MINUTES
	SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
	TUESDAY August 8, 2017 - 7:00 P.M.
	
A.	CALL TO ORDER:   The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:02 PM.
B.	ROLL CALL: Members present were: Chair Steve Kraft, Wilbur Horton, Joe Wilson, Lori Claffee, and Walter Clark. Walter Clark was sitting in for Karl Riotte, who was unavailable.
	Interested parties present were: Tom Yennerell, Town. Manager for the Town of Springfield, Robert Flint, SRDC, and abutters of the County Road culvert, namely Donna Knight, Barbara J. Sterrelt, Lorrie Hill and James Goodrich.
	Also present was Bill Kearns, administrative officer and Secretary to the DRB.
C.	ADMINISTER OATH: I hereby swear that the evidence I give in the cause under consideration shall be the whole truth and nothing but the truth. The Chair administered the oath to all who were present and intending to testify.
D.	CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Does any member of the Board have a conflict of interest regarding any matter scheduled for public hearing? Joe Wilson stated that he felt he had a conflict in the third hearing concerning the May Recreation Center and would recuse himself for that hearing.
E.	REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1.	A request by the Town of Springfield for Conditional Use and Site Plan Review and approval to improve the existing steel multi-plate pipe arch culvert over Great Brook, which is Bridge #82 on Town Highway #12, aka County Road, just north of Main Street in North Springfield, which culvert is deteriorating and failing, the improvement, in accordance with the Springfield Flood Regulations, will result in a less than zero rise in the Base Flood Elevation at the site in the  Floodway of the SFHA. The culvert is in the Town right of way. 

Bill Kearns addressed the notices: all notice published, mailed and posted as required by law. Bill Kearns also outlined the issues to be investigated and discussed, Including the Special Flood Hazard Area, that is, the floodway and the base flood elevation (BFE) and the required certification of zero rise by a Vermont registered civil engineer. He stated that the findings of fact and conclusions of law were outlined in the extended agenda.

Presentation

Tom Yennerell presented the application. He stated that important infrastructure, this bridge/culvert, was closed in mid-April because it was failing. The traffic had been rerouted to North Springfield village. It is not the best solution. The project has gone out to bid already. The town has received a bid it could accept. The work of repair would probably begin in 2 weeks. The project work would last about a month.
The town manager further stated that Springfield is looking for other routes, rather than County road, as access for truck traffic into the industrial Park. There are several alternatives. Funding is an issue, but that may have been resolved and the grant may be available. 

The culvert is an arch-shaped structure , which is failing because the bottom is rotting out. As can be seen on C – 3 of the plans, the proposal is to replace the bottom, reinforce and weld the bottom of to the sides. Walter Clark asked about the water flow, if it would be the same. Tom stated that the plan is to change the face of the inlet to allow the water to flow more efficiently, and thus reduce very slightly the elevation of the of the water during the base flood. The zero rise has been certified by licensed Vermont Professional Engineer, Naomi Ruth Johnson. In response to a question from Steve Kraft, Tom Yennerell stated that the location is in the floodway and that, according to the Report of the VT Licensed Engineer, the  water carrying capacity of the stream will be maintained and the BFE will not be increased. He further stated that the repair should last 15 to 20 years. Steve further asked if they looked at widening the intersection. Tom Yennerell stated that the intersection had been discussed, but it was decided that what is really needed is a new access to the industrial park. There followed a discussion about the traffic in and out of the industrial park. Tom stated that the project materials would be resistant to flood, and that the culvert would be built in such a way that it would resist movement caused by the base flood.

James Goodrich talked about the problem of water gathering on the top of the culvert due to its tilt, and Tom replied that that would be rectified in the reconstruction.

Donna Knight asked about the location of the parking area for the equipment during the operation, being concerned that she would not be able to get to her house. Tom told her that they needed to get together and talk about this, in order to avoid problems for the Knight residential access intrusion onto her property. He further that access to the house would not be blocked.

Tom also discussed speed limit enforcement in the area with James Goodrich.

All the local residents enthusiastically wished that the bridge would not be fixed, the road permanently closed, and peace in the neighborhood would remain!

Exhibits presented applicant hearing included:
· The Hydrology and. Hydraulics Report, County Road Culvert, Springfield, Vermont, revised July 24, 2007, which contains the conclusion by the professional engineer that there would be less than zero rise in the BFE as a result of this covert repair. (As required in Springfield Zoning Regulations (SZR) Section 5.6 (G) 2. 
· Plans for the construction/repair work.
· The FEMA National Flood. Hazard map taken from their website showing the location of the structure in the floodway, and the height of the BFE at the site.
· The email from Robert Evans, State Floodplain Manager of the River, agreeing that as result of this project, there would be zero rise in the BFE. (As required in Springfield Zoning Regulations (SZR) Section 5.6 (E) 2. and (H) 2. A. (3) and (9).)

The Chair asked if there was any other issue to be presented or discussed. There were no further issues. The Chair closed the Hearing 

Findings: 

MOTION: Joe Wilson moved, 2nd Walter Clark to make the following findings:
a.	That notice of the public hearing and meeting has been carried out as required, advertised and posted in three public places.
b.	That a quorum of the Development Review Board was present and voting.
c.	Party status was determined for: Tom Yennerell, Town Manager, Bob Flint, Dona King, Barbara J. Sterrelt, Lorrie Hill and James Goodrich.

d.	That those with party status were given the opportunity to testify on the request.
e.	That the request is for Conditional Use and Site Plan Review and approval to improve the existing steel multiplate pipe arch culvert over Great Brook, which is Bridge #82 on Town Highway #12, aka County Road, just north of Main Street in North Springfield, which culvert is deteriorating and failing, the improvement, in accordance with the Springfield Flood Regulations, will result in a less than zero rise in the Base Flood Elevation at the site in the Floodway of the SFHA. The culvert is in the Town right of way. 

The Motion passed unanimously. 

MOTION Wilbur Horton moved, 2nd Lori Claffee that the DRB finds that the structure as proposed:
a. The subject of the request is Bridge #82.
b. Bridge #82 in the Floodway. 
c. The Base Flood Elevation (BFE) at the site, according to the FEMA map, is 555.2 ft. 
d. However, according to Hydraulics and Hydrology Report, County Road Culvert, Springfield, Vermont, Revised July 24, 2017 (Herein H&H Report), the actual HY-8 modeled BFE, based on actual conditions, is 568.13 ft. 
e. The calculated 100 year (1% chance flood event) discharge rate at the County Road sit is 3,117 cfs.
f. According to the H&H Report the existing BFE for the 1% chance (100-year flood) with a discharge rate of 3,117 cfs is 568.13 ft.
g. After construction, due to modifications of the structure, the resulting BFE is 567.85 ft. or more than 0.20 ft. below the modeled existing condition at a flow rate of 3,117 cfs. 
h. The flood carrying capacity, 3,117 cfs, shall be maintained, and the height of BFE shall be lessened, per statement of a licensed Vermont Professional Engineer, Naomi Ruth Johnson, as stated in the H&H Report.
i. The structure as proposed is constructed with materials resistant to flood damage;
j. When completed, the structure shall be securely anchored to adequately anchored foundation system to resist floatation, collapse, and lateral movement during the occurrence of the base flood, and as proposed, the structure will resist those forces.
k. The application was sent to the State of Vermont, DEC, River Management, and a letter from that entity is filed herein Exhibit B. 
l. As built certifications of the maintenance of a lower BFE, that is less than 568.13 ft. will be presented to the Administrative Officer at the time of completion of the project.
m. That the conditional use and site plan review standards required for development in the floodplain have been met as stated above.  

The Motion passed unanimously.

DECISION OF THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD: August 8, 2017: 
 
MOTION by Wilbur Horton, 2nd Lori Claffee to approve the request by the Town of Springfield for Conditional Use and Site Plan Review and approval to improve the existing steel multiplate pipe arch culvert over Great Brook, which is Bridge #82 on Town Highway #12, aka County Road, just north of Main Street in North Springfield, which culvert is deteriorating and failing, the improvement, in accordance with the Springfield Flood Regulations, will result in a less than zero rise in the Base Flood Elevation at the site in the Floodway of the SFHA; within the Town right of way, subject to the following conditions:  
1.	That all required State and local permits be acquired.
2.	That operation of the activity and construction of the improvements to the site be carried out as presented.
3.	That a certificate of completion be obtained from the Administrative Officer at the completion of the project. 
4.	That an “as built” certification by a Vermont licensed professional engineer of a resulting BFE equal to or less than an elevation of 568.13 ft. will be presented to the Administrative Officer at the time of the application for a certificated of completion.  
5. 	That the certification in 4 above include a showing that the structure meets the requirements for anchoring to a permanent foundation to resist floatation, collapse, and lateral movement during the occurrence of the base flood.


Motion passed unanimously.



2.	On February 5, 2003 the Springfield Planning Commission, which then had jurisdiction over subdivision requests, granted the 2 lot subdivision request by the Springfield Regional Development Corp. (SRDC) subject to the condition that side setbacks between the existing the J&L Building and the then to-be-created separate NBC Solid Surfaces building be in compliance within 5 years of the approval  for 160 Clinton Street. Compliance not having been met, the Development Review Board, which now has jurisdiction over subdivisions, on August 14, 2012, 6 days short of five years ago, was asked by SRDC to extend the compliance date for 5 additional years. The decision of August 14, 2012 stated, “to extend the time to clear this up and tear down the portion of the building, as required by condition set by the Planning Commission on February 5, 2003, for 5 years from this date. The five year extension ends August 14, 2017.  The purpose of this hearing by the DRB is to reach a decision after hearing the proposed plans and assurances of SRDC to comply, and, based on those plans and assurances, consider whether or not the DRB will further extend the time for compliance or find the project in violation and direct the Administrative Officer to take whatever action is appropriate to enforce the original decision of the Planning Commission, including but not limited to revoking the subdivision and/or fines. 
Robert Flint stated that SRDC owns the J&L and the Artisans portions of the building. Though the subdivision was granted, the properties were never under separate ownership. The litigation with the state of Vermont regarding the leaching of pollutants under the road had been resolved 2015.
The real issue is. J&L building is a story is brownfields site. Demolition was plan for Christmas last year. The asbestos report was submitted in May and the proposal for cleanup has preliminary approval. EHM has been hired for asbestos renewal. Stone environmental is updating its 2007 plan and that should be finished in 2007. EPA has the removal plan and was on site today for the removal of dumped shavings along the back of the building near the river in a site marked on a site marked on a site map. 
Robert Flint stated that clean up could begin in April 2018, so that be this time next year the cleanup could be well on its way. The demolition should go out to bid this winter for an April or spring commencement.  
The DRB noted the building has been empty since 1987. The members of the DRB expressed frustration at the incompetence of the State and Federal agencies in including historical and environmental agencies a refusal to go forward with the clean up without any rational basis for delaying.  The agencies just do not want to get it done. Meanwhile the problems grow as mold and rot expand.   
In the discussion it was agreed that as long as SRDC owned both properties a delay in conforming to the 2003 decision.  Finally, Bob Flint said he only wanted one year to comply.  By then what he gave for a schedule over the winter – out to bid and commencement in the spring – might have occurred and then all of us will have a better idea of what to order.
After some discussion a motion was made: 
MOTION by Wilbur Horton, second by Lori Claffee to grant SRDC a one year extension to comply with the conditions of the 2003 decision in the subdivision of the J&L / Artisans parcels, Parcel Nos. 30-3-20 and 30-3-20.1 with the understanding they, SRDC, continue to own both parcels. 
	The Motion passed unanimously. 
3.	On August 4, 2004 during the last and final hearing on the original conditional use application the Planning Commission, subject to representations and conditions, granted conditional use approval for the Southern Vermont Recreation Center Foundation, Inc. (SVRCF) now known as the Edgar May Recreation Center (EMRC). On August 11, 2004, during the last and final hearing on the original site plan review application the Planning Commission subject to conditions and plans presented, granted site plan review approval for that entity as well. Beginning in March 2011 after many extensive discussions over the years with the Administrative Officer (AO) over noncompliance with site plans and conditions require for the use, because noncompliance was not being addressed at all the AO outlined to the SVRCF the issues to be resolved, and when they were not addressed, and on October 20, 2011, the Administrative Officer sent a Notice of Violation to SVRCF noting 8 major points of noncompliance. The principals of the EMRC delayed doing any of those 8 items and the EMRC transferred to the Springfield Medical Care Systems in 2013, who then discussed the noted noncompliance issues with the AO and appealed the decision of the Administrative Officer and set the matter for a public hearing on March 11, 2014. The decision rendered by the DRB at that hearing states: the applicant needs to do the things proposed at that March 11th hearing, including, but not limited to, resurface the handicap area, relocate the bus stop, plant trees, put in lighting, stripe the pedestrian walk to J&L, use J&L for parking now, but once J&L not available, develop new lot, build pedestrian bridge, etc. as set forth in the findings and decision. Most of what was required of the applicant has not been completed. The purpose of this hearing by the DRB is to reach a decision after hearing the proposed plans and assurances of SRDC to comply, and, based on those plans and assurances, consider whether or not the DRB will further extend the time for compliance or find the project in violation and direct the Administrative Officer to take whatever action is appropriate to enforce the original decision of the Planning Commission, including but not limited to revoking the subdivision and/or fines. 
	No one was present from the Recreation Center or the Springfield Hospital. 
	The members discussed the shortcomings, including, bus stop not moved or marked, pedestrian crossing not kept marked, lighting not improved, building on corner not cared for, handicap parking not tended to correctly. May Recreation has ignored what they had promised to do to complete what it had proposed years ago. 
MOTION to adjourn this hearing to a deliberative session on September 12, 2017.

F.	OLD BUSINESS: None
	
G.	NEW BUSINESS:  None
H.	COMMUNICATIONS:	None
[bookmark: QuickMark]I.	MINUTES:	July 12, 2017  Motion by Joe Wilson, second Wilbur Horton to approve the minutes of July 12, 2017.   Motion passed unanimously.  
J.	ADJOURNMENT: 	Motion by Wilbur Horton second Walter Clark to adjourn at 8:30 pm.

Respectfully submitted, 

William G. Kearns, Clerk 
































[bookmark: _GoBack]TOWN OF SPRINGFIELD, VERMONT
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
SPRINGFIELD, VERMONT 05156
REQUEST TO THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
A request by the Town of Springfield for Conditional Use and Site Plan Review and approval to improve the existing steel multi-plate pipe arch culvert over Great Brook, which is Bridge #82 on Town Highway #12, aka County Road, just north of Main Street in North Springfield, which culvert is deteriorating and failing, the improvement, in accordance with the Springfield Flood Regulations, will result in a less than zero rise in the Base Flood Elevation at the site in the  Floodway of the SFHA. The culvert is in the Town right of way. 
The Development Review Board made the following findings on August 8, 2017:
a. That notice of the public hearing and meeting has been carried out as required, advertised and posted in three public places.
b. That a quorum of the Development Review Board was present and voting.
c. Party status was determined for: Tom Yennerell, Town Manager, Bob Flint, Dona King, Barbara J. Sterrelt, Lorrie Hill and James Goodrich.

d. That those with party status were given the opportunity to testify on the request.
e. That the request is for Conditional Use and Site Plan Review and approval to improve the existing steel multiplate pipe arch culvert over Great Brook, which is Bridge #82 on Town Highway #12, aka County Road, just north of Main Street in North Springfield, which culvert is deteriorating and failing, the improvement, in accordance with the Springfield Flood Regulations, will result in a less than zero rise in the Base Flood Elevation at the site in the Floodway of the SFHA. The culvert is in the Town right of way. 
f. The subject of the request is Bridge #82.
g. Bridge #82 in the Floodway. 
h. The Base Flood Elevation (BFE) at the site, according to the FEMA map, is 555.2 ft. 
i. However, according to Hydraulics and Hydrology Report, County Road Culvert, Springfield, Vermont, Revised July 24, 2017 (Herein H&H Report), the actual HY-8 modeled BFE, based on actual conditions, is 568.13 ft. 
j. The calculated 100 year (1% chance flood event) discharge rate at the County Road sit is 3,117 cfs.
k. According to the H&H Report the existing BFE for the 1% chance (100-year flood) with a discharge rate of 3,117 cfs is 568.13 ft.
l. After construction, due to modifications of the structure, the resulting BFE is 567.85 ft. or more than 0.20 ft. below the modeled existing condition at a flow rate of 3,117 cfs. 
m. The flood carrying capacity, 3,117 cfs, shall be maintained, and the height of BFE shall be lessened, per statement of a licensed Vermont Professional Engineer, Naomi Ruth Johnson, as stated in the H&H Report.
n. The structure as proposed is constructed with materials resistant to flood damage;
o. When completed, the structure shall be securely anchored to adequately anchored foundation system to resist floatation, collapse, and lateral movement during the occurrence of the base flood, and as proposed, the structure will resist those forces.
p. The application was sent to the State of Vermont, DEC, River Management, and a letter from that entity is filed herein Exhibit B. 
q. As built certifications of the maintenance of a lower BFE, that is less than 568.13 ft. will be presented to the Administrative Officer at the time of completion of the project.
r. That the conditional use and site plan review standards required for development in the floodplain have been met as stated above.  

DECISION OF THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD: August 8, 2017

The Board approved the request by the Town of Springfield for Conditional Use and Site Plan Review and approval to improve the existing steel multiplate pipe arch culvert over Great Brook, which is Bridge #82 on Town Highway #12, aka County Road, just north of Main Street in North Springfield, which culvert is deteriorating and failing, the improvement, in accordance with the Springfield Flood Regulations, will result in a less than zero rise in the Base Flood Elevation at the site in the Floodway of the SFHA; within the Town right of way, subject to the following conditions:  
1.	That all required State and local permits be acquired.
2.	That operation of the activity and construction of the improvements to the site be carried out as presented.
3.	That a certificate of completion be obtained from the Administrative Officer at the completion of the project. 
4.	That an “as built” certification by a Vermont licensed professional engineer of a resulting BFE equal to or less than an elevation of 568.13 ft. will be presented to the Administrative Officer at the time of the application for a certificated of completion.  
5. 	That the certification in 4 above include a showing that the structure meets the requirements for anchoring to a permanent foundation to resist floatation, collapse, and lateral movement during the occurrence of the base flood.

DATED: _________________________	_______________________________
 	STEVE KRAFT, CHAIR
	DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD




Minutes DRB 08.08.2017
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