TOWN OF SPRINGFIELD

SELECTMEN’S HALL – 96 MAIN STREET – THIRD FLOOR

REGULAR BOARD OF SELECTMEN MEETING 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 13, 2014 @ 7:00 PM

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

MINUTES
A.
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 

 Chairman, Kristi Morris, called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.  The Pledge of  Allegiance was recited and Roll Call taken.

Board Members Present:  David Yesman, George McNaughton, Chairman, Kristi Morris, Vice-Chairman, Stephanie 
Thompson, and Peter MacGillivray.


Also Present:  Town Manager, Robert Forguites, Comptroller, Jeffrey Mobus, Town Clerk, Barbara Courchesne, 
Administrative Officer, William Kearns, and Town Attorney, Stephen Ankuda.
B.
MINUTES:

1.  Board of Selectmen, Regular Meeting Minutes, September 22, 2014

2.  Board of Selectmen, Special Meeting Minutes, September 29, 2014


3.  Board of Selectmen, Special Meeting Minutes, October 2, 2014

4.  Board of Selectmen, Special Meeting Minutes, October 6, 2014

MOTION:
George McNaughton moved to approve Board of Selectmen, Special Meeting Minutes, September 29, 


2014, Board of Selectmen, Special Meeting Minutes, October 2, 2014, and Board of Selectmen, 



Special Meeting Minutes, October 6, 2014.



Seconded by Peter MacGillivray



Vote:  5 Yes, passed unanimously.


MOTION:
Vice-Chairman, Stephanie Thompson, moved to approve Board of Selectmen, Regular Meeting



Minutes, September 22, 2014.




Seconded by Peter MacGillivray


George McNaughton stated he would be voting against the approval of the Board of Selectmen, Regular Meeting Minutes, 
September 22, 2014.  He went on to comment that he realizes that long meetings that involve extensive public discussion 
have to be summarized.  In this particular case the summary managed to delete nearly all of the negative comments that were 
made; actually deleted his comments in total.  In addition, the only minutes picked up were the positive comments from the 
audience.  Mr. McNaughton did not want to try to go through and re-dictate corrections to the minutes because it would take 
too much time that needs to be devoted to other things.  He wanted the record to show that he opposes the Board of 
Selectmen, Regular Meeting Minutes, September 22, 2014.


Chairman Morris didn’t want a generalized statement of why George was opposing the minutes; he wanted to know what 
George was referring to because the general statement does not provide direction for the Recording Secretary.


George commented that a couple of hours could be spent on re-writing the minutes, but the specific ones that bothered him 
were that there were comments from Chairman Morris in full, and in full from the other three, (3), Board Members, his were 
deleted and the comments made by Ethan McNaughton at the end of the meeting were completely deleted.  The minutes were 
written in such a way to look extremely positive on everything.  Mr. McNaughton specifically opposed the idea of a 
Methadone Clinic in Springfield because it would be another anchor for addicts for this community, especially because done 
of the surrounding communities have Methadone Clinics, therefore, Springfield would be the donut hole where everybody 
would be brought to.  He stated all of that was deleted from the minutes.


David Yesman stated at the public meeting in question, he presumed most of the audience were tax payers 
of the Town of 
Springfield, therefore, they could speak.  Mr. Yesman asked if Ethan McNaughton was a tax payer in the Town of 
Springfield?


George McNaughton stated he didn’t know whether or not he was, but he is not a resident.


Mr. Yesman went on to state at a lot of other meetings it has been suggested or required that any non-resident not speak at a 
Town Meeting.


George McNaughton asked if that was going to be a Town rule.

Chairman Morris pointed out Chief Baker and Mayor Louras were invited to speak, but he realizes that was a prearranged 
program.


Peter MacGillivray stated that begged the question if Paul Hudson was still a member of the community.  Chairman Morris 
commented he still owned property in Town.


Chairman Morris reviewed his notes on who spoke with comments and/or questions at the Board Meeting of  September 22, 
2014.  He mentioned a few names that were not listed in the September 22, 2014 minutes.  The Recording Secretary 
explained she had a note in the minutes stating, “Several people in attendance took the opportunity to ask questions and to 
speak.  A few statements or questions are listed below”.  Chairman Morris continued review and noted there were other 
comments, not just negative, that were not noted in the minutes.




Vote:  4 Yes, 1 No (George McNaughton)

C.
ANY REQUESTED ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA:  

Chairman Morris asked if there were any additions to the agenda tonight.  Town Manager, Robert Forguites, indicated there 
were no additions, however, he requested to delete the Executive Session on tonight’s agenda.  The item he was going to 
discuss was not quite ready.  Chairman Morris indicated if there were no objections, the Board would forgo the Executive 
Session on contracts.

D.
CITIZENS TO ADDRESS THE BOARD:  None
E.
PRIORITY BUSINESS:  None  

F.
PETITIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS:  None
G.
BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND DEPARTMENTAL MINUTES AND REPORTS:


1.  Springfield Airport Commission, Agenda – September 25, 2014


2.  Springfield Airport Commission, Meeting Minutes – September 25, 2014


3.  Springfield Library, Agenda – October 13, 2014


4.  Springfield Energy Committee, Meeting Minutes – September 18, 2014   

5.  Springfield Police Department, Monthly Report – September 2014


6.  Springfield Regional Development Corporation, Newsletter – Fall 2014


7.  Springfield Regional Development Corporation, Meeting Minutes – August 26, 2014


8.  Springfield Regional Development Corporation, Agenda – September 30, 2014


9.  Springfield Restorative Justice Center Report – August 12th – September 16th, 2014


10.  Springfield Senior Center, Monthly Newsletter – October 2014

11.  Southern Windsor County Regional Planning Commission, Newsletter – Fall 2014  

Chairman Morris noted copies of all of the Minutes, Reports, and Newsletters are available in the Town Manager’s Office.
H.
ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS:  None
I.
OLD BUSINESS:


1.  Solar Project – Robert Forguites reminded everyone at a previous meeting, there was a request to have the Solar Project 
on the agenda again. Chairman Morris indicated George McNaughton would be heading the topic of the Solar Project.  He 
stated that he actually wanted to make two, (2), motions tonight.  George stated there was a presentation on the over-all 
project for the Selectboard and two, (2) presentations for the Springfield Energy Committee.  The Springfield Energy 
Committee has endorsed the project.  As George understands the project, currently the intent is to build two, (2), Solar 
Arrays, there is the potential for five, (5), Solar Arrays.  However, there may need to be some enabling legislation to acquire


the other three, (3), Solar Arrays.  Currently one, (1), of the Solar Arrays is under agreement with the Brattleboro 
Hospital.  Mr. McNaughton feels regardless whether the Town or School enters into an agreement, the proposed site is a 
good site for the project 
and is in the best interest of the Town revenue wise that not only two, (2), Arrays be built, but all 
five, (5), eventually be built.

MOTION:
George McNaughton moved for the Selectboard to endorse the construction of up to five, (5) 500 kW 



(AC) Solar Arrays to be constructed within the Industrial Park in North Springfield on the property 



of Win Stanley and urges the State of Vermont and the Vermont Public Service Board to pass 



enabling legislation and adopt an exception to the proximity rule in order to allow the construction of 


all five, (5), Solar Arrays at said site.




Seconded by David Yesman


Peter  MacGillivray stated there was clear evidence this would be a good project for the area; no smoke, no sound, nothing 
there.  There are many positive comments from Montpelier and other places that talk about renewable energy.  He agrees 
with the motion makers, this is an excellent project.  The Board knows if we don’t act soon, there are incentives that drop off 
December 31st and we have already heard from the Town Attorney there is language that can be set up so the incentives can 
be captured and ask for Voter approval in March 2015.  Mr. MacGillivray would go along with the motion.  He feels the 
Town should not 
miss the opportunity and should not have road blocks put out by the Public Service Board.

David Yesman felt it is important the Public Service Board be aware the Town of Springfield endorses this Solar Project.  
The last go around the Town of Springfield was silent on whether they endorsed the original project endorsed by Win 
Stanley, 
this time around Springfield should be standing at the top of a hill shouting to the Public Service Board we want to 
build five, (5), Solar Arrays.


Administrative Officer, William Kearns, stated he didn’t hear in the motion the size of the proposed Solar Arrays.


George McNaughton pointed out the size proposed would be 500 kW.  However, there is a proximity rule affecting the other 
three, (3), proposed Solar Arrays.


Dan Ingold from Power Smith explained the actual site is 25.8 acres, each Solar Array being approximately 2.9 acres.  Each 
Solar Array will have their own Certificate of Public Good.  The proximity concern is 300 yards.



Vote:  5 Yes, passed unanimously


George McNaughton went on to explain the contract template is rather complex and they tend to be written by Bond 
Attorneys, which makes them harder to understand.  George still is concerned about the “Collar Provision”.  He believes 
because the stimuluses’ will go away at the end of the year and Green Mountain Power has been talking about revising their 
formula for reimbursement, therefore, the Town should be concerned about the agreement not some abstract consultation by 
energy engineers, but an attorney going over the agreement very carefully trying to pin point the risk involved with a long 
term contract. 

MOTION:
George McNaughton moved the Town Attorney be authorized to review all terms of a proposed 



Solar Service Agreement between Green Lantern and the Town of Springfield, and commence 



negotiation regarding the terms of such an agreement and report back to the Town with respect to 



the same and any risks that may be involved with entering into such an agreement.



Seconded by David Yesman

Peter MacGillivray referring back to the Springfield Energy Committee Meeting Minutes when Eric Nelson handed out 
information explaining “Cap and Collar” – A listing of Green Lantern Municipal School and Hospital Customers in Vermont 
a prediction of price for electricity until the year 2040 put out by the Vermont Department of Public Service.  He wondered if 
the Board could get a copy of that sheet.

David Yesman said he would email the information tomorrow.

Chairman Morris and Board Member McNaughton both commented this was only authorizing the Town Attorney to review 
the Solar Service Agreement, not enter into an agreement at this point.




Vote:  5 Yes, passed unanimously


George McNaughton reminded Steve Ankuda about the time restraints.


2.  Motion & Policy from Paul Hudson – Chairman Morris commented he wasn’t sure if the Board was going to take any 
action on the Motion & Policy submitted from Paul Hudson, but the Board should acknowledge receipt of the information.

Peter MacGillivray said he didn’t think the Board would be too far off from accepting the Motion & Policy, but there needs 
to be an understanding there should be some sort of a committee because there needs to be perimeters for the time frame.  
A committee should be made up of the Town Manager, a few Board Members and the Police Department to make a working 
agreement.


MOTION:
Peter MacGillivray moved to adopt this Motion & Policy with a working committee being appointed 



to finalize it.



Seconded by George McNaughton

Chairman Morris wanted to dissect the motion a little bit more and move forward.  The motion on the floor “to adopt the 
policy as it is written and form a committee to enhance it”.


Peter MacGillivray said, “Not really enhance it, but fill in the blanks.  He would like input from the Board, Town Manager 
and the Police Department.  Peter feels the Board should act on this Motion & Policy.  The document should be filled out by 
a committee made up of the Town Manager, Members of Board and Police Department.  This would be a statement to the 
community the Board is still interested in solving problems within the community. 


Vice-Chair, Stephanie Thompson, shared she had a few concerns.  She doesn’t want to diminish the effect Judge Hudson had


at the meeting, there are pieces of the Motion & Policy she could accept, a lot of it she feels is too much micro-management 
of a department that has their own Administrators.  These Administrators do answer to the Town Manager and there are some 
systems in place.  Vice-Chairman Thompson said she would support the idea of a committee working to put together a 
potential policy but would not support it with the language presented.

Town Manager Forguites asked if it would make since for the Board to consider adopting the current Motion & Policy in 
principle, but refer to a committee to finalize and bring back to the Board.

Vice-Chairman Thompson and Peter MacGillivray both said they would be comfortable with that approach.  Chairman 
Morris stated that is why he wanted to breakdown the motion and the direction. 

George McNaughton said he seconded the motion and he would tend to support that as long as in principle it didn’t require 
gutting what Judge Hudson proposed.  Mr. McNaughton felt Judge Hudson proposed some fairly specific items.  He also had 
questions in his mind about what to do tonight.  He seconded the Motion and Policy, but his alternative was to call for an 
evaluation of the Police 
Department Leadership by the Town Manager as to the effectiveness of their policies in regards to 
drugs, patrols, and following up on complaints.  He feels Judge Hudson’s Motion & Policy may accomplish that.  However, 
Mr. McNaughton stated a call for the Town Manager to conduct such an evaluation might be more consistent with the Town 
Charter.  He does not want to see the Motion & Policy submitted from Judge Hudson get gutted in the process


David Yesman stated the Motion & Policy submitted from Judge Hudson has too many blanks and the blanks should be 
discussed with the Police Department to see if it is something they can accomplish and fill in the right dates and times.  Mr. 
Yesman
commented that he certainly didn’t know enough about schedules and response times.  He wants a completed 
document with input from the Police Department.

George McNaughton stated what Mr. Yesman said sounded like the motion from Peter McGillivray and that is what he 
seconded.


Peter MacGillivray also stated he didn’t have a problem with what Town Manager Forguites suggested either.  He did 
point out the document the Board is accepting is not a complete document; it is frame work/a starting place.  Mr. 
MacGillivray also pointed 
out Judge Hudson even offered to come back to Springfield and help complete the Motion & 
Policy document.  He wants to bring a finished Motion & Policy document back to the Board for review and acceptance.

Again, George McNaughton stated he didn’t have a problem with including what Mr. MacGillivray.

Chairman Morris made a clarification that the Board is not adopting the document as written; we are receiving it.  Chairman 
Morris stated the motion is to accept the document as submitted to enhance and bring back to the Board for review.

Chairman Morris is not in complete disagreement with the way this document is written, but in more disagreement than in 
favor of it.  He has spoken with Judge Hudson, and the Police Department about this document, and he hopes people 
on his side of the table who are preparing to receive and have this document amended or fill in the blanks would have had 
some of the same conversations with the Police Department or at least reviewed this document to understand what it is doing 
to the Police Department.  Chairman Morris went over the items of the document briefly.  He pointed out items 4, 5 & 6 were 
completely irrational expecting the police officers to report back in writing within a certain amount of time.  He also pointed 
out the wording should be Police Chief, not Douglas Johnston; if personnel changed the document would become void.  If the 
police officer can’t get to his calls in a timely manner, there is a suggestion his superior prioritizes them or Police Chief or the 
Deputy to assist.  Chairman Morris doesn’t understand the rationale behind that request.  The document also asked for 
community mapping be reported back within three, (3), months.  Chairman Morris said 
he had read some of the blogs 
recently and there may or may not be a need for some software.  He is also concerned with item 8, when the 
document talks about focusing the Police Departments efforts, which he understands the reasoning, on 
disorderly 
persons, on those persons on probation, parole, conditions of release, bail, “early release”.   That is what the City 
of 
Rutland is doing in conjunction with the Vermont Department of Corrections, Probation, & Parole.  There is no mention in 
the document submitted of bring in those agencies to help support that endeavor.  Chairman Morris feels putting that solely 
on the Police Department without the means to eradicate the problem lets the State off easily.  He is not in favor of the 
document as written. 

Wendy Germain shared her understanding was the State of Vermont hired a person who is going to be in charge of 
overseeing people who are on conditions of release from the court, which probably the Board knows about already.  Ms 
Germain feels this program has started since Judge Hudson wrote the proposed Motion & Policy document.  She feels a few 
things could be removed from the wording of item 8 of the proposed Motion & Policy because of the creation of the new job 
by the State.

George McNaughton also reminded everyone the State is supposed to be performing building inspections as well.  He stated 
he doesn’t have a lot of confidence in them.  Ms. Germain feels the Town should give them a chance.


Mike Commock stated he feels there is a lack of well managed multi-family properties in Springfield.  He feels the Police 
engagement with property owners in Town should have an immediate and advantages effect on the overall residential 
properties.  He has a property management company that manages approximately 150 units between Springfield and 
Hartland.  A few 
months ago when the conversations began about the downtown shooting, he contacted the Police 
Department with the specific request to find out how they alert property owners when there has been an incident at their 
property.  His hopes would be to work hand and hand with the police department to proactively resolve the problem tenants 
in the community.  Mr. Commock feels this would take some of the burden off the Police Department.  He stated the Police 
Department was 
highly dismissive and stated they were not interested in providing the information requested.  He did not 
note the name of 
who he was speaking with.  Mr. Commock feels there is a lot of pressure on property owners in the 
community right now to make sure they are contributing to the enhancement of Springfield.  He stated there needs to be 
communication back and forth between the municipal government, particularly the Police Department, and a document like 
this would go a long ways.


Chairman Morris asked Mr. Commock if he was aware if Landlords had a tenant that was convicted of a drug crime, his/her 
lease could not be renewed.  If the Landlord did renew the lease, there is a $1,000.00 fine and possibly the forfeiting their 
property.


Mr. Commock asked what the point of that question was.  Chairman Morris stated he was explaining the Police Department 
does work with property owners; they give them notification if there is a problem at their site.

There was a little more discussion between Mr. Commock and Chairman Morris about Mr. Commock’s phone call to 
the Police Department.  Unfortunately, Chairman Morris, couldn’t answer all of Mr. Commock’s questions because he was 
not part of the phone conversation.  Chairman Morris also pointed out there was a difference between criminal and civil 
issues and what information could be shared.


George McNaughton tried to assist with the conversation between Mr. Commock and Chairman Morris.  He stated there was 
a policy for a while where notices were sent out to landlords upon a drug related arrest.  Apparently, the FBI or somebody in 
the Feds got involved in it and got hung up on the statutes rather than notifying landlords there was an arrest.  
A 
Probable Cause Affidavit for the Public that someone was arrested for drug abuse would be needed to share any information.  
Now apparently those letters are not going out until a conviction occurs.  A conviction may not happen for a year or year and 
a half.  There was an attempt to get information to the landlords they had a tenant who had just been arrested for 
trafficking and drugs.  That may have been short ended.

Town Manager, Robert Forguites, stated that policy is still in effect.


George McNaughton stated that was not what Chief Johnston said.  The Chief stated they had changed it in connection with 
the Feds until the case goes to conviction.

Mr. Forguites said he receives copies of the letters and he will check the procedure tomorrow.


Chairman Morris stated he needed to bring the group back to point.  David Yesman thanked him.


George McNaughton called the question.


Chairman Morris asked Peter MacGillivray to restate his motion.  Peter referred to the Recording Secretary to read the 
motion.


MOTION:
Peter MacGillivray moved to accept the Motion & Policy document with the understanding there




would be a committee to enhance and fill in the blanks.  A completed Motion & Policy would be




brought back to the Board for review.


George McNaughton stated that was the motion he seconded.

Peter MacGillivray said the important issue is not to approve the document, but to accept the document for further review by 
the Town Manager, Police Department, Town Attorney, and a couple Board Members.


The Board Members discussed the wording of the motion.




Vote:  4 Yes, 1 No (Chairman, Kristi Morris)

3.  Anti-Loitering Petition –  Mr. Forguites reminded everyone at the last Board Meeting the Chair was presented with 
several pads of a petition that had been gathered around Town.  The petition supports an Anti-Loitering Ordinance.  Mr. 
Forguites feels the Board should acknowledge the receipt of the petition and refer the petition to the Sub-Ordinance 
Committee.

Vice-Chairman Thompson stated an Anti-Loitering Ordinance has already been taken up by the Sub-Ordinance Committee, 
so should we actually refer this petition to the Sub-Ordinance Committee?


MOTION:
Vice-Chairman, Stephanie Thompson, moved to acknowledge the receipt of the Anti-Loitering 



Ordinance petition submitted by Kimberly Bombria.




Seconded by David Yesman


David Yesman pointed out several of the signatures on the petition pads are not Springfield residents.  He is sure a lot of the 
signatures will not be valid.

George McNaughton wanted the Public to know the Anti-Loitering Ordinance Petition being submitted was not taken lightly.  
There has been an extensive discussion of this language from the Sub-Ordinance Committee.  He anticipates there will be 
some type of ordinance recommendation coming back to the Board of Selectmen once the Sub-Ordinance Committee has an 
opportunity to meet again.  He also anticipates the language will be different than submitted on the petition.



Vote:  5 Yes, passed unanimously


4.  Dilapidated Housing -  a.  Problematic Shared Housing –  Mr. Forguites stated at the August Board Meeting there was an 
agenda item that had about five, (5), sub items and the Board did not have time enough to complete all the items.  George 
McNaughton asked to finish these items at tonight’s meeting.

George McNaughton said the Dilapidated Housing is a consistent theme at all of the Neighborhood Associations.


He also noted the Union / Park Street Neighborhood Association will be conducting two, (2), seminars.  The first one is a 
presentation by Wendy Germain on Wednesday, October 15, 2014 @ 7:00 PM at the Union Street School.  The second one 
will be a presentation by Will Hunter on Wednesday, October 22, 2014 @ 7:00 PM at the Union Street School.  The goal will 
be to clear away some of the rumors and get to the facts.

Mr. McNaughton focused himself back to the topic of tonight.  He stated on several occasions various individuals 
representing themselves or Neighborhood Associations have stood up and complained about problematic shared housing 
before the Board.  As a result, Mr. McNaughton did some digging and realizes legally as far as the Town is concerned this 
is a fairly complicated subject.  He even believed Group Homes were always magically exempt.  However, the way he 
interrupts the statutes that is not necessarily true.  Group Homes are exempt by Statutes if they are licensed facilities.  The 
licensing for the facility are fairly specific.  The hard one to track down is the license that is registered by the State.  The 
Statute does not give a citation as to what it is referring to by registered.  Mr. McNaughton has been able to determine 
registered refers to something in the order of children in Foster Homes.  The license has to do with disabled persons; those 
are the exempt.  He feels that might solve the problem, but it is also very difficult to write language to define what we know 
as a single family dwelling.  He even stated the word “family” may not even be used.  Some of the Group Homes might even 
qualify under that definition therefore not requiring the State Statute; we have it in the Town Ordinance.  There are issues in 
the Town Ordinance as well.  If there is to be some tightening up, then people need to start having some discussions.  He 
would hope the Planning Commission would show up at their meetings to discuss language and issues.  There are concerns 
because there is a prison in Town, there has always been the concern as to rather the State has been complying with the spirit 
of their agreement of releasing people.  As a Selectboard Member, Mr. McNaughton would like to hear what the public has to 
say on this subject and if the situation is being exaggerated than fine and dandy.  If the situation is not being exaggerated and 
there is something we could do that we haven’t thought of yet as to encouraging landlords to vet their tenants before they 
lease their property that would be great.  Bill Morlock explained that is a problem and difficult to do.


David Yesman would like to hear from the Town Administrator, Bill Kearns, in regards to the zoning regulations and how he 
treats single and multi-family homes.


Administrative Officer Kearns stated the Group Homes that are allowed are because they are identifiable as being licensed 
and take people you meet the criteria of a handicapped person, which is under Article 3.  The Group Homes are allowed 
provided the homes are spaced 1,000 feet apart.  In the Town Plan we have spoken about Center Street and the surrounding 
area where there have been prisoners with really bad records moved into a house next to a family with young children.  There 
is a concern from that family.  Neighborhoods have met, not just recently, but many, many years ago that said why we can’t
keep multi-family dwellings out of our single-family residential neighborhoods.  In the last Town Plan discussed, the 
Planning Commission wanted to reserve single-family residential areas from conversions to multi-family housing.  Mother-
in-law apartments have to be accepted, which makes the housing a duplex, but you wouldn’t have to accept apartments.  
The problem with that is under the Fair Housing Vermont and HUD is that we could all go to jail.   Administrative Officer 
Kearns 
went on to say that you have to allow equal housing to everybody in every place.  As a matter of fact they want 
multi-family housing and diversity housing in every neighborhood.  However, there are exceptions to that in Town because 
of Pedden Acres which has codes and convenant restrictions that allow the Home Owners Association to say it is all single-
family homes. 

With regard to any other definition of Group Homes, how many homes in Springfield have non-related people living 
together.  You have people who decide not to marry or they will lose their social security, people living together, and people 
living together with children who might not even be related.  These are hard-working, good people that have homes in the 
Town.  
How do you compare that from a group you don’t want to be in your neighborhood because of a criminal 
background?  If you even should, but don’t think you can, how would you decide because the Town is only allowed to have 
regulations for zoning that the State allows us to have.  There is nowhere in the State that discriminates saying you can keep 
housing from people that come out of the criminal justice system. 

Mr. Kearns went on to comment the Town would more than likely be checked out by Fair Housing and HUD.  Should the 
Town not be in compliance, the Town would miss out on the opportunities for grants.


David Yesman mentioned there were certain areas in Town like Pinebrook, Waterford Village and Pedden Acres.  These 
areas all have strict guidelines where housing is concerned.

Mr. Kearns indicated that was because of a private contract.  David Yesman then wanted to know if an area like Center Street 
decided to form an association and establish some rules for that area, why couldn’t they?


Mr. Kearns stated that it would be very complicated legally.  He believes everybody would have to sell their property to a 
straw man who would transfer it back to them.  Everybody in the neighborhood would have to agree 100% to go through this 
procedure.  Mr. Kearns admitted he really wasn’t sure what the procedure would be for Vermont.

George McNaughton stated the procedure could be done in Vermont without a straw man, but he agreed all the landowners 
would have to sign onto a restrictive convenantt agreement with their properties indicated and record it.  Then you could have 
a neighborhood association.  Mr. McNaughton agreed with Mr. Kearns this would be a very, very difficult and time 
consuming task.


George McNaughton wanted to know if it is because of the difficultly defining a family or household these days; or is it 
because of specific discrimination?  Mr. Kearns was not sure what Mr. McNaughton meant.  Mr. McNaughton was referring 
to the ordinance.  He said the ordinance doesn’t actually talk in terms of rather you are related or not.  It refers to how 
housekeeping assignments are handled; example would be a common kitchen, meal preparation, and etc.  Mr. McNaughton 
said that was like two, (2), definitions, however, if you are saying we are not permitted to prevent a person from taking a 
house and dividing it into separate discreet apartments, I would tend to disagree with you.

Mr. Kearns said the problem was how do you, or who are you going to appoint to made the decision that this is a boarding 
house versus non-related people living together and what is the criteria going to be.  In addition, would the State support you 
by allowing you to regulate housing in the community because right now the Town cannot regulate housing.  If a property 
has one, (1), kitchen and bathroom and a bunch of rooms, it is a single-family residence.  If it has two, (2), kitchens, it is a 
two-family residence.


Mr. Kearns said there are areas where single-family and two-family are permitted use that the Administrative Officer can 
approve.  Anything above that is multi-family; there isn’t really any prohibition provided you have the square footage to put 
it on and you can park off the street.  In some cases, it may be necessary to acquire a Conditional Use Permit.  At the 
Conditional Use Hearing the Town would be looking if the property owner can meet the conditions that the Town will put on 
them to build a house.  Items to be considered will be parking off the street, enough square footage for the density, and the 
septic will handle the output.  You would be able to build whatever you wanted to build in that district.

The districts are different, for instance in LR25 it is only allowed if you have PUD, (Planned Unit Development).  Most 
districts you can put as many units on as the property will allow.  If you were to adopt the regulations we have now that isn’t 

the square footage of the allowance, that is being able to have everyone off the street for parking and have water & sewer.  
The existing ordinance is 5,000 square foot and the HDR and MDR per unit.  Mr. Kearns commented that it doesn’t make 
any sense.  That is not the Planning Commissions idea.  If you can build a building that meets the height restrictions, that has 
the parking and the water & sewer, why can’t you have more units.  That is what the Planning Commission is proposing in 
the new ordnance.  You can regulate all the sizes, but you can keep multi-family housing out of a neighborhood.

Mike Commock shared in the Town of Windsor, they have effectively adopted some policies that mean if you have one, (1), 
kitchen, than the rooms cannot be rented on a per room basis.  The hope was to eliminate Boarding Homes.  Mr. Commock 
feels there will not be property or style of building that will always have a negative influence on the community, street, or 
neighborhood.  He feels it comes down to the way the property is managed.  He suggested that if a fine was imposed on 
landlords for not screening tenants, the problem would go away quite quickly.  The next question would be if it were possible 
to implement such a procedure that landlords would be required to screen tenants.  That doesn’t mean everyone with a 
criminal history would be rejected, but the landlord would be demonstrating good will.

David Yesman said any responsible landlord is going to screen tenants to make sure their investment is going to go right 
down the toilet.  Landlords do not want tenants that take the space, not pay rent and damage property.  The cost to remove a 
tenant like this could run about $5,000.00.  Again, Mr. Yesman stated any responsible landlord would perform proper 
screening without being told.  There doesn’t need to be any rules for landlords to do that.

George McNaughton reminded us again.  The responsible landlord is not the problem, it is the irresponsible landlord.


There are a lot of great landlords in Town that are vetting; they evict when they find out there is a problem tenant. etc.  
However, there are a few irresponsible landlords in Town and they are souring the situation for whole neighborhoods.


Wendy Germain inquired if anybody has actually tried speaking with those problem landlords?  Explain to them that we have 
issues with them for the way they are managing their property.


Chairman Morris commented they are on the radar.  George McNaughton stated part of the problem is that they are Absentee.  
Letters can be sent, but they don’t do anything.

4. Dilapidated Housing - b.  Cooperation with Housing Authority Regarding Acquisitions –  George McNaughton also 
requested this item be on the agenda.  He stated there are provisions under the Statute that the Town of Springfield could 
cooperate with the Springfield Housing Authority regarding acquisitions of certain dilapidated buildings and problematic 
buildings, etc.  He admitted he doesn’t know to what extent those statutes have been investigated in the past.  He has heard 
from people that have been advocating this could possibly eliminate some of the problems if we could develop some kind of 
an agreement with the Springfield Housing Authority to assist the Town in those acquisitions and investigate looking under 
the Statute.  There are some hoops the Town would have to jump through; they involve the Planning Commission.  Mr.


McNaughton feels the Town should think about starting to explore these avenues.  The Town has some problems dealing 
with dilapidated housing and problems dealing with some problematic housing in Town.  He suggested forming a committee 
to start to explore those statutory problems and whether it is something that could be made to work in Springfield. It may 
be something that Springfield doesn’t want to do, but Mr. McNaughton thinks it deserves some investigation.

David Yesman’s comment was to sum up Mr. McNaughton was saying in a roundabout way he wants to ask the Springfield 
Housing Authority for some money to knock some houses down.


George McNaughton said in a “not a roundabout way” work with the Springfield Housing Authority to help facilitate some 
acquit ions to take care of some dilapidated housing and also some problematic housing.


Chairman Morris asked Mr. McNaughton if he was saying he wanted the Springfield Housing Authority to purchase the 
properties to demolish or purchase the properties and fix them up.

Mr. McNaughton was hoping there would be grants and programs to work cooperatively with the Springfield Housing 
Authority.


Chairman Morris mentioned the Town did not work with the Springfield Housing Authority on one dilapidated building 
because they declined something to do with market value.  He also knows there are rattling’s about purchasing problematic 
property.


Town Attorney referred to the Blighted Property Program.  The Town would have to identify the property as a blighted area, 
there may be some fairly decent houses within, but some fairly indecent houses and you would be able to treat the whole area 
as a blighted area and condemn property to get it away from irresponsible landlords.  However, again there are a lot of hoops 
to go through and funding is needed.

4. Dilapidated Housing - c.  Financing Demolitions – Town Manager Forguites stated the Selectboard would be looking at 
the budget for next year.  Mr. Forguites feels this is an item that should be reviewed and addressed.  There will be a lot of 
demands in the upcoming budget.  The Selectboard will have to pick the ones they will be able to finance.  There is no money 
for financing demolitions of dilapidated housing. 


George McNaughton feels the citizens don’t understand the process; they think the Town is moving too slow.  However, it 
cost money to demolish property.  Mr. McNaughton and Town Manager Forguites explained the Town has a geographically 
limited fund referring to specifically the downtown area.  Some of the funds were used to finance the Pocket Park area, a 
property on Pearl Street and three, (3), building were  torn down for the Town Office parking lot.  The principle reason the 
person donated money was because he was interested in doing something downtown.

George McNaughton clarified those funds would not be used for a problem like on Union, Wall or Commonwealth Streets.


Town Manager Forguites went on to explain the 21 Cottage Avenue property cost about $20,000.00 to teardown.  If you have 
to have an asbestos test and the property proves positive, it would be an additional $6,500.00.

George McNaughton shared all of the valid candidates from the Springfield area have signed onto to the idea of a proposed 
bill that would put a demolition lien in front of mortgages.  Town Manager Forguites confirmed that was correct.


Chairman Morris stated it takes money and there is a process, you just don’t teardown private homes without due cause.


David Yesman added a pitch to sell the new building lot located at 21 Cottage Avenue.  This is a nice, flat building lot with 
Town water and sewer.  


Chairman Morris stated he understood there would be an update of dilapidated buildings this evening.  Mr. 
Forguites was


busy with other issues over the last couple of weeks.  Mr. Forguites promised the information for the next 
Selectboard 
meeting.


Peter MacGillivray also requested the information covering the details of the geographically limited funding be shared with 
all of the Board Members.  Mr. Forguites said he would send the information to all the Board Members.

Peter MacGillivray also reminded Mr. Forguites there was a request for an update on the Wall Street property as well.

J.
NEW BUSINESS:


1.  Zoning Regulation Amendments –  Town Manager Forguites referred to the Memo, Amendments to Zoning Regulations, 
and Report on Amendments from Administrative Officer Kearns.  Mr. Forguites stated the Selectboard should acknowledge 
receipt of the Memo, Amendments to Zoning Regulations, and Report on Amendments and set a date for a Public Hearing on 
the Zoning Amendments no less than 15 days from today and no more than 120 days.  Fifteen days would put the Public 
Hearing past the next Selectboard meeting, so Mr. Forguites suggested setting a separate date for a Public Hearing or set the 
date for the first Regular Board meeting in November.


A short discussion followed between Vice-Chairman Thompson, Board Member D. Yesman and Mr. Kearns.


MOTION:
David Yesman moved to acknowledge receipt of  the Memo, Zoning Amendments, and Report on 



Amendments from Administrative Officer, William Kearns.




Seconded by Vice-Chairman, Stephanie Thompson




Vote:  5 Yes, passed unanimously


MOTION:
David Yesman moved to adopt November 10, 2014 at 6:00 PM as the Public Hearing for the




Zoning and Planning Regulation changes.




Seconded by Vice Chairman


George McNaughton asked if there was anything in the submitted Zoning Amendments that would create a buffer zone that 
would block our River Walk.  Mr. Kearns replied there was not; the stream/bank setbacks were left exactly the same. 
Mr. Kearns also commented that the current zoning would allow for paths.


Mr. Kearns also reminded everyone the proposed zoning amendments and report have been on the Town’s Website since 

September 5th.  The proposed changes are very visible.



Vote:  5 Yes, passed unanimously


2.  BC/BS Health Insurance Renewal –   Town Manager Forguites stated the Town has received their renewal BC/BS 
Health Insurance for the Municipal Employees.  The rate for coverage starting January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015 is 
exactly the same, so there is no increase.  Mr. Forguites recommend the Board accept this renewal quote so he can sign and 
return to BC/BS.

MOTION:
Vice-Chairman, Stephanie Thompson moved to accept the renewal rate from BC/BS Health




Insurance for the Municipal Employees.  The coverage will be from January 31, 2015 through 



December 31,  2015.  The cost remains the same as the previous year.  




Seconded by Peter MacGillivray


Mr. Forguites explained the Town changed the policy coverage earlier in the year saving approximately $150,000.00 per


year.  The insurance has been working fine; everyone has better coverage than they had before.




Vote:  5 Yes, passed unanimously

K.
LEGISLATIVE REPORTS: - None
L.
CITIZENS COMMENTS:

Dick Ambrose – He came to listen tonight for the Union/Park Street Association.  The Union/Park Street Association does 
not have any established positions on the issues that were addressed this evening.  However, our members do have concerns 
with them and are glad to see you are addressing them.  Speaking only for himself, Mr. Ambrose who lives at the corner of 
Cottage 
Avenue and Center Street, he is pleased to see the job the Town has done on demolishing the dilapidated house that 
is now gone.

Mike Commock – He is still interested in receiving some direction from the Selectboard where to take his interest in 

receiving more collaborative updates from Police Department regarding the properties in Town managed by his business.  
Mr. Forguites said he would speak with the Police Department and again cautioned Mr. Commock of the fine line between 
criminal and civil. 


Chairman Morris stated the Town entered into an agreement and announced earlier today Thomas Yennerell has been hired 
as the new Town Manager of Springfield.  There is a tentative start date of November 17, 2014 for Mr. Yennerell.  Please 
note the Press Release of the announcement.  Chairman Morris thanked the Vermont League of Cities and Towns for their 
assistance and guidance in the hiring of a new Town Manager.

David Yesman thanked Mr. Ankuda for preparing the contract for Mr. Yennerell’s employment


Peter MacGillivray thanked Mr. Forguites for his 16 years of service to the Town of Springfield.
M.
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS:


EXECUTIVE SESSION:  Contracts.  – No Executive Session tonight, cancelled by Town Manager, Robert Forguites
N.
ADJOURNMENT: 

MOTION:
David Yesman moved to adjourn the Board of Selectmen meeting at 9:45 PM.




Seconded by Vice-Chairman, Stephanie Thompson




Vote:  5 Yes, passed unanimously


Board Meeting ended at 9:45 PM


Submitted by

Donna M. Hall,


Recording Secretary
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