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PUBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE MEETING

Date: Friday, December 11, 2020
Time: 11:00 a.m.
Location: Remotely via Zoom/Broadcast on Gardner YouTube Channel*

ANNOUNCEMENT - Any person may make a video or audio recording of an open session of a meeting, or may transmit the meeting through
any medium, subject to reasonable requirements of the chair as to the number, placement and operation of equipment used so as not to interfere
with the conduct of the meeting. Any person intending to make such recording shall notify the Chair forthwith. All Documents referenced or
used during the meeting must be submitted in duplicate to the Chair, pursuant to the Open Meeting and Public Records Law. All documents
shall become part of the aofficial record of the meeting.

L
IL.

II.
IV.

Review and Approval of the Minutes of Prior Meetings.

#10305, A Petition by Traven Development LLC to renew the designation of two (2)

parcels at 525 Parker Street as a Development Overlay District 1 (/n City Council and
Referred to Public Welfare, 8/3/2020).

Other Business.

Adjournment

NOTICE: The listing of Agenda items are those reasonably anticipated by the Chair which may be discussed at the meeting. Not all items
listed may in fact be discussed and other items not listed may also be brought up for discussion to the extent permitted by law.

CITY COUNCIL OF GARDNER

Aleksander Dernalowicz, Esq.
Chairman, Public Welfare Committee

*Pursuant to Governor Baker's March 12, 2020 Order Suspending Certain Provisions of the Open Meeting
Law, G.L. ¢. 304, §20, and the Governor's March 15, 2020 Order imposing strict limitation on the number
of peaple that may gather in one place, this meeting of the Public Welfare Committee will be conducted via
remote participation and broadcast live on the City’s YouTube Channel. The audio recording, transcript,
or other comprehensive record of proceedings will be posted on the City's website as soon as possible afier
the meeting.
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Alan Agnelli

From: Susan Moriarty <susan.m1@verizon.net>

Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2020 10:50 AM

To: Alan Agnelli

Subject: Proposed Zoning Overlay on Lower Parker Street

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the City of Gardner mail system. Do not click on

links or open attachments unless you verify the sender and know the content is safe.
Hello again.
| would appreciate you forwarding this email on to the City Council members as you did last week.

Thank you!

After the City Council meeting last week | realized that some of my concerns from my previous letter were not addressed
at that meeting.
| want to express them again.

Also, | stumbled onto the Planning Board meeting minutes of April 28th and | noticed some of your concerns were ones |
had voiced concern about....but did not get answers to.

So once again | am noting those things and asking you to see that the answers are satisfactory before you put this to a
vote.

1) The minutes state that the parcel is 7.5 acres. At the meeting, it was two parcels for a total of 16.2 acres. | don't
understand the discrepancy.

2) When Mr. Schafron questioned the setbacks from the street, the reply was that this is no closer to Parker St than the
original furniture factory. NOT COMPLETELY TRUE. Let me clarify. You can see the large entrance/driveway and loading
dock right on Parker street. That afforded wide open space. | believe the only part of the factory that had no real frontage
was the section of it by the railroad bridge (where no one could walk anyway).

3) The maximum height requirement is 60 ft and the plan is 52 ft. The number of stories in the district requirement is 5 and
this proposal is 3 stories. | hope that means that with only 8 ft left in the height requirement they would not be able to add
another story.

4) T. Beauregard noted that this zoning was developed for downtown rather than outside of downtown, and suggested this
be moved back at least to 30 ft (my small house is set back 27 ft and feels like it is right on the road). S. Cormier stated
that the buildings would be too close to the road and that they should be moved back. However, the developer did not
come back with any changes in that regard.

5) The question of 56% open space on the site plan needs to be clarified. It was noted that the pond cannot be considered
open space.

6) | am honestly concerned about this traffic impact study, but also safety for children here. When | first moved here 30+
years ago, | hated how many times | saw animals killed while crossing the road. | haven't seen it so much lately, but cars
do come down here at about 45MPH. My children and pets were fenced in back and never allowed near the street. | am
concerned for safety, and there are no sidewalks on this side of the street.

7) What about the suggestion of a travel lane to get into this “facility" as it was noted in the minutes? | don't see anything
noted on the plans. Has it been addressed?

8) Atthe first part of the meeting which | watched on youtube, it was requested that the council get some assurance this
would not be section 8 housing. The answer was that this was not the intention. Nonetheless, | believe assurance was
requested. | have not seen a response to that.

9) | am concerned about my safety. With 400 new neighbors and me being single and nearing retirement, | am feeling
vulnerable.



10) | didn't want to say anything at the meeting but....| walked my dog over there for years, many years ago. You must
know that there are drums of chemicals of some kind over there, maybe buried by now, and also in the pond. We have
also had trouble with drainage down here, and at one time the storm drains | heard were washing into Parker's Pond. We
on this side of the street have had sewer water and gray water come into our basements in the past, and flooding down
under the bridge when rains are heavy. (| try to keep my storm drain cleared out but water does gush down there.) So
these are a few considerations when thinking of a place this size coming in.

11) Lastly, and once again, THIS IS HUGE! This DOES NOT fit into this neighborhood. Why can't it be left with the 2006
overlay, with smaller units of residential housing? That seems much more manageable and aesthetically reasonable here.
Or an industry that would create jobs.

| shared this on the Facebook page and there are mixed reactions. | realize there is only so much | can do. | just think that
approving something that is "maxxed out" as Mr. Beauregard said is really just "kicking the can down the road", eg: having
to negotiate at later steps. | would ask that you at least hold firm to some basic requests and modifications in size,
frontage, etc as mentioned above, because if not now, than when?

Thank you very much for considering my concerns.

Respectfully,

Susan Moriarty
477 Parker St, Gardner
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Alan Agnelli

From: Sharon Sarcinelli <sarc2030@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 10:07 PM
To: Alan Agnelli

Subject: Development Overlay District 1

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the City of Gardner mail system. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you verify the sender and know the content is safe.

To all members of the Planning Board,

We urge you to to oppose the pending petition to create an overlay for multi family housing at 525 Parker St.
Our opposition to this project is on record from the last 2 meetings of the planning board and city council. We
also want to take this opportunity to point out several reasons why this should be voted down at this time.

First, due to the pandemic the majority of the closet abutters were not able to participate in this process as they
are elderly, do not have access to technology, and are not able to even email. There has been only 1 week from
the last meeting to this point so these people have not even had time to respond by regular mail.

We understand there is a deadline or the process has to begin again, however, we feel the residents who will live
the ramifications of this project for years to come, should have the right to attend an in person public forum that
they are able to be active participants. If that means waiting until next summer than so be it. Numerous events,
public forums etc. have been delayed until next year, the residents of this neighborhood deserve the same
consideration.

Next, we listened to each point made at the 2 hearings. For instance, it was suggested that the board shouldn’t
even take into account that McCarty Engineering presented the board with detailed plans for 123 units in 3
buildings as that is just “conceptual” at this time. Seriously, McCarty did not spend thousands of dollars on
plans, studies etc. to make a ‘conceptual” bid for an overlay. Also at the meeting on April 28, 2020, public
record shows that there was not a plan to have an emergency driveway onto Water St as there are wetlands.
However, as of the November 16 meeting there is now a plan for emergency exits onto Water St with no
discussion at all as to how they will deal with the wetlands issue.

Again they speak of low volume of traffic onto Parker St. There are 10 homes between 525 Parker St and
Barthel Avenue, and adding 123 more will have very “minimal” affect on traffic.??? We urge you all to come
down between 6 and 8 in the morning and again between 4 and 7 in the evening and see if you think 123 new
neighbors- adding over 200 more vehicles will not have an impact. This will affect not only our area but also all
of the many side roads that increased traffic will force commuters to use.

Also, I grew up in Gardner, went to Gardner schools, raised our children here who also went to Gardner schools
and have been an educator here for over 25 years. This board has a responsibility to understand that adding over
100 families will require city services- schools, safety, social services, health care etc. Please do not look at
pretty plans and think oh won’t this look nice. These families have a right to all services they will need and the
city needs to be sure they can commit the resources it will require.

There are also numerous issues brought up at the April meeting that have never been addressed. First, the
setback from the street, the plan states there are no requirements for frontage as the buildings are “no closer to
Parker St than the original furniture factory building which as a 10 foot yard setback.” This is not true. I was
living here when Gem was there, in fact when the first owners, O’Hearns, were there as well. The building was
indeed set back as the frontage included an soft slope in which the trucks backed into the loading dock- the edge
of the dock was set back far enough for the entire truck to be off the road. The only part of that building that
went to the street was a very small L leg which came out directly next to the track. It was barely noticeable from
the road or the neighbors. The buildings they are proposing certainly does not resemble that structure in any
manner. In addition, we never ever had trucks backing all the way up Parker St causing traffic halts and needing
police as we now do. The former business had the space for trucks to turn around when they couldn’t fit under
the low bridge. Since the present owner filled in the property after the last proposal wasn’t viable, we now have
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more truck problems than we ever did for 40 years prior. Furthermore, at the Nov 16 meeting, the developer
mentioned that a business could go in there without need for an overlay and the neighborhood could be stuck
with trucks etc going in an out. Well we and our neighbors all say that is fine. We remember when Gem was
part of the neighborhood. There was no noise from over 300 people and cars night and day, it was quiet on
weekends and nights, no need for police, no drugs, and most importantly it gave the city what was and still is
desperately needed, JOBS. Gardner doesn’t need to attract hundreds of families to move here. Gardner needs to
provide employment to the families that are here. Businesses need to get along with the neighborhood they are
in. Public relations is essential to their success. A massive apartment complex with an owner who is not part of
the community and not on site does not have the same priorities All the owner needs is to collect the rent,
whether or not the neighborhood is affected in a positive or negative way is really not an issue, because once
it’s built, it won’t go out of business, and if it does and the units don’t rent- then it will be just more abandoned
buildings and we certainly have more than we need of those in Gardner.

We and most of our neighbors are not opposed to a business or homes being added , but they should take into
account the area they are occupying and the city has a duty to the residents who have paid their taxes for 10,20
30 and up to 60 and even 70 years. Realtors estimate that with a massive complex this size and scope which is
similar to complexes built in much larger communities such as Framingham and Worcester, that single family
homes around the units will decrease as much as 20% to 40% or more of their property value. When you think
that many of the neighbors are at an age that they may need to sell their homes to pay for extended care, why
should they lose money on a home they have invested their life into so that someone can make a profit off
apartments that don’t fit into the landscape of the neighborhood.

If a single family development was proposed with an appropriate set back and green space, it would be similar
to properties that exist and would not be expected to lower property values.

The reality is that unfortunately, this is not premium land for residential homes. The pond, wetlands, the train
track, literally on the property with trains 24/7 , simply are not conducive to even single family homes never
mind 123 units. The last proposal for 54 condominiums failed due in part to these issues. 2 of the units that were
built across the street from this project have been for sale for close 2 years.

In closing, a multi family overlay does not fit into the landscape and properties that are already here. The
overlay will have a negative impact on the property values, environment, and city resources. Please vote no
We appreciate your efforts and commitment to the city

Sincerely

Bill and Sharon Sarcinelli

491 Parker St.
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dMcCarTy RECEIVED

Civil Engineers

200 JUL I PH 1222

CITY CLERK'S OFFICE
GARDKER, MA

July 13, 2020

Elizabeth J. Kazinskas, Council President
City Council

95 Pleasant Street

Room 121

Gardner, MA 01440

Via: Hand Delivery

Ref.: Parker Place
525 Parker Place
Development Overlay District 1
Gardner, Massachusetts

Dear Council President and Members:

On behalf of Traven Development LLC., McCarty Engineering, Inc. (MEI) is hereby requesting
that under section 675-530 of the City of Gardner Zoning Ordinance that the designation of the
Development Overlay District 1, that was voted into action on April 18, 2006 and approved by
Mayor Gerald E. St. Hilaire on April 19, 2006 continue to apply to the property situated at 525
Parker Street. Associated with this designation we are also hereby requesting that the approved
use be amended from three- and four-unit condominiums to multi-unit residential buildings.

525 Parker Street consists of two parcels totaling approximately 16.2 acres+. The properties are
depicted on the City of Gardner Assessors Maps as parcels M22-1-6 and M22-6-27 both of
which are zoned Industrial 1 and are configured such that they have frontage along Parker Street,
Water Street and Parker Pond.

This parcel is the former location of one of Gardner’s premier furniture manufactures Gem
Industries who specialized in the creation of dormitory furniture. The factory and parking areas
were situated to the interior portions of the site while the perimeter was marked with undulating

topography and wetland systems. In the early 2000s the factory was demolished and the site has
remained vacant.

In harmony with the previously approved project and the City-wide growth and development
policies, the applicant proposes to redevelop this parcel and construct three multi-family
residential buildings, totaling 123 units.

42 Jungle Road Leominster, MA  Ph:978-534-1318  Fax: 978-840-6907 www.mccartydb.com
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City Council Page 2
July 13, 2020

The site has been configured such that the main access into the site will be off of Parker Street
with an emergency access provided off of Water Street. The parking lots have been located
within the interior of the site with the buildings positioned alongside the edge of the parking.
This configuration allows for the buildings to buffer the parking areas to the abutting residences.
Linked to this properties’ revitalization, an extensive landscape plan is proposed which will aid
in accenting the building architecture, complimenting the natural elements while also providing
buffering and screening. A traffic-assessment memorandum has been submitted with this cover
letter detailing the potential impact this project would have on the surrounding area.

This request to amend the Overlay district is the first step in the permitting process. This project
will require the filing for a Special Permit and Site Plan Review from the Planning Board and a
Notice of Intent with the local Conservation Commission and DEP.

We feel this proposed development is consistent with the intent of the Development Overlay
District 1 and we look forward to working with City Council on this matter. If you have any

questions of comments, please feel free to contact our office.

Sincerely,

LA

Lar Greene, RLA
P:\MEN223-Olson'City Council'\Docs\Revised Development 1 Overlay Requestletter.docx

42 jungle Road Leominster, MA Ph:978-534-1318  Fax: 978-840-6907 www.mccartydb.com
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TEPP LLC TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING, PLANNING AND POLICY

MEMORANDUM 93 Stiles Road, Suite 201, Salem, New Hampshire 03079 USA
800 Turnpike Street, Suite 300, North Andover, Massachusetts 01845 USA
Phone (603) 212-9133 and Fax (603) 226-4108
Email tepp@teppllc.com and Web www.tepplic.com

Ref: 1505

Subject:  Traffic Assessment
Parker Estates Apartment Development
Gardner, Massachusetts

From: Kim Eric Hazarvartian, Ph.D., P.E., PTOE
Principal
Date: July 7, 2020

INTRODUCTION

TEPP LLC to prepare this traffic-assessment memorandum (TAM) regarding the proposed
Parker Estates apartment development in the City of Gardner, Massachusetts.

This TAM concludes that:

e relevant sight distances for the Parker Street/proposed driveway intersection provide for
greater than the Parker Street speed limit

¢ the project is anticipated to have no significant impact on area traffic operations

e further traffic-impact analysis is not warranted

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The existing site:

e has an area of about 706,849 square feet

e was previously developed as an industrial use

o fronts on the north side of Parker Street

* has residential development to the north and east

e has Parker Pond and a railroad to the west
The project:

e provides a total of 123 dwelling units in three three-story buildings

e includes a proposed driveway intersecting the north side of Parker Street about 700 feet
(ft) west of Rock Street

1505 20200707 M Traffic Assessment.docx
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e includes a proposed emergency-access driveway intersecting the west side of Water
Street about 180 ft south of the end of the street

PARKER STREET

Parker Street:

o functions as arterial street \

e connects the City central business district, to the east, and the Town of Templeton, to the
west

e is under the jurisdiction of the City and is signed as Massachusetts Route 101

Parker Street near the site;

e is oriented about east-west

e has a tangent horizontal alignment

includes a minor westbound downgrade

has a marked travelway with one lane per direction

has curb and sidewalk on the south side

has asphaltic-cement-concrete pavement in poor-to-fair condition

includes utility poles on the west side, some with luminaires

provides access for residential development

¢ underpasses a railroad about 300 ft west of the proposed driveway location

WATER STREET

Water Street:

e functions as local street
e is oriented roughly north-south

e extends from Branch Street, to the south, to the end of the street, to the south, a length of
about 650 ft

e is under the jurisdiction of the City

Water Street near the site:

1505 20200707 M Traffic Assessment.docx 2



/ajao/

e has tangent alignment that includes a turn about 140 ft south of the proposed driveway
location

e included minor grades

e has an unmarked travelway providing one lane per direction

e has curb and sidewalk on the east side

e has asphaltic-cement-concrete pavement in fair-to-good condition
e includes utility poles on the north side, some with luminaires

e provides access for residential development

SIGHT DISTANCES

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) has
established authoritative policy for sight distances at unsignalized intersections in terms of:

e stopping sight distance (SSD)

e optional intersection sight distance (ISD)

e provides for safety

e enables a driver, on the major road, to perceive and react accordingly to a vehicle
entering the major road from a minor road

e is conservative because it encompasses a wide range of brake-reaction times and
deceleration rates'

Optional ISD:

e is ordinarily greater than SSD and may enhance traffic operations

e s not required for safety?

Table 1 shows relevant available sight distances for the Parker Street/proposed driveway
intersection. Stopping sight distances are available for greater than the Parker Street speed limit.

! AASHTO, 4 Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition (Washington, DC, 2011), pages 3-
2 to 3-6.

2 AASHTO, pages 9-28 to 9-29.

1505 20200707 M Traffic Assessment.docx 3
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Table 1.  Sight distances for Parker Street/proposed driveway intersection.

Available Sight Speeds (mph)

Movement and View Distance (ft)2 Limit SSD ISD
Movement—Left Turns from Proposed Driveway

View—To and from Parker Street East Leg 700 30 50+ 50+

View—To and from Parker Street West Leg 700 30 50+ 50+
Movement—Right Turns from Proposed Driveway

View—To and from Parkier Street East Leg 700 30 50+ 50+
Movement—Left Turns from Parker Street

View—To and from Parker Street East Leg 700 30 50+ 50+

2 From field assessment on June 30, 2020.

For the Water Street/proposed emergency-access driveway intersection, sight distances extend
from the horizontal turn, to the south, and the end of street, to the north.

TRIP GENERATION

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes trip-generation information in the au-
thoritative Trip Generation Manual.® This information is based on empirical data for a variety of
land uses including multifamily housing (mid-rise), land use 221, based on dwelling units*

Table 2 shows calculated weekday vehicle-trips for the proposed 123-dwelling-unit development

as:
Table 2.  Calculated weekday vehicle-trip generation.

Vehicle-Trips?

Time Period and Direction Total In Out
Daily 669 334 335
AM-Street-Peak Hour 42 11 31
PM-Street-Peak Hour 54 33 21

4 Based on ITE, multifamily housing (mid-rise), land use 221, 123 dwelling units.

31TE, Trip Generation Manual, 10% Edition (Washington DC, September 2017).
*1TE, Trip Generation Manual, Volume 2, Data, Residential (Land Uses 200-299), pages 71 to 149.

1505 20200707 M Traffic Assessment.docx 4
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TEPP

o daily, 669 (total of in and out)
e AM-street-peak hour, 42 (11 in and 31 out)
e PM-street-peak hour, 54 (33 in and 21 out)

POTENTIAL TRAFFIC IMPACTS

ITE suggests that land developments generating at least 100 peak-hour vehicle trips, in the busier
direction, are candidates for consideration of traffic impact analysis.> Tabulated peak-hour trip
generation due to the proposed redevelopment is well below this national ITE threshold.

The proposed redevelopment is calculated to generate 42 to 54 vehicle-trips during tabulated
peak hours, split:

e in versus out of the site
e along Parker Street to and from the east

e along Parker Street to and from the west
This represents averages of about:

e 10 to 14 vehicles per hour per direction on Parker Street east or west of the site

¢ 1 vehicle per 4 to 6 minutes per direction on Parker Street east or west of the site

On this basis, the proposed development is anticipated to have no significant impact on area traf-
fic operations.

CONCLUSION

This TAM concludes that:
e relevant sight distances for the Parker Street/proposed driveway intersection provide for
greater than the Parker Street speed limit
e the project is anticipated to have no significant impact on area traffic operations

o further traffic-impact analysis is not warranted

*ITE, Manual of Transportation Engineering Studies (Prentice Hall: Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 2000), page
144.

1505 20200707 M Traffic Assessment.docx 5
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CITY OF GARDNER

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
Manca Annex, 115 Pleasant Street, Room 201 Gardner, Massachusetts 01440
Phone: (978) 630-4014 0 Fax: (978) 632-1905 ¢ CDBG (978) 632-3800

S~
August 24, 2020 . E F?i
=
N O
President Elizabeth J. Kazinskas o1 m
C/o Alan Agnelli, City Clerk s = E
City Hall X0 ==
95 Pleasant Street ‘bg o O
Gardner, MA 01440 f;?‘ o©

Subject: Amendment to Development Overlay District 1 ~ 525 Parker Street

Dear President Kazinskas:

At the Planning Board meeting held on Monday, August 17, 2020, the Planning Board voted 4-1
to recommend approval of the amendment to Development Overlay District 1 referenced above.
The parcel is zoned industrial, has long been vacant, and is surrounded by residential uses,
therefore, the amendment will prove beneficial for future development of area by encouraging

the change in use.

The Planning Board looks forward to joining the City Council at a joint public hearing scheduled
at its earliest convenience. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or need

additional information.

Sincerely, \’\D
“rekete i B

evor M. Beauregard
Director, Community Development and Planning
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CITY OF GARDNER
MASSACHUSETTS

CITY CLERK

95 PLEASANT STREET, ROOM 121
GARDNER, MA 01440-2630
TEL 978-630-4058

ALAN L. AGNELLI JOHN A. OLIVARI
City Clerk Assistant City Clerk
Registrar of Voters FAITH A. GLOVER
Assistant City Clerk

August 10, 2020

Mark M. Schafron, Chairman
Gardner Planning Board

City Hall Annex, Room 201
115 Pleasant Street

Gardner, MA 01440

Re:  Renewed Petition by Traven Development LLC to renew the designation
of two (2) parcels at 525 Parker Street as a Development Overlay District 1

Dear Mr. Schafron;

Pursuant to G.L. Chapter 40A, § 5, the City Council voted to transmit to the Planning
Board for review and report the enclosed renewed Petition by Traven Development LLC to

renew the designation of two (2) parcels at 525 Parker Street as a Development Overlay District
1.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Very truly yours,

ALAN L. AGNELLI
City Clerk

Enclosures (2)



