MINUTES
	SPRINGFIELD DOWNTOWN DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
	Tuesday, May 1, 2018 - 10:00 a.m.

	
A.	CALL TO ORDER:   The Chair, Nathan Wardwell called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m.  
B.	ROLL CALL:  Members present were: Chair Nathan Wardwell, Richard Filion and Sabrina Smith. 
	Also present:  Renee Vondle, Town Planner/Zoning Administrator and applicant, Bill Handly, owner of Factory Falls, LLC, Stephen Plunkard
	Pledge of Allegiance 

C.	PUBLIC HEARING
	A.	Application 18-010		Factory Falls, LLC 
		A Design Review Approval request by William Handly, owner of Factory Falls, LLC, located at 12 River Street of the Town of Springfield to increase height of brick wall and place vinyl siding on the building façade on the East elevation only and replace all windows.  This project review is subject to review by the Development Review Board as well. The property is located in the CB/Downtown Design Review Overlay District, Parcel No. 26-2-39. 

	AUTHORITY:  Table 2.20 DDCOD Downtown Design Control Overlay District states the purposes for the creation of the Design Control District are:
	a.   To maintain the economic and historical integrity of the downtown.
	b.	To enhance economic development consistent with the historic center of industrial,     commercial, social and governmental activities in the Town of Springfield.
	c.	To highlight the direct influence of the Black River on the growth of all the above activities along the Black River, and Comtu Falls which is located in the heart of downtown.
            d.   To promote and improve the structures and maximize economic uses in the area of the  Black River and Comtu Falls.

	The plan must address:
· Materials
· Proportioning and massing

	The plan must also address A. 8b which states: “ any new exterior lighting must be compatible with the period of the related building or area of the Design Control District.”

 		The building overlooks the Black River and runs adjacent to River Street.  Comtu Falls Park is located to the South of the parcel and 100 River Street, LLC is the abutter to the North.  
		The building is currently clad in a green stained vertical wood siding on West and South elevation and plywood/typar on the East and North elevation.  

		The applicant did start the project before this review, however has halted further construction until the outcome of this hearing and recommendation to the Development Review Board.  

		New windows have been place on all four sides of the building. The windows are white with white trim.

		Five double hung windows were placed on the upper level of the South elevation facing Comtu Falls Park. There is one small horizontal single pane window on the lower level of the Southeast corner of the building.  The utility boxes and wires are exposed.

		On the West elevation facing the Black River, there are eleven 2-over-2 white clad windows on the upper portion of the top level on the green vertical siding and the lower half of that level is solid with no window openings.  The lower level is a brick façade with eleven sets of pre-existing window units. Each set has three 9-over-9 windows of which the outer two windows are boarded up with plywood and only the middle windows have glass panes exposed.  

		The East elevation (facing River Street) was recently re-clad with plywood and typar.  On the upper portion of this elevation there are twelve double hung windows and one 9-pane window on the loading dock section. All windows are white with white trim.  The lower portion of the wall has one single metal door and one wooden double door.  To the left of the first door on the Southeast corner of the building are two small horizontal single pane windows.  The rest of the lower level does not have any windows, but rather a solid wall.
		The expanse of solid opening is not conducive to the historic character of the Downtown Design Review Overlay district.  

		The application did not include plans for new doors. 

		There were no lighting plans included in the application.  The Downtown Design Review Commission must review all materials to be included with this permit.

	The Committee reviewed the photographs showing the newly installed windows, plywood & Tyvek siding on the East elevation as well as the streetscape view from Comtu Falls Park.

	The Chair called upon Mr. Handly, owner, to present the application.

	Mr. Handly presented his application and stated that the windows were not added as they have been there right along.  The windows were stored in the building, but have not been put in until now.

	Sabrina Smith stated that the windows still require a permit even though they have been in storage because “any exterior change in the DDROD requires a permit” and that they are changing from an opening to a specific kind of window.

	Mr. Plunkard asked if there was a permit to put the windows in after the building burned in 1983.  ZA Vondle stated that Mr. Handly received a permit in 2008 (Permit #08044, dated May 23, 2008 for a 26’ x 34’ accessory commercial structure), but there were no additional plans attached to it.    Sabrina Smith stated that the building burned in 1983 and now it is 2018.  Zoning has changed a lot since then and the process needs to be followed.  She stated that all buildings in the Downtown Design Review Overlay District will have to follow the same process should they apply for any and all exterior changes to their buildings.

	Mr. Handly stated he is getting design help from Springfield on The Move, although he had not seen the drawing that Springfield on The Move had submitted prior to the hearing.  He noted that the drawing shows the bricks going almost up to the header of the door which they will not.  He intends them to be an average height of four feet across the expanse.  

	Discussion followed regarding the façade on the East elevation of the building.  The drawing shows a dark grey cornice at the top of wall with light gray horizontal siding from the roofline to a few feet below the windows (there were no dimensions on the drawing), cool grey vertical siding to be placed from the brick wall up to the horizontal siding.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]	Mr. Handly stated that he is not sure what material he is using for the vertical siding.  The application states “vinyl” siding but he has also considered metal.  He has not ordered the siding yet.  Richard Filion asked if Mr. Handly had considered board and batten as it would look historical.  Also discussed was plywood with grooves, barn board, stained fresh pine or hemlock. Sabrina Smith noted that metal is not historical to the building or character of the area.

	Mr. Handly noted that he would like to put in fake vertical posts to break up the expanse of the siding.  The posts would go part way up to the base of the windows.  No material was presented for the type of posts that will be used.  
	
	Discussion followed regarding changes to the current application that Mr. Handly would like to make.  ZA Vondle informed the applicant and committee that any change to the application would require another warning.  The hearing has been warned, advertised and the abutters have been notified of the intended proposal as it is worded now.  Any change in materials or intent would need to be re-warned and a new hearing scheduled.  This is all spelled out in State statutes.

	Mr. Handly asked for more clarification.  ZA Vondle explained that the warning that goes into the paper states that the applicant is requesting approval to make specific alterations to his building and the abutters are notified of that same request.  The reason an applicant cannot change the request during the hearing is because the abutters have received their copy of the  Notice of Hearing and may have chosen not to attend the hearing because they did not have any concerns regarding the request.  If the application was allowed to change during the hearing, the abutters would say that they did not have the opportunity to speak to those changes.  

	To clear up some confusion regarding when permits are needed, Chair Wardwell stated that permission is needed for any exterior change to buildings in the Downtown Design Review Overlay District.  The request must come to the Development Review Board with assistance from the Zoning Administrator.  The Town Manager does not have authority in zoning matters, but it is reasonable to understand the confusion in this case.  Mr. Handly stated that he thought he had permission because he was coming in compliance with the Town Manager regarding some building violations.

	Chair Wardwell explained that Mr. Handly’s building is in the Downtown Design Review Overlay District and that is why he needs to go through the process of the two hearings.  He noted that the DDRC is an advisory committee that forwards their recommendation to the Development Review Board who has judicial authority to approve or deny a permit.  Chair Wardwell stated that everyone wants to see the building progress with the exterior changes, but the process must be respected.  Sabrina Smith stated that the Commission and DRB just want to make sure that the process is done fairly for all applicants presently and in the future.  

	Discussion followed regarding whether the building was considered historic.  ZA Vondle informed the Commission and applicant that the State of Vermont considers a building historic if it was built more than 50 years ago.  Discussion followed regarding the fire in 1983.   ZA Vondle stated that it does not have to be built exactly as it was, but needs to complement the historic integrity of the neighborhood.  ZA Vondle will call the Vermont State Division of Historic Preservation for clarification.

	The Commission reviewed the Required Submission List and the Description Page with the applicant.  Mr. Handly said that he never saw this paperwork and did not fill it out.  ZA Vondle stated that she filled both the application and other application documents for the applicant at the direction of the applicant to expedite the hearing schedule.

	Required descriptions are as followed:  
	Describe Current Use and/or structure:  storage and hydro. 
 
	Describe Proposal: to replace windows after-the-fact, increase height of brick on façade and add vinyl siding to East elevation.

	Describe Materials to be Used for the Project: Vinyl siding.  No information was given on the choice of bricks.

	Describe Doors and/or Windows:  place existing windows in openings after-the-fact.  No specifications of what type of windows or dimensions were given.  No plans were submitted for the doors.

	Description of Lighting is also a category, and although no plans were submitted, Mr. Handly did mention to the Zoning Administrator that he may be considering doing some lighting.  Screening, signs, parking area and traffic circulation is not applicable for this application.

	Discussion followed regarding the masonry.  Chair Wardwell stated that the Development Review Board needs the drawings to be scaled and the material list to be specific (type of brick and cap as well as color), Mr. Handly stated that the masonry will be red cement brick block (waterproofed) 4” x 4” x 16” (one double block is approximately two regular size bricks long) and explained that the actual size of the “brick” is not 4” x 4” x 16”, but with joints included it equals that measurement. Mr. Handly stated that the walls are bound to be hit again by town plows so this type of masonry will be easier to repair and will not show that it has been repaired like regular brick.  Mr. Handly left the meeting to retrieve a sample of the brick for the Committee to review.  

	Discussion followed regarding a cap for the brick wall.  Mr. Handly stated that he is thinking of using a regular brick on a slant to shed the water and protect the wall.  The Commission stated their concern about using two different materials for the wall and cap.  Mr. Handly stated that he was going to let his mason pick out the cap material.  Ms. Smith stated that the DRB needs to know the exact material he is going to use before they approve the application.  The Committee recommended that Mr. Handly bring both the red cement brick block and the cap to the DRB hearing. 

	The applicant stated that the wall will be an average height of four feet.  The building is very long and the road contours so the wall will be an average height of four feet but visually it will look straight across.

	Discussion followed about the timing of the construction and whether the applicant should go forward with just the brick portion of the application or rewrite the entire application with more details.  Mr. Handly said he has the mason available now and he cannot do the siding until the brick work is done anyways.  Richard Filion suggested that the applicant go forward with the brick portion of the application and by the time the wall is built he would have submitted the new application and be legally warned to get on a hearing agenda.  Mr. Handly agreed that was what he wanted to do.  

	Steve Plunkard addressed the committee, noting that Springfield on The Move is not the applicant, but they are helping Mr. Handly with his drawings.  He asked the Committee how detailed the drawings need to be and if he could work on top of the photo’s instead of scaled drawings and inquired if he needed to show the entire facade.  He noted that he would have leaders coming off of the rendering with pictures of the materials.  Discussion followed.  The Committee agreed that he could superimpose drawings over a photo and that they would like to see the entire façade represented.  It was agreed that a visual representation of a couple sections of the building would be sufficient enough to show how the pillars will break up the massing. 

	Mr. Plunkard asked if catalogue cut sheets would suffice for some of the material list.  Sabrina Smith indicated that it would and especially in future applications for the doors, etc.

	
MOTION:  	Nathan Wardwell moved to recommend approval of placing 4” x 4” x 16” red cement brick block wall at an average height of 4 feet the length of the entire East elevation of the building and to include a small wrap-around portion at both North and South elevations with the cap to be determined at DRB hearing and to approve	
the after-the-fact windows. Sabrina Smith seconded.  Motion approved unanimously.


	The Chair directed the Zoning Administrator to forward the recommendations to the Chair of the Development Review Board.
There was no further business to come before the meeting.
Meeting adjourned at 11:31 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,


Renee L. Vondle, Zoning Administrator/Secretary to
.
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