Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Black River Coffee Bar
January 3, 2024

Present: Steve Kraft (Chair), Michael Schmitt (Vice Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Beth Gray,
Susan Fog, Marshall Simpson. Staff Present: Chuck Wise, Carrie Kellow. Public present: None

Steve called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m.
1. Agenda Review — No changes
2. Public comment/announcements — None

3. Approval of minutes — Motion to pass the November 1, 2023, minutes.
(Mike, Randy 2"?) PASSED.

4. Draft Town Plan
Chuck thanked Jules for providing numerous grammatical and formatting edits. Chuck
advised Commissioners that the town plan lacks an energy chapter, but that this will be
forthcoming once we get the energy data and can collaborate with MARC on developing
a free-standing chapter. When the state publishes the final data sets remains unknown,
but we are hopeful that sometime in the next 1-2 months we will know more.

Jules requested confirmation that the Health Chapter section on Food had the updated
language for subsidized programs. The wording on these public assistance programs has
been updated to avoid the stigma of earlier terms.

Jules mentioned the need to expand fixed route transit services to the park and ride so
people can connect to regional bus services. This would give people greater access to
the major employment centers. Mike supported this initiative but asked to clarify if this
is something relevant to the town plan and if so it should have a specific timeframe for
addressing it. Chuck stated that local town plans are important because every 5-7 years
the transit companies must audit town plans as part of their short-range transit plans.
New services must be supported by a community before being included in the transit
plans which lay out service expansion budgets and timelines.

5. Upcoming meeting schedule / town plan public hearings
Chuck discussed the need for public hearings for the town plan that will take up the next
two meetings. These public hearings have several public notice requirements including
notifying neighboring towns and publishing notices in the newspaper.

Mike stated the public hearings should be at the library and town offices. The library is
important because people will feel comfortable attending a meeting there and providing
input on the town plan. The town offices for the 2" public hearing will make it simple
for people rather than having to travel to a remote location.
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Jules requested that if we have time at these meetings, we can include exterior lighting

standards. Chuck agreed and asked the Commissioners if other topics should be
addressed in the next few months.

6. Motion to adjourn the meeting (Beth, Jules 2"¢) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:07 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Springfield Town Library
February 21, 2024

Present: Steve Kraft (Chair), Michael Schmitt (Vice Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Beth Gray,
Susan Fog. Staff Present: Chuck Wise, Carrie Kellow, Sue Dowdell, Jason Rasmussen (MARC).
Public present: Larry Kraft, Virginia Thulen, Diane Holm, Anna Smith, Chuck Gregory, Robert
Adcock.

Steve called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m.

1. Agenda Review — Chuck asked that the minutes and lighting sections be removed from
the agenda.

2. Public comment/announcements — None

3. Draft Town Plan
Chuck explained the purpose of the public hearing. The draft town plan has been a
multi-year project by the planning commission in partnership with the Mount Ascutney
Regional Commission. The Regional Commission has professional planners who
specialize in a variety of topics that must be covered in a town plan and their work was
essential for this update. Chuck also recognized Larry Kraft, who was instrumental as a
local representative in collecting data and information on various topics. Chuck
emphasized that the public hearing is an opportunity for this planning commission to
hear the comments of residents and other interested parties. Chuck finished by saying
the planning commission has scheduled two public hearings, and following that process,
the draft town plan will be submitted to the Selectboard, who must conduct two public
hearings before adopting the town plan.

Steve opened the floor to questions or comments.

Carrie discussed the Conservation Committee’s formation and review of the town plan.
The Committee has asked that their section be moved up in the chapter so that there is
no confusion about the committee being responsible for implementing that chapter’s
goals and objectives. Carrie also requested that they be allowed to add the Committee’s
new mission statement as approved by the Selectboard. Chuck reminded the
Commissioners that forming a conservation group was an earlier recommendation of
that town plan and that a lot has transpired over the last few months. These changes
acknowledge the committee is established and has a Selectboard-approved work plan.
Discussion followed. Commissioners felt the Conservation Committee section should be
placed at the beginning of the chapter to maximize its visibility to the reader.

Chuck mentioned that Carrie also updated data tables in the town plan. There are no
policy changes. It is just that the data quickly gets out of date and Carrie collected 2023
and 2024 data. Steve reiterated that over the years, we would develop a chapter, and
then while we were working on other chapters, the data would get out of date. It has
been a struggle to keep all the information current.
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Jules asked if the exterior lighting recommendations were dropped from the plan. Chuck
and Mike mentioned the lighting recommendations are there but that they have been
consolidated. Chuck stated that lighting standards will be important for land use
development and transportation system improvements. Jules agreed this makes sense.
Discussion followed regarding exterior lighting issues at the River Street (VT106) /
Chester Road intersection (VT11).

Larry reviewed a list of editorial comments and general concerns with the town plan.
Larry cautioned the Commissioners about the date in the town plan that indicates this
will be forwarded to the Selectboard on March 6, 2024. It is conceivable the Planning
Commission will receive a lot of comments that evening and will have to dedicate time
to addressing them.

Larry provided the following specific comments.

Goals and objectives are used inconsistently. "A goal is an achievable outcome
that is generally broad and longer-term while an objective is shorter-term and
has measurable actions to achieve an overall goal." The goals and objectives are
not differentiated in the current text. Similar objectives have differing dates so
they may be inconsistent. A proposed completion date is appropriate for an
objective if there is a means to measure it. The term ‘ongoing’ rather than a
specific set of years lacks a precise meaning and is superfluous.

Town v. School: Addressing local history in the school’s curriculum is outside the
town’s jurisdiction. The town plan should only address those matters within the
purview of municipal government.

Update: the town swimming pool recently closed, and the town entered into a
rental agreement with Edgar May. The Town Plan should also include a goal for
the future of the outdoor swimming pool.

Nomenclature: In the implementation chapter, is a ‘Regional Marketing
Organization’ a formally designated entity?

Editorial comments (not listed, but incorporated into the town plan by Chuck).

The discussion was interspersed during Larry’s comments. Commissioners related that
some of the dates and measurable outcomes are purposely different. Commissioners
explained that having greater precision in plan implementation is important. Using
specific dates is a start toward greater accountability. Commissioners agreed that the
town has no jurisdiction over school matters and struck the local history curriculum
objective. Commissioners agreed that improving facilities by X% would be difficult to
measure, but that this should be changed to improving usage of those facilities by X%.
Commissioners also agreed with the ‘Regional Marketing Organization’ comment and
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indicated that now this will read 802Springfield which the Selectboard recently
recognized as the town’s designated marketing organization.

Chuck mentioned that MARC recently re-reviewed the town plan for conformity with
the regional plan. They asked a regional planner who had not been previously
associated with the plan update to conduct this review. We received a list of comments
and were able to update the town plan.

Chuck Gregory provided Commissioners with a proposition that could help the Town of
Springfield (enclosed in the minutes).

Diane introduced herself to the planning commission and stated she is hear to listen and
learn. She thanked everyone for supporting the Congregational Church’s landscaping
project.

4. Motion to adjourn the meeting (Beth, Mike 2"Y) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:03 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Springfield Town Library
March 6, 2024

Present: Steve Kraft (Chair), Michael Schmitt (Vice Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Beth Gray,
Susan Fog, Marshall Simpson. Staff Present: Chuck Wise, Jason Rasmussen and Christine
Eggleton (MARC), Mike Martin, Selectboard liaison. Public present: Larry Kraft, Susan LeDrew

Steve called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
1. Agenda Review — No changes.
2. Public comment/announcements — None

3. Approval of January 3, 2024 and February 21, 2024 minutes
Motion to approve the minutes as revised (Mike, Randy 2"¢) PASSED.

4. Draft Town Plan
Chuck recognized Larry Kraft for his many suggested improvements to the draft town
plan. Mike shared that members of the Selectboard have reviewed the town plan and
are pleased with the move towards accountability and examining plan implementation
every year.

Larry thanked the commission for the many updates to the town plan. Larry shared a
few typos and incorrect attributions. Larry discussed some inconsistencies in the
recommendations and alerted Commissioners to certain recommendations that would
first say 10% increase, then 20% increase, and last a 30% increase. If these
recommendations are the same, they should be consistent in the stated recommended
increase. Mike appreciated these comments and stated he and Chuck would look it
over after the meeting.

Larry reviewed the challenges of measuring goals and that there needs to be significant
thought and creativity to get accurate measurements. Mike agreed and stated this
might be true, but that it is important to start somewhere and begin to require more
accountability in our planning.

Sue stated this instills greater confidence in our community if we are able, right from
the beginning, to set goals and measure our progress. This is the only way we can
determine if we are on the right track.

Larry again cautioned Commissioners about quantitative measures being inserted into a
long range plan. It is a serious concern for how you can set goals and then measure
them on an ongoing basis. Mike agreed this will be difficult but reiterated it is
important to start somewhere in this process. We might find some of these measures
are not realistic and then we can revise those goals but it would be negligent to not
even attempt to try.
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Mike discussed google analytics and what they are able to track people on an hourly
basis using IP addresses for computers, phones, and other devices.

Steve talked about measuring exact numbers versus making reasonable estimates.
Making basic estimates would probably be fine for a great number of the town plan
recommendations.

SusanD discussed neighboring towns and how they collect data. SusanD mentioned
large events like the Alumni Parade and the Apple Festival. It would be good to see how
those numbers change. Mike noted the google analytics and tracking people.

Chuck requested that the Commission consider next steps for the town plan to include
recommending the plan be forwarded to the Selectboard, making the additional edits
and acting at next month’s meeting. Mike stated he is happy at this point to accept the
revised edits and recommend the plan be forwarded to the Selectboard. Jules agreed
with moving ahead with the corrections as noted.

5. Downtown Transportation Fund
Chuck discussed the recent grant application to improve the parking and building access
for the town offices. The Chair signed the Municipal Resolution because the application
needed to be submitted on a tight timeline. Mike informed Commissioners that this
work has been put into the current budget. Jules stated the plans look beautiful and
would benefit the town offices. Chuck stressed that these types of grants require
Planning Commission review and approval.

Motion to approve the grant application (Beth, Jules 2"9) PASSED.

6. Road discontinuances
Chuck provided a brief overview of the Southview road discontinuances that is being
reviewed by the Selectboard. These roads became obsolete when this portion of the
Southview Housing Complex was demolished in the early 1990s. While the roads no
longer exist, they are still listed as public highways on the VTrans general highway map.
Chuck invited Commissioners to participate in the Selectboard site visit and public
hearing on Monday, March 11, 2024.

7. MARC Housing Study
Jason and Chris gave a presentation on regional housing analyses and identifying areas
that would be good candidates for additional housing investments. Jason reviewed the
interaction maps that are available online. This housing analysis examines factors that
would encourage additional housing like water, sewer, and public transit. It also
examines what should discourage additional development like steep slopes, natural
resources, and flood prone areas. Discussion followed.

8. Motion to adjourn the meeting (Beth, Mike 2"Y) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:41 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Stellafane
May 1, 2024

Present: Susan Fog (Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Jeff Dacey, John Middleton, Brit Herring.
Staff Present: Chuck Wise, Mike Schmitt (SB liaison). Public present: Steve Kraft (DRB), Joe
Wilson (DRB), Walter Martone, Mike Martin (SB), John Martone, Bob Fog, Ken Slater
(Stellafane), Thomas Spirock (Stellafane), Douglas Arion (Stellafane), Cecilia Detrich (Stellafane),
Russell W. Porter (Stellafane).

Chuck called the meeting to order at 6:33 p.m.

1. Call to order / Roll Call — All attendees introduced themselves. Chuck informed the
Planning Commission that he would lead the meeting until #4 Officer Elections.

Cecilia, current President of Stellafane, provided an overview of the organization and
invited everyone to participate in the annual conference and other workshops that are
free of charge to Springfield residents.

2. Agenda Review — No changes.
3. Public comment/announcements — None

4. Officer Election
Chuck indicated that we have a full agenda and that we need to elect a Chair to run the
meeting but that we would elect other officers at the next meeting and review the Rules
of Procedure.

Nominate Sue Fog as Chair of the Springfield Planning Commission (Randy, Jules 2"9)
PASSED.

5. Exterior Lighting: Zoning Amendment
Chuck indicated that tonight’s agenda would be divided into two sections with the first
being a presentation by Doug that will give us an overview of lighting and followed by
Chuck who will discuss a proposed revision to the current ordinance.

Doug’s presentation reviewed the fundamentals of lighting design and how it impacts
the night sky. The specifics that are directly relevant to the ordinance rewrite were the
Five Principles of Responsible Outdoor Lighting which asked lighting to be:

Useful — have a clear purpose.

Targeted — direct light where needed

Low-Light levels — be no brighter than necessary

Controlled — use light when it is useful

Color — use warmer lights

Doug discussed the film entitled “Defending the Dark — Preserving the Night Sky in
Maine” and indicated this was a good overview similar to tonight’s presentation and is
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available for anyone to view. MikeS. requested that this be presented to SAPA TV for
viewing.

Presentation took approximately 45 minutes and a digital copy is available at the
Planning & Zoning office.

Chuck passed out a revised ordinance for the Commissioners. Chuck emphasized this
ordinance rewrite focuses on providing clear standards that are easy for Applicants to
follow, easy for the Administrative Officer and Development Review Board to review
and permit. The ordinance does not require applicants to spend thousands of dollars to
create plans, but does outline clear performance standards to follow. Chuck stressed
that the existing ordinance has requirements that staff simply lack the equipment and
expertise to navigate. There have been examples where the DRB had to ignore specific
standards because they were impossible to enforce such as height standards that were
lower than building doors on industrial buildings. Last, Chuck emphasized that
innovation in lighting has been extreme and there is every indication this is only
accelerating. Because the Planning Commission updates these ordinances every 5-8
years, there should be an understanding that we will be regulating lighting technologies
we haven’t yet seen.

Commissioners have until Friday, May 24, 2024 to provide comments on the proposed
revisions. Chuck will email the digital files after the meeting.

6. Motion to adjourn the meeting (John, Jules 2"4) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:43 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Marshall Fitness
June 5, 2024

Present: Susan Fog (Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Beth Gray, Jeff Dacey, John Middleton,
Brit Herring. Staff Present: Chuck Wise, Mike Schmitt (SB liaison). Public present: Aly Nickerson

Site Visit — Chuck took Planning Commissioners on a tour of the Marshall Fitness studio. This is
a home business located

Sue called the meeting to order at 6:36 p.m.
1. Call to order / Roll Call — Sue had all planning commissioners introduce themselves
2. Agenda Review — No changes.

3. Public comment/announcements — Aly introduced herself as a home business that
operates in Springfield on Paddock Road. Aly sells baked goods and that people pick up
their food each week from her porch/patio. Called a micro-bakery, Chuck defined this
operation as a home occupation and that this is being discussed tonight but is under the
thresholds of a home business which is considered a larger operation. Mike discussed
many of the requirements at the state level. Permits are required based upon annual
sales thresholds. Jules emphasized Aly is here because the front porch is used to display
baked goods which are currently not allowed in the ordinance. Jules stated that seeing
baked goods displayed on a porch should be allowable and that we can change this in
the proposed ordinance on home businesses and occupations. This is a good thing to
have in the neighborhood.

4. Approval of March 6, 2024 & May 1, 2024 minutes
Motion to approve the March 6, 2024 minutes (Jules, Beth 2"Y) PASSED
Motion to approve the May 1, 2024 minutes as corrected (Jules, Brit 2"4) PASSED

5. Home Businesses and Occupations: Zoning Amendments
Chuck provided a general overview of the existing Springfield ordinance and that the
packet included examples from the towns of Hartford, Londonderry, and Brattleboro.

Sue asked if Commissioners have comments on the existing ordinance. Jules has
attended Development Review Board meetings and observed how the ordinance gets
applied to proposed home businesses. The current ordinance has been used to prevent
undesirable home businesses.

Jules discussed changes to the existing ordinance starting with outdoor displays.
Outdoor displays should be allowed if they serve to increase the country lifestyle and
aesthetics if done in a tasteful manner.

Change #1
There shall be no exterior storage of materials or exterior indication of the home
business which detracts from the residential character of the structure
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Change #2
There shall be no exterior displays which detract from the residential character of the
structure

Mike discussed the option of having the design review board provide input on outdoor
displays and storage. Chuck stated this is a good idea and that this group has been
underutilized and they are well qualified to provide input. Brit emphasized the
problems in the past and that these problems can arise after citizen complaints and that
volunteers are enforcing vague language, so it becomes more of an art than a science.

Jules discussed signage. Brit stated the wall sign is a discrete, subtle way to advertise
the business without drawing too much attention to it. Sue discussed the large
freestanding signs that are often left out well after the business closes. Jules indicated
signs should be removed if the home business closes permanently.

Commissioners reviewed recent Development Review Board permit denials and the
reasons for them. Commissioners asked about enforcement issues and what are the
general concerns surrounding home businesses. Chuck stated that generally it is
because a person wants to do too much on their property and has directly impacted the
neighborhood.

Commissioners discussed parking and that the off-street parking requirements might be
too prescriptive. There should be some allowance for the Development Review Board
to consider waiving that standard in areas where street parking is common and not
impactful.

Commissioners discussed the hours of operation found in the Londonderry zoning
bylaws. Discussion centered on the impacts of a business in a residential neighborhood
and if the noise ordinance also pertained to this. The hours appeared generous to some
Commissioners, other Commissioners felt those hours were arbitrary or that there were
justifications for operating later such as the example of people going to a home business
after work. Chuck discussed the undue adverse impact standard that is applied to
evaluating neighborhood impacts.

Commissioners discussed employees and that you can hire up to three people but that
anyone living at the house may work for the home business. Commissioners felt there
has to be some threshold where a home business has grown to the point of needing to
relocate to a commercial area.

Chuck thanked Commissioners for the discussion and that he would take this input and
create a draft bylaw for review.

Sue asked about the overall project of updating the zoning ordinance. Chuck stated that
at the cancelled meeting we were supposed to discuss the ordinance update and that
we have a draft outline showing all the sections that will be reviewed by the Planning
Commission. John asked about the ordinance committee and Chuck mentioned that
this committee might be useful in reviewing and updating the administrative elements
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of the ordinance. The ordinance committee would be a good resource to examine the
administrative requirements and to refresh those sections while the Planning
Commission keeps a focus on the development standards.

Chuck will email Commissioners another copy of the ordinance update outline.

6. Zoning: Exterior Lighting
Sue opened a discussion on the proposed lighting ordinance which was an outgrowth of
the amazing Stellafane meeting.

Jules discussed the difficulty of using ‘nighttime conditions’ in the greenhouse section.
Consensus was to use ‘dusk to dawn.” There were no other changes made.

There was general agreement that the proposed ordinance addresses the issues raised
at the May meeting with Stellafane officials.

Sue asked if a vote was needed, and Chuck indicated all we require is a general
consensus. Commissioners agreed that the current exterior lighting ordinance looks
good and can be set aside as draft final.

Chuck discussed the Dark Sky Certification process and if this was something we could
insert in the draft Town Plan currently being reviewed by the Selectboard.
Commissioners discussed the economic/marketing benefits that this could bring to
Springfield, the consensus was to include this in the draft town plan.

7. Officer Elections & Rules of Procedure
Motion to nominate Beth Gray as the Vice Chair (Randy, Jules 2"9) PASSED

Chuck indicated the Rules of Procedure received minor updates and that this draft
needed to be reviewed by the Commissioners. Jules discussed one edit that requesting
members of the public to disclose their address is unnecessary but that disclosing their
town of residence is more appropriate. Commissioners agreed and the change was
made. An updated copy of the Rules of Procedure will be emailed to Commissioners.

8. Motion to adjourn the meeting (Beth, Randy 2"¢) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:43 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Old Colonial Barn
August 7, 2024

Present: Susan Fog (Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Beth Gray, Jeff Dacey, John Middleton,
Brit Herring. Staff Present: Chuck Wise, Mike Schmitt (SB liaison). Public present: Dan Bannon
(Springfield Inclusion Committee)

Sue called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m.

1. Call to order / Roll Call — Introductions made. Chuck thanked Paul and Eileen Kendall for
hosting the Planning Commission at their newly renovated barn. Chuck emphasized
that this was a perfect location given the topics that would be discussed this evening.

2. Agenda Review — Mike requested an item on the noise ordinance. Chuck asked if that
could be placed as Item 6.5 right after the Home Business and Occupation discussion.
Everyone agreed.

3. Public comment/announcements — None.

4. Approval of June 5, 2024 minutes
Chuck thanked Jules for their comments on the minutes and informed Commissioners
that those updates have already been made and included in the printed minutes being
handed out.
Motion to approve the June 5, 2024 minutes (Beth, Brit 2"Y) PASSED

5. Agriculture sections: Zoning Amendments
Chuck and Jeff reviewed the zoning handout which included all the sections related to
agriculture. Commissioners reviewed how agriculture is regulated by the State and that
there are limits on local land use controls. Chuck and Jeff emphasized that farms are
already regulated by the Department of Agriculture and that towns do not have the
authority to regulate them unless their operations go beyond agriculture. Mike
indicated that the Selectboard is reviewing priorities and we want to promote
investment in our community and to remove redundancy in the regulations. As Chuck
and Jeff reviewed the various agriculture sections of the ordinance, the consensus was
to remove those items that are already being regulated by the state. One goal of
updating the land use development ordinance is to make it more customer-friendly and
it is useful to eliminate redundancy whenever possible.

Chuck and Jeff focused on an expanded section of the ordinance called adaptive reuse
of agricultural buildings and properties. This expands the section on rural enterprise and
adds categories such as Rural Residential, Rural Businesses, and Special Events. Jules
asked for clarification regarding special events — can enough special events final trigger
the property as a rural business? Chuck stated that is an important distinction to be
made and that there needs to be some clarification on this point.
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Chuck and Jeff reviewed the expanded section on markets and farm stands. The goal is
to add the farmers market into this section so it is treated similarly to farm stands.
Discussion followed and the following edits were considered;

e ensure the hours of operation allow for markets to continue into Saturday
afternoon.

e at what point would a permanent structure require a zoning permit. Commissioners
agreed to add clarifying language if a building is proposed then a zoning permit is
required.

e thereis a need to reduce the amount of signage and to ensure a farm stand or
market only has signage when its needed versus leaving it out there for extended
periods. Commissioners agreed to add clarifying language on signage for review at
the next meeting.

6. Noise Ordinance
Mike discussed a recent experiment of the Hartness House reaching out to the
neighborhood to inform them of a scheduled concert. Residents were emailed that
there would be music playing late but that it would be turned down towards the end of
the evening. Chuck indicated this is a noise ordinance issue and that the Hartness House
operations are grandfathered in zoning. Mike wanted the Hartness House to know their
rights in the noise ordinance and appreciated their efforts to communicate to neighbors.

7. Home Businesses and Occupations: Zoning Amendments
Chuck thanked Commissioners for all the feedback during the meeting and appreciated
all the comments received afterwards. The current draft reflects all the input received
and Chuck asked for the Commissioners to review the most recent draft. The consensus
among Commissioners was the draft looks good and can be considered complete.

8. Other business
John asked about the trailer park in North Springfield and noted that there has been
additional units located there and if permits have been issued. Chuck stated he would
investigate it but that no zoning permits have been issued. Beth and John noted the
single family tiny-home located immediately across the street and asked if there were
flood zone issues. Chuck informed Commissioners that there are flood zone concerns in
that area but do not extend to the location of the new tiny house.

Jules asked about the E-911 process and Chuck mentioned that Carrie is now the E-911
coordinator. Carrie is working with Emergency Management Services to identify the
problem addresses for emergency response — she is prioritizing public safety needs first.
These address changes can be approved internally without the Planning Commission.
Chuck expects Carrie to engage the Planning Commission later with street name
changes. Sue expressed confidence that Carrie is ideally qualified to tackle this
assighment.

9. Motion to adjourn the meeting (Beth, Jeff 2"9) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:31 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Edgar May
September 4, 2024

Present: Susan Fog (Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Beth Gray, Jeff Dacey, Brit Herring. Staff
Present: Chuck Wise, Mike Schmitt (SB liaison). Public present: Christian Craig.

Edgar May Tour — Christian Craig gave Planning Commissioners a tour of the Foundry building
that is undergoing remediation work this fall.

Sue called the meeting to order at 6:39 p.m.
1. Call to order / Roll Call - Introductions made.
2. Agenda Review — No changes
3. Public comment/announcements — None.

4. Approval of minutes
Motion to approve the August 7, 2024 minutes (Beth, Jules 2"Y) PASSED

5. Strategic Planning: Selectboard guidance
Chuck reminded Commissioners about the Strategic Plan that the Selectboard uses to
work closely with the Town Manager. The Planning Commission first encountered this
work last year as we were finalizing the town plan and were incorporating strategic
planning goals into that document. The Selectboard has been working on this again in
2024 and has providing the Planning Commission with guidance on town plan
implementation. Chuck reviewed the draft strategic plan.

Mike emphasized the town is directed its focus to economic development and sees the
town as clearing the way for businesses to locate or expand in Springfield. Mike
emphasized that the work being done by the Planning Commission on the land use
development ordinance is extremely important. Mike emphasized the economic
development isn’t just about attracting businesses, its about attracting people to live
and work in Springfield. Mike discussed the role of land use regulations, we can’t
control the Vermont aspects to it such as Act250 but we can influence what it is like to
do business in Springfield.

Jules asked about the building inventory. Mike stated this is an economic development
tool to answer questions such as: What units are available to be used for businesses?
What are the vacant units, but located in a floodplain? What is available along River
Street, Clinton Street? There is no collective list out there and this can be helpful to
developers and real estate agents.

6. 2024 Town Plan update

Chuck informed Commissioners that the Selectboard adopted the 2024 Town Plan.
Chuck emphasized that the Selectboard’s review and approval process was the best he
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has ever experienced over the years. The Selectboard took their job seriously and put a
ton of effort into making the town plan even better.

Chuck announced that MARC is now doing a regional conformity approval process.
Chuck stated the meeting for this is Monday, September 23" at noon. Mike emphasized
that the Regional Commission was an active collaborator in developing the town plan
and that he does not expect any bumps in this process. Chuck reminded Commissioners
that we did receive a draft regional conformity review during the tail end of the town
plan development and that all those requested revisions were made. He agreed with
Mike that this review should not have complications as we have and continue to work
closely with MARC.

Zoning Amendments: Project overview and style sheet

Chuck reviewed the entire ordinance and what Commissioners have been reviewing and
updating. Commissioners started with General Regulations and Specific Use Standards
because these are freestanding topics and are generally easier to tackle. The idea is to
start with easy assignments and then work our way into more difficult sections. The
first test will be next month with Commissioners take on signage. Chuck stated he would
be collaborating with Jules in developing this section. Chuck also reviewed sections such
as the Flood Hazards, Streams and Surface Waters, and Administrative sections which
are typically governed by state statute and there isn’t much flexibility.

Chuck discussed the style sheet and the process of bringing a greater consistency to how
the ordinance is presented and written. Currently the document reads the way it was
written — by many people over several decades. Chuck stated the style sheet is just a
way to introduce structure and formatting to the ordinance updates.

Zoning Amendments: Short-term rentals

Chuck reviewed the history of short-term rentals and the context for why this was
included in the zoning bylaws. Originally there was concern that an Airbnb would
negatively impact a neighborhood so there was a perceived need that these changes
would need a zoning permit. The Development Review Board has permitted a dozen or
two of these short-term rentals and in the beginning people were concerned but that
this quickly died down. The Development Review Board, acknowledging a contentious
issue, would require applicants to return in a year only to have that meeting attended
by no one. At this point, short-term rental permits have become pro forma as the board
always approves them with the basic standards. Chuck proposed that the permit
requirement be waived, but that the ordinance would maintain these base standards.
Discussion followed. Consensus was to require standards but waive the permitting
requirements. Chuck stated he would consult the Development Review Board about the
revision at their next meeting.

Zoning Amendments: Accessory Dwelling Units

Chuck reviewed the existing ADU section, the most recent state law governing ADUs,
and proposed changes. Chuck stated that the town can be less stringent but must at
least comply with the minimum requirements outlined in state statute. The biggest
changes are increasing square footage to 1,000 or 30% of total habitable area and
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expanding ADUs options if an Applicant wants to go through the Development Review
Board process.

Jules indicated that the language on studio or one bedroom is unnecessary and should
be removed. It is not appropriate to regulate the number of rooms if the Applicant can
remain under the square footage requirements. Commissioners agreed this change can
be made.

10. Zoning Amendments: Agricultural
Chuck thanked Jeff Dacey for the assistance and gave a broad overview of the proposed
changes. In summary, those agricultural requirements regulated by the State of
Vermont should be left out of the land use development ordinance and the sections
concerning markets and rural enterprises have been expanded to allow more
development options.

Commissioners reviewed the Poultry Ordinance and discussed how common violations
are in town. Consensus is to ask that this section be moved to the town’s Animal
Ordinance.

Sue asked about gravel extraction and why is that being skipped. Discussion followed.
Consensus was to revisit this section of the ordinance after the Skitchewaug Trail
proposal clears the Development Review Board. Commissioners agreed that attempting
to change the ordinance would be an unnecessary distraction and potentially
misinterpreted by citizens.

Sue asked about the changes in the market language. Discussion followed on what
constitutes adequate water and wastewater facilities. Mike emphasized that these
vendors have their own food licenses that will stipulate the conditions in which they can
process food. Consensus is that this section is to ambiguous and does not need to be in
the revised section.

Discussion followed about larger markets and if that was the case there are additional
standards in the revised ordinance requiring Development Review Board review and
approval.

Consensus was to accept the revised agricultural sections of the ordinance.

11. Next meeting
Chuck handed out the agenda and materials for the October 2" meeting which will be
held at the Union Street Elementary School. Chuck will work with Jules on providing an
updated draft of the signage ordinance.

Motion to adjourn the meeting (Beth, Brit 2"%) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:16 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Union Street Elementary School
October 2, 2024

Present: Susan Fog (Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Beth Gray, Jeff Dacey. Staff Present:
Chuck Wise. Public present: Donna Porter, Chris Eggleston.

Edgar May Tour: Christian Craig gave the Planning Commissioners a tour of the Foundry
building, which is undergoing remediation work this fall.

Sue called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

1. Call to order / Roll Call - Introductions made.
Chuck indicated that Zoom is connected, but for some reason, the school system is not
allowing the meeting to be activated. Jules indicated a Facebook post was made and
that it is always mentioned that video conferencing may or may not be available.

David Cohn welcomed Planning Commissioners to the Union Street Elementary School.
When asked two questions, what is Springfield's greatest challenge and greatest asset?
David reported that student needs have increased over the years while resources have
decreased. This has placed pressure on faculty and staff to do more with less. David
emphasized the strengths of talking to parents about their children and that he is
continually reminded how much parents appreciate this direct line of communication.
Parents often tell him they value the school contacting them directly about their
children, even if the news is not always good.

2. Agenda Review — No changes
3. Public comment/announcements — None.

4. Approval of minutes
Motion to approve the September 9, 2024 minutes with corrections (Beth, Jeff 2")
PASSED

5. Zoning Amendments: Short-term rentals
Chuck indicated that the DRB reviewed this work at their last meeting and supported
the changes. The consensus was that the current draft is sufficient.

6. Zoning Amendments: Accessory Dwelling Units
Jules indicated that the section looks good but emphasized that under the Standards,
there is a real argument for adding an Oxford comma to separate food preparation and
sanitation. This is an example of separation, and the ADU has to clearly have a place for
preparing food and a separate place for sanitation facilities.

Chuck thanked Jules for their earlier input on how an ADU is laid out and that it is

irrelevant if it’s a studio, one-bedroom, or anything else as long as it meets the square
footage requirements.
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Jeff asked about the dry cabin standards and how they are permitted in Vermont. Chuck
stated that these are called deer camps, and they are permitted like any other structure
by the town, but there is a distinction made by the State of Vermont wastewater
division. If the deer camp is occupied for 60 days or less, it can waive a septic system
and use a privy.

Zoning Amendments: Signage
Chuck gave a presentation on signage and discussed what municipalities can and cannot
regulate based on federal and state laws.

Jules emphasized safety concerns with signage on the road shoulders or islands. The
consensus among Commissioners is that this signage does create a problem and should
be regulated.

Jules discussed the school sighage and that it does not work. Beth indicated she was on
the school board then, and getting that sign was a long process. Beth stated it is
supposed to dim at night but does not appear to do so.

Commissioners discussed regulated temporary signs independent of content. This
would include political signs, personal signage, and commercial signs.

Chuck reviewed the issues associated with murals. Sue discussed the case in Conway,
NH, where the town tries to regulate a mural as commercial signage rather than art.
Chuck agreed to find an article and distribute it to the group.

Commissioners reviewed commercial signage near a residential neighborhood. Some
provisions should regulate those signs differently precisely because they impact
residential homes. The Cube Smart signage along VT103 was reviewed.

Jules emphasized the need for the signage section to conform to the exterior lighting
standards. An example was mentioned: the lights are directed skyward to illuminate the
building signage.

Commissioners discussed ‘signs,” a particular type of temporary flag that is often poorly
secured to the ground and highly visible to motorists. The consensus was that these
could be regulated as temporary signs.

Chuck reviewed the homework assignment and emphasized that ugly sign photos are an
excellent way to understand what are objectionable signs and how the code can be
rewritten to prevent future installations.

Zoning Amendments: Damaged structures / dilapidated buildings

Chuck reviewed the proposed new section and emphasized that flexibility will be critical
to encouraging more investment in distressed properties. Without these benefits, many
of these properties cannot be redeveloped profitably. The goal is to allow more options
in development review, and with increased flexibility, developers can have a return on
investment.
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Jules stated some sentence structures could be improved and agreed to proofread the
current draft. Jules detailed the differences between affordable housing and subsidized
housing. Discussion followed regarding desirable development for the Town of
Springfield.

9. Next meeting
Chuck reviewed the November and December draft meeting agenda. Jules emphasized
the need to make these meetings accessible to the public, and the MARC meeting would
be difficult for Springfield residents. Sue mentioned using a bus to transport all
Commissioners and interested public members to the meeting. Chuck will work on
securing bus transport using ‘Moover.’

Motion to adjourn the meeting (Randy, Jules 2"Y) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:33 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise

Page 3 of 3



Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — Black River Coffee Bar
November 6, 2024

Present: Susan Fog (Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Jeff Dacey, Brit Herring, and John
Middleton. Staff Present: Chuck Wise. Public present: Ramona Emery, Alex McBrair, Nate Ells

Sue called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m.
1. Call to order / Roll Call — Introductions made.
2. Agenda Review — No changes
3. Public comment/announcements — None.

4. Approval of minutes
Motion to approve the October 2, 2024 minutes (Jules, Randy 2"Y) PASSED

5. Zoning Amendments: Damaged structures / dilapidated buildings
Chuck recognized Jules for their work on correcting grammatical errors and that these
changes are reflected in the Commissioner’s packet. There are no substantive changes
from the previous meeting. Commissioners reviewed drafts, and the consensus is that
these sections are acceptable as final drafts.

6. Zoning Amendments: Signage
Chuck worked with the Commissioners using a sign ordinance worksheet. This
worksheet allows everyone to mark up their draft as it is reviewed line by line.

Commissioners discussed the new Dunkin Donuts and how the signs were moved during
the installation phase. Chuck indicated that a change in this ordinance requires a
combined review of signs during the site plan approval. Right now, the Development
Review Board approves a site plan, and the Administrator approves the signage later.
The revised ordinance requires applicants to work with the Development Review Board
so that signs are part of the overall development.

Chuck reminded Commissioners of the need to be content-neutral, as described in Reed
v. Gilbert.

Jules discussed possible triggers beyond normal sign repair and upkeep. If internal
lighting is changed, that should require another review and approval. Discussion
followed about lighting intensity, temperature, and changing lighting fixtures. There
was concern about allowing small changes as lighting is something that routinely needs
upkeep. The consensus was to have clear definitions of when lighting changes would
require going back for a zoning permit.

Jules and Chuck clarified how sign areas are calculated using the coffee bar and Edgar
May wall signs as examples. If there is sufficient space between text and/or graphics,
those areas will be calculated separately.
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Jules discussed durability and the need to construct signs that use appropriate materials
and are built to last. Jules emphasized the need to define durability in the ordinance so
that this is clearly understood. Jules cited the example of plywood being adapted to
create a signboard. Sue discussed other examples when particle board or other
materials were used for signage. Discussion followed regarding durability and aesthetics
and the need to build signs that have longevity. Sue discussed how the Farmer’s Market
signs were constructed and said that while expensive, these signs have held up over
time. Sue emphasized the need to market this community and send visitors and
residents a clear message that Springfield is a destination. Mike detailed the concerns
about signs being context-appropriate and that one sign style might be perfect for the
industrial park and wholly inappropriate for downtown and vice versa. Mike
emphasized that the signs need to be appropriate for their location. Sue indicated there
is nuance here that this isn’t about looking fancy but sending a clear message that
Springfield is a place worth people’s interest.

Commissioners reviewed the issue of signs advertising businesses that are no longer
operating. The concern is that these signs are confusing and signal neglect by the
property owners. It is essential that all signage remain relevant and only advertise
active businesses.

Mike shared with Commissioners the discussions surrounding design treatments for
downtown businesses. There has been talk among community leaders to strengthen
the Springfield brand and for the downtown to use consistent signing. Discussion
followed about sign designs and whether this should be a regulation or a set of
guidelines. The consensus is that the communities that embraced this concept did so by
using guidelines and recommendations versus rules and regulations. If Springfield
considers a uniform design treatment in the downtown area, it will likely be easier to
sell a design recommendation than to mandate businesses use a specific sign. Chuck
indicated that the current ordinance has a section for the downtown advisory
committee to review signs and that this would be the first step. Chuck emphasized that
many businesses would appreciate an easy-to-follow set of recommendations for their
signage and that the town or another group would handle the design and fabrication
details. Having a consistent style in the downtown area facilitates wayfinding.

Discussion returned to removing signs advertising closed businesses. The consensus was
to take greater steps to request property owners maintain more accurate signs and, if a
business closes, remove its sign.

Sue discussed the issue of projecting signs that extend too far from the building. The
signs can be a safety hazard if they are not correctly mounted. Chuck agreed to review
other towns and to ensure we are more consistent with how far out a sign can project.
Jules discussed projecting signs in stairwells and other interior locations. The consensus
is that these signs are ultimately the property owner's responsibility. Discussion
followed regarding signage and lighting that might be changed within the property and
that there are limits to what the public should be responsible for regulating.
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Jules pointed out that multiple businesses could each have a projecting sign on the same
building, provided they are compatible in size, shape, type, dimension, and placement
location. Discussion followed, and sign clearances, newer technologies, and other ways
signage in downtowns has innovated over the last 10 years.

Commissioners reviewed portable sandwich-board-type signs. In the past, these signs
were considered objectionable when they blocked sidewalks and made it difficult for
pedestrians. Jules was clear that these are ADA requirements and that the sidewalk
must remain handicap-accessible. Mike stated that his business would greatly benefit
from a sandwich board sign because it is an attention-grabbing message that would
result in higher sales. This would be true for many downtown merchants if they could
use these portable signs. Sue cited examples where sandwich boards would be
appropriate for businesses and civic institutions with green space and can site their
sandwich board off the sidewalk. Chuck stated he would revisit the portable sign
language and present the Commissioners with revisions for the December meeting.

Jules reviewed the concrete bollards used to mount freestanding signs and concluded
that these foundations should be flush with the ground. The consensus is to require
foundations like the sono tubes to be flush rather than extending above the ground.
Chuck agreed to make those changes.

Sue asked for clarification on the free-standing signs being 50 feet apart. Chuck
indicated that this language had been cleaned up with help from Jules.

Chuck reviewed signage zones versus zoning districts. The consensus was to keep the
signs regulated by zoning districts, as this is the easier option.

Chuck reviewed internal illumination. A discussion followed about sign lighting and how
some businesses, like car dealerships, depend on lighting their properties after dark.
Chuck indicated that these are legitimate points and that a provision that sign lighting
beyond the required hours is allowed but requires Development Review Board approval
can be made. Commissioners agreed this would address those unique times when signs
must be lit well before or after a business is closed.

A discussion followed sign lighting where multiple businesses operating at different
hours are on the same property. Chuck indicated that the proposed language brackets
internal illumination to allow signs to be lit for the earliest and latest businesses.

Jules discussed additional signage that would be allowed for building entrances and
exits. The intention is to allow businesses additional signs where the traveling public
needs additional wayfinding information. The DMV was used as an example because
the entrances/exits are on Mineral Street, but they are far enough away that there is no
good place to locate one sign. Discussion followed.

Jules discussed exemptions for businesses that have safety or warning signs, such as
fueling stations. These signs are for public safety and should not be regulated. This is
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also true for hospitals and emergency services, where multiple signs may be needed to
alert people to where they are going.

Mike asked if municipal signs have been exempted. Chuck indicated all public and civic
organizations would be exempted under the proposed sign ordinance.

Chuck indicated that banners, vehicles, or individuals would be prohibited. Examples
include streamers, inflatables, and people dressed up and advertising a business.

Commissioners discussed signs that impair sight lines and are traffic hazards. Chuck
indicated that the proposed ordinance contains some guidelines, but the town and state
would also regulate this under their transportation authorities. Chuck emphasized that
towns have greater authority to regulate signs that fall within the public right of way.

7. Next meeting
Chuck reviewed the December meeting agenda and reminded the Commissioners that
the meeting is located at the MARC offices in Ascutney. Chuck inquired about the
MOOVER van, but we did not qualify for public transportation. Sue will miss the
December meeting, which Beth will chair.

Motion to adjourn the meeting (Brit, Randy 2"¢) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:39 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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Minutes of the Springfield Planning Commission — MARC
December 4, 2024

Present: Beth Gray (Vice-Chair), Jules O’Guin, Randy Gray, Jeff Dacey, Brit Herring, John
Middleton. Staff Present: Chuck Wise, Mike Schmitt (SB liaison), Jason Rasmussen. Public
present: Nate Ells, Geetu Melwani.

Beth called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m.
1. Callto order / Roll Call — Introductions made.
2. Agenda Review — No changes
3. Public comment/announcements — None.

4. Approval of minutes
Motion to approve November 6, 2024 minutes (Jules, Jeff 2"4) PASSED

5. MARC services and overview
Jason reviewed the role of Regional Commissions in the state and how they serve
communities. MARC has 14 staff, manages two solid waste management districts, and
serves Springfield and 9 other communities. MARC planners write town plans and
zoning bylaws; they provide GIS mapping services, and provide emergency response
following flood events. The 2025 MARC priorities have not changed from previous years
and remain brownfield redevelopment, local technical assistance to towns, and other
projects. A big push this year will be the Regional Plan and making updates to comply
with the new provisions found in Act 181.

Jason reviewed the recent changes in state law to support land use reform, including
changes to Act 250 and plans to address the housing crisis. By February, MARC should
have housing targets for all communities, including Springfield. MARC will need to
engage the Springfield Planning Commission often in this process, and these changes
will also appear in the town plan.

Jules asked about the housing suitability and mapping and Jason provided an overview
of this mapping work. It was created to demonstrate where new housing development
would be ideally located, given proximity to public utilities, transportation
infrastructure, and other factors. The mapping also excludes areas such as flood zones
and brownfield sites that are not suitable for housing. This mapping will be
foundational to how MARC develops its future land use map.

Jason discussed downtown development and the neighborhood development area,
where we should expect additional development at higher densities.

John asked about recent development trends in Springfield and opined that most of the
new housing is not in these areas but in the rural areas of town. Chuck concurred and
said that most house zonin permits are issued in the rural zoning districts.
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Jason discussed a variety of obstacles to housing development, including the high cost
of construction and the technical difficulties in redeveloping properties.

Jason reviewed how the new land use categories do not conform to the existing land
use maps or to Springfield’s zoning districts. As changes occur at the state level, then the
region, it will be important for Springfield to update the town plan and land use
regulations to be compatible. Chuck emphasized the importance of having similar
standards. From the developer's point of view, there needs to be one set of rules to
follow versus having local and Act 250 permitting that are not always complimentary.

Jason discussed the energy chapter. MARC has the data and is working to create town-
by-town analyses that will then be used to update the town plan energy chapters.

John asked about the downtown boundaries, and Mike/Chuck provided a basic
geographic description and indicated there are approximately 50 parcels in a relatively
small area. Jason reviewed the need to increase densities in these areas and plan for the
rural areas with a focus on resource protection and conservation.

Jason discussed that MARC is looking at flood modeling and collaborating with
Northeastern University to develop regional flood maps using these improved data and
analyses. Mike expressed concerns that the recent flooding may have pushed the
narrative too far towards flood control, such as not making allowance for flood
protection infrastructure such as the North Springfield dam. Mike stated that it is
essential to consider all these competing priorities and to not focus on any one issue to
the detriment of others.

Mike asked if MARC could assist with brownfields, and Jason indicated that SRDC is a
sister organization but that MARC can and does do this work independently. Mike
asked if MARC is able to work with private housing developers, and Jason indicated that
they have experience helping developers access state and federal funding programs.
Mike asked about a proposed TIF district and discussed the recent successes from
Rutland in developing needed housing across a broader range of socio-economic
categories. Jason indicated that TIF Districts are a useful tool to promote investment
and that this can be included to support Springfield/MARC’s work with developers.

Mike discussed rehabilitating existing houses. The commissioners then discussed recent
activities to address dilapidated housing and rehabilitate neighborhoods. They broadly
agreed that there has been a great deal of progress made on this front. The goal is to
keep these going, as they are critical to improving neighborhoods.

Zoning: Signage

Chuck reviewed the current draft and thanked the Commissioners for all their input.
The main changes here involved the addition of sandwich boards if they meet certain
standards, an improved focus on lighting and requirements, design changes such as
moving sono-tubes to grade level, and increased exemptions like allowing safety-related
signage at fueling stations. The most recent version of the sign ordinance reflects a
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great deal of input from Commissioners and was glad to see the variety of positive
changes being proposed.

Jules asked about lighting and if that can be a threshold trigger for having to reapply for
a zoning permit. In this case, it would be any changes to lighting intensity, color, and
temperature as these are all separate things. Chuck said he will add this language into
the new draft.

Mike reviewed a scenario in which a fueling station erects a Pepsi sign, which leads to
flimsy, poorly constructed signage and contributes to sign clutter and visual disruption.
Jules and Chuck reviewed transportation related sign guidelines that would eliminate
excessive signage particularly if it contributes to traffic safety concerns. Chuck stated
that the transportation ordinances will be updated over the winter and that like exterior
lighting, the sections dealing with signs in the public right of way will mirror the work
that this Planning Commission has done.

Mike asked about sign height, and Jules indicated there are standards regulating the
height of free-standing signs. Mike asked about downtown design standards and Chuck
relayed that the current ordinance allows for this structure using the downtown
advisory committee. It assumes that you do not want a zoning administrator trying to
regulate sign design and that this committee would be ideally suited to work in
cooperation with downtown businesses. Chuck stated that if this ordinance is passed, it
will be the first step towards implementing sign design-type
standards/recommendations.

Jules noted some formatting inconsistencies that require correction.

Zoning: Flood

Chuck provided a general overview. The biggest difference is that this would not be a
special section in the ordinance but an overlay district using a map that can be updated
and revised over time. The goal is to introduce flood zoning tonight, but that will be
discussed in detail at the February meeting. Chuck stated that recent changes in state
law make it inevitable that river corridors will be regulated, and the only question is
whether that happens at the state or local level. The draft ordinance proposes
regulating river corridors locally, and Chuck highlighted areas tailored to meet
Springfield’s needs.

Chuck discussed creating a map using the four different flood areas. The first is the
special flood hazard area, the second is the river corridors, the third is a 50-foot buffer
on small streams, and the last is a local concern that won’t be used this time around but
will be available as we identify flood-prone areas that are not on the map. Chuck stated
the mapping would be done by MARC after the Commissioners determine if this is what
we want to do.

Chuck discussed shadow areas and how they can be used to allow additional differences
in or adjacent to river corridors. The idea is that existing structures along the river
corridor could be expected to deflect flood waters.
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Jules asked about the final map and if that would have the individual layers shown on
the map. Chuck stated the map would include all the layers but that it would be possible
to see them separately within the district.

Jules asked if critical wildlife habitats such as wetlands could be included. Chuck stated
that it is an idea worth considering.

Chuck reported the draft ordinance is being reviewed by Ned Swanberg from the State
of Vermont and Chris Yurek from MARC.

Jules asked about the process of securing mobile homes for foundations. Chuck said,
thankfully, that is not an issue in Springfield as these parks are all located outside known
flood hazard areas.

Chuck asked the Commissioners to review the flood hazard overlay district and prepare
for the February meeting.

8. Town Plan Implementation Audit
Chuck discussed the major priorities in the Selectboard’s 2024 strategic plan and
indicated that copies had been emailed to all Commissioners.

Mike emphasized smart goals for this latest iteration of the town plan, which paid close
attention to the Town plan priorities.

Chuck stated it is too early to discuss implementing the town plan, but the plan has
been presented to different citizen groups with a request for them to assist with the
goals that are relevant to them.

Chuck stated again that the energy chapter is expected to be presented to the Planning
Commission in April or May. This chapter will have the new data that MARC has
received. Jason stated that they have the data and are working with it to ensure it is
accurate for towns to use. Chuck said additional updates would be forthcoming.

9. Next meeting
Chuck reviewed the agenda for the February meeting, which he hopes will be in North
Springfield.
Motion to adjourn the meeting (Randy, Jules 2"9) PASSED.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:47 p.m.
Minutes submitted by Charles Wise
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