SOUTH HADLEY PLANNING BOARD VIRTUAL MEETING
MEETING MINUTES OF MARCH 8, 2021
As Approved
Present: Brad Hutchison, Chair; Diane Mulvaney, Vice-Chair; Joanna Brown, Clerk; Melissa
O’Brien, Member; Nate Therien, Member; Michael Adelman, Associate Member; Richard
Harris, Director of Planning and Conservation; Anne Capra, Conservation
Administrator/Planner; and Colleen Canning, Senior Clerk Planning and Conservation
Department
Chair Hutchison called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and reviewed the virtual meeting
protocols.
Agenda Item #1 --- Discussion and Consideration of Policy regarding Open Comment
portion of Planning Board meeting
Richard Harris explained that considerations for hosting a public comment period at Planning
Board meetings started over a year ago but were interrupted due to the Covid-19 state-ofemergency. Within recent meetings, the Board reconsidered the comment period and worked to
draft an appropriate policy. The final draft policy, which incorporated the Board’s revisions, was
included within the agenda background materials. Chair Hutchison noted that the policy was
originally drafted when in-person meetings were being held. Therefore, the components of the
policy relating to in-person meetings, such as the appropriate location of the speaker, was not
applicable for virtual meetings.
Clerk Brown stated that policy required speakers to address the Board from the podium at the
front of the meeting room. Such a requirement could be inappropriate as not all attendees would
have the physical ability to do so. Richard Harris stated that accommodations could be made
such as bringing a microphone to the speaker in the audience. He noted that comments made in
the audience, with no microphone, were difficult to hear which created its own accessibility
concern.
Chair Hutchison stated that the policy could be amended in the future if the Board found that the
adopted policy was not effective.
Richard Harris added that the public comment period would only be held during regular planning
board meetings not special meetings such as the meetings being held to exclusively consider the
draft master plan.
Motion: Vice-Chair Mulavney moved to accept the policy as revised regarding the Open
Comment portion of the Planning Board regular meetings. Member O’Brien seconded the
motion. Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in favor of the motion through roll call.
Agenda Item # 2 --- Minutes
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Draft minutes of the February 22, 2021 regular meeting were previously sent to the Board for
review. Vice-Chair Mulvaney identified that her name was incorrectly spelled in the draft.
Motion: Member Therien moved to approve the minutes of the February 22, 2021 regular
meeting as revised. Clerk Brown seconded the motion. Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in
favor of the motion through roll call.
Agenda Item #3 --- Correspondence
The list of correspondence was sent to the Board and additional correspondences were sent prior
to the meeting. Most of the correspondence related to the public hearing continuance to be held
later during the meeting.
Agenda Item #6 --- Other New Business
Richard Harris stated that the owners of 82 Pearl Street (aka 82 Sorbi Circle) withdrew their
request for a zoning map amendment request. Therefore, a public hearing would no longer be
held on April 5, 2021 as was previously expected.
Agenda Item #4 --- PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUANCE: Application for Definitive Plan
and Stormwater Management Permit approval for proposed subdivision. Property
Location: west side of Hadley Street (aka State Route 47) and along Sullivan Lane
(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).
Chair Hutchison called the public hearing continuance to order at 6:45 PM. (See public hearing
minutes)
The regular meeting reconvened at 8:46 PM. The public hearing was continued to March 22,
2021 at 6:45 PM.
Agenda Item #5 --- Planning & Conservation Department Report on Planning Projects and
Development
Richard Harris explained the following items:
•

•
•
•
•

SHELD- An Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation (ANRAD) was filed with
the Conservation Commission to affirm the wetland delineation performed at 545 Granby
Road. This location was anticipated to be the new administrative offices for the South
Hadley Electric Light Department.
Peoples Bank- Construction of the new branch location was nearing completion.
Skinner Woods- A draft Form H Plan was being reviewed by staff.
Rocky’s Hardware- The Board could anticipate a filing for Site Plan Review to construct
a new detached hardware store at the Woodlawn Plaza Shopping Area.
Park at Woodlawn- The developer was working to secure funding.
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•
•
•

•
•

•
•

Senior Center- The project consultant expressed interest in installing an illuminated sign
at then new senior center. Permitting requirements were sent to the consultant.
Chapter 91 notification- Notification for installation of a seasonal dock at 24 Canal Street
was received. Permitting would require Conservation Commission review.
Zoning Map Amendments- The Board would host a public hearing on April 5, 2021 to
consider a request to change the zoning for parcels at the corner of Routes 33 and 202. As
the Board could recall, another zoning map amendment request was received to change
the zoning at 82 Pearl Street (aka 82 Sorbi Circle). However, the property owner of 82
Pearl Street had since withdrawn their request.
Stormwater Management Bylaw- A Public Hearing would be held on April 5, 2021 to
consider the proposed revisions to the local Stormwater Management Bylaw.
Sign Illumination Standards- Richard Harris explained that he compiled a matrix which
showed approved illuminated signs and their conditions of approval. Through his
research he found that the approved hours of illumination varied. He advised that the
Board consider defining clear standards for illuminated signs to create greater design
contiguity in Town.
Master Plan - The Board was reviewing the draft Master Plan during special meetings
outside their regular meeting schedule. The next special meeting to discuss the draft
would be held on March 18, 2021.
Grant Activity- A number of grants had been awarded including: MassWorks, Municipal
Vulnerability Preparedness, Local Acquisition for Natural Diversity, and the Municipal
Downtown Initiative Local Rapid Recovery Grant. Vice-Chair Mulvaney recommended
that staff compile the dollar amount of grants awarded.

Agenda Item #6 --- Other New Business
There was no additional new business to discuss.
Agenda Item #7 --- Adjourn
Motion: Vice-Chair Mulavney moved to adjourn the meeting. Member Therien seconded the
motion. Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in favor of the motion through roll call.
The meeting adjourned at 9:10 PM.
Respectfully Submitted,
As Approved
Colleen Canning, Senior Clerk, Planning and Conservation
Appendix
Document
March 8, 2021 Meeting Q&A
Draft public comment policy
Illuminated sign approved conditions matrix

Document Location
Attached
Planning Files
Planning Files
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SOUTH HADLEY PLANNING BOARD VIRTUAL PUBLIC HEARING
CONTINUANCE:
Application for Definitive Plan and Stormwater Management Permit approval for proposed
‘North Pole Estates’ subdivision located at west side of Hadley Street (aka State Route 47) and
along Sullivan Lane (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).
MINUTES OF MARCH 8, 2021
As Approved
Present: Brad Hutchison, Chair; Diane Mulvaney, Vice-Chair; Joanna Brown, Clerk; Melissa
O’Brien; Member; Nate Therien, Member (not a voting member for this Public Hearing);Richard
Harris, Director of Planning and Conservation; Anne Capra, Conservation
Administrator/Planner; and Colleen Canning, Senior Clerk Planning and Conservation
Department
Chair Hutchison called the Public Hearing continuance to order at 6: 45 PM and reviewed the
protocols for the virtual hearing.
The Town’s representative legal counsel, Attorney Brian Winner, was present at the virtual
meeting.
The applicant, Jason Ouellette, was present at the virtual hearing along with his representatives,
Rob Levesque of R. Levesque Associates and Attorney Michael Seidel. The applicant’s
consultants who performed additional hydrogeological assessment, Mark Kauffman and James
Montague from McLane Environmental LLC, were present at the meeting along with Frank
Getchell of Weston and Sampson, who represented the firm who performed peer-review of the
initial development application materials and helped craft the scope of review for the additional
hydrogeological review performed by McLane Environmental LLC.
Attorney Brian Winner opened the discussion by overviewing the timeframe in which the public
hearing needed to conclude and decisions needed to be filed. Through a previous extension from
the applicant, the public hearing sessions were required to conclude on March 22, 2021 and a
decision needed to be filed with the Town Clerk by March 26, 2021. The applicant was the only
party that could authorize an extension. The Board of Health was meeting the following day to
review the hydrological analyses which the Planning Board was reviewing tonight. Therefore, it
was not recommended for the Board to close the public hearing tonight as no new information
could be received to be incorporated into the Board’s decision after the close of the hearing. As
this was the case, it would be beneficial to know if the applicant was inclined to authorize
another extension.
Attorney Seidel stated that this client was not inclined to authorize another extension at this time.
He stated that membership of the Board could change in the near future and his client wanted the
current membership to vote on the development applications. Mr. Harris clarified that local
elections would be held in April and the terms of two current members were expiring. To vote on
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the development applications, board members needed to be elected and present for each public
hearing. Currently, there were four members who were authorized to vote on the applications.
After elections, there could be fewer eligible voting members.
Richard Harris identified that the hearing would need to be continued to the next planning board
meeting date on March 22 to allow time for Weston & Sampson, the peer-review consultant, to
draft a written response to the hydrologic analyses performed by McLane Environmental LLC.
The Board identified the objectives for the night which included: overview of pending concerns
relating to design standards, time for the applicant’s consultant to present the findings of their
hydrogeologic analyses, and time for public comment.
Chair Hutchison summarized the Board’s review of the design standards and identified concerns
he had with the proposed development. He reiterated that the Planning Board’s scope of review
was limited to the work detailed within the application materials. Any subsequent future
subdivision of the subject property would require its own review. The design standards
identified that natural contours of the land were to be considered when siting roadways and
residential homes. This development sought to remove over 400,000 cubic yards of material
from the site. From his own professional experience as an architect, he could not recall a project
requiring that amount of earth removal. He referenced a housing development that was approved
by the Planning Board some years ago which sought to develop the same site as the proposed
North Pole Estates Subdivision. This previously approved development, which never ended up
being built, was able to be constructed without the extent of earth removal proposed by the
applicant. The location of Frosty Lane could be altered to require less earth removal.
Additionally, the street location sited residential homes abutting an active mining operation
which impacted the livability of the neighborhood. Alternatives could have been sought to
attempt to better comply with the Town’s Master Plan. This development proposal garnered
active public interest and input. Concerns were heard which questioned the project’s primary use
due to the amount of earth removal proposed. The Board members supported that Chair’s
comments.
Mark Kauffman, McLane Environmental, presented a slide show (attached) which reflected the
results of the hydrogeological analyses performed. He explained that his firm was located in
New Jersey but had previous experience working on sites within Massachusetts. To perform the
hydrological impact analyses of the proposed subdivision on the Drybrook hill aquifer, the
United States Geographic Survey (USGS) model was used. His firm, McLane Environmental,
worked with the peer-reviewer, Weston and Sampson, and town staff to generate a list of
modeling techniques and common contaminants associated with residential development to show
how contemplative scenarios could impact the aquifer. Two weeks were given to run the
analyses which used models to evaluate impacts associated with the following: diesel spillage,
nitrogen associated with septic tanks and land fertilizer, chemicals in common household
cleaners, and salt associated with road maintenance. The results from the analyses showed
impacts below the permissible threshold with the exception of impacts relating to a major diesel
spill. Using the most aggressive analyses, with the assumption of no dilution, benzene thresholds
would exceed the permissible limit. However, this was unlikely.
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Frank Getchell, Weston & Sampson, responded to the presentation. Prior to the analyses, he
reviewed the scope of work with McLane Environmental. He agreed with the modeling analyses
used and saw the approach as thorough. He identified that the analyses only evaluated the level
of development as shown in the application materials. If development expanded, additional
analyses would need to be performed to evaluate further impact. Potential impacts could be
managed through best management practices. If development were to expand, the applicant
could consider the installation of monitoring wells.
Richard Harris stated that the applicant had been told that the hydrogeological analyses
performed only pertained to the current definitive plan under the Board’s review. If the applicant
wished to expand development in the future, they would need to perform a new assessment to
incorporate the additional development.
Chair Hutchison asked if the models considered the amount of material proposed for removal
and, if so, how it affected filtration. Jim Montegue responded that the unsaturated zone was
removed in the modeling which evaluated the length of time substances degraded. The USGS
survey, as well as the flow modeling performed, did not consider ground surface location.
However, their model did consider the depth of septic and stormwater management systems.
Member O’Brien asked if the analyses included considerations for the protective layer of soil
identified in the USGS report. James Montegue responded that the protective layer, as identified
in the report, was a clay layer near the well head and primarily in the Zone 1 recharge area. All
proposed development was outside that location.
Vice-Chair Mulvaney expressed interest in seeing how the best management practices, as would
be provided by Weston and Sampson, could enhance the practices proposed in the development
applications.
Clerk Brown asked if different modeling techniques could render different results which could
identify greater impact. Frank Getchell responded that the analyses relied on the USGS study
which identified groundwater levels over a period of time. It created a conceptual model to
evaluate the strain on the aquifer throughout pumping tests. This information was used to create
a conceptual model at the project site. Relative to the potential for contaminates to reach the
aquifer, he was comfortable with the methods used and information provided by the consultant.
Jim Montegue, McLane and associates, continued presentation of the slideshow. Models were
used to evaluate the concentration of contaminants at the wellhead. The maximum pumping rate
at the wellhead was used to show the most aggressive impacts possible. The analyses of these
results showed a slight increase in certain contaminants.
Chair Hutchison inquired when increased pumping at the wellhead would happen. Jeff Montague
stated that the pumping would increase as demand increased. Frank Getchell clarified that the
analyses used the averages of water withdrawal which was appropriate for this type of analyses.
There would be times with greater or lesser withdrawal. However, the maximum allowable
withdrawal was permitted through the state. Therefore, pumping at a rate greater than the
allowable maximum would require updated permitting.
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Vice-Chair Mulvaney identified that the analyses evaluated individual events during a fixed
period of time. She inquired what the impacts would be after long-term exposure or if the events
analyzed happened all at the same time. Frank Getchell stated that the chemicals tested were
common household contaminants. The chemicals had no increased negative effect on one
another. James Montegue added certain substances, such as nitrogen and sodium, were analyzed
using scenarios with long term exposure. Alternatively, other scenarios, such as a diesel spill,
were analyzed as a stand-alone incident.
Clerk Brown identified that sodium did not degrade over time. She inquired how maintenance of
the proposed roadway would be performed. Richard Harris replied that appropriate roadway
maintenance could be a condition of approval.
The Chair opened the hearing to public comment.
Nate Therien, Jewett Lane, submitted a comment through the meeting’s Q&A function
(attached). He asked if emergent contaminates were tested for. Frank Getchell responded that, in
generating a list of substances to analyze, the DEP website was consulted. According to the
information that was found, the referenced contaminants had not been tested for.
Susan Newton, 25 Jewett Lane, submitted a google form (attached) with written comments
which was read out loud. She expressed concern for the amount of earth removal proposed.
Denise Hammon, 42 Hadley Street, submitted a google form (attached) with written comments
which was read out loud. She expressed opposition to the proposed development and concern for
the local water supply.
Gary Hammon, 42 Hadley Street, submitted a google form (attached) with written comments
which was read out loud. He expressed opposition to the proposed development and concern for
the aquifer.
Robert Pleasure, 10 Jewett Lane, submitted a google form (attached) with written comments and
requested to address the Board. He stated that cost estimates for development were provided by
the DPW director. This allowed the Board to identify the margin of profit for development of
residential lots versus the profit from excavation. He stated that the financial gain from
excavation outweighed the financial gain of subdivision development. This information
contributed to his assertion that excavation was the primary function of the proposal.
Members of the Board reviewed the next steps in the application review process. The Board of
Health would be meeting the next day, March 9, to consider the same hydrological analyses
reviewed by the Planning Board tonight. The peer-reviewer, Weston and Sampson, would
compile a written response to the hydrogeological analyses presented. As these items were
pending, it was advised to keep the hearing open. The hearing would need to be continued to the
next regular meeting date on March 22. As the Board was required to have a decision filed by
March 26, Attorney Brian Winner and Richard Harris would work to draft decisions for the
Board’s review at the next meeting. The Board considered starting the meeting early but decided
to start the meeting at its regular time at 6:30 with the public hearing commencing at 6:45 PM.
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Motion: Vice-Chair Mulavney moved to continue the public hearing to March 22, 2021 at 6:45
PM. Clerk Brown seconded the motion. Four (4) out of four (4) members voted in favor of the
motion.
The regular meeting reconvened at 8:46 PM. (See regular meeting minutes)
Respectfully Submitted,
As Approved
Colleen Canning, Senior Clerk, Planning and Conservation Department
Document
March 8, 2021 Meeting Q&A
Power Point
Susan Newton Google Form
Denise Hammon Google Form
Gary Hammon Google Form
Robert Pleasure Google Form

Document Location
Attached
Attached
Attached
Attached
Attached
Attached

5

March 8, 2021 Planning Board Meeting 'Question and Answer' Transcipt
Question
I am present, Robert Pleasure, using Patricia
Greenfield's Zoom account.

Asker Name
Patricia Greenfield

Asker Email
pgreenfield@umass.edu

Answer(s)
Thanks! I'll change your name

I am following the meeting on channel 15. mt

Martha Terry

marthaterry25@gmail.com

live answered

Re: new hydrogeological report: Are there
"emergent" contaminants that haven't been
tested for?

Nate Therien

natetherien@gmail.com

live answered

March 8, 2021 Public Hearing - No h Pole
Estates
This session of the Public Hearing is expected to begin with a review of any supplemental information
received since the January 25, 2021 public hearing with particular note of new information and review of
hydrogeological issues and a review of some of the outstanding issues identified by Board members. It may
encompass a discussion of any of the materials submitted for project.

Email address *
susannewton2025@gmail.com

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols posted at
https://southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-Public-Hearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted.

Please State Your First and Last Name *
Susan Newton

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
25 Jewett Lane

Please State Your Email Address
susannewton2025@gmail.com

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing on March 8, 2021? *

Yes
No

You may also submit written comments and/or questions. Do you wish to submit written
comments and/or questions at this time? *

Yes
No

Please state any comments or questions you wish to submit at this time.
I read David Gardner’s (the Building Commissioner’s) letter of February 15, 2021. My understanding of the
letter is that if the Planning Board approves the subdivision plan, it would in effect be approving road
construction that requires more excavation than is permitted by our town’s bylaws, and that this might tie
the hands of the building commissioner in his duties. Assuming this IS the correct interpretation, I hope the
Planning Board recognizes the bylaw in its deliberations, and denies the subdivision plan. It’s clear that the
earth removal proposed by Chicopee Concrete is not “incidental” to the handful of lots it plans to develop,
that indeed it’s the development of the lots that are incidental to Chicopee Concrete’s intent to continue its
mining operations.

Do you have any other comments, questions, or information that the Board should be aware
of? *

Yes
No

If "yes" to previous question, please provide such other comments, questions, or information
below.

This form was created inside of southhadleyma.gov.

Forms

March 8, 2021 Public Hearing - No h Pole
Estates
This session of the Public Hearing is expected to begin with a review of any supplemental information
received since the January 25, 2021 public hearing with particular note of new information and review of
hydrogeological issues and a review of some of the outstanding issues identified by Board members. It may
encompass a discussion of any of the materials submitted for project.

Email address *
denise.hammon@gmail.com

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols posted at
https://southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-Public-Hearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted.

Please State Your First and Last Name *
Denise Hammon

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
42 Hadley Street, South Hadley, MA 01075

Please State Your Email Address
denise.hammon@gmail.com

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing on March 8, 2021? *

Yes
No

You may also submit written comments and/or questions. Do you wish to submit written
comments and/or questions at this time? *

Yes
No

Please state any comments or questions you wish to submit at this time.
I am opposed to any mining, excavating, development, or septic tanks on top of our water supply.

Do you have any other comments, questions, or information that the Board should be aware
of? *

Yes
No

If "yes" to previous question, please provide such other comments, questions, or information
below.

This form was created inside of southhadleyma.gov.

Forms

March 8, 2021 Public Hearing - No h Pole
Estates
This session of the Public Hearing is expected to begin with a review of any supplemental information
received since the January 25, 2021 public hearing with particular note of new information and review of
hydrogeological issues and a review of some of the outstanding issues identified by Board members. It may
encompass a discussion of any of the materials submitted for project.

Email address *
hammon.gary@gmail.com

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols posted at
https://southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-Public-Hearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted.

Please State Your First and Last Name *
Gary Hammon

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
42 Hadley Street, South Hadley, MA 01075

Please State Your Email Address
hammon.gary@gmail.com

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing on March 8, 2021? *

Yes
No

You may also submit written comments and/or questions. Do you wish to submit written
comments and/or questions at this time? *

Yes
No

Please state any comments or questions you wish to submit at this time.
I am opposed to the North Pole Estates proposal, or any activities that put our water supply at risk.
Common sense indicates that there should not be mining or large scale excavation above or near our
aquifer. In addition, septic systems above or near the aquifer would introduce risk to our water supply. It is
unimaginable that after all the national coverage of water contamination cases, South Hadley would even be
considering jeopardizing our water supply.
Hopefully we will never have people in the future asking "What were they thinking when they allowed these
risks to the water supply".
Please deny any activities that put our water supply at risk.
Thank you for doing the right thing.

Do you have any other comments, questions, or information that the Board should be aware
of? *

Yes
No

If "yes" to previous question, please provide such other comments, questions, or information
below.

This form was created inside of southhadleyma.gov.
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March 8, 2021 Public Hearing - No h Pole
Estates
This session of the Public Hearing is expected to begin with a review of any supplemental information
received since the January 25, 2021 public hearing with particular note of new information and review of
hydrogeological issues and a review of some of the outstanding issues identified by Board members. It may
encompass a discussion of any of the materials submitted for project.

Email address *
robertpleasure@comcast.net

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols posted at
https://southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-Public-Hearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted.

Please State Your First and Last Name *
Robert Pleasure

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
10 Jewett Lane

Please State Your Email Address
robertpleasure@comcast.net

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing on March 8, 2021? *

Yes
No

You may also submit written comments and/or questions. Do you wish to submit written
comments and/or questions at this time? *

Yes
No

Please state any comments or questions you wish to submit at this time.
The Planning Director noted in the Background Memorandum for this hearing the following on "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....." Thereafter a breakout is
presented. Permitting, legal, engineering and hearing costs for the subdivision are not included in the
breakout. Applicant has contended that the appropriate way to measure the scale of the excavation as
compared to the subdivision costs is a net figure for each. At the hearing on March 8, 2021 I plan to use
my time to include this new information in our earlier analysis of that comparison showing that the scale of
the ,excavation in net financial terms (as Applicant has urged the comparison should be made), is vastly
larger than the subdivision portion of the project, such that the excavation is not incidental to the the
subdivision. Rather the subdivision is merely incidental to the excavation. Inasmuch as this issue has been
discussed at earlier hearings, my plan is to be quite brief and add only this new information to our earlier
comments. Thank you.

Do you have any other comments, questions, or information that the Board should be aware
of? *

Yes
No

If "yes" to previous question, please provide such other comments, questions, or information
below.
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