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Town of Springfield 
Joint Meeting
 PC/Selectboard/SWCRPC
 May 23, 2019

MINUTES




Present:
Selectboard:  Kristi Morris (Chair), Peter MacGillivray, Walter Martone, Mike Martin, George McNaughton.  
Planning Commission:  Joe Wilson (Chair), Char Osterlund, Chuck Gregory, Beth Gray, Judith Stern.  
SWCRPC:  Jason Rasmussen, Tom Kennedy.  

Also present:  Renee Vondle, Town Planner, Tom Yennerell, Melissa MacKenzie, Daniel Pettigrew, Eva Pettigrew, John Hall, Donna Hall, Walter Dodd, Barbara Volta, Barbara Lacey, Fredda Kischko, Robert Kischko, Michael Wiese, Sabrina Smith (Springfield Reporter), Cynthia Martin (applicant), Martha Straskus & Troy McBride (Norwich Solar Technologies, agent)

Purpose of the Hearing:  Preferred Siting Net-Metering Solar Array Request from Cynthia Martin, 903 French Meadow Road

As warned:  A joint meeting between PC SB SWCRC to help the joint commissions and selectboard to identify if this specific project location should be considered a “Preferred Site” under Net Metering Rule 5.103, “Preferred Site,” (7), clause 2.  Norwich Technologies (“the Developer”) of a proposed 500 kW net-metered solar array (“the Project”) to be located on a 4.5 +/- acre portion of a 14.7 +/- acre deeded private parcel at geographic coordinates:  
Lat: 43.322814°N;  Long: -72.525912°W.  The array will be set back approximately 370 feet from French Meadow Road.

Kristi Morris, Chair of the Selectboard called the meeting to order at 4:30 p.m. and stated that in the previous meeting the project was presented without addressing the Town Plan Criteria for Solar Siting and informed the applicant that the boards would use the process of reviewing the criteria against the project with findings of facts and motions for each criteria.  He stated that some public comment will be taken, but the meeting is between the three boards to determine if the project qualifies as a preferred site per the Springfield Town Plan.

Jason Rasmussen, Regional Planner for SWCRPC clarified that the Regional Planning Commission has a different decision-making process that is not based on the Springfield Town Plan.  

Martha Straskus of Norwich Solar Technology introduced Troy McBride, Chief Technology Officer of Norwich Solar Technology to the boards.  Ms. Straskus passed out a chart of the project responses to the 2017 Town Plan Criteria for Solar Siting which included: Technical Feasibility, Aesthetics, Environmental Impact, Impediment of Future Use, Preferred Sites and General Considerations.

Kristi Morris asked if there is a process for the public to have the opportunity to comment after the application has been deemed complete?  Ms. Straskus stated that once the PUC has deemed the application complete, the full application will be sent to the town, RPC and all the regulatory agencies for a 30-day comment period.  The Town and any party will have the opportunity to “intervene’ in the case review and participate in the process.  The town has automatic status.  The public and abutters can ask to intervene, but they have to address what their particular issue is that is not being addressed by a particular agency.  They can also ask to receive all mailings as the application goes through the process.

Criteria 1 Technical Feasibility was discussed.  The site must have a suitable exposure rating of at least 70%.  Ms. Martin’s site will have efficiency of over 95%.  The site should have suitable access to a juncture with 3 Phase power line or other appropriate grid connection unless it is to be used as a dedicated source.  Ms. Straskus stated that the project is not going to be used as a dedicated source.  Discussion followed.  Abutter (35 Baker Road), Robert Kischko stated that the access is not excellent because the access road will have to be constructed on a very steep incline.

PC Chair, Joe Wilson asked what the conclusion from the GMP study of the interconnection was?  Ms. Straskus stated that GMP has determined that the project can be reliably and safely interconnected based on a study of loads on the system, equipment in place in the area and what upgrades would be required which will be paid by the project with no impact of GMP ratepayers/customers.

Selectboard member, George McNaughton moved that the boards find that the facts meet the requirements for the technical feasibility criteria. Selectboard member, Walter Martone seconded. Discussion followed.  The Selectboard voted 5-0 in favor.  The Planning Commission voted 3-2 (Nay: Beth Gray, Judith Stern).

The boards discussed Criteria 2 Aesthetics:
a. The solar array shall have no undue adverse impact to neighboring lands and
i. should be consistent with and blend with the neighboring uses; and
ii. will not be prominent in the foreground of any viewshed along a major transportation corridor into the developed portion of Springfield.
b. Where there is an adverse impact on the public viewshed, aesthetic mitigation should consider:
i. planting of a solid evergreen hedge sufficient to obscure the under structure of the solar array;
ii. natural vegetation or objects tending to obscure the array in the buffer area; and 
iii. maintenance of a 50’ buffer from a major transportation corridor calculated from edge of the right-of-way.
c. There should be binding covenants with respect to maintenance of the arrays and the site by the developer.

Selectboard member, George McNaughton moved that the boards find that the facts meet the requirements for Criteria 2 (b): that the project will not have an adverse impact on the public viewshed.  Michael Martin seconded.   

Discussion followed.  The table that the applicant provided states there will be no adverse impact on the public viewshed.  The array will be similar in appearance to numerous other renewable solar arrays commonplace in Vermont.  The array will be setback approximately 377 feet from the nearest public road, well in advance of the State’s setback requirements.  Existing roadside vegetation along French Meadow Road, nearby property boundaries and stone walls will interrupt views of the array from off-site locations.  While the array will not have an adverse impact on the public viewshed, evergreen vegetative screening is proposed to reduce views of the array from neighboring lands to the west and south.

Discussion followed. SB member, George McNaughton stated that a public viewshed is a public road, public park or public trail.  He noted that this discussion is about only 2(b) Public Viewshed.  Mr. Kischko pointed out that presently there is full foliage as opposed to the winter viewshed from the last application.  Mr. Kischko asked when the document from Terry Boyle and Associates would be made available.  SB Chair, Mr. Morris stated that the document will be produced for the full application.  Mr. Kischko stated that it is curious that the boards can pass judgement on the aesthetic criteria without seeing the Boyle report.  

Abutter (879 French Meadow Road), Daniel Pettigrew stated that during the site visit, he walked to the eastern corner of the proposed array to get a visual impact with the assistance of a ladder provided by abutter, Mr. John Hall and was able to ascertain that there will be a considerable view of his property from that section of the array.  Mr. McNaughton reminded that the board was only talking about a public viewshed at this time.

John Hall, abutter from 935 French Meadow Road stated that he observed from the eastern section of the array that both the Pettigrew house and a portion of French Meadow Road could be seen.  Mr. McNaughton asked what would be visible, the plates or the undercarriage?  Mr. Hall and Mr. Pettigrew stated that it is the plates that will be visible from that vantage point.  Donna Hall addressed the issue of process of the meeting, noting that many abutters sat down and wrote letters and would like the opportunity to be heard.  SB Chair, Kristi Morris stated that the meeting will be opened up to more public comment after the factual criteria has been processed.

SB Chair, Kristi Morris called the vote: Motion passed 5-0.
PC Chair, Joe Wilson called for the vote:  Motion passed 3-2 (Judith Stern and Beth Gray voted in the negative).

Michael Martin moved that the boards find, as fact, that the project meets the requirements of Criteria 2A (no undue adverse impact to neighboring lands).  Walter Martone seconded.  

Discussion followed.  Char Osterlund asked for clarification of what “undue adverse impact” means.  Jason Rasmussen, SWCRPC explained that “undue” means that it clearly violates a written policy of the town or that it is shocking to the conscience.

Troy McBride, Norwich Solar, stated that it is their intention that Mr. & Mrs. Pettigrew will not have a view of the site.  Currently they do have a slight view, but after landscaping they will not.  Martha Straskus, Norwich Solar, stated that after the first site visit and discussions with the abutters, a mitigation plan to move the array to the north on the downslope side to hide it from the Pettigrew property and farther east and to do landscape plantings along Ms. Martin’s property next to the Hall property.

SB member, Walter Martone stated that he drove around the neighborhood with his binoculars and could not get a good view at this time from the French Meadow Road or the Baker Road properties and has questions regarding what happens when the foliage falls?  He stated that he could not see anything because there is a significant tree line.  He asked if there was landscaping being proposed or needed? Martha Straskus stated that Jeremy Owens from TJ Boyle Associates took a lot of pictures from the array site looking out during the first site visit and after the array was moved, he took more pictures in leaf off conditions.  Mr. Owens reported that because of the existing conifers and deciduous trees from Baker Road as well as topography, the project will not be seen except for a brief moment while driving the speed limit from the north on French Meadow Road where Baker Road is on the left as one comes over the slope.  She noted that TJ Boyle Associates have a special program to look at the viewshed. The new site plan which has now been filed with the 45-day notice shows the addition of vegetation to the south of the array to mitigate the view for the Pettigrew property and the view from French Meadow Road.  

PC Chair, Joe Wilson stated that he is not convinced that Norwich Solar has answered the question under Criteria 2 (a) (i) the project should be consistent with and blend with neighboring uses.  Martha Straskus of Norwich Solar stated that they are proposing to screen the view.  Discussion followed.

SB member, Peter MacGillivray asked what Mr. Pettigrew saw when he went up ladder on eastern side of the property?  Mr. Pettigrew stated that he saw his house and driveway and part of French Meadow Road.

Tom Kennedy, SWCRPC stated that the process the boards are using is a bit speculative in that they have not received the aesthetic analysis by TJ Boyle Associates and they are trying to analyze the siting criteria before 
seeing the full application.  He cautioned the boards that they could change their mind about aesthetics once the application is deemed complete.  He said there is a distinction between having this be a preferred site and doing a site analysis.  He stated that the boards are actually doing a quasi-analysis without an application or the Boyle study and cautioned them to not limit their options and suggested that they could table this one point and move along and make a decision as a whole at the end.

SB member, Mike Martin stated that he has an issue with the term “preferred site” because the definition of preferred site with the Public Utility Commission has 7 criteria and this project does not meet any of the 7 criteria.  The Town of Springfield has chosen to use their own criteria from the Town Plan.  

Abutter (35 Baker Road), Fredda Kischko stated that agricultural land is ever changing fields, grass lands, woods, animals and she felt that this solar project creates a change to a commercial facility in the middle of a historical farm land.  She stated that this field is part of the old Idlenot Dairy Farm.   

PC member, Char Osterlund stated that it is her understanding that a solar array is not a permanent structure.  PC Chair, Joe Wilson commented that 20 years is pretty permanent.  Troy McBride of Norwich Solar stated that the Vermont Department of Agriculture Department considers it a temporary structure that preserves agricultural land and encourages the duel use of solar fields with plantings and grazing.

Abutter, Robert Kischko stated that the plan calls for stockpiling topsoil and he believes that grazing does not happen on stockpiled topsoil.

Abutter, John Hall stated that there would be an undue adverse impact on his potential building lots because of the higher elevation of those lots and the potential owners will always be looking at the back of the solar panels because no vegetation could be planted high enough to obstruct their viewshed.  He noted that because shading will effect the efficiency of the solar panels, he feels that the company is not going to plant 40’ trees that are going to grow tall enough because that will impede the solar efficiency.  He felt that with short shrubbery, the house sites will still be able to see the panels and noted that there will not be a way to protect the view from his potential build sites or the Pettigrew home or a portion of the French Meadow Road viewshed. 

Mr. Hall also stated that his family will see the undercarriage from their current house as Norwich Solar only moved the array 25’ further to the east.  He stated they will be able to see the undercarriage of the project from their deck and first floor rooms.

SB Chair, Kristi Morris called the question of the motion 2 (b): that the solar array shall have no undue adverse impact to neighboring lands and
iii. should be consistent with and blend with the neighboring uses; and
iv. will not be prominent in the foreground of any viewshed along a major transportation corridor into the developed portion of Springfield

Discussion followed regarding what a “nay” vote would indicate.  Town Planner, Renee Vondle stated that a “nay” vote would mean that the boards find that the project does not meet the criteria in the Town Plan for Aesthetics . 

SB Chair, Kristi Morris called for the vote by roll call:  The motion failed 2-3 (Yay votes:  Kristi Morris, Walter Martone.  Nay votes: George McNaughton Peter MacGillivray, Mike Martin.

Mike Martin stated that the motion now will need to say:  Mike Martin moved that the board finds that project does not meet the criteria of Criteria 2 Aesthetics as it does not blend with the neighboring uses and will be prominent in the foreground of any viewshed along a major transportation corridor.

SB member, Peter MacGillivray stated that his vote was based on fact that the board has not seen the study by TJ Boyle Associates and he feels that the viewshed from the Pettigrew property could be shielded by plantings.

George McNaughton stated his nay vote was based on “ii.  Will not be prominent in the foreground of any viewshed along a major transportation corridor into the developed portion of Springfield, because he does not feel it is a major transportation corridor.  He stated that the process allows the board to flunk one of the considerations and still vote for the General Considerations and still let the project go forward.

Kristi Morris stated that his yay vote was based on the fact that there is a high voltage transmission line that goes across the property and there is a substation at the foot of the Spoonerville Road.

Walter Martone stated that his yay vote was based on the fact that the board does not have enough information because the Boyle plan has not been released yet and the question of whether the project should be allowed to go through because there would still be an opportunity to comment on it and would like to see what the project will be after the technological information has answered a lot of his questions.

PC Member, Char Osterlund stated that because the boards do not have all the facts, she does not think judging and killing a project seems right and noted that the town will be able to write a letter with conditions.
	
PC Chair, Joe Wilson called the vote:  The motion failed 2-3 (Yay:  Charles Gregory, Char Osterlund.  Nay:  Judith Stern, Beth Gray, Joe Wilson)  

Michael Martin requested that the board move forward to Criteria 5 Preferred Sites and made the following motion:  That the board finds that the project meets Criteria 5 because none of the preferred sites are applicable to this project.  George McNaughton seconded.  Discussion followed. 

George McNaughton disagreed with the motion because it was clear to him at the site visit looking down from top of the site that the slope was steep even though the soils were good, he feels it is a fringe agricultural area and that Criteria 5 (f) does apply.  

Mike Martin withdrew his motion and George McNaughton withdrew his second.

Mike Martin moved that the project meets Criteria 5(f) Fringe Agricultural areas having slopes or rocky soils not conducive to farming and not prominent in the viewshed.  George McNaughton seconded.  Discussion followed.

PC member, Char Osterlund stated that these criteria are the State of Vermont’s definition of preferred sites and a project needs to meet at least one to be considered a preferred site and if one of the criteria is met then it will be considered a preferred site and the conversation is moot.

PC member, Judith Stern stated that she feels the project is not a commercial site so does not meet criteria 5a-e, but does not meet 5 (f) because it has grazing potential.  Kristi Morris stated that it does meet the criteria of fringe agricultural because the proposed project is to be sited on quite steep land.

PC member, Beth Gray stated it should not be considered fringe, because the field has perfect grazing potential and that is considered agricultural.
	
PC Chair, Joe Wilson stated that the project does not meet the Criteria 5 (f) because the land is designated by the Vermont Department of Agricultural as prime agricultural soils and noted that the Department of Agriculture are the experts.  He noted that if the board looks at Criteria 3 Environmental Impact under 3 (d) “The project should not be placed over prime agricultural soils, or in such a manner as to interfere with the historical use of an area for agricultural purposes.” then this qualifies it as not a fringe area.  He also stated that he did not see any rocks at the site visit.  He stated that because the state has designated this field to have prime agricultural soils, the project does not qualify as a preferred site.

SB member, George McNaughton stated he did not see rocks, but did see a fairly steep slope, but the question is if the town feels it is a fringe agricultural area or not.  The State may kill it if they feel it is on prime ag soils.  He encouraged the board to go to the Criteria 3 Environmental Impact.  SB Chair, Kristi Morris stated that current motion needed to be addressed first.

PC member, Judith Stern stated that agricultural plantings such as blueberry bushes or apple orchards are conducive to being planted on a slope and are also agricultural crops and noted that their roots would keep the soil from eroding and washing away. 
  
PC member, Chuck Gregory stated that the prime ag use of the property would determine whether or not the project interferes with the continued historical use of the land.  He noted that other solar array plans have been allowed because there is the opportunity for the continued use.   Grazing of animals may continue after the proposed use concludes.  The Martin property is a historical prime ag site, but with use of grazing, the project would not interfere and could be considered a preferred site. Discussion followed.  

PC member, Beth Gray stated that the applicant indicated at the last meeting that she was not planning on allowing grazing.   Applicant, Cynthia Martin stated that she would be interested in planting pollinators, but not grazing. 

Town Planner, Renee Vondle stated that due to the beautiful soil, the property does have agricultural potential regardless of the slope because blueberry bushes, an apple orchard or other appropriate crops can be planted and animals can graze, therefore it cannot be considered a fringe agricultural area.   

SB member, Peter MacGillivray stated that the fences on the property indicated that it was used for grazing which makes it agriculture for farming uses and the State designation of prime agricultural soil makes the project not meet the criteria as a preferred site. 

SB member, Walter Martone stated that most solar sites are on farmland throughout the state.  He stated solar arrays are considered temporary (25 years) and, thus, actually save the land from development to potentially be used again for future agricultural uses. The process calls for decommissioning the project and returning it back to agricultural land as opposed to putting up a building where the land will be permanently ruined for agricultural use. The stockpiled soil will be returned.  

Abutter, John Hall stated that he has lived on his property for 31 years and the past history of the land is that it has been mowed and cattle have grazed on it almost every year.  He noted that his opinion is that a steep slope is when one cannot safely operate equipment and he stated that one could easily drive a tractor to manage that piece of property.

Abutter, Robert Kischko stated that the map provided by Norwich Solar clearly indicates that it is prime agricultural soil and they will stockpile soils which he feels will make it a fringe agricultural area.  He encouraged the board to consider this project not acceptable according to Criteria 3 (d) “The project should not be placed over prime agricultural soils.”

Martha Staskus noted that there is a difference between soil and agricultural use.  The project is not proposing to grade off or scrap off all the topsoil.  There will be a minimal impact where the posts will be driven into the ground for the array and the fence. The area that will be graded /disturbed will be the 12’ wide access road leading up to the solar area.  She stated that the proposal illustrated on the conceptual site plan will be driven by what the Agency of Agriculture requires and wants to see done with solar arrays that are placed on prime ag soils based on the National Conservation Service soil designation.


SB member, George McNaughton called the question.

SB Chair, Kristi Morris restated the motion:  Mike Martin moved that the project meets Criteria 5(f) Fringe Agricultural areas having slopes or rocky soils not conducive to farming and not prominent in the viewshed.  George McNaughton seconded.  

SB Chair, Kristi Morris called for the Vote:  Motion passed 4-1 (Nay: Peter MacGillivray)
PC Chair, Joe Wilson asked if there was further discussion.  Hearing none, he called for the vote.  Motion denied 2-3.  Voting Yay:  Char Osterlund and Chuck Gregory.  Voting Nay:  Joe Wilson, Beth Gray, Judith Stern. 

Motion approved by SB, failed by PC, with combined vote of 6-4.  

Beth Gray excused herself from the meeting.

George McNaughton moved that the board find the project complies with Criteria 3 (a, b, c) Environmental Impact.  Mike Martin seconded.

Kristi Morris restated Criteria 3 (a-c):
a. The array should not substantially increase potential erosion.
b. The project should not result in substantial deforestation or cause forest fragmentation.
c. The project should not substantially interfere with wildlife habitat or cause substantial disruption of the area’s natural ecology.

Jason Rasmussen, SWCRPC noted that the environmental consultants have not finished their reports.  If the board does not know of any local environmental issues that they can do what other towns have done which is to designate it as a preferred site knowing that they will have opportunity for comment during the next two steps of the application process.

SB Member, George McNaughton stated that this could be done in a separate motion but he prefers to continue to do our determinations of the criteria solely for the purpose of the required site and reserve the right to make additional comments to the project once the full application is filed.  

Abutter, John Hall has seen wildlife bed and travel through the field.  He cautioned the board on not considering the site because it is a wildlife corridor.  Abutter, Robert Kischko noted that there has been an increase in the bear population recently.  

Abutter, Robert Kischko asked what is the procedure for continued information gathering after the board decides their findings?  George McNaughton stated that the board could apply for intervener status.

SB Chair, Kristi Morris called the vote. The vote passed 5-0.

PC Chair, Joe Wilson called the vote. The voted failed 2-3 (yay: Char Osterlund, Chuck Gregory; 
nay: Judith Stern, Beth Gray, Joe Wilson.

George McNaughton moved that the project does not comply with Criteria 3(d) due to it being placed over prime agricultural soils and it interferes with the historical use of an area for agricultural purposes.  Peter MacGillivray seconded.

Discussion followed.  PC member, Char Osterlund stated that the project will not interfere with the historical use because the land can still be used for farming after the project ceases.  The soil is being stockpiled and will be put back when the solar panels are removed.

PC Chair, Joe Wilson reminded the boards that the Town Plan states that a solar array shall not be placed over prime ag soils.

SB Chair, Kristi Morris stated that he feels there is a conflict between Criteria 5 (f) which allows fringe ag areas to be a preferred site and Criteria 3(d) Environmental Impact which prohibits a project from being placed over prime ag soils and he feels that the wording in the Town Plan can be subject to some interpretation.

George McNaughton stated that prime agriculture is what the soil is and that a piece of land can have prime agricultural soils in a fringe area and noted that they are not synonymous in his opinion.

SB Chair, Kristi Morris called for the vote.  Motion passed 4-1 (nay: Walter Martone)
PC Chair, Joe Wilson called for the vote.  Motion failed 2-2 (yay: Judith Stern, Joe Wilson; nay: Char Osterlund, Chuck Gregory).  Overall, motion fails by combined vote 6-3.  The project does not comply with Criteria 3 (d).

George McNaughton stated that, in his opinion, the project complies with the General Considerations because it does not impede the industrial or commercial robustness of the town, it does not affect the approaches to the developed portions of the town and it will not impact the rural ambiance of the area. He stated that it is situated behind the hill and the only people, in his opinion, that it will potentially harm is the Hall property, but he feels that Norwich Solar can camouflage it enough through landscape mitigation.  He stated that the general traveling public will only get a quick glimpse of it.  He stated that despite not being able to meet all the criteria, the project should still be considered a preferred site.

George McNaughton moved that the project be considered a preferred site as it complies with the General Considerations of the Springfield Town Plan large solar array siting criteria and that the town reserves the right to comment and object to the project of the 3.3 +/- acres fenced-in area and the access road as shown on  the conceptual drawing dated 4/18/2019 when the completed application and agency processes is submitted.  Walter Martone seconded.  Discussion followed.

PC Member, Char Osterlund stated that there are other places in the Town Plan that reinforce that the town should take into consideration the development of renewable energy.

PC member, Judith Stern stated that the project will not produce local jobs. The project will be put in and the company will walk away.  She also stated that, in her opinion, solar energy is not clean energy because in order to produce silicone for the solar panels, it must be heated to 20,000 – 25,0000 degrees which is heated by coal.  She does not believe that it is clean energy.    

PC Chair, Joe Wilson stated he is in favor of solar energy, but the intent of the General Considerations is to preserve rural land.  In this case, it is a good plan, but it is in the wrong place.

Abutter, Robert Kischko stated that the boards did not discuss Criteria #4, Impediment of Future Use and noted that this particular site would be a perfect place for a residential house and urged the boards to consider what is in the adopted Town Plan amendment for solar siting that states solar projects shall not be sited over prime agricultural land.  He expressed his concern about the town setting a precedent for future solar field developments.  He stated there are plenty of other sites within the town that are more appropriate.

SB member, George McNaughton amended the main motion to include: “and complies with Criteria #4 Impediment of Future Use”.  Walter Martone agreed to the amendment.    

SB member, Mike Martin stated that the project is temporary.  

Abutter, John Hall stated that he is concerned about the temporary status due to the fact that technology 
continues to improve, efficiency approves and better panels may be developed and the lease of the land renewed.  He stated that if this project is approved, the infrastructure will be in ground and may continue to stay in use beyond the temporary status as it stands now of the promised 25 years.  

SB Chair, Kristi Morris called the vote on the amendment regarding Criteria 4 Impediment of Future Use:  George McNaughton moved that the project complies with Criteria 4 (a) which states that solar panels are prime sites for realistic future residential, commercial, or industrial uses should not be impeded or used for solar arrays without substantial justification.  Walter Martone seconded. 
SB Chair, Kristi Morris called the vote:  Motion passed 5-0.
PC Chair, Joe Wilson called the vote:  Motion passed 4-0.

The main motion reads: George McNaughton moved that the project be considered a preferred site as it complies with the General Considerations of the Springfield Town Plan large solar array siting criteria and  that the town reserves the right to comment and object to the project of the 3.3 +/- acres fenced-in area and the access road as shown on the conceptual drawing dated 4/18/2019 when the completed application and agency processs is submitted and that it complies Criteria 4 (a) Impediment of Future Use.  Walter Martone seconded.  Discussion followed.

Abutter, Fredda Kishchko stated that property values in that region are $4 million and if you start to change the aesthetics of the area then property values and tax revenues will go down.  She stated that saying yes to this project before the joint boards have all the details does not make sense and cautioned them not to say yes at this time.

Sabrina Smith, Springfield Reporter asked for clarification regarding if a no vote means it won’t go through to the PUC and the issue would end tonight, but a yes vote would mean the boards agree it is a preferred site without seeing the complete application and asked if there is a chance that future comments/concerns of the joint boards may not mean anything and the PUC may allow it?  She noted that she wants to make it clear to her readers. George McNaughton stated that the Vermont statutes provide a list of sites that are automatically allowed which the towns do not have any say in, but a town may decide if a site is a preferred site through a joint board approval process. The town has criteria to look at the project through the criteria stated in the Town Plan.  He noted that if the town does approve it as a preferred site, it does decrease local control, but the question is, will we open the door and let them do their expensive consulting reports?

Walter Martone asked that abutter, John Hall be allowed to read his statement.  Mr. Hall declined and asked that it be entered into the record.  George McNaughton asked that all the letters and emails be entered into part of the town record.

SB Chair, Kristi Morris called for the vote:  Motion passed 5-0.
PC Chair, Joe Wilson called for the vote: Motion failed 2-2.  Roll call (yay: Char Osterlund, Chuck Gregory; nay: Judith Stern, Joe Wilson).  

Discussion followed regarding writing a draft joint letter. Troy McBride stated that the Planning Commission voted it down and asked if there is any way to request reconsideration as this ends the project at this point.  Chair, Joe Wilson said a full PC meeting could be called, but the members that were not present tonight have not heard the testimony.  Town Planner, Renee Vondle stated that one member was not at the site visit either.  Discussion followed. It was agreed that the missing planning commissioners could listen to the tape or watch the SAPA recording to be prepared for the next PC meeting, June 5, 2019.  Abutter, Robert Kischko stated that the town attorney should be consulted.

George McNaughton moved that the town file for intervener status.  Mike Martin seconded. The Selectboard voted 5-0 and the Planning Commission voted 4-0.  Motion passed.



George McNaughton moved that the Selectboard adjourn at 7:35 p.m.  Motion passed 5-0.

Judith Stern move that the Planning Commission adjourn at 7:35 p.m.  Char Osterlund seconded.  Motion passed 4-0.


Respectfully submitted,




Renee L. Vondle
Town Planner
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