agricultural uses. Such uses shall be accessory and in accord with
requirements herein..
B. E. Social functions, such as special events, concerts, weddings, with service of food
and beverage to support the primary function of protecting open space/resource area.
F. With Site Plan Approval by the Planning Board the construction or use of a building
as a caretaker’s residence.

Development with a special permit issued under § 350-10.5 [open space residential
development (cluster)]; provided, however, that the Planning Board finds that the
following conditions are met, to the maximum extent possible, before granting a special
permit for a cluster development in the FFR District:
(1)
If all or a portion of the protected open space is or could be used for farmland, all buildings,
roads, drainage systems, utilities and other development shall be laid out in a manner to
provide the least disturbance to actual or potential farm operations, to minimize potential
conflicts between agricultural and nonagricultural uses, and shall be located on the soils
least suitable for the production of crops.
(2)
(4)

§ 350-17.3Transfer of development rights (TDR).
The Planning Board shall grant an owner of land in the Farms, Forests and Rivers district
a special permit to transfer the right to develop residential units from the FFR District
(sending or donor parcels) to the Planned Village District (PV). (See § 350-10.15.) or
other receiving parcels as allowed by this Zoning Ordinance in accordance with the
criteria below. The Planning Board shall base its decision on the criteria in this section
and the requirements for site plan review for the sending zone, not the receiving zone.
The special permit criteria of § 350-10.1C shall not apply.
A.
The maximum number of dwelling unit development rights that can be transferred is the
greater of the following:
(1)
The number of dwelling units allowed by a current valid definitive subdivision approval or
open space residential development (cluster) special permit issued for the sending parcel;
or
(2)
Sixty percent of the number of dwelling units that could potentially be developed based
on the maximum number of dwelling units allowed in a cluster, in accordance with § 35011.4E(1), and including deductions for wetlands but excluding deductions for roadways.
B.
Development rights may not be transferred from land which may not be otherwise be
developed for a residential subdivision because of ownership status, deed restrictions,
easements, or prior transfer of development rights, including:
(1)
Land with conservation restrictions or agricultural preservation restrictions;

(2)
Land owned by a government agency for permanent park, agricultural or conservation
purposes;
(3)
Land owned by a nonprofit corporation, a principal purpose of which is conservation or
preservation of open space or farmland;
(4)
Land where the development rights have already been transferred out of the parcel.
C.
Transfer of development rights is contingent on placing a permanent conservation
restriction or agricultural preservation restriction, in accordance with the provisions of
Massachusetts General Laws, on the land from which the development rights were
transferred (sending parcel) and restricting the use of the land to agriculture, forestry, or
undeveloped open space open for passive recreation only, or deeding the land to the City
as permanent park or conservation land with no acquisition cost (but only with the consent
of the City Council and the Conservation or Recreation Commission, as appropriate).
D.
Development rights may be transferred from a sending parcel and held indefinitely before
being assigned to a receiving parcel. Development rights may be transferred by sale or
other means and may subsequently be transferred to any owner of receiving parcels
allowed by this chapter.

Chapter 350-3.4 Amend by including the parcels show in the attached map into the FFR layer.
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City of Northampton
MASSACHUSETTS

In the Year Two Thousand Twenty One
Upon the Recommendation of Mayor David J. Narkewicz and Planning & Sustainability

21.319 An Ordinance to Require Installation of EV Charging Stations in Parking Lots over 25 Spaces
An Ordinance of the City of Northampton, Massachusetts, providing that the Code of Ordinances, City of
Northampton, Massachusetts, be amended to require installation of Electric Vehicle Charging stations
and supporting conduit in parking lots larger than 25 spaces.
Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Northampton, in City Council assembled, as follows:

Add New Subsections to Chapter 350-8.9 as follows
I.

For new or expanded parking lots that result in the provision of 25 or more spaces, one electric
vehicle charging port per 25 parking spaces shall be installed.

J.

For new parking lots that create a parking area of 25 or more spaces, conduit to support
installation of electric vehicle charging ports at a ratio of one charging location per 15 parking
spaces shall be installed.

