MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION
Wednesday – January 14, 2015 – 7:00 P.M.

A.	CALL TO ORDER: The Chair called the meeting to order at 7 PM.
B.	ROLL CALL: Those members present were: Judith Stern, Chuck Gregory, Chair Wilbur Horton, Jr., Mark Wilson and Richard Filion. Not present were: Michael Knoras, Tom Hall and Scott Frye.
	Also present were: From Union Street: Bill Kuch, and Lori Claffee; Crescent Street: Melissa Jenne, Phaedra Cilibrasi, Blake Bertrand, and Aliya Farmer; Craigue Hill: Meghan Fratini; South Street: Erin Crawford, George T McNaughton, Kathleen McNaughton; Cottage Avenue: Nate Parker, Becky Parker, Hugh Parker; also present. Alvin Rowe [All of these persons were present for the Pocket Park, 21 Cottage Avenue discussion.]
C.	DISCUSSION:
The Chair noted the presence of the persons from the neighborhood of the petitioned for pocket Park at 21 Cottage Avenue. He suggested that the planning commission moved to item number 3 on the agenda and take that up 1st. There being no objection the attention of the planning commission moved to item number 3.

Item 3. Pocket parks in general, 21 Cottage in particular
The Chair stated that this item comes to the Planning Commission from the Board of Selectman on December 8, 2014, on a motion by George McNaughton, which motion stated, “... To request the Planning Commission to consider the petition and any other information the Union Park Street Neighborhood Association wants to provide in regard to the proposal [... That 21 Cottage Street [sic] become a Pocket Park] and report back to the Board of Selectmen by the 1st meeting in January 2015 as to the proposal and also to start formulating criteria with regards to siting of parks.” The Planning Commission did not respond before January 1, 2015, because the December meeting was preempted by a Board of Selectman meeting.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Bill Kearns, Administrative Officer, had sent the PC a Memo on his research into Pocket Parks in cities and towns in the USA.  See Memo attached to these minutes. 

The petitioners had written a letter to the Board of Selectmen requesting the Pocket Park on the town owned parcel at 21 Cottage Avenue. Letter attached to these minutes. 

The Chair invited any person in the audience to address the Planning Commission on this issue.

Lori Chaffee said that she was the head of the Union Park Street Neighborhood Association, which had filed a petition with the Board of Selectmen. She then asked the Chair if Nate Parker could make a statement for the group.

Nate Parker was recognized by the Chair, and addressed the Commission. He stated that he resides at 33 Cottage Avenue, where he has resided for the past 12 years. He has resided in the neighborhood, where he grew up, for 33 years. He stated that he understood that the parcel in question was on sale by the town for about $30,000. He knew that the house next door had just sold for $43,000 and was still vacant. The house on the other side of the subject parcel was also vacant. He stated that it was a “down” neighborhood and it was his position that a pocket park would be a positive thing for the neighborhood and would enhance the value of the properties in the neighborhood and, therefore, would encourage people to buy houses in the neighborhood and lived there, thus raising the value of the properties in the neighborhood. This last point was stated to counter the argument that if the parcel was taken off the tax rolls property taxes would be lost. The alternative to it being a pocket part was that it be a community garden. However, Lori Chafee later stated that when asked the neighbors were concerned that the community garden would not be a lasting thing and they preferred a pocket park. Nate Parker said that there was concern by some that the park might be a magnet for drug users in the area. However, there are drugs in the neighborhood now, which he has worked with police department to get rid of over the last 3 years and has had some success.

Lori Chafee and Nate Parker stated that the proposed development, as can be seen by the drawing in their attached petition, would be limited. There would be no parking and no porta potty, because it would be small and designed for people who live in the neighborhood. The size of the property was estimated to be 65 feet wide by 45 feet deep or so. When asked by Chuck Gregory about the approximate cost of developing it as proposed the group had no estimate, but Nate Parker stated that the owner of the property, now the Town, could apply for a USDA grant to help fund the improvements. Bill Kearns asked if the USDA grant would also be available should a nonprofit own the property. The response was uncertainty.

The Commission asked Bill Kearns about criteria for pocket parks. Bill Kearns went over his memo and talked about the criteria used by other towns as shown in that memo, including Baltimore, which, as it discovered many pocket parks created by Neighbors on vacant lots in the city, offered a program whereby the neighbors could form a corporation take ownership of the lot and assume all responsibility for the pocket park or garden.(See pages 4 and 5 of the attached Memo for the gist of his comments.) 

George McNaughton in response to a query by the Commission stated that it was the intent of his motion that the Commission would give the Board of Selectmen criteria for accepting or not accepting a pocket park. In addition, the Board wanted the Commission to look into this particular pocket park and tell the Board what the Commission has in mind for its development or not.

Chuck Gregory stated that it appeared to be a good idea and that the Commission should look at criteria. Wilbur Horton asked whether or not this would be a private or municipal park, and if municipal what are the criteria for establishing where and when a pocket park should be developed. He further asked if the town wants to fund and maintain pocket parks, and if so are their standards for such parks. On the other hand, if a neighborhood private nonprofit Corporation owns the park then the neighbors would run it and, in order to give them the opportunity to do so, criteria must be set on the park, the operation, and the financing. When asked directly whether or not the neighbors were willing to take on the financing and maintenance of the park on their own, the group was noncommittal.

On the subject of other parks being available to the people in that neighborhood, Nate Parker stated that the administration at Union Street school have told the parents that the children are not to remain at school after hours, that even if available the playground there is limited, though there are plans to expand it, that the playground at Park Street school is not what it used to be, that the other parks are too far for the children to walk to buy themselves, and that Riverside Park has had issues with behavior, especially around the skateboard park. Nate Parker then reiterated that he thought the proposed pocket park would be a positive development for the neighborhood and encourage people to want to move there and raise their families there.

Mark Wilson asked if there were to be parking and lighting and curfews, etc. The response from the group was that it would be the limited use only. In addition to its use as a place for the children to play it would be a place where the neighborhood could gather for yard sales or barbecues and things like that. He did note that they are now doing some of that in the vacant portion of the lot on Union Street, which abuts this parcel.

Other points discussed were: 
· a USDA or other government governmental grant often comes with requirements far exceeding what the neighbors have in mind for this pocket park, such as lighting and fencing, security, parking and the type of equipment that can be used, etc.
· the group had discussed and thought about making it simply a “natural park”
· neighborhoods are hurting and a park as described might make this neighborhood more inviting, leading to families wanting to live there, and adding to the tax base more than what is taken out of the tax base by taking this parcel off the tax rolls.

After some further discussion, Chuck Gregory made the MOTION: the Planning Commission recommends to the Board of Selectmen to cooperate with the neighbors of this proposed pocket park to explore the possibility of developing this parcel, 21 Cottage Avenue, into a pocket park. The motion was seconded by Judith Stern. 

Discussion: Richard Filion commented that there needs to be criteria for the Board of Selectmen to base their decision on. Wilbur Horton responded that if the Selectboard wants to move on this now they can, but right now there are no standards, including standards concerning ownership of such a park. Wilbur Horton asked for volunteers from the Commission to head a committee to develop such criteria, working with the neighborhood group that had proposed this park, and bring their ideas back to the Commission for development of patk criteria for the Town. Chuck Gregory volunteered to work on the criteria, and to head such a committee, and to ask Commission members who were not present, if they would like to join him on the committee.

The MOTION made by Chuck Gregory was then called and passed unanimously. 

The chair thanked the group for coming to the Commission and discussing the development of pocket parks, and this park in particular.

1. ANR River corridor Base Map
Bill Kearns stated that the SWCRPC, zoning administrator’s Roundtable will discuss this issue. He stated that his concern is, as he reads what was sent out concerning the base map, that the base map will be applied to all Act 250 hearings, as well as all 24 VSA 4413 development. The issue came up after Irene. FEMA discovered that communities, which are the floodplain managers under the NFIP, had limited control over development of state properties as well as other development covered by 24 VSA 4413. FEMA required that the state fill that void so that the floodplain impacts would be subject to regulation for this type of development. Bill stated that he talked to one of the stream alteration engineers of the Agency of Natural Resources who stated that it was his understanding that the base map would be used only in hearings concerning 24 VSA 4413 development, and would not generally apply to Act 250 hearings. If this is indeed the case, the impact of the base map and its regulation on our general business districts is limited. If this is not the case then the impact on Springfield and its businesses is severe. In addition, the map has never been ground tested in Springfield and has gross errors. Compounding the gross errors are the fact that the base map does not take into consideration the fact that the Army Corps of Engineers dam exists. Furthermore, if the state is going to take property from individuals, by regulation, it would appear that the state should notify the property owners and not simply the town of the impacts of this regulation. Bill said that after the zoning administrator’s meeting, he will get back to the planning commission on this issue.

2. Re- zone Chester Rd, north side, from Fairground Heights Rd. to and Including the Springfield Rehab Parcel. 

Bill Kearns stated that he had put this issue on the agenda, and the idea of a rezone on Chester Road on the north side, from Fairground Heights to the parcel of the Springfield Rehab, was his alone, based on inquiries of persons wanting to have businesses on the property that is on the north side of Chester Road in this area. Wilbur Horton, in response to a question from the other commissioners stated that the reason that was not made general business or RC was that it was just never looked at the time of the past rezone of parcels on Chester Road. The Commission discussed the extent of the rezone and the zoning district that would be proposed. The commission stated that the area they would look at would be the north side of Chester Road, from Fairground Heights Road to Bellows Road, in the zone a would like to see there would be General Business. Bill Kearns stated he would bring the proposal to them at the next meeting at which time they could set a public hearing on the issue.
4. 	Begin anew a review and revision of the Springfield Town Plan 
Because of the lateness of the hour, the Commission decided that there would be no work on the town plan this evening.


D.	MINUTES:	 Approval of minutes for December 3, 2014. The Chair asked if there were any edits to the minutes as proposed. There being none, it was moved by Chuck Gregory, 2nd by Mark Wilson to approve the minutes as presented. Motion passed unanimously.
E.	NEW BUSINESS: None
F.	OLD BUSINESS:	 None
G.	COMMUNICATIONS: None
H.	ADJOURNMENT: Chuck Gregory moved, 2nd by Richard Filion to adjourn the meeting at 8:30 PM. Motion passed unanimously.
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