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Background Materials for August 31, 2015 
 

Agenda Items #1 through #6 

 

Agenda Item #1 – Minor Site Plan Review 

South Hadley ESL, Inc. has submitted an application for Minor Site Plan Review for 67 Amherst 

Road. The applicant is to use the facility for an educational program for up to 12 students. The 

subject property is a 0.52 acre tract situated at the southeast corner of Amherst Road and 

Dickinson Farm Road (see map and aerial photo below). 

At present, the property has an 8,918 square foot 

residential (Two-Family – according to the Assessor’s 

Property Card) structure constructed in 1920 situated 

thereon. The applicant does not intend to expand the 

building except to the extent that Building, Fire, Safety, or 

Health Codes require any such expansion. Rather, the 

applicant intends to utilize the existing facility for a nonprofit educational institution – primarily 

residential for students attending the Hartsbrook School in Hadley (a private, nonprofit school) 

but also for additional courses for the residents to be provided on-site but only for those persons 

residing at 67 Amherst Road. The facility at 67 Amherst Road is leased to a private nonprofit 

educational institution which will operate the facility. The application submittal has been posted 

on the Town’s website at the following link:  http://ma-

southhadley.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/Home/View/1690 

 

The Building Commissioner issued a letter July 29, 2015 stating that she had “been advised by 

Town Counsel Ed Ryan that the project . . . appears to qualify under the non-profit educational 

exemption to the Zoning Bylaw. Therefore, in terms of zoning only, [her] office considers this use 

permitted subject to Site Plan Review and limited regulation of topics specified under 

Massachusetts General Law Chapter 40A, Section 3 for such non-profit educational uses.” 

 

Since this project is a private, non-profit educational use and it does not involve any additions to 

the building which would expand its capacity, under the Planning Board’s Rules and 
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Regulations, it qualifies for Minor Site Plan Review. While no public hearing is allowed under 

such a review, the certified abutters were notified of the Board’s planned review for August 24
th

. 

Approximately 4-6 of the abutters were present at the meeting.  

 

In accordance with the procedures set forth for Minor Site Plan Review, the application submittal 

has been distributed to the various departments for review and comment. While the departments 

have 14 days in which to respond, given the limited nature of the physical modifications being 

proposed and the extensive involvement the Building Commissioner, Director of Public Health, 

and Fire Department have had regarding this building, I have requested that the departments 

provide their comments on or before the August 24
th

 meeting at which the application is to be 

submitted. To date, the following departments have indicated approval of the submittal without 

any comments: 

 

o Police 

o South Hadley Electric Light Department 

o Public Works 

o Fire District #2 Water Department 

o Conservation Commission 

 

Public Health Director Sharon Hart noted that the “Health Department will need to wait for the 

Building Commissioner to classify use (e.g. dormitory, educational facility) since that would 

determine inspectional requirements. If the students are being fed at the facility, she indicated 

that may require a food service permit. 

 

The Building Commissioner provided me a copy of the Architect’s Change of Use Report which 

indicates that the use will be changed to a “Dormitory”. I have inquired of the applicant’s 

attorney as to how they plan to provide meals for the residents as that could require a commercial 

kitchen. A similar facility in Springfield avoided the kitchen requirement by implementing a plan 

to have meals delivered and equipped their kitchen with only equipment to warm up meals and 

not provide onsite cooked meals. 

 

Site Plan Review criteria are attached to this packet. However, this application is subject to 

review only for reasonable regulation related to bulk and height of structures and determining 

yard sizes, lot area, setbacks, open space, parking and building coverage requirements under the 

provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 3, MGL. Since the applicant is not proposing to undertake 

any building additions, it would seem that the only relevant consideration is related to the 

parking required. 

 

At the last meeting, 

 

There were extensive comments made regarding the number of students, their behavior, 

etc. However, the Planning Board’s review is limited to bulk and height of structures and 

determining yard sizes, lot area, setbacks, open space, parking and building coverage 

requirements. Thus, the number of students and their behavior is not within the Planning 

Board’s purview. 
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There was also discussion as to the setbacks. I have reviewed this issue as well as the 

other areas stated in the statute which are subject to reasonable regulation: 

 

Height of Structure. The applicant is not proposing to add to the structure. It would 

appear that the structure falls within the Town’s limitation for Residence A-1 which 

is 3 stories up to 35 feet. 

 

Lot Area. The applicant is not proposing to reduce the existing lot area. The existing 

lot is 22,504 square feet which slightly exceeds the minimum for Residence A-1 

which is 22,500 square feet. 

 

Setbacks.  The applicant is not proposing to add to the structure. It appears that the 

house is nonconforming but grandfathered – the setback off Amherst Road seems to 

be approximately 25 feet instead of the current requirement of 40 feet. However, the 

house was constructed in 1920 with recent additions occurring away from the 

Amherst Road side. Therefore, based on past Planning Board applications, the 

setback provisions would not be applicable since they are not proposing to do any 

exterior construction. 

 

Open Space. The applicant is not proposing to reduce the amount of open space. It 

appears that the impervious surface as defined in the Zoning Bylaw does not exceed 

51.4% (and is likely less than that). The maximum impervious surfaced allowed for 

Residence A-1 is 60%. Thus, the inverse of the data suggests that at least 49% of the 

lot area is in “open space” while the minimum we would seek is 40%. 

 

Building Coverage. The applicant is not proposing to add to the building. The 

existing building has a total footprint of approximately 5,300 square feet. This 

translates into a building coverage of approximately 23.6%. The maximum building 

coverage allowed for Residence A-1 for principal buildings is 30%. 

 

Parking. Parking issues were discussed and the applicant was requested to provide a 

narrative to support the claim that there is sufficient parking capacity on the site. That 

material has been provided and is attached to this background material. The 

applicant’s submittal has demonstrated a need for up to 8 parking spaces – assuming 

that all deliveries, cleaning service arrivals, teacher arrivals, etc. occur 

simultaneously. They also showed on the sketch plan 8 parking spaces. In my 

opinion, they were very conservative when calculating the number of available 

parking spaces. 

 

I would note that I reviewed the aerial photo and the Assessor’s Field Card and 

determined the following: 

 

o The driveway off Amherst Road is approximately 140 in length from the property 

line to the house and measures at least 20 feet in width. This would suggest the 

ability to park 7 vehicles along the southerly edge of the driveway. The aerial 
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photo shows 4 vehicles in the driveway in positions which would support my 

assessment that it could accommodate at 7 vehicles. 

 

o The driveway off Dickinson Farm Road is approximately 36-37 feet in width and 

measures at least 38 feet in depth. This would appear to be sufficient for 4 to 6 

vehicles – if the vehicles were doubled which is common in residential driveways 

of this depth. 

 

o There is a garage as part of the structure which measures 25 feet by 38 feet. Thus, 

the garage could accommodate 2 vehicles. 

 

o The aerial photo shows a vehicle which appeared to have turned around in the 

driveway and is facing towards Amherst Road. 

 

The Board can reasonably regulate a nonprofit educational facility within the areas specified in 

Chapter 40A, Section 3MGL and as generally repeated in Section 12 of the Zoning Bylaw. It 

would appear that some reasonable requirements would relate to parking, such as: 

 

1). No vehicular parking along Amherst Road or Dickinson Farm Road 

2). No vehicles are to back into Amherst Road 

3). To accommodate the need for potentially larger vehicles for deliveries, the delivery 

vehicle parking is to be designated in the driveway off Dickinson Farm Road. This 

should not be interpreted as prohibiting delivery and drop off/pick up from occurring off 

the Amherst Road driveway if it is sufficiently empty to allow the vehicles to turn around 

and not back out into Amherst Road. 

 

While the current means of transporting the students to and from the Hartsbrook School is by the 

house parents, the attorney for the applicant noted that it would be unreasonable to require that 

such approach be continued. Given that the existing driveways are of sufficient size to 

accommodate vans associated with such transport – if a van were to be use – the parking plan’s 

reference to the house parents’ transportation of the students to and from school should not be 

considered the only option available for such transportation. 

 

Town Counsel Ed Ryan will attend the meeting on August 31
st
 to advise the Board as to the 

scope and limits of the Planning Board review and potential conditions. 

 

ACTION NEEDED:   The Board should review the application and determine if it conforms to 

reasonable requirements related to bulk and height of structures and determining yard sizes, lot 

area, setbacks, open space, parking and building coverage requirements. The Board may 

condition its approval only to the extent that those conditions relate to the limited areas of 

review. 

 

Agenda Item #2 – Minutes 

I am working on the August 24, 2015 meeting minutes and hope to email them Monday.  

 

ACTION NEEDED: Review, edit and approve the minutes. 
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Agenda Item #3 – Bills and Correspondence 

At this time, we do not have any bills or correspondence.  

 

Agenda Item #4 – Master Plan Matrixes 

This is a continuation from several previous meetings at which time Mark, Jeff, Melissa, and 

Helen provided a synopsis of their reviews of the portions of the matrixes they had been 

assigned. The primary remaining matrix relates to the Planning Board responsibilities which Ms. 

Rosner indicated she would review and be prepared to discuss on July 30, 2015. However, given 

the circumstances of the July 30
th

 meeting, we were unable to review the remaining Matrix.   

 

The review is to answer the following: 

 

o What has been done? 

o Has the Recommended Action been completed? 

o Is the Recommended Action relevant today? 

o What should be the priorities for the next five years? 

o Is another party a better match for being responsible for implementation? 

 

I have emailed a copy of the Planning Board matrix as marked up and provided by Ms. Rosner. 

 

ACTION NEEDED: No definitive action is required at this time; however, the Board agreed at 

a March meeting to review each of the Recommended Actions on these matrixes and I have 

received emails from a representative of the MPIC inquiring as to the status. 

 

Agenda Item #5 - Development Update and Planner’s Report 

I will provide a report on the following items: 

a. Development Report 

o One Canal Street and 27 Bardwell Street: 

o Ethan Circle  

o Quality Fleet Services, Inc. 

b. Pioneer Valley Planning Commission 

c. Other Projects 

o South Hadley 43D Expedited Permitting District.  

o MassWorks Application.  
d. Professional Development Day – Scheduled for September 11, 2015; however, I will be 

on vacation 

e. Workshops/Training Opportunities 

f. OnLine Permitting Program 

g. New Town Website: working on better managing the Board’s materials on the website. 

 

Agenda Item #6 – 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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SOUTH HADLEY ESL 
 

67 AMHERST ROAD • SOUTH HADLEY, MA 
 

MINOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL 
 

 
 

NARRATIVE 

 
 

 67 Amherst Road in South Hadley (the “Site”) has two (2) driveways: a driveway with access from 
Dickinson Farm Road measuring at least 37 feet wide and at least 38 feet deep (the “Dickinson Driveway”); and, a 
driveway with access from Amherst Road measuring approximately 140 feet long and at least 20 feet wide (the “116 
Driveway”).  Additionally, there is a garage sufficient to hold two (2) vehicles which could be used for parking if 
necessary.   
 
Parking:  
 

The Educational Facility will house up to 12 students and two (2) house parents; the students are prohibited 
from having vehicles.  The house parents each have a vehicle. 
 

A cleaning service is provided weekly; the vehicle will remain in the driveway for several hours during 
completion of the cleaning tasks. 
 

Piano is taught weekly, for several hours (at most); the instructor’s vehicle will remain in the driveway for 
that time. 
 

An English as a Second Language (“ESL”) teacher comes multiple times per week and stays for several 
hours; the vehicle will remain in the driveway for that time.  

 
Students are currently transported to and from the Hartsbrook School by the house parents. 

 
South Hadley ESL has identified eight (8) spaces [exclusive of the garage spaces], which is a conservative 

estimate given the layout and dimensions of the driveways.  Appropriately orchestrated, arguably, double that 
amount could functionally exist on the site.  If all vehicles are present at the same time, which is unlikely, there is 
still overly sufficient parking for the use.  If deliveries are anticipated during that time, parking can appropriately be 
rearranged (including in the garage) for safe delivery.   
 
Delivery: 
 
 Peapod, a service provided by Stop & Shop grocery store, currently delivers once per week.  The typical 
vehicle for such delivery is a box-truck.   
 
 Dinner is provided nightly through a take-out vendor (local restaurant), and delivery is effectuated by a 
traditional passenger car; the delivery is completed in minutes.  
 
 Should the program decide that meals are to be catered, a duly licensed caterer will perform the task.  
Contemplatively, the caterer will have a van or small box truck.  Given the dimensions of the driveways, there is 
sufficient room for the caterer’s vehicle.   
 
 Non-passenger vehicle deliveries and pick-up/drop-off should occur in the Dickinson Driveway; provided, 
however that the 116 Driveway can be utilized if it is sufficiently empty to allow safe vehicle circulation. 
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