Planning Board Agenda Background
March 22, 2021 Meeting

Background Materials for March 22, 2021
Agenda Items #1 through #8
Persons may join the meeting and/or public hearing by either of the following:
Join ZOOM Webinar from your computer:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86355651204?pwd=bm1uT2w2a0FzQkhQUjUrendLajdlZz09
Join by phone: US: +1 301 715 8592
Webinar ID: 863 5565 1204 Passcode: 910345
Channel 15/Facebook Streaming:
The Cable Studio staff have indicated that this meeting will be viewable on Channel 15.
During the meeting, persons who are not joining the meeting, but watching via the online
streaming may submit questions or comments via the Google Form or the dedicated email
address: SHPlanBoard@southhadleyma.gov
Agenda Item #1: Open Comment Period
This 10-minute period is set aside for the public to offer comments on items not on the March
22nd agenda – in accordance with the adopted policy which is posted on the Planning &
Conservation Department page of the Town’s website at the following link:
https://southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/8160/Policy-on-Open-Comment-Period---AsAdopted-2021-03-08
One email has been received by the Board requesting that the Board mandate all new structures
have solar ready roofs.
ACTION NEEDED: Allow members of the public to offer comments.
Agenda Item #2 – Minutes
The Planning & Conservation staff have emailed a draft of the March 4, 2021 Special Planning
Board meeting on the Master Plan Update Review and the March 8, 2021 Planning Board
meeting minutes for the Board’s review.
ACTION NEEDED: The Board needs to vote to approve the minutes as submitted or with edits.
Agenda Item #3 – Correspondence
A list of correspondence is attached.
ACTION NEEDED: No action is required.
Agenda Item #4 – Release of 2006 Mountainbrook Covenant
As the Board is aware, a Special Permit was granted to Mountainbrook, LLC February 8, 2006
for a Flexible Development consisting of 52 single-family lots to be built as a two-phase
subdivision off Mountainview Street and Westbrook Road. The first phase was completed in
2014 and the roadways associated with the first phase –Red Bridge and East Red Bridge – have
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been accepted by Town Meeting as Town roadways. This second phase consists of the remaining
19 lots to be built along a new road – Lyon Green – off the west side of Mountainview (see aerial
at top of next page).

When Mountainbrook, LLC began the development, they posted a Covenant Agreement to cover
the improvements of both phases under the Subdivision Regulations – as well as Letters of
Credit for the Special Permit conditions related to Stormwater and trees. In 2006, the Board
accepted, and the applicant recorded a Covenant Agreement for the entire development.
Subsequently, as is typical of a development, they posted a financial guarantee for the Phase 1
improvements and the Covenant Agreement was subsequently released for the Phase 1 portion of
the development (Red Bridge and East Red Bridge Lanes) in December 2006. and the Board
released the Covenant Agreement on Phase 1 December 2006. However, a separate Covenant
Agreement was recorded for Phase 2. This means TWO Covenant Agreements were recorded on
Phase 2. So, when the Board released the Covenant Agreement March 9, 2020 on Phase 2, only
one of the Covenant Agreements were released which leaves restrictions on selling and building
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on lots in place. This was a release from a Covenant Agreement recorded 25 April 2007 (bk 9109
pg 38).
The Covenant Agreement from 2006 as it relates to Phase 2 remains in place and precludes the
developer from building on or transferring any lot. Therefore, the developer is requesting a
release of the remaining lots covered by the Covenant Agreement recorded 5 Jun 2006 (bk 8741
pg 69).
ACTION NEEDED: Vote to Release the remaining lots covered by the Covenant Agreement
for Mountainbrook recorded 5 Jun 2006 (bk 8741 pg 69) and authorize the Director of Planning
& Conservation to sign on the Board’s behalf.
Agenda Item #5 – Scheduled Public Hearing on North Pole Estates- Hadley Street 6:45 p.m.
This is a continuation of the public hearing began on November 18, 2019.
Chicopee Concrete Services, Inc. submitted a Definitive Plan Application for the Planning
Board’s review and approval on a 108.93-acre site consisting of multiple parcels owned by
multiple different parties. Along with this application, they are also requesting a Stormwater
Management Permit for the proposed subdivision. The project site is situated along Hadley Street
and Sullivan Lane (see aerial photo
to the left) in the Agricultural
Zoning District and within the
Water Supply Protection District.
Lying within the Agricultural
Zoning District and the Water
Supply Protection District and using
septic systems instead of a sanitary
sewer system, the minimum lot size
is 40,000 square feet with a
minimum lot width of 150 feet.
This project has been under review
the Planning Board since November
2019 (see brief chronology
following the aerial photo to the
left). Nine sessions of public
hearings totaling approximately 20
hours have been held to date.
Comments have been received from
various departments and boards.
(Follow up to the last public
hearing begins on page 19 below –
additional correspondence has
been highlighted as well.)
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Brief Chronology Recap
o Application submitted: October 25, 2019
o Waivers requested as part of original application: Yes – Board addressed those November 18,
2019 – some rejected, alternative relief granted for some
o Waivers requested subsequent to application: Yes – Board partially addressed those
December 16, 2019
o Comments submitted by Departments/Agencies: Yes
• District 2 Board of Water Commissioners: November 13, 2019
• District 2 Water Superintendent: November 13, 2019
• Conservation Commission: November 14, 2019
• Police Chief: November 15, 2019
• Public Health Director: November 18, 2019; December 5, 2019; and June 16, 2020
• Board of Health Chair: June 12, 2020, September 23, 2020, October 15, 2020, November
2, 2020, and March 12, 2021
• DPW Superintendent (Acting): November 22, 2019 and December 13, 2019
• Building Commissioner: March 3, 2020 and February 15, 2021
o Public Hearing began November 18, 2019
o Public Hearing Sessions held on: November 18, 2019; December 16, 2019; February 10,
2020; June 15, 2020 (Focused on Stormwater Management Report and Hydrogeological
Assessment Study; June 22, 2020 (Focused on Traffic and the Definitive Plan Details; July
13, 2020 (Focused on Definitive Plan Details); September 14, 2020 (Focused on Definitive
Plan Details); October 5, 2019 (completed the Peer Review); November 2, 2020; November
30, 2020; January 25, 2021; and March 8, 2021
o Continuation Requested by Applicant: March 9, 2020 (for Peer Review Report), January 11,
2021, and February 8, 2021 (for additional hydrogeologic work)
o Continuations Requested or Declared by Town: March 23, 2020; April 6, 2020, May 5, 2020,
May 20, 2020 (Due to COVID 19), and December 14, 2020
o Revised submittal by Applicant: November 18, 2019
o Revised materials submitted by Applicant: December 16, 2019
o Revised materials submitted by Applicant: January 22, 2020
o Revised materials submitted by Applicant: March 16, 2020
o Peer Review Report Submitted: March 5, 2020
o Responses to Peer Review Submitted: March 16, 2020 and June 12, 2020
o Review of Response to Peer Review Submitted: April 29, 2020
o Title 5 Third Party Review Reports Submitted: June 10, 2020
o Site Visit by Planning Board and Planning & Conservation staff: November 15, 2019
o Site Visit by Peer Review Team and Planning & Conservation staff: February 24, 2020
o Extension of Deadline for filing decision to January 29, 2021: submitted December 14, 2020
in the form of emails between applicant’s attorney and Town Counsel; and to February 12,
2021 in the form of emails between applicant’s attorney and Town Counsel
o Further extension of Deadline for Filing decision to March 26, 2021 submitted in the form
of emails between applicant’s attorney, Town Counsel, and Director of Planning &
Conservation.
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All of the original application materials, revised materials submitted by the applicant, the
comments from the departments, request for continuation, declaration of continuations by the
Planning Board Chair, Peer Review reports, and Response to the Peer Review are posted on the
Town’s website at the following link:
https://southhadley.org/1010/Hadley-Street---Northpole-Estates---2019
Revisions to plans
Over the course of the Board’s Review and the Peer Review, the applicant has made some
revisions and some supplemental submissions (all of which are posted on the Town’s website at
the aforementioned link). Some of the revisions include:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

A change in the lot layout
Changes in the proposed grade of the proposed roadway
Increase in the amount of material to be removed from the site
Shift in location of detention basin
Change in the proposed finished grade of the turnaround
Change in the number of houses to be served by the proposed roadway

Departmental Comments (through March 18, 2021)
The project application and plans were provided to the various departments. Through June 12,
2020, the following comments had been received:
Police Chief (2019-11-15): I have reviewed the Traffic Impact Study Residential
Development North Pole Estates as provided by McMahon and can provide the following
comments:
1). I reviewed the proposed vehicular trip generation (increase) as a result of this
development and could not identify any concerns as it relates to the impact of this
proposed development.
2). I reviewed the level of service approach for the existing roadways that would be
impacted (Sullivan Street and Pearl Street) as well as the new northern and southern
approaches from North Pole to Hadley Street. Given the analysis within the traffic
study provided I could not identify any concerns as it relates to the impact of existing
traffic/ (and anticipated non-build traffic growth of 1% per year), on Hadley St.
Further comments:
A. Lighting: With increase access/volume in the Hadley St area, I would recommend a
lighting needs assessment as it relates to vehicular, pedestrian and cyclist safety.
While my perception is just that, perception, this is a dark roadway and could benefit
from enhanced lighting.
B. Speeding/Signage: Similarly, a more advanced evaluation regarding speed
regulations on Hadley St would be warranted to determine if the posted speed (40
MPH) are appropriate for the increased vehicle trips on the roadway (and even
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existing vehicle trip activity). The Police Department receives complaints from
residents of Hadley St. regarding speeding on this roadway and the Police
Department does make efforts to enforce the speeding regulations with personnel, but
our opportunities during peak hours are limited given staffing and call volume. Per
the traffic impact study, 85% of the traffic is within 47 MPH, but the remaining 15%
is travelling in excess of 47MPH is concerning for other motorists,
pedestrians/cyclists. This area of Hadley St. may be a good candidate for electronic
speed signs, even absent development.
Water Department District 2 Superintendent (2019-11-13): The applicant must meet with the
Superintendent to discuss the following requirements:
1). South Hadley Water District No. 2 Rules and Regulations for Housing
Developments.
2). Water Impact assessment application.
3). Material Standards for District No. 2 Water Department.
4). Copy of the Water Billing Structure.
5). Payment Fee for the development plans.
6). Connection Fee's shall be paid to the department before any connection is made to
the distribution system.
Additionally, the Water Superintendent for District 2 also provided a letter from the
Board of Water Commissioners expressing some concerns and comments (see the
attached letter).
Water Department District 2 Superintendent (2019-12-10): Submitted a letter regarding the
water service relative to the size of the development.
Director of Public Health (2019-11-15): In a telephone conversation, the Director of Public
Health expressed concerns about the extent of excavation and possible fill activities at
locations where perc tests were conducted. She indicated that these activities could pose
challenges for or even impede installation of septic systems in these locations. I anticipate a
letter or email with her concerns prior to the hearing on Monday.
Director of Public Health (Update 2019-11-15): Subsequent to the November 18, 2019
Public Hearing, the Director of Public Health provided a letter denying the Definitive Plan
(see the attached letter dated December 5, 2019).
Director of Public Health (2020-06-10): The Director of Public Health submitted copies of
the third-party review of the Title 5 plans submitted by the applicant.
Director of Public Health (2020-06-16): The Director of Public Health submitted an email to
the applicant and their consultant regarding requirements for the Board of Health permitting:
“Based on the third-party review from D3 Engineering, dated June 4, 2020 for the
Title 5 plan review of the North Pole estates subdivision, the South Hadley Health
Department would like to see elevations be associated with each one of the deep holes
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and percolation tests done on each lot and that each deep hole and percolation test
elevation be referenced to a benchmark that cannot be moved. Those elevations are to
be indicated on a plan for the North Pole estates subdivision: a copy to be given to
the South Hadley Health Department.
Also, prior to any construction of a system on any of the lots, a surveyed elevation for
that test site must be done to verify that the elevation for those deep holes and
percolation test locations are the same as the original elevations. Any disposal works
construction permit will need to meet all requirements of 310 CMR 15.000: THE
STATE ENVIRONMENTAL CODE, TITLE 5: STANDARD REQUIREMENTS FOR
THE SITING, CONSTRUCTION, INSPECTION, UPGRADE AND EXPANSION OF
ON-SITE SEWAGE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL SYSTEMS AND FOR THE
TRANSPORT AND DISPOSAL OF SEPTAGE.”
She also attached a copy of the letter and reports transmitted in her June 10, 2020 email to
the Director of Planning & Conservation.
Conservation Commission (2019-11-15): The Conservation Commission provided a letter
which notes, in part, that the work in proposed Phase 1 of North Pole Estates as presented on
the plans “will not require a permit from the Conservation Commission”. However, they also
note that subsequent work on proposed Lots #4 and #5 might require Conservation
Commission permitting. Additionally, subsequent phases of the subdivision might require
Conservation Commission permitting action (NOI or RDA). Additionally, the Commission
provided further comments and suggestions (see the attached letter).
South Hadley Electric Light Department – SHELD (2019-11-18): SHELD will provide
electric service based upon any town approved plans, both for the initial design, and the full
conceptual plan. I don’t anticipate any unusual or unique conditions that would limit our
ability to design, construct, operate and maintain the electric system for the development.
Fire District #2 – Fire Department (2019-12-09): South Hadley Fire District #2 Fire
Department has reviewed the plans for the proposed development off of Hadley Street (route
47) and participated in the walk through. We have no concerns at this time in regard to road
width, fire access, and hydrant locations. Any questions or concerns please let me know.
Building Commissioner (2019-12-06): Per § 255-84 of the zoning bylaws, if the subdivision
site preparation activities for North Pole Estates “involve the removal, excavation, and/or
addition of 5,000 or more cubic yards of material for use on parcels of land other than the
parcel(s) from which the materials were removed or extracted”, a special permit from the
planning board will be required prior to issuance of a permit from this office for said
activities. Incidental activity exemptions (not requiring a special permit) apply only to
premises for which a building permit has been issued or for the development of site
improvements for a subdivision for which definitive plans have already been approved.
Neither exemption applies.
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Building Commissioner (2020-03-03): Provided a statement as to the meaning of “incidental”
and how this relates to the proposed development.
Building Commissioner (2021-02-15): Provided a memo indicating that even if the Planning
Board approves the subdivision, a Special Permit is required.
Acting DPW Superintendent (2019—11-22): The DPW Superintendent submitted a letter
regarding the issue of a possible sanitary sewer extension to serve this development.
Acting DPW Superintendent (2019-12-13): The South Hadley DPW would like to request
that the Planning Board have the plans reviewed by an outside expert with particular focus on
stormwater and traffic.
Board of Health Chair (2020-06-12): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter via the
Public Health Office.
Board of Health Chair (2020-09-23): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter to the
applicant regarding a planned Board of Health meeting to deliberate on the application
scheduled for October 13, 2020. The Public Health Office provided a copy to the Planning &
Conservation Department.
Board of Health Chair (2020-10-15): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter to the
applicant regarding the Board of Health review of the proposed development and identified
issues the Board of Health had in reviewing the project. The Public Health Office provided a
copy to the Planning & Conservation Department.
Board of Health Chair (2020-11-02): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter via the
Public Health Office indicating that the Board found that the development could not proceed
without injury to the public.
Board of Health Chair (202-03-12): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter via the
Public Health Office indicating that the Board had reviewed the supplemental hydrogeologic
analyses and continued to find that the development could not proceed without injury to the
public.
Building Commissioner (2020-03-03 and 2021-02-15): Building Commissioner provided
comments as to his interpretation of “Incidental” and that approval of the Subdivision would
require a Special Permit to excavate more than 5,000 cubic yards.
Site Visit – November 15, 2019
A site visit was held for the Planning Board on Friday November 15, 2019. Also in attendance
were the staffs of the various departments that are participating in the review including the
Planning Director, Assistant Planner, Planning & Conservation Senior Clerk, Acting DPW
Superintendent, District 2 Fire Chief, District 2 Water Superintendent, and SHELD Engineer.
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Site Visit - - February 10, 2020
A site visit was held for the Peer Review team on Monday February 24, 2020. Also in attendance
were the Planning Director and Conservation Administrator/Assistant Planner,
Standards for Approval – Stormwater Management Permit
Section 200-11 provides that to grant a Stormwater Management Permit, “the Planning Board
must . . . find that the stormwater management and erosion and sediment control plan submitted
with the permit application meets the following criteria:
A. The stormwater management and erosion and sediment control plan are consistent with
the purposes and objectives of this bylaw in Article I;
B. Provisions for stormwater management meet the performance standards described in
Article VI;
C. Provisions for erosion and sediment control meet the design requirements in Article VII.”
Standards for Approval – Definitive Plan
Town Counsel has provided the Board with a memo as to the standards for the Board to use in
reviewing a Definitive Plan submittal and taking action on such a plan (see attached July 10,
2020 memorandum from the Town Counsel to the Planning Board).
Requested Waivers
The applicant requested the following waivers from the Subdivision Regulations (see their letter
dated October 25, 2019 in their application):
1). 360-20A – Requirement for submittal of a Mylar of the Definitive Plan with the initial
submittal
2). 360-21A – Requirement that plans be at a scale of 1” equals 40’
3). 360-21B(8) – Requirement that proposed street addresses be shown on the original
submission plan
4). 360-21B(16) – Requirement topographical detail be shown for the entire site
5). 360-21B(16)- Requirement that topographical contours be in 2 foot intervals
6). 360-21B(16) – Requirement that existing topographic lines be shown as solid lines and
proposed topographic lines be shown as broken lines
7). 360-21B(21) – Requirement that proposed parks, etc. be depicted
At the December 16, 2019 public hearing, the applicant submitted a revised Waiver Request
Letter which outlined the Board’s responses/actions regarding the initial requests and made an
addition waiver request:
360-22A(1) Requirement for Design plan of proposed on-site sanitary sewage system
All waiver requests are included in the in the aforementioned link on the Town’s website.
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Peer Reviews
The Board determined that a Peer Review of the following elements of the applicant’s submitted
was necessary:
o
o
o
o

Hydrogeological Assessment
Traffic Impact Study
Stormwater Drainage Report
Definitive Plan details (all plan sheets)

The Board selected Weston & Sampson to perform the Peer Review. The applicant objected to
some of the scope of the peer review and Weston & Sampson revised the scope to address
appropriate concerns.
After some delay, the Town was provided the funds necessary to contract with Weston &
Sampson for a Peer Review of the application and associated materials. The Initial Peer Review
Report, the applicant’s responses, a subsequent Peer Review Report document, and subsequent
Response regarding traffic are posted on the aforementioned page of the Town’s website.
Resumption of Public Hearing – Virtually (June 15, 2020 and June 22, 2020)
After a 4-month break in holding hearings primarily due to the COVID-19 State of Emergency,
the Board resumed hearings on June 15, 2020. The applicant’s consultant and Planning &
Conservation staff suggested, and the Peer Review consultant and Planning Board concurred that
the resumption of the public hearing should occur in two phases:
o June 15, 2020 –focused on the Stormwater Management Plan and the Hydrogeological
Assessment Study
o June 22, 2020 – focused on the Traffic Impact Assessment and the Definitive Plan
The Board conducted a virtual session of the public hearing on June 15, 2020 focusing primarily
on the Stormwater Management Report and the Hydrogeological Assessment Study as had been
posted. That session lasted approximately 2-1/2 hours. Five members of the public spoke, and
several other members of the public had submitted comments/questions via email and/or the
Google Form – those comments/questions were read into the record by Town staff.
The Board conducted a virtual session of the public hearing on June 22, 2020 focusing primarily
on the Traffic Study and the Definitive Plan Details (mostly, however, on the traffic study) as
had been posted. That session lasted over 3 hours. Five members of the public spoke, and several
other members of the public had submitted comments/questions via email and/or the Google
Form – those comments/questions were incorporated into the record. Due to the amount of time
devoted to the Traffic Impact Assessment, there was not sufficient time to review the Definitive
Plan Details.
The Board continued its examination of the Definitive Plan Details Peer Review in a virtual
session of the public hearing on July 13, 2020 and again on September 14, 2020. However, the
Board was unable to complete its review.
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At the October 5, 2020 Public Hearing, the Board allowed the hearing to go considerably longer
than the time limit called for in the Board’s virtual meeting guidelines. But the Board was able to
conclude its review of the Peer Review reports. The Board also received, prior to the October 5th
hearing, and discussed during the hearing an overlay of the boundaries of the Preliminary Plan
and the Definitive Plan – this is posted on the Town’s website at the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7013/Hadley-Street---North-Pole-EstatesDefinitive-Plan-over-Preliminary-Plan-2020-09-22
Following the September 14th public hearing, Board members provided the Director of Planning
and Conservation with lists of apparent inconsistencies regarding the plan, public hearing
comments, and related documents. The Director of Planning and Conservation compiled the
submitted statements and provided them to the applicant to allow for a response prior to the
October 5th meeting. The applicant’s representative subsequently provided responses to the
Planning Board members’ comments. While this aspect of the Board’s review and the responses
were not discussed at the October 5, 2020 meeting, the Board’s listing of inconsistencies and the
applicant’s responses are posted on the Town’s website at the following links:
Planning Board Members list of Inconsistencies:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7154/North-Pole-Estates-DefinitivePlan---2020-09-24-Planning-Board-Members-Comments-as-to-Inconsistencies
Applicant’s Responses:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7155/North-Pole-Estates-DefinitivePlan---2020-09-28-Letter-Responding-to-Inconsistencies
Following the October 5th Public Hearing session, the various materials were submitted to the
Board in response to the Board’s requests including:
The Applicant’s consultant submitted aerial overlay and it is posted on the Town’s website at
the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7220/Hadley-Street---North-PoleEstates---Defintiive-Plan---Aerial-overlay-2020-10-16
The list of questions posed for the Peer Reviewer and the Applicant’s consultant is posted on
the Town’s website at the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7286/Hadley-Street---North-PoleEstates---2020-10-05-Questions-for-Peer-Reviewer-and-Applicant-Representative
The Peer Reviewer submitted responses to the questions posed to them and they are posted
on the Town’s website at the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7254/Hadley-Street---North-PoleEstates---2020-10-19-Memo-from-Weston-and-Sampson-Peer-Reviewer-Responses
The Applicant’s consultant submitted responses to the questions posed to the Applicant and
they are posted on the Town’s website at the following link:
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https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7284/North-Pole-Estates---2020-10-23Letter-from-Rob-Levesque
Additionally, the Board of Health Chair submitted a letter to the applicant with a copy to the
Planning Board Chair and it is posted at the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7250/North-Pole-Estates-DefinitivePlan---Letter-2020-10-15-from-Board-of-Health-2020-10-21-Received
The focus of the November 2, 2020 public hearing was to begin reviewing the “design
standards” detailed in Chapter 360 – the Subdivision Regulations. During the public hearing,
three items were identified which the Planning Board felt it needed and the applicant’s consultant
agreed to provide:
o A letter or document from the Traffic Consultant providing responses to several traffic
concerns
o An estimate of the economic value of the material to be excavated
o An updated aerial image showing accurate existing conditions.
The applicant’s consultant provided a letter on November 23, 2020 which addressed the first two
items. The November 23, 2020 letter is posted on the Planning & Conservation Department’s
page of the Town’s website at the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7411/Hadley-Street---North-Pole-EstatesDefinitive-Plan---2020-11-23-Letter
The applicant’s representative provided the updated aerial to the Town for the November 30th
public hearing.
The Board was unable to complete review of the “design standards” November 2, 2020 in part
due to the need for the above-referenced materials.
The focus of the November 30, 2020 public hearing was on the Design Standards. The Board
completed a review of the Chapter 360 “design standards” using a matrix provided to the Board
with my assessment of the plans where there were clear “objective” standards which do not
require Planning Board determinations. The Board determined that the following items were
needed from the applicant:
360-31A(8)
The vertical alignment at grade changes or minimum stopping sight distance at 3.5 feet
above the pavement shall be 200 feet. Where is it demonstrated on the plans?
360-31D(1)
Type “A” The minimum center-line radii of horizontal street curves shall be: 100 feet.
Where is it shown on the plans?
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360-38A
Bituminous concrete curbs of the type and dimensions as shown on the Typical Street
Cross-Section (see Appendix[1]) shall be required along both sides of the roadway,
except at curb inlets or where, in the opinion of the Planning Board, such curbs are not
necessary. Where is the detail?
The applicant provided a response to the technical questions raised above regarding 360-31A(8),
360-31D(1), and 360-38A. The response is posted on the Town’s website at the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/7618/Hadley-Street---North-Pole-EstatesDefinitive-Plan---2021-01-04-Letter-from-Applicant-Consultant
Additionally, the following excerpt from the November 30th Public Hearing minutes indicate that
the applicant would provide additional responses or plan details regarding some of the
“subjective” or “discretionary” standards:
The applicant’s consultant was given an opportunity to address the Board and offer
clarity on items discussed during review of the design standards. Rob Levesque reviewed
that the cul-de-sac would be revised and reflected as ‘permanent’. Either through special
conditioning or plan revision, he would add screening along the lots nearest the mining
operation to benefit the livability of the area. He added that additional information
regarding the traffic assessment would be provided. Attorney Seidel would speak with the
applicant regarding the installation of sidewalks on both sides of the road, rather than
the side as was currently proposed.
Outstanding or Remaining Issues – Planning Board
As a follow up to the November 30, 2020 Public Hearing, Planning Board members were asked
to provide the Director of Planning & Conservation with their view as to the “outstanding” or
“remaining” issues. Planning Board members identified a number of issues regarding the
hydrogeological Assessment Study, Traffic Study, and the Definitive Plan sheets – these are
detailed under the Section “January 20, 2021 Workshop” below.
Question about the value of the lots and the value of the materials being excavated.
At the November 30, 2020 public hearing there was information discussed as to the value of the
proposed lots and the value of the excavated materials. The applicant has indicated that the value
of the excavated materials is approximately $1,575,000 to $1,800,000. There was some
information provided by a member of the public as to the value of the proposed lots. I would
suggest a simpler approach to estimating the value of the resulting lots using the “assessed
value” of lots in the Agricultural zoning and Water Supply Protection District located in a
subdivision (keeping in mind that current assessed valuations are based on 2019 calendar year
sales) as follows:
Chatham Estates is a 4-lot subdivision located off Woodbridge Street slightly south of Pearl
Street. It is located within the Agricultural zoning district and within the Water Supply
Protection District. Two lots abut Woodbridge Street and two lots do not. One lot is over 2
acres in size and the other 3 are very slightly over 1 acre in size. The former lot is assessed at
$120,000 (land only) while the latter 3 lots are assessed at $116,000 to $116,200 (land only).
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None of these lots have sanitary sewer and none abut an active or former earth removal
operation. I am suggesting that only the land value be used in the comparison because the
typical subdivision developer creates the lots and sells them to either a builder or an end use
(future homeowner) who has the has the home built. Therefore, the value to the subdivider is
the value of the lots not the lots and houses – the value of the houses depends on what is built
which is unknown at this time.
The North Pole Estates Definitive Plan involves creation of Frosty Lane which is necessary
for proposed lots 2 & 3 as shown on the proposed plan. One lot is over 2 acres and the other
lot is approximately 1.33 acres. The other two lots proposed as part of the Definitive Plan are
abutting Hadley Street and could be created as ANR Plan lots not necessitating the
construction of Frosty Lane. Using the assessed values from the Chatham Estates
development, the value of proposed lots 2 and 3 would appear to be in the range of $120,000
and $116,200 for a total value of the proposed lots of $236,200.
The applicant’s consultant has indicated that they would also create additional lots off Frosty
Lane using an ANR Plan once the roadway was built. It is impossible to know how many lots
would be so created and their size. However, the “concept plan” on Sheet D-2 of the
submittal suggest that there could be a net of 3 additional lots. Assuming they are also the
size of Lot 2 or Lot 3, they could be similarly assumed to have a value of approximately
$120,000 each. Therefore, the combination of the value of Lots 2 and 3 and the potential
additional of 3 more lots by ANR Plans could be assumed to possibly result in a “lot value”
of approximately $596,200. However, it should be noted that this would be “market” or
“retail” value which is more than the “net” value to the developer as a developer would
deduct their development expenses (plans, permitting, legal, infrastructure costs, etc.)
Obviously, there are numerous factors which impact assessments, and this is not presented to
suggested that this would be the “assessed value” but to provide some comparisons in the area.
Deadline for Decision - Changes in Section 17, Chapter 53 of the Special Acts of 2020
Since Spring of 2020, the Board has been operating under the provisions of Section 17, Chapter
53 of the Acts of 2020 which, among other things, tolled the deadlines for acting on various
applications until after the State of Emergency was lifted. However, recently, the legislature
passed amendments to this statute which changed the deadline of the “tolling” period to
December 1, 2020. Thus, the “clock” for rendering decisions, beginning public hearings, etc. is
no longer measured by the end of the ‘State of Emergency” but resumes on December 1, 2020.
The applicant’s counsel, in an email exchange with Town Counsel, extended the deadline for
completing the public hearing to January 11, 2021 and the deadline for filing a decision to
January 15, 2021. This was subsequently further extended to completing the public hearing to
January 25, 2021 and the deadline for filing a decision to January 29, 2021.
In an email exchange on January 8, 2021, the applicant’s counsel and Town Counsel agreed to a
continuation of the public hearing to January 25, 2021 which resulted in a further extension of
the deadline for completion of the public hearing to February 8, 2021 and filing of a decision
until February 12, 2021. In subsequent emails, the deadline for completion of the public
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hearing was extended to March 22, 2021 with a deadline for filing of a decision being
extended to March 26, 2021.
January 20, 2021 Workshop
As discussed at the January 11, 2021 meeting, a workshop between Town representatives and the
applicant’s representatives was held on January 20, 2021 to review the list of outstanding issues
as identified by the Planning Board and Town staff. The purpose of the workshop was to ensure
that the applicant understood what the issues were from the Town’s perspective – it was not to
make any decisions – and no decisions were made.
Participating in this workshop were:
o Two members of the Planning Board (Chair Brad Hutchison and Member Melissa
O’Brien);
o Town staff representatives including Planning & Conservation Director Richard Harris,
Assistant Planner Anne Capra, and Town Counsel Brian Winner; and
o Representatives of the applicant including Attorney Michael Siddall, consultant Rob
Levesque, and Jason Ouellette.
Outstanding Issues Discussed:
Approximately 23 issues were identified as outstanding prior to the workshop and reviewed by
the participants. Below, each of these issues are listed and a summary statement regarding the
discussion is provided for each of the issues.
General
1. Changing the cul de sac labeling to "permanent".
Summary: The plan does not meet the requirements for being a “temporary” cul de sac since
all of the applicant’s property is within the subdivision. Applicant’s attorney indicated that
they would remove the term “temporary” and just label the turnaround “cul de sac”
2. Add screening along the lots nearest the mining operation to benefit the livability of the area.
Summary: The Planning Board must have a plan for the screening before they can act on the
Definitive Plan. The Board cannot have in the decision that it is subject to the Board
approving a screening after the decision is made. The applicant’s consultant will provide a
screening plan.
3. Additional information regarding the traffic assessment.
Summary: This was discussed under items 9 through 12 and item 21 below.
4. Installation of sidewalks on both sides of the road, rather than the side as was currently
proposed. – to be on both sides
Summary: The Board’s practice has been to require only sidewalks on one side of a street of
the length proposed for Frosty Lane. However, if the roadway were to be extended to serve
an additional 40 to 60 homes, then the traffic would warrant sidewalks on both sides of the
roadway. The sidewalks always are located within the Right of Way. However, homeowners
tend to assume they own to the edge of the pavement – which is not true for a Town accepted
roadway. The applicant intends to construct the sidewalks on both sides of the roadway and
that will be reflected in the plans.
Hydrogeological Assessment Study
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Summary for items 5 through 8 and item 20 below: The applicant indicated that they are
retaining a consultant to do additional study work to address the Board of Health letter and items
5 through 8 and item 20 below. They plan to meet with the Public Health Director and other
Town representatives to verify the scope of the additional work.
5. See pages 1-3 of the 10/19/20 memo from Weston & Sampson: Loss of recharge capacity
and temporary recharge storage (based on 400,000 cubic yards of earth to be removed) are
not addressed. If/when addressed, the analyses should be based upon a mapping of the
lateral and vertical extents of the intended sand and gravel removal relative to the existing
site topography.
6. HAS does not specifically address the currently proposed 9 lot subdivision (only a
hypothetical buildout) to account for its specific impacts/activity.
7. The cumulative effect of nitrogen nitrate and run-off from fertilizer (and other known
contaminants associated w/homeowners) have yet to be analyzed in this study.
8. Testing for and a potential remediation plan for prior known contaminants (e.g., lead bullets)
20. For the hydrogeologic study, I believe that study assumed that 23 acres would be preserved
as an “offset”. Since the 23 acres will not be preserved at this time the offset included in the
hydro. Geo. Study assumptions is no longer valid. – a statement – part of new HAS study
work
Traffic Study
9. See pages 4 and 5 of the 10/19/20 memo from Weston & Sampson. As of 11/23/20, it
appears the traffic consultant responded to the tree/ROW issue while the others remain
outstanding. Confirm.
Summary: The applicant is to provide an updated response from their traffic consultant.
10. Sight line measurements for northern driveways as per AASHTO.
Summary: The issue regarding this aspect is that it is unclear if the traffic consultant was
evaluating Frosty Lane or a different access point. The applicant is to provide an updated
response from their traffic consultant.
11. Sight line measurements from the existing driveway to the gravel operation – part of
background traffic
Summary: There was a question as to whether the continuation of the existing gravel
operations using their existing driveway was taken into consideration. The existing driveway
is a “given” existing condition which is not part of the Subdivision Definitive Plan.
12. Provide calculations to support truck traffic analysis.
Summary: This issue relates to the truck traffic associated with the earth removal as part of
the Subdivision. The applicant is to provide an updated response from their traffic consultant.
21. For the traffic study, the study documents and diagrams reference a “Northern Site
Driveway” and a “Southern Site Driveway”. If I’m not mistaken, Rob was going to get the
engineer that prepared the report to confirm which, if either, of the access drives studied by
the analysis correspond to Frosty Way. – Part of Traffic Study comments
Summary: The issue regarding this aspect is that it is unclear if the traffic consultant was
evaluating Frosty Lane or a different access point. The applicant is to provide an updated
response from their traffic consultant.
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Definitive Plan
13. Street layout design does not appear to meet standard 360-31 A(1) and possibly (2) as well,
as elaborated on at the most recent public hearings – see 2 above
Summary:
o Standard 360-31A(1) has multiple parts. One part relates to “the maximum livability and
amenity of the subdivision”. To address this concern, the applicant indicated November
30, 2020 that they would propose some mitigation of the potential impact of the gravel
operation on the new lots being built. As noted in Issue #2 above, the applicant is to
provide a screening plan regarding this aspect of this issue.
o Another aspect of Standard 360-31A(1) is the last sentence which reads: “As far as
practicable, streets should follow natural contours.”. There is question whether the
amount and scope of the excavation is necessary for the proposed subdivision and
whether it could be developed without the width and depth of the proposed cuts – this is
in regard to the approach from Hadley Street but also in regard to the extent of earth
removal to be undertaken around the cul de sac. The applicant indicated they understand
the Board’s concern – they have indicated in the past that they don’t agree.
o Standard 360-31A(2) relates to conformity with the Master Plan. There is concern that
the Master Plan defines the character of the corridor on Hadley Street and the proposed
excavation would be contrary to that character.
14. Temporary cul-de-sac not appropriate as per 360-31F
Summary: This was addressed under issue #1 above.
15. “Due regard” not given to Dry Brook Hill as required per standard 360-33B
Summary: Standard 360-33B provides that “Due regard shall be shown for all-natural
features such as large trees, watercourses, scenic points, historic spots and similar community
assets, which, if preserved, will add to the attractiveness and value of the subdivision and the
Town.” There is concern that development of Dry Brook Hill, particularly with the extent of
excavation proposed demonstrates a lack of showing “Due regard” for the natural feature.
16. Is there sufficient info for 360-31A(8), 360-31D(1) and 360-38(A)
Summary: The Director of Planning & Conservation had noted that the plans don’t appear to
demonstrate compliance with these three standards. The applicant’s consultant previously
provided a response to these concerns in a letter dated January 4, 2021 which is posted on the
Planning & Conservation Department page of the Town’s website as noted above on page 14
of this background packet. While the response noted that the plans do provide the
information for standards 360-31D(1) and 360-38(A) – they were not picked up in the staff
review, a revision in the plan is required for standard 360-31A(8). However, the plan revision
has not been submitted as of January 21, 2021.
17. Provide details on how the lot purchasers will be informed that they are in a Zone II area.
Summary: There is concern that persons buying homes in this subdivision will not be aware
of the sensitive environment associated with this area as a primary source of public water.
Other houses constructed on Sullivan Lane were on lots created as part of ANR Plans which
do not afford the Town any opportunity to raise these concerns. There are multiple ways to
address this issue. With the Stonegate Subdivision, approved in the 1980’s there was concern
about the presence of a dairy farm and how homebuyers might be “offended” so the Planning
Board required a deed attachment – not the most effective way to inform people particularly
in regards to the issues raised for North Pole Estates. A placard placed in the home could be a
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more effective educational tool. The Town is looking to the applicant to propose a means to
address this concern and they have previously indicated a willingness to do so.
18. Landscape/fence buffer, safety measures needed for lots abutting the active gravel pit.
Summary: This was addressed under issue #2 above.
19. Is amount of earth removed “incidental” for the construction of 2 houses - as highlighted in
multiple public hearing discussions by the Board, members of the public and the Peer
Reviewer, Weston & Sampson, most recently cited in their 10/19/20 memo.
Summary: There is concern that the amount of earth removal proposed for this subdivision is
not “incidental” and the subdivision could be developed with less removal. The applicant has
previously offered their justification as to why the work must be done as proposed.
22. Section 360-35A Re: Abnormal lot sizes. We briefly discussed this as the plan has several
abnormal shape/size lots but not sure if this "resolved.
Summary: This was discussed previously at public hearing sessions and it was noted that the
lots proposed are not “porkchop” or “flag lots”. The Director of Planning & Conservation
and Town Counsel have noted that there are some very large lots but all the lots meet the
frontage requirements without any special considerations.
23. Section 360-38D Re: Special conditions w/regard to specially constructed berms or gutters. I
don't have notes on whether this was discussed. Given the sensitivity of this particular site,
should DPW (or another entity) should weigh in on whether these are needed?
Summary: This standard provides that “Under special conditions, specially constructed
berms or gutters may be required by the Planning Board, particularly in areas of heavy
slope.: The DPW Superintendent will be asked to advise if this subdivision, as designed,
would warrant “specially constructed berms or gutters”.
January 22-25, 2021 Submissions
The applicant provided revised plans for the January 25, 2021 public hearing which addressed
several of the design standard technical issues and the issue of screening. Additionally, the
applicant submitted a draft “placard” to address concerns about home buyers being made aware
of the Water Supply Protection District restrictions. Further, supplemental responses from the
Traffic Consultant were also provided for the January 25, 2021 public hearing. All of these
materials are posted on the Planning & Conservation Department page of the Town’s website at
the following link: https://southhadley.org/1010/Hadley-Street---Northpole-Estates---2019 under
“January 2021 Submissions”.
Follow Up to January 25, 2021 Public Hearing
The public hearing was continued to February 22, 2021 and then to March 8, 2021.
Supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses.
These continuations were requested and provided to allow time for the applicant to have McLane
Environmental, LLC - a new consultant for this project - prepare supplemental Hydrogeologic
Analyses. As part of the discussion between the new consultant and the Director of Planning &
Conservation, it was determined that it would be helpful and necessary to have Weston &
Sampson engaged by the Town to provide input into the scope of this work and to review the
resultant analyses.
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A meeting between the consultants (members of McLane Environmental, LLC and a
representative of Weston & Sampson) and the Director of Planning & Conservation was held on
February 17th to determine the scope and methods of the additional study. Subsequently, there
email exchanges between the consultants to confirm use of particular models and model inputs as
well as to answer questions regarding the analyses. McLane Environmental LLC submitted a
“supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses” on March 1, 2021 which is posted on the Planning &
Conservation Department page of the Town’s website at the following link:
https://southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/8148/Hadley-Street---North-Pole-EstatesDefinitive-Plan---Supplemental-Hydrogeologic-Analyses---2021-03-02
The supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses was provided to Weston & Sampson for their review.
A report as to whether this analyses satisfactorily addresses the concerns raised about the initial
Hydrogeological Assessment Study is expected prior to the March 8, 2021 Planning Board
public hearing. A link to the supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses has also been provided to
South Hadley Public Health Director Sharon Hart.
Cost Estimate
During the January 25, 2021 public hearing, residents provided an estimate of the cost of the
proposed subdivision. As a follow-up to that meeting, I asked the DPW Superintendent for an
approximate cost. He has estimated the improvements would cost approximately $463,981
broken out as follows:
o
o
o
o
o

Stormwater:
Water system:
Sidewalk apron:
Roadway:
HMA, sidewalk, berm:

$130,500
$146,200
$ 3,000
$108,000
$ 76,281

Follow Up to March 8, 2021 Public Hearing
The public hearing was continued from March 8, 2021 to March 22, 2021 primarily to allow the
applicant to have the Board of Health review the Supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses and to
receive the Weston & Sampson written review of the Supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses.
March 8-18, 2021 Submissions
The Peer Reviewer from Weston and Sampson has submitted a summary of their review of the
McLane Environmental Supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses. This document has been posted
on the Planning & Conservation Department page of the Town’s website at the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/8200/Hadley-Street---North-PoleDefinitive-Plan-Peer-Review-2021-03-08-Review-of-McLane-Environmental-Submittal
Departmental/Board comments
As noted previously, the Board of Health Chair has provided a letter dated 2021-03-12 indicating
that the Board of Health has determined that the proposed development cannot be undertaken
without injury to the public.
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Section 360-23C(1) Review
Section 360-23C(1) of the Subdivision Regulations provides that there needs to be a joint
meeting with the "developer" and the various departments listed in Section 360-23C(1) "to
conduct a complete review of the proposed improvements. This meeting must be held prior to the
Planning Board taking action on a proposed Definitive Plan (see copy of this section below).
Since the deadline for the Planning Board taking action is March 22, 2021, this meeting was
scheduled and conducted virtually on Thursday March 18, 2021. A listing of the participants and
the nature of their comments is attached to this background packet. While the section references
the "Planning Board", "Conservation Commission", and the "Board of Health", this has
traditionally been a staff level meeting and not a public meeting - Town Counsel Lisa Mead
advised we should continue to follow that practice.
“Section 360-23C(1): Prior to action by the Planning Board on the definitive plan, a
joint meeting shall be held with the developer, Planning Board, the DPW Superintendent,
Conservation Commission, Building Commissioner, Water Department, Electric Light
Department, Fire Chief, Tree Warden, and Board of Health to conduct a complete review
of the proposed improvements.”
Decision
The deadline for the Board file a decision is Friday March 26, 2021. Accordingly, Town Counsel
and the Director of Planning & Conservation (mostly Town Counsel) have been working on a
draft decision which has been provided to the Board members participating in the public hearing
process. The draft is also attached to this packet.
Requests to speak:
As of March 19, 2021, no one has signed up to speak.
Google Form Responses and Emails – Comments:
No new comments have been received since the March 8, 2021 public hearing as of March 19,
2021.
ACTION NEEDED: Hold the public hearing. Since the deadline for a decision has not been
extended, the Board should plan to close the hearing.
Agenda Item #6 – DECISION – North Pole Estates
Since the deadline for filing a decision on the project is Friday March 26, 2021, the Planning
Board needs to make a decision on this project at the March 22, 2021 meeting or schedule a
special meeting before March 26, 2021 to make a decision. Town Counsel has prepared a draft
decision for the Board’s consideration which has been sent to the Board members and is attached
to this packet. It can be discussed during the Public Hearing – if the Board wants to receive any
comment from the applicant or the public. Once the public hearing is closed, the Board should
not receive any further applicant or public comment on this matter.
ACTION NEEDED: Make a decision to approve or deny the applications and authorize the
Director of Planning & Conservation to sign the decision on the Board’s behalf.
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Agenda Item #7 - Development Update and Planning & Conservation Department Report
The Planning & Conservation Department staff will provide a report on the following items:
a. Development Activity
o Skinner Woods: The project engineer has been making revision to his submittal and this
matter will likely be scheduled for endorsement at the April 26th Planning Board meeting.
o Rocky’s Hardware: The project engineer is working on the plan submittals and their
architect is having some simulations prepared which will show how the building will
relate to the massing of other buildings on the site and on the adjacent property. I
anticipate the application for Site Plan Review and Stormwater Management will be
submitted sometime in March which would result in public hearing, probably late April.
o Senior Center Sign Illumination: Application materials for an illuminated sign at the new
Senior Center has been electronically submitted. This matter will likely be scheduled for
April 12th.
o McKinley Avenue Duplex. A developer is proposing to construct a two-family dwelling
on a lot on McKinley Avenue. A hearing on the project may be scheduled for April 26th..
b. Bylaw and Map Amendments
o A request has been submitted for a change in the zoning for properties abutting Route
202 and Route 33. This matter has been scheduled for a public hearing on April 5, 2021
at 6:45 p.m.
o 82 Pearl Street (aka 82 Sorbi Circle) request for a change from Agricultural to Business
A. The applicant has submitted emails to the Planning & Conservation Department and
the Town Administrator indicating they are withdrawing their request.
o Stormwater Management Bylaw Rewrite. A public hearing on the proposed rewrite of the
Stormwater Management Bylaw is scheduled for April 5, 2021 at 7:45 p.m. The article is
being written as a repeal and replace action due to the extensive changes being made
throughout the bylaw.
c. Master Plan Update
o As the Board is aware, the Master Plan Update Advisory Committee has recommended
the draft Update to the Planning Board for their review and consideration. The Board met
on January 21, 2021, February 4, 2021, March 4, 2021. And March 18, 2021 to review
the Master Plan Update. Additional Planning Board meetings were scheduled to complete
the first round of the Board’s review of the Master Plan Update on the following dates –
to be held at 6:00 p.m. for approximately 2 hours each night:
o Tuesday March 30, 2021
o Monday April 12, 2021 (as part of the Board’s regular meeting to the extent time
is available
o Thursday April 22, 2021
Several boards have submitted comments and questions regarding the update in response
to meetings with the Master Plan Implementation Committee. The staff is compiling
these comments and they were provided to the Board for review prior to the March 18th
meeting – to review them in a piecemeal fashion would be disruptive and
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counterproductive. However, the Board has not reached the point of reviewing the
comments yet.
d. Planning Board Meeting Schedule
As set at the December 14, 2020 meeting, the meeting schedule through April 30, 2021 is as
follows:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Monday, January 25, 2021
Monday, February 8, 2021
Monday, February 22, 2021
Monday, March 8, 2021
Monday, March 22, 2021
Monday, April 12, 2021
Monday, April 26, 2021

e. Planning & Conservation Department Grant Activity
Responding to Ms. Mulvaney’s suggestion at the last meeting, we have attempted to compile
a list of the grants which the Planning & Conservation Department written and been funded.
Over the past 21+ years that I have been with South Hadley, the community has and is
benefiting from over $8.3 Million in grants through the department’s efforts (see the attached
spreadsheet).
Review of the details shows how small grants can serve as catalysts for bigger activities – for
example, the DLTA grants led to the Smart Growth Districts and $700,000 in grants and then
those led to the MassWorks and Complete Streets grants which collectively total over $4
Million.
It should be noted that this list only considers the grants that the Department staff wrote and
submitted. It does not include those that we participated in but were submitted by others –
such as the Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), some other self help and PARC
grants, etc.
I have posted this compilation on the Planning & Conservation Department page of the
Town’s website at the following link:
https://www.southhadley.org/DocumentCenter/View/8197/Planning-and-ConservationDepartment-Grants-1999-2021
f. Other
o
Agenda Item #8 – Other New Business
I have included this agenda item for Board members to bring up new items (for discussion and
future consideration) that are not on the agenda and which the Chair could not reasonably expect
to be discussed/considered as of the date which the agenda was posted.
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Additionally, this is an opportunity for the representatives on various committees and the PVPC
Commissioner/Alternate Commissioner to make reports to the Board. The reports should be less
than 3 minutes each.
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SOUTH HADLEY PLANNING BOARD
LIST OF CORRESPONDENCES
March 9-19, 2021

Letters & Memos
• Notice received March 9, 2021 for a public meeting on March 3, 2021 held by the
Conservation Commission to consider a request to install a seasonal dock at 24 Canal
Street
• Illuminated sign request received March 16, 2021 from Chuck’s Sign Company to
illuminate a freestanding sign at 281 Granby Road.
• Email received March 18, 2021 from John Howard, 15 The Knolls, with comments for
the Board’s Open Comment Period.
• Memorandum received March 19, 2021 from Frank Getchell, Weston and Sampson,
providing a written response to the hydrological analyses performed by McLane
Environmental relating to the proposed North Pole Estates Subdivision.
Town Department Comments on Pending Projects
• Unsigned letter received March 17, 2021 from the Board of Health updating their
recommendation regarding the proposed North Pole Estates Subdivision.
Legal Notices
Amherst
•
Chicopee
•
Granby
•
Hadley
•
Holyoke
•
Publications
• Zoning Practice March 2021 Issue Number 3 : Practice Environmental Justice

1

55 Walkers Brook Drive, Suite 100, Reading, MA 01867
Tel: 978.532.1900

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Richard Harris, AICP, Director of Planning, South Hadley, MA

FROM:

F. Getchell, PG, Sr. Technical Leader – Hydrogeology

DATE:

March 17, 2021

SUBJECT:

Summary of Peer Review of McLane Environmental, LLC, Groundwater Modeling
Efforts for the Proposed North Pole Estates Project

Introduction
As per our proposal of February 4, 2021, Weston & Sampson has completed at the request of the Town
of South Hadley (the Town) a peer review and related support services in connection with groundwater
modeling conducted by McLane Environmental, LLC (McLane) on behalf of Chicopee Concrete Service
Inc. (the Applicant) in support of its proposed North Pole Estates Development (the Development)
bordering the eastern bank of the Connecticut River in the Town. The modeling efforts were completed
by McLane in response to Weston & Sampson’s concerns previously provided to the Town regarding
the potential impacts of the proposed Development on the local water resources and the nearby South
Hadley District No. 2 Dry Brook Well Field (the Well Field).
Our completed peer-review efforts included discussions with McLane (via conference call on February
17, 2021, and email on February 26, 2021) regarding: their review and understanding of Weston &
Sampson’s concerns regarding the potential impacts of the proposed Development on the local water
resources and the nearby South Hadley District No. 2 Dry Brook Well Field; selection of appropriate
models and applications consistent with the reported local and site-specific hydrogeologic conditions;
and the selection of representative potential contaminants and developed site conditions that should be
the focus of the respective modeling efforts (summarized in the McLane letter dated February 12, 2021,
and the “DRAFT” table of “Input Values for Modeling Analyses to Address Comments Re: Potential
Hydrogeologic Impacts Associated with the Proposed North Pole Estates Development”). Weston &
Sampson reviewed the subsequently prepared McLane report entitled “Summary of Supplemental
Hydrogeologic Analyses, Proposed North Pole Estates Subdivision, South Hadley, MA” that provided a
detail description of the modeling efforts used and respective results summarizing the completed
modeling efforts received on March 1, 2021. Weston & Sampson attended the Town Planning Board
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meeting on March 8, 2021 at which the McLane report was presented by McLane on behalf of the
Applicant and provided a verbal summary of its peer review findings.
Summary of McLane’s Evaluation and Peer Review Comments
The following is a summary, with our responses, of the primary points related to the modeling evaluation
completed by McLane that we have considered as part of our peer review efforts:
1. As currently proposed, the Development will consist of seven (7) residential buildings with
corresponding landscaping, driveways, and individual sanitary wastewater disposal systems
(septic tanks and leach fields), necessary roadways and stormwater management features
(retention basin), covering a cumulative area of about 17 acres located in the eastern portion of
the overall 115-acre property (the Property). Water supply for the proposed Development will
be provided by hookup to the off-site local public community system (e.g., South Hadley District
No. 2 Dry Brook Well Field). The remaining portion of the Property will remain as an active sand
and gravel quarrying operation. The excavation and removal of approximately 400,000 cubic
yards of sand and gravel (potential groundwater recharge storage unit for the underlying
aquifer) will be required to accommodate the proposed Development, with between 70 and 90
feet of sand and gravel vertically separating the finish grade from the underlying groundwater
surface. The Property, including the portion comprising the proposed Development occurs
within the limits of the Zone II Well Head Protection Area (WHPA) for the South Hadley District
No. 2 Dry Brook Well Field. These existing and proposed conditions are fundamental to the
assumptions incorporated into the McLane modeling efforts and results.
2. The Zone II WHPA for the South Hadley District No. 2 Dry Brook Well Field was originally
delineated using the USGS MODFLOW numerical model1. The model used locale-specific
aquifer characteristics (e.g., hydraulic conductivity, hydraulic gradient, vertical and lateral extent
of comprising geologic units, hydraulic relationships with local surface water bodies, and
reported pumping rates for the Dry Brook Well Field) based on groundwater levels
measurements collected for the aquifer underlying the Property and at the nearby Well Field,
and pumping tests associated with the Dry Brook Well Field. As we understand it, McLane was
able to obtain the source code for the USGS model but was not able to readily incorporate its
use within the project timeframe due to system and software incompatibilities, which based on
Weston & Sampson’s experience is not unusual for those attempting to use such models when
obtained from the USGS. As such, McLane discussed this issue with Weston & Sampson, and
it was agreed that they would utilize other publicly available and regulatorily accepted models
which adequately addressed the hydrogeologic and water quality concerns previously identified
by us.
These models were: REMFuel (for petroleum contaminants); SEVIEW (for
vertical/unsaturated zone and lateral migration of PFAS (specifically, PFOA), sodium, and
toluene); Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) Nitrogen model
(for wastewater and fertilizer associated nitrate dilution); and AnAqSim. In several instances, the
Garabedian, S.P., and Radway Stone, J., 2004, “Delineation of Areas of Contributing Water to the Dry Brook
Public-Supply Well, South Hadley, Massachusetts”, USGS Water Resources Investigation Report WRIR 03-4320.
1
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models utilized by McLane were actually more germane to projecting the specific hydrogeologic
conditions relative to potential water quality impacts than the USGS model would be.
Furthermore, the model utilized by McLane to project impacts on local groundwater flow
conditions (e.g., direction and gradients) resulting from the proposed Development (AnAqSim)
is used elsewhere in Massachusetts and accepted by the MassDEP for determining Zone II
WHPA for public community supply wells. The results of the AnAqSim model projected a Zone
II WHPA for the Dry Brook Well Field that is relatively consistent with that projected by the USGS
model. As such all of the models used by McLane in its efforts were considered appropriate for
addressing the Weston & Sampson concerns regarding the projection of potential impacts on
quantity and quality for the aquifer and Dry Brook Well Field which could occur as a result of the
proposed Development.
3. As part of the modeling efforts, McLane utilized models which focused on projection of the fate
and transport of “hypothetical release of “typical” contaminants as agreed to with Weston &
Sampson that could be associated with activities related to the Development and its
construction. As described above, the respective focus of each model incorporated the
possible movement (vertically above the groundwater surface and laterally) and final
concentration that could occur at the Well Field. The “typical” contaminants and hypothetical
releases assumed were: sodium (related to road salting and impact on the proposed
stormwater management infrastructure); benzene (as the primary contaminant of concern
related to possible fuel spillage related to construction equipment); PFAS (related to snow
removal equipment preparation and impact on the proposed stormwater management
infrastructure); nitrate (related to on-site individual wastewater disposal via septic systems); and
toluene (related to household solvent discharge to on-site individual wastewater disposal via
septic systems). The corresponding releases for each contaminant were conservative relative
to the projected impact on the Well Field in that they assume an excessive volume and/or
duration for the respective “hypothetical” release, and they do not consider the contribution of
non-impacted groundwater to the Dry Brook Well Field from other parts of the Zone II WHPA.
Based on the modeling results, only benzene (related to a hypothetical equipment diesel fuel
release at the Property, as close to the Well Field) was projected under conservative conditions
to possibly impact the Well Field at a concentration exceeding the respective MassDEP drinking
water standard. Adequate protection of the Well Field from such a hypothetical release may be
afforded as part of appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) required of the Applicant
by the Town.
4. All modeling efforts conducted by McLane assume the existing and proposed conditions
summarized above for the site, hydrogeologic conditions previously reported and modeled by
the USGS for the site area including the Dry Brook Well Field2, and no changes in the pumping
of the South Hadley District No. 2 Dry Brook Well Field beyond what is currently permitted by
the MassDEP. Based on these underlying conditions, we recommend that the Town consider
requiring updating of the currently completed modeling efforts to determine if the currently
2

Ibid.
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projected impacts will adversely change in the event that future changes in the Development
are proposed. Changes warranting such an update includes construction of additional
housing/buildings and increase in the amount of on-site paved/impervious areas; an increase
in the proposed amount of sand and gravel removal (vertically and/or laterally); and changes in
water supply source (on-site versus off-site), wastewater disposal, and stormwater
management infrastructure.
Closing
Weston & Sampson believes that the efforts utilized by McLane to model the potential impacts on the
Dry Brook Well Field and the local water resources from the proposed Development are adequate and
address the hydrogeologic and groundwater quality concerns that we have previously identified. Though
the McLane modeling projections indicate that generally, the currently proposed Development should
not adversely impact the Well Field, the use of BMPs related to the construction and subsequent
maintenance of corresponding roadways, and stormwater and individual wastewater disposal systems
as a means of protecting the Well Field and further mitigating any potential for groundwater quality
impacts should be considered. In addition, we recommend the Applicant should be encouraged to
maintain and use for periodic groundwater level measurements and possible sampling the existing onsite observation wells (and possibly augment with one or two additional ones located along the northern
property boundary) to provide detailed background hydrogeologic information in support of future use
of and/or changes to the Property beyond what is currently being proposed.
A description of some of the more relevant BMPs for consideration (assuming that they are not already
required by the Town of the Applicant) relative to the proposed Development are:
1. Adequate measures for erosion, sediment control, and runoff related to potential fluid and fuel
spillage in construction equipment storage and maintenance areas, which should be located
as far as possible from the Property boundary closest to the Well Field.
2. Monitoring of construction equipment and worker vehicles for leaks should be completed daily
during the site development activities. Oil-absorbing mats should be placed under equipment
during periods of prolonged non-use (e.g., weekends) and storage. Repair of equipment or
machinery should be performed as far as possible from the Property boundary closest to the
Well Field. If on-site vehicle washing is necessary, it should be completed in an area as far away
as possible from the Property boundary closest to the Well Field. Capture and off-site disposal
of all rinse water should be completed as soon as possible. Off-site equipment washing and
maintenance should be considered a preferred approach.
3. In the event of a spill, the on-site supervisor should be notified and required to assess the
incident and initiate proper containment and response procedures immediately upon
notification. Primary notification of a spill should be made to the local Fire Department and
Police Department. Secondary notification should be made to a certified cleanup contractor if
deemed necessary by Fire and/or Police Department. The third level of notification (within 1
hour) be made to the MassDEP or the Applicant’s Licensed Site Professional (LSP). The
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Applicant should be required to record any spill or release including the quantity and type of
material, date of the spill, circumstances leading to the release, location of spill, response
actions and personnel, documentation of notifications and corrective measures implemented
to prevent reoccurrence.
4. Postconstruction activities should include the distribution of educational materials to the future
residents regarding the proper use and maintenance of septic systems and disposal
prohibitions. The materials should include an explanation of where their water supply comes
from and the significance of their residences being located in a Zone II WHPA.
5. The Town may wish to have the Applicant incorporate adequate BMPs for operation and
maintenance of the stormwater infrastructure relative to the seasonal removal and off-site
disposal or recycling of accumulated road salt and related sediment.
If you have any questions, or need additional information, please feel free to contact either James
Riordan or me.

Cc: M. James Riordan, AICP, LEED AP, Team Leader
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NOTICE
CERTIFICATE OF PLANNING BOARD DECISION DENYING
APPLICATIONS FOR DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION PLAN AND STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT PERMIT SUBMITTED BY:
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12
13
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APPLICANT:

Chicopee Concrete Service, Inc.
c/o Jason Ouellette
652 Prospect Street
Chicopee, MA 01020

OWNER(S)

Phillip Lizotte III, Leo Concrete Services, Inc.
J& L Realty Management, LLC
Peter J. Edge

SUBDIVISION NAME:

North Pole Estates

LOCATION:

West side of Hadley Street (Route 47) and along Sullivan Lane
South Hadley, MA 01075
Assessor’s Map Number #54 as Parcels #15 & #20 and on
Assessor’s Map Number #56 as Parcels #20, #26, #42, #43, #43A,
#104, #109, #112, and #121.

SURVEYORS & ENGINEERS:

R Levesque Associates, Inc.
40 School Street
Westfield, MA 01085
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I.

INTRODUCTION AND PUBLIC HEARING

36
37
38
39
40

A public hearing process was held beginning November 18, 2019 and concluded March 22, 2021
in accordance with the South Hadley Subdivision Regulations and the Massachusetts General Laws. The
public hearing was opened on November 18, 2019 and continued successively to December 16, 2019; and
February 10, 2020.

41
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43
44

On March 10, 2020, however, the Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (the
“Governor”) declared a state of emergency to respond to the COVID-19 virus, a contagious, and at times,
fatal, respiratory disease now labeled a pandemic.
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On March 10, 2020, the Governor also issued an “Order Suspending Certain Provisions of the
Open Meeting Law, G.L. c. 30A, § 20” and on April 3, 2020, the State Legislature enacted special
legislation, Chapter 53 of the Acts of 2020, staying all permitting deadlines within which a board must
act, including the deadlines set forth in the Subdivision Control Law. Chapter 53 of the Acts of 2020,
among other things, stayed the deadline by which an application could be constructively approved until
forty-five (45) days after the Governor terminated the State of Emergency. Notwithstanding, the public
hearing resumed on June 15, 2020; June 22, 2020; July 13, 2020; September 14, 2020; October 5, 2019;
November 2, 2020; November 30, 2020; January 25, 2021; March 8, 2021; and concluded March 22,
2021. Public hearing sessions held prior to March 2020 were conducted “in person” while all successive
sessions, due to the COVID-19 State of Emergency, were conducted virtually in accordance with the
Governor’s State of Emergency Declaration. In addition, the Applicant gave written extensions for the
Board to continue the public hearing through March 22, 2021 and to issue and file its decision through
March 26, 2021.
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This Certificate is filed in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 41, Section 81U of the
Massachusetts General Laws to show that the Planning Board at its regular meeting on March 22, 2021 by
a vote of ____ (_) out of four (4) members present (Nate Therien did not participate in the hearings as a
member of the Planning Board nor in this decision as he was not on the Board when the public hearing
began November 18, 2019) DENIED the above-referenced Application for Approval of a Definitive Plan
and Stormwater Management Permit for the North Pole Estates subdivision project as described herein
and made the findings regarding such applications as stated herein.
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II.

BACKGROUND

25
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27
28
29

In 2018, the applicant submitted a Special Permit application to expand their earth removal
operation to encompass much of the subject property. Following multiple public hearings, in January
2019, the applicant withdrew the Special Permit application – which the Planning Board permitted
without prejudice.

30
31
32
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Approximately four months after withdrawing its Special Permit application, the applicant
submitted a Preliminary Plan for a subdivision proposing 59 lots on most of the subject property which
the Planning Board approved with conditions on April 29, 2019. The Preliminary Subdivision Plan did
not encompass a portion of the subject property owned by Peter Edge (Assessor’s Map #56 – Parcel #42
and #120).
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39
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In October 2019, the applicant submitted a proposed Definitive Plan encompassing the subject
108.93 acres which is owned by multiple parties. The proposed Definitive Plan depicts a subdivision of
only a small portion of the entire site shown on the Preliminary Subdivision Plan. As noted above, the
proposed Definitive Plan also added land owned by Peter Edge (Assessor’s Map #56 – Parcel #42 and
#120) which was not shown on the Preliminary Subdivision Plan.
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As originally proposed, the Definitive Plan would have created a roadway approximately 800 feet
in length and 9 lots (5 of which were proposed as developable lots and 4 of which are already improved
with single family homes). During the course of the public hearings, the applicant revised the plan to
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create only 8 lots. Of these 8 lots, four were proposed as new developable houses lots while the other four
lots are already improved with structures thereon but may or may not be part of future development of the
overall site. Further, the applicant indicated an intent to submit ANR Plans to create additional lots
(estimated to be 3 new lots) once the grading was completed. The initial Definitive Plan envisioned the
removal of approximately 437,500 cubic yards of material from the site. Subsequent revisions to the
Definitive Plan increased the amount of earth removal associated with the project to approximately
497,000 cubic yards.
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III.

SUBMISSIONS DURING THE PUBLIC HEARING
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This decision is based on the following Plans and information, which are incorporated herein:
General

14
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19

1. Public Hearing Minutes (including materials referenced therein) of the Planning Board hearings
regarding this project.
2. Meeting Minutes. Minutes of the Planning Board meeting held March 22, 2021.
3. Departmental Review meeting. The record of the departmental review meeting held March 18,
2021.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

Initial Submittal 2019-10-25
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Application - 2019-10-25
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Application and Reports Narrative
Clarification - 2019-10-28
3. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Application Plan Sheets 2019-10-25
4. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Hydrogeologic Study - 2019-10-25
5. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Perc Logs - 2019-10-25
6. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Stormwater Report - 2019-10-25
7. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Traffic Study 01 - Report - 2019-10-25
8. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Traffic Study 02 - Appendix - 2019-10-25
Materials from Applicant Submitted 2019-11-18
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2019-11-18 Letter of Updates
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2019-11-18 Plan Sheet P-1
Letters from Applicant Submitted 2019-12-16
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2019-12-16 Letter Regarding Changes
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2019-12-16 Waiver Request Septic Design
3. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2019-12-16 Waiver Request Updated
Revised Submittals from Applicant 2020-01-22
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-01-20 Revisions – O and M Plan
Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-01-20 Revisions - Plans
Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-01-20 Revisions - Stormwater
Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-01-20 Revisions - Timeline
Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-01-20 Septic Memo Lot 02
Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-01-20 Septic Memo Lot 03
Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-01-20 Septic Memo Lot 06-07
Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-01-20 Septic Memo Lot 08
Letter of Transmittal and Acknowledgement of Receipt

Letters and Emails of Review from Boards and Departments
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Title 5 Plan Review - Third Party Review
2020-06-10 Emailed
2. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2019-11-13 Water Commissioners Dist. 2 Letter
3. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2019-11-14 Conservation Commission Letter
4. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Email from Chief of Police 2019-11-15
5. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Email from Public Health Director 2019-11-18
6. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Email from Water Superintendent 2019-11-13
7. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2019-12-05 from Health Director
8. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2020-01-22 from DPW Superintendent
9. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2020-06-12 from Board of Health Chair
10. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2020-06-16 Emails from Public Health Director
11. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2020-06-19 from Board of Health 2020-06-22
12. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2020-10-15 from Board of Health 2020-10-21
13. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2020-11-02 from Board of Health
14. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2020-03-03 from Building Commissioner regarding
definition of incidental
15. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Letter 2021-02-16 from Building Commissioner
Peer Review Reports
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Definitive Plan Peer Review 2020-03-05
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Definitive Plan Peer Review 2020-03-05 Corrections Highlighted
3. Hadley Street-North Pole Estates-Definitive Plan Submittal 2019-Review of Applicant Responses
to Peer Review 2020-04-29
4. Weston and Sampson PowerPoint for 2020-06-15
5. Hadley Street - North Pole Definitive Plan Peer Review 2020-03-17
Requests for Continuations
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-03-09 Request for Continuation
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-03-18 Request for Continuation
Responses to Peer Review Reports 2020-03-16 and 2020-06-10
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Hadley Street - North Pole Plan - Response to Peer Review 2020-03-16 - CB Hood
Hadley Street - North Pole Plan - Response to Peer Review 2020-03-16 - Letter of Response
Hadley Street - North Pole Plan - Response to Peer Review 2020-03-16 - O and M Plan
Hadley Street - North Pole Plan - Response to Peer Review 2020-03-16 - Traffic
Hadley Street - North Pole Plan - Response to Peer Review 2020-06-12 - Traffic

Other Notices of Continuation
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-04-06 Continuation to 2020-05-18
Posting
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-05-05 Continuation to 2020-06-01
Posting
3. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-05-20 Continuation to 2020-06-15
Post 2020-09-14 Public Hearing Submittals
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan over Preliminary Plan 2020-09-22
2. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-09-24 Planning Board Members Comments as to
Inconsistencies
3. North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-09-28 Letter Responding to Inconsistencies
October 2020 Submission Materials
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates - 2020-10-05 Questions for Peer Reviewer and Applicant
Representative
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates - 2020-10-19 Memo from Weston and Sampson-Peer Reviewer
Responses
3. North Pole Estates - 2020-10-23 Letter from Rob Levesque
4. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates - Definitive Plan - Aerial overlay 2020-10-16
November 2020 Submission Materials
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-11-23 Letter
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Aerial Overlay - Received 2020-11-30
January 2021 Submission Materials
1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2021-01-04 Letter from Applicant Consultant
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2021-01-22 Revised Plan Set
3. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2021-01-22 Revised Plan Email Transmittal
and Explanation
4. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2021-01-25 Draft Placard
5. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2021-01-25 Traffic Consultant Response
6. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-07-10 Traffic Consultant Response
7. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2020-07-15 Traffic Consultant Response
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March 2021 Submission Materials

2

1. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - Supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses 2021-03-02
2. Hadley Street - North Pole Estates Definitive Plan - 2021-03-08 Power Point Slides for
Supplemental Hydrogeologic Analyses Presentation
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IV.

REVIEW BY DEPARTMENTS/COMMISSIONS AND BOARD OF HEALTH AND
PUBLIC COMMENT
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A. Town Departments/Commissions and Board of Health
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In accordance with Planning Board procedures and practices, the application materials were
submitted to the following departments, boards, and commissions for review:
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o

South Hadley Board of Health
South Hadley Conservation Commission
South Hadley Fire District #2 Fire Department
South Hadley Fire District #2 Water Department
Building Commissioner
Public Works Superintendent
Police Chief

21
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Over the course of the review, these various departments, boards, and commissions provided a
variety of comments and correspondence as identified below:
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Police Chief (2019-11-15): I have reviewed the Traffic Impact Study Residential Development North
Pole Estates as provided by McMahon and can provide the following comments:
1) I reviewed the proposed vehicular trip generation (increase) as a result of this development and
could not identify any concerns as it relates to the impact of this proposed development.
2) I reviewed the level of service approach for the existing roadways that would be impacted
(Sullivan Street and Pearl Street) as well as the new northern and southern approaches from North
Pole to Hadley Street. Given the analysis within the traffic study provided I could not identify any
concerns as it relates to the impact of existing traffic/ (and anticipated non-build traffic growth of
1% per year), on Hadley St.
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Further comments:
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A.
Lighting: With increase access/volume in the Hadley St area, I would recommend
a lighting needs assessment as it relates to vehicular, pedestrian and cyclist safety. While
my perception is just that, perception, this is a dark roadway and could benefit from
enhanced lighting.

41
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B.
Speeding/Signage: Similarly, a more advanced evaluation regarding speed
regulations on Hadley St would be warranted to determine if the posted speed (40 MPH)
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are appropriate for the increased vehicle trips on the roadway (and even existing vehicle
trip activity). The Police Department receives complaints from residents of Hadley St.
regarding speeding on this roadway and the Police Department does make efforts to
enforce the speeding regulations with personnel, but our opportunities during peak hours
are limited given staffing and call volume. Per the traffic impact study, 85% of the traffic
is within 47 MPH, but the remaining 15% is travelling in excess of 47MPH is concerning
for other motorists, pedestrians/cyclists. This area of Hadley St. may be a good candidate
for electronic speed signs, even absent development.
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Water Department District 2 Superintendent (2019-11-13): The applicant must meet with the
Superintendent to discuss the following requirements:
1) South Hadley Water District No. 2 Rules and Regulations for Housing Developments.
2) Water Impact assessment application.
3) Material Standards for District No. 2 Water Department.
4) Copy of the Water Billing Structure.
5) Payment Fee for the development plans.
6) Connection Fee's shall be paid to the department before any connection is made to the distribution
system.
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Additionally, the Water Superintendent for District 2 also provided a letter from the Board of
Water Commissioners expressing some concerns and comments.
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Water Department District 2 Superintendent (2019-12-10): Submitted a letter regarding the water
service relative to the size of the development.
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Director of Public Health (2019-11-15): In a telephone conversation, the Director of Public Health
expressed concerns about the extent of excavation and possible fill activities at locations where perc
tests were conducted. She indicated that these activities could pose challenges for or even impede
installation of septic systems in these locations. I anticipate a letter or email with her concerns prior to
the hearing on Monday.
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Director of Public Health (Update 2019-11-15): Subsequent to the November 18, 2019 Public
Hearing, the Director of Public Health provided a letter denying the Definitive Plan.
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Director of Public Health (2020-06-10): The Director of Public Health submitted copies of the thirdparty review of the Title 5 plans submitted by the applicant.
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Director of Public Health (2020-06-16): The Director of Public Health submitted an email to the
applicant and their consultant regarding requirements for the Board of Health permitting:
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“Based on the third-party review from D3 Engineering, dated June 4, 2020 for the Title 5 plan
review of the North Pole estates subdivision, the South Hadley Health Department would like to
see elevations be associated with each one of the deep holes and percolation tests done on each lot
and that each deep hole and percolation test elevation be referenced to a benchmark that cannot be
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moved. Those elevations are to be indicated on a plan for the North Pole estates subdivision: a
copy to be given to the South Hadley Health Department.
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Also, prior to any construction of a system on any of the lots, a surveyed elevation for that test site
must be done to verify that the elevation for those deep holes and percolation test locations are the
same as the original elevations. Any disposal works construction permit will need to meet all
requirements of 310 CMR 15.000: THE STATE ENVIRONMENTAL CODE, TITLE 5:
STANDARD REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SITING, CONSTRUCTION, INSPECTION,
UPGRADE AND EXPANSION OF ON-SITE SEWAGE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL
SYSTEMS AND FOR THE TRANSPORT AND DISPOSAL OF SEPTAGE.”
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She also attached a copy of the letter and reports transmitted in her June 10, 2020 email to the
Director of Planning & Conservation.
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Conservation Commission (2019-11-15): The Conservation Commission provided a letter which
notes, in part, that the work in proposed Phase 1 of North Pole Estates as presented on the plans “will
not require a permit from the Conservation Commission”. However, they also note that subsequent
work on proposed Lots #4 and #5 might require Conservation Commission permitting. Additionally,
subsequent phases of the subdivision might require Conservation Commission permitting action (NOI
or RDA). Additionally, the Commission provided further comments and suggestions (letter attached
to the minutes).
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South Hadley Electric Light Department – SHELD (2019-11-18): SHELD will provide electric
service based upon any town approved plans, both for the initial design, and the full conceptual plan.
I don’t anticipate any unusual or unique conditions that would limit our ability to design, construct,
operate and maintain the electric system for the development.
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Fire District #2 – Fire Department (2019-12-09): South Hadley Fire District #2 Fire Department has
reviewed the plans for the proposed development off of Hadley Street (route 47) and participated in
the walk through. We have no concerns at this time in regard to road width, fire access, and hydrant
locations. Any questions or concerns please let me know.
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Building Commissioner (2019-12-06): Per § 255-84 of the zoning bylaws, if the subdivision site
preparation activities for North Pole Estates “involve the removal, excavation, and/or addition of
5,000 or more cubic yards of material for use on parcels of land other than the parcel(s) from which
the materials were removed or extracted”, a special permit from the planning board will be required
prior to issuance of a permit from this office for said activities. Incidental activity exemptions (not
requiring a special permit) apply only to premises for which a building permit has been issued or for
the development of site improvements for a subdivision for which definitive plans have already been
approved. Neither exemption applies.
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Building Commissioner (2020-03-03): Provided a statement as to the meaning of “incidental” and
how this relates to the proposed development.
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Building Commissioner (2021-02-15): Provided a memo indicating that even if the Planning Board
approves the subdivision, a Special Permit is required.
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Acting DPW Superintendent (2019-11-22): The DPW Superintendent submitted a letter regarding the
issue of a possible sanitary sewer extension to serve this development.
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Acting DPW Superintendent (2019-12-13): The South Hadley DPW would like to request that the
Planning Board have the plans reviewed by an outside expert with particular focus on stormwater and
traffic.
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Board of Health Chair (2020-06-12): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter via the Public
Health Office.
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Board of Health Chair (2020-09-23): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter to the applicant
regarding a planned Board of Health meeting to deliberate on the application scheduled for October
13, 2020. The Public Health Office provided a copy to the Planning & Conservation Department.
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Board of Health Chair (2020-10-15): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter to the applicant
regarding the Board of Health review of the proposed development and identified issues the Board of
Health had in reviewing the project. The Public Health Office provided a copy to the Planning &
Conservation Department.
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Board of Health Chair (2020-11-02): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter to the Planning
Board regarding the Board of Health review of the proposed development, following its September
15, 2020 public hearing and deliberations on October 13, 2020 both attended by the applicant and the
applicant’s representatives, and stating that the Board found that “the areas shown on the North Pole
Estates Subdivision Plan cannot be used for building sites without injury to the public health” and
listed their reasons for such determination.
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Building Commissioner (2020-03-03 and 2021-02-15): Building Commissioner provided comments
as to his interpretation of “Incidental” and that approval of the Subdivision would require a Special
Permit to excavate more than 5,000 cubic yards.
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Board of Health Chair (2021-3-12): The Board of Health Chair submitted a letter to the Planning
Board regarding the Board of Health review of the proposed development, following its March 9,
2021 public meeting attended by the applicant and the applicant’s representatives, and and stating that
the Board found that “the areas shown on the North Pole Estates Subdivision Plan cannot be used for
building sites without injury to the public health” and listed their reasons for such determination.
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B. Public Comment
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In addition to the comments received by the Board from other Town Departments/Commissions
and the Board of Health, the Board received extensive comments from the public both in writing and
orally throughout the public hearing. The plans and other submission materials were reviewed by the
Board and its consulting legal counsel. Throughout its deliberations, the Board has been mindful of the
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statements of the applicant and its representative(s), and the comments of the general public, all as made
at the public hearing.
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V.

FINDINGS AND DELIBERATIONS
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1) Board of Health’s Recommendation
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Pursuant to Section 360-23A(1) of the South Hadley Subdivision Regulations, and G.L. c. 41, 81U,
the Board of Health reviewed the proposed development and determined, as stated in the November 2,
2020 letter from the Chair of the Board of Health, that:
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The areas shown on the North Pole Estates Subdivision Plan cannot be used for building sites
without injury to the public health, for the following reasons:
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•
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•

The removal of 400,000 cubic yards of material to a depth in some place of over fifty feet will
allow the intrusion of harmful substances into the public water supply.
The placement of roads and houses on top of the aquifer and in the recharge area at a
decreased elevation level to the water table will allow for the intrusion of harmful substances
in the public water supply.
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At the applicant’s request and upon the submissions of supplemental materials, to wit, the
Supplemental Hydrogeological Report, the Board of Health met again on March 9, 2021 with the
applicant and subsequently provided the Planning Board with a letter dated March 12, 2021 which states
in relevant part:
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The Supplemental Report does not assuage the Board’s concerns. Moreover, it does not address
the specific issues raised in the Board of Health’s November 2, 2020 letter. While the Board of
Health recognizes the expertise and professionalism reflected in the Supplemental Report, it is not
the contents of the Supplemental Report that the Board finds unpersuasive. It is what is not in the
Supplemental Report that is of concern. Additionally, the Board of Health does not raise these
concerns in a vacuum. The overwhelming consensus among the Board member’s and the public’s
comments, including Stephen P. Garabedian, PhD, the author of the USGS Study upon which the
Supplemental Report is based, is that the Supplemental Report is considerably non-responsive…
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Notably, the Supplemental Report does not undertake any risk analysis despite the Board of
Health’s November 2, 2020 recommendation being based upon risk analysis. The Applicant’s
representative explicitly stated that no attempt was made to assess risk. The Supplemental Report
makes a variety of assumptions that are inaccurate or that omit critical information…
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Accordingly, it remains the opinion of the Board of Health that the Applicant has still failed to
meet its burden to demonstrate that the project can be constructed without injury to the public
health despite having ample notice of the Board’s concerns and ample opportunity to provide
substantive responses. Accordingly, after careful consideration of all the additional evidence
provided, both for and against, the Applicant’s proposal, the Board of Health voted not to revise
its prior recommendation. Should the Applicant address the issues raised in this letter and the
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Board of Health’s November 2, 2020 letter, the Board would take that information into
consideration and might reconsider its position, if warranted, at that time.
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2) Compliance with Design Standards
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The Planning Board reviewed each of the Design Standards listed in Article VII of the South
Hadley Subdivision Regulations (Section 360-31 through Sections 360-35 and 360-43) and determined
that the proposed Definitive Plan failed to meet all of the Design Standards. Specifically, the Definitive
Plan fails to meet the following:
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a. 360-31A(1) “All streets and ways shall be designed so that, in the opinion of the Planning
Board, they will provide safe vehicular travel. Due consideration shall also be given by the
subdivider to the attractiveness and design of the street layout in order to obtain the
maximum livability and amenity of the subdivision. As far as practicable, streets should
follow natural contours.”
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b. 360-31A(2) “The proposed streets shall conform, so far as practicable, to the Master Plan
as adopted in whole or in part by the Planning Board.”
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c. 360-33B “Due regard shall be shown for all natural features such as large trees,
watercourses, scenic points, historic spots and similar community assets, which, if
preserved, will add to the attractiveness and value of the subdivision and the Town.”
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d. 360-34 “No plan of a subdivision shall be approved unless all of the lots shown on the plan
comply with the Zoning Bylaw.”
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With respect to other design standards, the Board determined that the Definitive Plan either complied
and/or that conditions could have been imposed in an approval to address remaining areas of concern.
Notwithstanding, the Board’s findings are predicated solely upon the record in this proceeding.
Accordingly, should the applicant submit a new or revised definitive plan in the future, the Board would
need to reassess these findings and determine, at that time and based upon that record, whether that
definitive plan complies with each of the Design Standards listed in Article VII of the South Hadley
Subdivision Regulations (Section 360-31 through Section 360-35).
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3) Determinations and Reasons for Decision
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G.L. c. 41, § 81U states, in relevant part:
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After the hearing required by section eighty-one T and after the report of said health board or
officer or lapse of forty-five days without such report, the planning board shall approve, or, if
such plan does not comply with the subdivision control law or the rules and regulations of the
planning board or the recommendations of the health board or officer, shall modify and approve
or shall disapprove such plan. In the event of disapproval, the planning board shall state in detail
wherein the plan does not conform to the rules and regulations of the planning board or the
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recommendations of the health board or officer and shall revoke its disapproval and approve such
plan which, as amended conforms to such rules and regulations or recommendations.
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Here, the Board of Health has twice, after a public hearing and meetings with the applicant,
recommended denial of the Definitive Plan. In both the Board of Health’s November 2, 2020 and March
12, 2021 letters to the Planning Board, the Board of Health stated that the areas shown on the North Pole
Estates Subdivision Plan cannot be used for building sites without injury to the public health because the
removal of over 400,000 cubic yards of material to a depth in some place of over fifty feet will allow the
intrusion of harmful substances into the public water supply and the placement of roads and houses on top
of the aquifer and in the recharge area at a decreased elevation level to the water table will allow for the
intrusion of harmful substances in the public water supply.
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The Planning Board may not approve a subdivision plan which does not comply with the
recommendation of the Board of Health and the Planning Board's options in such a case are limited to
those of disapproving the plan or modifying it in such fashion as to bring it into conformity with the
recommendation of the Board of Health. The Board of Health has reported to the Planning Board that the
applicant had not assuaged the Board of Health’s concerns and had not addressed the specific issues
raised in the Board of Health’s November 2, 2020 letter. The Board of Health noted that the applicant has
still not undertaken any risk analysis and that the applicant’s Supplemental Report makes a variety of
assumptions that are inaccurate or that omit critical information. Accordingly, the opinion of the Board of
Health remains that the applicant has still failed to meet its burden to demonstrate that the project can be
constructed without injury to the public health.
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While the Board of Health again invited the applicant to address the issues raised in its letters and
noted that the Board would take that information into consideration and might reconsider its position, if
warranted, at that time, the applicant has had approximately five months since the Board of Health’s
initial public hearing and has still not persuaded the Board. Accordingly, while the Planning Board could
condition an approval of the Definitive Plan on the applicant’s resolution of the Board of Health’s
concerns, doing so would appear fruitless as the applicant has failed to do so thus far despite ample
opportunity and because such an approval would result in a nonviable subdivision in any event.
Accordingly, the Planning Board believes the preferred course of action and the one that honors the Board
of Health’s recommendation is to deny approval.

33
34
35
36
37
38

Consistent with the Board of Health’s concerns, the Planning Board cannot find that the applicant
has satisfied Sections 360-31A(1), 360-31A(2), 360-33B, or 360-34 of the Design Standards listed in
Article VII of the South Hadley Subdivision Regulations. Simply put, the proposed Definitive Plan
appears to be, in reality, an earth removal project for which the applicant seeks approval without having to
obtain a special permit.
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Per Sections 360-31A(1) and 360-31A(2), the applicant is required to design streets and ways so
that they will provide safe vehicular travel and to consider the attractiveness and design of the street
layout in order to obtain the maximum livability and amenity of the subdivision. As far as practicable,
streets should follow natural contours and the streets should be consistent with the Town’s Master Plan.
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As a preliminary matter, the proposed grades off Hadley Street will fail to maintain the character
of the corridor as proposed in the Town’s adopted Master Plan. The Master Plan recognized the existing
earth removal operation but did not recommend expansion as it would alter the character of the area.
Additionally, per Section 360-33B, the applicant must give due regard to all natural features such as large
trees, watercourses, scenic points, historic spots and similar community assets, which, if preserved, will
add to the attractiveness and value of the subdivision and the Town. Here, while the applicant has
proposed a design and proposed mitigation to address the “attractiveness”, “livability” and “natural
contours” of the subdivision, the applicant revealingly chose a location for the proposed way and lot
which is the least amenable to each of these factors. As shown on the Preliminary Plan, the applicant had
at one time sought to subdivide the entire site. The Definitive Plan proposes a subdivision of only a small
portion of the entire site. That portion now proposed to be subdivided happens to be Dry Brook Hill and
happens to be adjacent to and connected to the existing earth removal operation. The subject site
encompasses much of Dry Brook Hill which is in Zone II of the South Hadley Fire District Two’s public
water supply wells. This proposed Definitive Plan does not seek to maintain the environmental or
aesthetic character of Dry Brook Hill and the Zone II in which it is located. Accordingly, the small
portion of the site proposed to be subdivided in the Definitive Plan results in a subdivision that is the most
intrusive and requires the most alteration/disruption of the site. It also results in a smaller practical net lot
yield since four of the lots already contain single family homes and some of the lots could be created
through an Approval Not Required/Form A Plan. Had the applicant selected another portion of the site,
the same or a similar subdivision could be accomplished with substantially less alteration/disruption and
could potentially yield more house lots. When taking into account the entire site for the sake of argument,
the applicant has not demonstrated that they even sought to follow the natural contours. Rather, the
applicant could have chosen to access the site in several different locations – including the northernmost
access shown on their Preliminary Plan – which would have resulted in less earth removal; therefore,
more closely followed the natural contours than is proposed. The 2005 Dry Brook Village condominium
development previously approved on a portion of the subject property appears to have necessitated much
less change in the overall contours of the site than what is presently proposed.
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In response to this concern, the applicant has stated in different ways and on different occasions,
e.g. in the September 14, 2020 letter from R Levesque Associates, Inc., that the quantity of materials is
not relevant to whether earth removal is incidental and that the quantity of materials is merely a biproduct
of the intended design which had to account for various engineering considerations such as the location of
stormwater basin, perc tests, and the feasibility and grading of proposed house home sites. The applicant
has also stated, e.g. in the October 23, 2020 letter from R Levesque Associates, Inc., the proposed layout
was chosen based on the knowledge that a subsequent subdivision would likely be pursued and so this
roadway was placed in the most logical location to allow for the current subdivision design to provide for
future subdivisions to extend from its terminus. Even were the Board to accept these explanations as true,
they miss the point. While the choice of which land to subdivide is not for the Planning Board to make,
the Planning Board cannot ignore the fact that the choice was made and that options, more consistent with
the Planning Board’s Design Standards, were disregarded. Indeed, the choice reveals the unmistakable
truth that this subdivision is, in reality, a pretext for an earth removal operation.
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As stated in Weston & Sampson’s October 19, 2020 peer review report to the Board:
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We have not previously encountered construction of two single-family lots requiring the removal
of a volume of soil as large as proposed. In our experience, soil is typically reused on site to avoid
the expense of import/export of soil. This approach intends to result in something approaching
zero net removal and generally limits adverse impact to the landscape. Given this, we find the
proposed volume of soil removal to be at best atypical and not clearly essential for the purpose of
constructing this subdivision.
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Additionally, the development proposes to create lots abutting an active earth removal operation
with screening limited to a thin line of trees. Such a “buffer” fails to provide sufficient noise, safety, odor,
or sight screening to make such locations residentially livable. Although the applicant has proposed this
mitigation, the choice to subdivide this particular area of land on Dry Brook Hill and adjacent to the
existing earth removal operation is what makes the need for more robust mitigation so significant and
necessary. It appears puzzlingly counterintuitive that the applicant would strive to design livability
mitigation but locate the subdivision the area least suited to that goal. Stated another way, the proposed
continued operation of the “pre-existing” earth removal operation abutting the proposed residences will
not be an amenity to the residents of the subdivision and this apparent conflict could have been avoided.
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Section 360-34 of the Design Standards mandates that “[n]o plan of a subdivision shall be approved
unless all of the lots shown on the plan comply with the Zoning Bylaw.” While the Planning Board
received and has considered the comments from the Town’s Building Commissioner regarding Section
255-84 of the Zoning Bylaw, as noted above, the Planning Board cannot ignore the facts deduced at the
public hearing. The applicant is proposing to remove approximately 497,000 cubic yards of material for a
net practical yield of two lots. The proposed subdivision involves creation of two lots which could be
created by ANR Plans using frontage off Hadley Street – an existing public way. Thus, only two of the
new building lots shown on the proposed Definitive Plan require the construction of a new roadway. This
amounts to an earth removal ratio of approximately 248,500 cubic yards per new residence being created
via the subdivision. The Building Commissioner has indicated that the earth removal contemplated by the
applicant for this subdivision is not incidental. The applicant’s stated valuation of the materials being
removed when compared to the unchallenged estimates of the net value of the building lots relative to the
costs associated with the improvements supports this determination. During the public hearings, it was
determined that the value of the resulting building lots will be less than the costs associated with
development of the building lots. However, the value of the materials being excavated by the applicant
(who previously sought a Special Permit to expand the earth removal operations) is substantially more
than the gross value of the finished lots being proposed. The anticipated sales value resulting from the
developed lots is greatly exceeded by the cost of developing the subdivision. Conversely, the value of the
excavated materials, as represented by the applicant, exceeds the value of the proposed lots – even
without considering the cost of the improvements. While a precise figure is impossible to calculate, it
appears that that the value of the earth exceeds the value of developing the lots by a factor of nearly 22:1.
Compliance with zoning does not entail merely meeting setback and lot dimension requirements. It also
entails conforming to the requirements associated with creation of those lots. The Building Commissioner
has determined that the extent of the earth removal is likely beyond “incidental”; therefore, a Special
Permit would be required to undertake the subdivision as it is proposed. Here, the applicant has not
demonstrated any efforts to minimize the amount of earth removal.
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While the Board will defer to the appropriate Town officials and boards to make a determination
under Section 255-84 of the Zoning Bylaw if and when it is appropriate for them to do so, the substantial
earth removal proposed in association with the creation of the proposed way and lots makes it virtually
impossible for the Planning Board to find that this Definitive Plan is consistent with the above design
standards. The applicant had a variety of approaches to developing this proposed subdivision, but
presented an approach which appears to maximize the amount of earth removal. Of the 156 weeks the
applicant projects this “subdivision” will entail, 126 weeks are devoted solely to the “Excavation,
Removal and Truck Clearing of Overburden Material” as laid out in their project schedule. That schedule
results in 3,944 cubic yards of material removed per week based upon the estimated 497,000 cubic yard
figure provided by the applicant. That figure appears to clearly and substantially exceed the thresholds set
forth in the Town’s bylaws.
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In sum, the removal of earth is major in significance when considering the ultimate proposed end
use of the proposed subdivision property and there are several options available to the applicant which
would reduce the volume of material needed to be removed while maintaining the number of lots the
application proposes to create. While it is not clear by how much earth removal could be reduced by
electing one or more of these options, it is clear that the reduction could be significant. Similarly, the
Board finds it difficult if not impossible to agree that unlimited excavation is incidental regardless of the
quantity of the earth materials to be removed simply because the proposed use, a subdivision, might be
considered as-of-right. Additionally, the Board finds it difficult if not impossible to agree that the
excavation is incidental to the development of the subdivision, where the applicant’s proposal involves
the removal of approximately 497,000 cubic yards of fill over several years and an excavation which
would provide substantial funds in excess of the costs of constructing the subdivision. Such an
interpretation would be entirely inconsistent with the Design Standards set forth in Sections 360-31A(1),
360-31A(2), 360-33B, or 360-34 requiring the design to provide safe vehicular travel, to consider the
attractiveness and design of the street layout in order to obtain the maximum livability and amenity of the
subdivision, and to follow natural contours and the streets should be consistent with the Town’s Master
Plan. The applicant could elect one or more of design options which would be significantly more
consistent with the Board’s Design Standards. Thus far, however, the applicant has not been inclined to
explore those options, electing instead to pursue the least harmonious approach.
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In accordance with the provisions of Chapter 41, Section 81-U, M. G. L., a copy of this Certificate is sent
by certified mail to the applicant (subdivider/developer) as a notice of the action taken by the Planning
Board. A copy has been filed with the Town Clerk.
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ATTESTED AND AFFIRMED
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S/____________________________________
Richard Harris, Director
Planning and Conservation
Signed as authorized by the
South Hadley Planning Board
March 22, 2021
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Cc:

Town Clerk (Date Filed: ___________)
Town Administrator/Selectboard
Building Commissioner
Chicopee Concrete Service, Inc
R Levesque Associates
Town Counsel.

Grant
Self Help

Purpose
Acquisition of open space –
Bachelor Brook/Stony Brook
Conservation Area

Year
2005

Amount
$500,000

Comments
Approximately 1/3 of the
$1,550,000 purchase. Other funds
were provided through Town and
private sources including Mount
Holyoke College and the
Conservation Commission

Economic Target Area Designation of much of South
Designation
Hadley as an ETA

2007

$0

Does not provide grants but 1)
identifies and promotes the area
for development, 2) makes some
business development more
attractive due to potential local and
State tax relief, and 3) increases
the area's eligibility for grants

MassDevelopment
Environmental
AssessmentGrant

2009

$25,000

Responding to allegations that the
site was contaminated. Results
demonstrated that no subsurface
contamination was found,.

2011

$10,000

Technical Assistance Grant to
Study of housing feasibility for the
building. The Town added $1,000
for additional work.

Environmental Assessment of
Town-owned land at 351 East
Street

MDI - Downtown
Evaluationo former mill building
Technical Assistance 1 for housing.mixed-use
redevelopment

Grant
PVPC - DLTA 1

Purpose
Year
Detailed identification and
2013
assessment of the town’s Priority
Development Areas (PDAs) and
Priority Preservation Areas (PPAs)
in terms of identifying specific
areas in town appropriate for multifamily, and in particular highdensity residential, development.

Amount
$7,000

Comments
Resulted in subsequent DLTA
projects creating the Falls Smart
Growth District and subsequently,
the Newton Street Smart Growth
Districts

PVPC - DLTA 2

Creation of the Falls Smart
Growth District

2014

$8,000

PVPC - DLTA 3

Inclusionary Zoning

2014

$4,000

PVPC - DLTA 4

Affordable Housing Study
supplement

2015

$8,000

Focused on possibility of a 40R
district and a compact
neighborhood district. Led to
creation of the Falls Smart Growth
District.
Examined/evaluated how to
incorporate inclusionary housing
into the Zoning Bylaw. Amount
shown is half of the assistance
since the project was shared with
Amherst.
Examined feasibility of a second
40R district. Led to creation of the
Newotn Street Smart Growth
District

Health Impact
Assessment - Mini
Grant
PATH

Health Impact Assessment of
Town Development Regulations

2016

$12,500

Housing Production Plan

2016

$15,000

Development of current Housing
Production Plan

Grant
Smart Growth
Incentive Grant 1

Purpose
Creation of South Hadley Falls
Smart Growth District

Year
2016

Amount
$350,000

Complete Streets 1

Prioritization Plan

2017

$31,032

Chapter 43D
Designation

Designation of Industrial area
along Gaylord Street as a 43D
Priority Development District

2017

$0

Land & Water
Conservation Fund

Trails, etc. in Bachelor
Brook/Conservation Area

2018

$110,000

EEEOA Planning
Grant

202/33 Corridor Study

2018

$33,500

PVPC - DLTA 5

Community Engagement on
Affordable Housing

2018

$8,000

Comments
Reward for creation of district.
Funds are unrestricted but have
been used to fund Redevelopment
Authority, engineering for other
projects
Develop Prioritization Plan as
prerequisite for implementation
funding
Does not provide grants but 1)
identifies and promotes the area
for development and 2) increases
the area's eligibility for grants
Did not use all of grant funds as
project was reshaped due to
NHESP objections to a proposed
pedestrian bridge over Bachelor
Brook
To assess how to best manage
development of the most heavily
traveled corridor in town.
Public forums and quesionnairs
regarding the issue of affordable
housing. The amount shown is the
estimated budget for the project.

Grant
Opportunity Zone

Purpose
Designation of the Census Tract
encompassing the Falls area as a
Federal Opporunity Zone

Year
2018

Amount
$0

MassWorks 1

Improvements to Gaylord and
Lamb Streets and Main Street
parking lot
River to Range Trail - design,
permitting, construction
Creation of Newton Street Smart
Growth District

2018

$1,025,000

2018

$49,854

2019

$350,000

MVP Plan
Bachelor-Stony Brook
Conservation Area Trail
Improvements
Habitat Managmenet Plan for
former Toth Property
Cover unbudgeted/ unanticipated
COVID-19 expenses
Improvements to Lamb Street and
Bridge Street

2019
2019

$25,000
$42,042

2019

$5,000

2020

$681,413

2020

$385,001

Recreation Trails I
Smart Growth
Incentive Grant 2

MVP Planning Grant
Recreation Trails II

MassWildlife
Technical Assistance
CARES Act 2020
Complete Streets 2

Comments
Does not provide grants but 1)
identifies and promotes the area
for development, 2) makes some
business development more
attractive through Federal Tax
relief, and 3) increases the area's
eligibility for grants
Waterline, roadway, sidewalk, and
parking lot upgrades
Phase 1 of the River to Range
Trail - Accessible Trail
Reward for creation of district.
Funds are restricted to being used
for Capital Projects. Funds have
been used for engineering for
second MassWorks project and a
trails project
Planning for climate change
Phase 2 of the Rivert to Range
Trail
Techncial assistance grant award

Construction of sidewalk, bike
lane, and pedestrian crossing and
signal improvements.

Grant
MassWorks 2

Mass Office of
Disabilities ADA
Grant
MVP Action Grant

Purpose
Improvements to Lyman Street,
Dayton Street, Fulton Street, and
Newton Street to support
development of the district
Senior Center Fitness Trail

Year
2020

Amount
$2,700,000

2020

$125,909

Town-wide road-stream crossings 2020
assessment; tree planting program;
Stormwater Bylaw update

$105,000

MDI - Downtown
SHELD property mixed use
Technical Assistance 2 development assessment and
conceptual design

2020

$25,000

Mass LRRP Grant

COVID Impact Assessment and
Recovery Planning for targeted
commercial area

2021

$25,000

PVPC - DLTA 6

Water Supply Protection
District/Mount Holyoke Range

2021

$15,000

MDAR APR #1

Agricultural Preservation
Restriction on 160 acres of
farmland

2021 PENDING

$1,710,000

TOTAL FUNDS
AWARDED

$8,391,251

Comments
Leveraging over $30 million in
private investment in the form of
housing, retail, and office
development
Construction of Fitness Trail
around Woodlawn Park and Senior
Center - under design
Anticipated to lead to grant efforts
to fund stream crossing
improvements - replaced culverts,
bridge, etc.
Grant award through technical
assistance for architecture and
planning firm (Harriman
Associates)assigned by MDI
Technical assistance grant award
to assist in business
expansion/restoration - focused on
the Commons area
A resource protection based
strategy for protection of the
Mount Holyoke Range with a
focus on the WSPD.
APR pending - Not public;
Funding shown is the amount
going to the owner to preserve 160
acres.

