


TOWN OF SPRINGFIELD
MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
SELECTMEN’S HALL – 96 MAIN STREET – THIRD FLOOR
WEDNESDAY, JULY 12, 2017 @ 7:00 PM
__________________________________________________________________________________________________

MINUTES


1. Call joint meeting to order
a. Pledge of Allegiance: The Chair led those present in the Pledge of Allegiance.
b. Roll Call of Commissioners: Those present were: Chair Walter Wallace, Walter Clark, Chuck Gregory, Richard Filion, Mike Knoras, Char Osterlund, Lori Claffee, Amanda Rundle, and Judith Stern, along with nonvoting member Michael Martin. Absent was nonvoting member. Walter Martone. 
c. Roll Call of Board Members: Those present were. Chair Steve Kraft, Wilbur Horton, Joe Wilson, and Lori Claffee. Absent was Karl Riotte.

2. Requests by Commissioners and/or Board Members for additions to this agenda. The chair added a new number 9 the agenda concerning a response to an inquiry from Catamount Solar. Item 9 was renumbered item 10.  

3.	Review Planning Commission / Energy Committee Minutes of Wednesday June 7, 2017:
MOTION by Walter Clark, 2nd by Mike Knoras to approve the minutes of the joint meeting of June 7, 2
017. Char Osterlund suggested numerous typo corrections to the Minutes. The MOTION was amended to include the corrections, and as amended, the motion passed unanimously.

Review Planning Commission Minutes of Wednesday June 7, 2017.
MOTION by Walter Clark, 2nd by Amanda Rundle to approve the minutes of the regular meeting of June 7, 2017. Char Osterlund suggested typo corrections to the Minutes. The MOTION was amended to include the corrections, and as amended, the motion passed unanimously.

Review Development Review Board Minutes of June 13, 2017. 
MOTION by Joe Wilson seconded by Wilbur Horton to approve the June 13, 2017 minutes of the DRB. Motion passed.

4.	Town Administrative Officer Report. The AO reported on enforcement actions currently in the works in the plan to more aggressively enforce the dilapidated and/or vacant buildings ordinances.
5.	Announcements
	Walter Wallace stated that the Town Plan had its first of two hearings before the Selectboard. Changes that need to be made to the Town Plan are typos and other non-substantial corrections. 
	Michael Martin suggested that typos in the minutes be handled before the meeting by communication of them to Bill Kearns. 
	Judith Stern asked the Chair to please raise his voice, as she was having difficulty hearing him.
6.	Discussion of Zoning Regulations and consideration of possible amendments. 

	The following appeared in the Springfield Reporter on July 5th 2017.

NOTICE
MEETING TO CONSIDER AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS
JULY 12, 2017 AT 7:00 PM, 3RD FLOOR, TOWN HALL, 96 MAIN ST.
Are you interested in participating in a discussion of potential Amendments to the Springfield Zoning Regulations?
The Planning Commission and the Development Review Board will meet jointly on July 12, 2017 at 7:00 PM in the Selectboard Meeting Room on the Third Floor of the Town Hall at 96 Main Street. 
The Planning Commission has dedicated this year of its meetings to consider amending the Springfield Zoning Regulations. 
At this meeting the Planning Commission will be discussing amendments needed to address concerns the Development Review Board (DRB) has with the current Regulations, based on its experience with hearing and approving projects that come before it.  In addition, as this meeting comes when the Planning Commission is early in its process, The Planning Commission invites members of the Public, not on the Commission or DRB to comment on the Regulations and/or offer amendments to the Regulations. Up for consideration this year are the text of the Regulations and the Zoning Maps. The goal is to have the Regulation text and maps align with the new Town Plan and any new State law, as well as meet the needs of the residents of Springfield. 
Please come and join in the discussion. 
Walter Wallace, Chair, Planning Commission
Steve Kraft, Chair, Development Review Board. 
 
	Discussion of the Regulations among Commission and Board Members, first, followed by opening up the discussion to all those present. 
	
	The Chair thanked the members of the DRB for being present and invited comments from them with regard to amendments they would recommend to the PC.

	Steve Kraft began the discussion by talking about the necessity to look at the definitions of Forestry and Agriculture, and perhaps redo them in order to properly administer the regulations on uses such as processing forestry products and processing agricultural products. There was then a long discussion of definitions in the need to define terms used in the regulations or, more importantly, redefine them as needed. There was discussion of process and the question was whether we go through all the definitions and define as we want them, or do we want to write the regulations and then go back and work on the definitions. At the very least, it would seem, and it was the consensus, that we would work on definitions as the terms came up while we are working on the regulations. In working on the definitions, where the definition came from state law, the state law should be sited and there will be at least some of the limitation as to the definition, as it must comply with the state law. In dealing with the definitions we should go through them make sure there are no duplicates, make sure that there is no duplication of terms referring to the same activity or use, before finalizing the list.

	Most of the DRB members liked the idea of the matrix being used for uses allowed in a zoning district rather than listing the uses on individual tables, except Lori Claffee, who is concerned that the matrix and current Tables need to be reconciled. 

After further discussion with the DRB members. It was decided to go through the list of issues presented by Jason Rasmussen in his email and give the input from the DRB as to each of those issues.
· a)      Reconsider adaptive reuse provision.  Expand the applicability? The DRB ultimately was pretty satisfied with the current adaptive reuse provisions, but agreed that they can be carefully reviewed.
· b)      Develop a matrix of land uses for each zoning district.  Reconsider uses as appropriate; referring to the land use, economic development and health chapters. The DRB agreed that there needs to be a look at what uses are allowed in the district, and like the idea of a matrix, rather than individual listing of uses in the table, as it is now done.
· c)       Is the development of business incubators allowed by zoning? There was no consensus reached on this. Most of the DRB members found that it would be problematic to allow incubators to be located in a zone in which the incubated uses were not permitted. For example office incubators should be in office zones. One of the issues is once they have outgrown their infancy, how do you get them to move if the use is not permitted in the zone in which they are located.
· d)      Does zoning adequately allow for the “key regional industries” as identified in the economic development chapter? The DRB members did not find an issue here. 
· e)      Are there ways to streamline the local permitting process for desirable project types/locations? The DRB has no problem with the current permitting process, finds it efficient, and appreciates that now there are requirements for certificates of occupancy, which will hopefully stop noncompliance before the doors of a place were to open.
The next 3 subparagraphs, that is, f., g., and h. are, in the opinion of the DRB members, at the sole discretion of the Planning Commission.
· f)       How to encourage the development of community gardens and similar neighborhood gathering sites?
· g)      Consider supplemental standards in the CB and GB districts to promote mixed-use, walkable neighborhoods in Springfield and its downtown and shopping areas
· h)      Consider regulatory options to create ROWs or construct sidewalk connections to trails or pathways / maintain access to existing and planned pathways.
· i)        Encourage development of licensed childcare opportunities. The DRB had no comment on this, other than to say that childcare is important. 
· j)        Community gardens to promote local agriculture, access to healthy foods and social engagement. The DRB felt that this too, as with f through h above is at the sole discretion of the Planning Commission.
· k)      Zoning for allowing for a permanent farmers market. This too is at the sole discretion of the Planning Commission.
· l)        Artist/artisan interactive malls, maker’s spaces, live/work units. With regard to these uses and the zones in which they are located, it is important that their definitions are precise. The Planning Commission needs to clearly define a use, in order to clearly regulate the activity, which they intend to regulate, and regulate it legally and properly.  
· m)    Enable/encourage affordable neighborhood stores offering healthy choices within the residential neighborhoods
· n)      Refine airport overlay district map (horizontal zone to begin at end of approach cone). There was a discussion of what needs to be refined in the map and the general zoning around the airport, to encourage the growth of the airport, which has the second-largest runway in the state.
· o)      Refine zoning district map. The DRB members, most of whom had served on the Planning Commission in the last few years, stated that the zoning map had been carefully looked at over the years, but always needs to be reviewed and checked for oversights or errors.  
· 1)      Look at better aligning to parcel boundaries, where appropriate? The single statement on that was that there may be places where the zoning districts were not aligned with parcels lines, and where that is not the case, aligning it with parcel boundaries should be considered. Often that is not a possibility for practical reasons. 
· 2)      Are changes needed to encourage airport-related commercial/industrial related uses? There may be some changes necessary, but the zoning is close to ideal at this time.
· p)      Delete minimum lot size for LR-25, LR-10 and RA-5 districts; reconsider the density standards 1:25, 1:10 and 1:5, respectively. The DRB members stated that there is no confusion among themselves about the way in which Springfield uses minimum lot size to determine number of lots in a subdivision, but agrees that this might be looked at in order to make it clearer to those reading our regulations what the requirements are. 
7. 	Remarks of the PC and DRB Chairs. After the discussion above the Planning Commission and DRB members discussed the issue of uses that were not in the definitions, and defining uses that we want. It was agreed that the hardest part is determining the uses that should be permitted in any district. It was suggested by Joe Wilson that the matrix has the header and the footer on each page so that the title of each column of the data could be seen on the page you’re looking at. Char Osterlund stated that the definitions could be worked on and shared as well as the uses be worked on and shared with no discussion prior to the next meeting. Bill Kearns expanded on that saying that people could work on any part of the regulation, share their thoughts with everybody prior to the next meeting, but not discuss whatever it is they proposed via email.

The Chair of the Planning Commission thanked the members of the DRB for being present and the Chair of the DRB thanked the Planning Commission for having them there and allowing them to discuss possible revisions to the zoning regulations.	

8.	Planning Commission Organization, cont’d
a. Rules of Procedure - the Chair of the Planning Commission introduced the topic of the Rules of Procedure for the Commission. MOTION by Lori Claffee, 2nd by Chuck Gregory to approve the Rules of Procedure as presented.
Amanda Rundle suggested, on page 1. that the quorum be a majority and not two thirds.
It was suggested that on page 3 under Regular Meetings that the phrase “except as otherwise warranted.” be added to the sentence concerning Regular Meetings.
It was suggested that the phrase the “Planning Commission shall appoint a parliamentarian” be added to the offices listed in #2.
It was suggested on page 5 the addition of the requirement that the unapproved minutes be prepared and posted within 5 working days. [Note: The State law requires minutes to be prepared and posted in five days.]
MOTION Mike Knoras moved, 2nd Lori Claffee to accept the above the amendments. The question was called and was passed unanimously.
MOTION Lori Claffee moved, 2nd by Mike Knoras to adopt the rules of procedure, as amended in the preceding motion. The question was called and passed unanimously.
b. Elect Secretary and Alternate - MOTION Mike Knoras moved, 2nd by Lori Claffee to appoint Bill Kearns as the Secretary for the Town Planning Commission. The question was called and was passed with one no vote, Chuck Gregory.

9.	Discuss inquiry by Catamount Solar and the response of PC re: trees and berms. The chair stated that Catamount Solar had inquired about the possible inconsistency in the planning commission letter where it asked for the berms but require that trees should not be cut in order to create a screen of new trees. After much discussion it was agreed that the following language, which is underlined, be added to the letter as follows:
Aesthetics-Visibility
· There must be full and complete aesthetic mitigation of adverse impacts on the public view-shed, in particular the view-shed of abutting landowners.
· Mature trees that may now screen the array must not be removed, unless it can be demonstrated that it is necessary to cut such mature tree or trees to meet the requirements of the following bullet point,
· There must be adequate screening – including the use of trees and berms -- so that the project cannot be seen by neighboring residents at any time of the year
· If full and complete screening of the array-site as presented in the Project proposal cannot be accomplished, move the array to a less visible site on the Hospital parcel and adequately screen it there
MOTION by Mike Knoras, 2nd by Char Osterlund to so amend the letter to Catamount Solar. The motion was called and it passed with one no vote, Judith Stern, who stated she was against the project.
	
[bookmark: _GoBack]10	Adjourn Joint Meeting.  At 9:50 PM on motion by Lori Claffee, 2nd by Amanda Rundle, and by unanimous vote the meeting was adjourned. 
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