MINUTES
	SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
	TUESDAY September 9, 2014 - 7:00 P.M.
	
A.	CALL TO ORDER:   The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM
B.	ROLL CALL: Members present were Steve Kraft, Joe Wilson, Wilbur Horton and Karl Riotte.
	Also present were: for hearing number 2: Tom Ross, and for hearing number 1: Tyler Pugh and Jesse Laflam, Sr. Also present was Bill Kearns, the Administrative Officer.
C.	ADMINISTER OATH: I hereby swear that the evidence I give in the cause under consideration shall be the whole truth and nothing but the truth. All persons present took the oath.
D.	CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Does any member of the Board have a conflict of interest regarding any matter scheduled for public hearing? 	None indicated.
E.	REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS:	
The administrative officer stated that the notice for these public hearings was posted, mailed, and published as required by the Springfield Zoning Regulations, and Vermont State Law.
The Chair noted that the applicant in the public hearing cited as number 1 on the agenda was not present. For this reason, the Chair moved to item number 2 on the agenda.
2.	A request by Springfield Realty Corp. for a Variance to allow a plaza sign, to include space on the sign for tenants’ signs, taller and larger than allowed for such purpose in Section 4.16 of the Springfield Zoning Regulations for the site at 2 Chester Road, in Springfield, VT, on 16.1 + acres, Parcel No. 23-1-21, in the General Business Zoning District.
The Chair called on the representative of the applicant, Springfield Realty Corp., Tom Ross, to make a presentation on the application.
Mr. Ross address the limitations of the current zoning regulations with regard to the Plaza sign, which sign is an adequate to allow passersby to know what is in the shopping center. His request for a variance is motivated by the need to market the tenants within the Plaza. The new design which because of height and area needs a variance from the Zoning Regulation, would not only identify the Plaza, but tenants within the Plaza.
In addition to the limitations on the sign Regulations, the Plaza is under an Act 250 permit, and Mr. Ross presented evidence that the Act 250 administrators of the permit will not allow for him to trim the landscaping so that people could see into the Plaza. In fact, one of the persons who would be administering the Act 250 permit stated that he could ask the district to commission for such permission, but it would probably not be granted.
Mr. Ross stated that he wanted to give the tenants the ability to succeed by marketing them on the proposed sign. He stated that there are diverse services and retail stores that serve the residents of the Town of Springfield and those travelers passing through, but with the signage that is now available to the Plaza it is difficult for passersby, especially strangers, to even know what is available there. He then reviewed the rendering of the sign, which showed panels for individual tenants who wish to be on the sign. Major tenants would have the ability to have the larger panels on the sign. The Chair asked if the tenants will be paying by the size and placement, and Mr. Ross stated that that was the case. The sign proposed is designed so that the panels on which the tenants trading shall appear can be swapped out at any time. In response to a question. Mr. Ross stated that they still have to deal with Act 250, that is, make an application. He tried to be allowed to shape the trees or remove some and ANR has said that he needed an amendment to do that and would probably not get the amendment.
Steve Kraft stated that the belief of the Act 250 commission that the trees will grow higher is not true the type of trees planted there are of the size that they are going to be and will interfere with the visual from the parking lot to the signs on the front of the buildings.
Mr. Ross stated that there are currently 6 vacancies in the Plaza. Potential tenants ask about a pylon sign very early on in their discussion of tenancy in the Plaza. Not only does Springfield Realty Corp. need to save the Plaza, for the life of the town of Springfield and its residence it needs to be saved. This sign will make a big difference on the retention as well as attraction of tenants to locate at the Plaza. Karl Riotte stated that visitors need to be able to see what’s in the Plaza. Wilbur Horton stated that the old Plaza pylon sign was eager than what now exists. It had a clock on it and was very tall. But that sign may not have been subject to Zoning Regulations, as it was built in the 1960s. And Act 250 did not beginning until the 1970s. In addition to other issues, Steve Kraft stated that safety was an issue as the trees block the view into the Plaza. Wilbur Horton stated that the Springfield Planning Commission has recently proposed amendments to the Zoning Regulations, which amendments are going to the Selectboard. Those amendments would allow the sign proposed. [Attach to the application for this public hearing, in addition to other items, is a rendering of the proposed sign.] The administrative officer stated that the amendments had been sent to the Springfield Select Board on September 4, 2014. The Chair asked about the lighting for the sign and Mr. Ross stated that it would be floor restaurant or LED lighting from the inside.
The Chair then proceeded to read the 5 conditions set forth in the Zoning Regulations at Section 6.2 Variances, and comment on each:
1.	That there are unique physical circumstances or conditions, including irregularity, narrowness, or shallowness of lot size or shape, or exceptional topographical or other physical conditions peculiar to the particular property, and that unnecessary hardship is due to such conditions and not the circumstances or conditions generally created by the provisions of the zoning regulations in the neighborhood or district in which the property is located;
Because of the trees there is no visibility into the shopping Plaza, so that those on the road outside cannot see what stores are present there.
2.	That because of such physical circumstances and conditions, there is no possibility that the property can be developed in strict conformity with the provisions of the zoning regulations and that the authorization of a variance is therefore necessary to enable the reasonable use of the property;  
There are currently 6 vacancies in the Plaza. The lack of a sign and limited visibility into the Plaza severely limits the ability of the Plaza and the tenants in the Plaza to attract residents and tourists into the Plaza for shopping and so severely limits the purpose of the Plaza as to make this Variance necessary for the reasonable use of this property.
3.	That the unnecessary hardship has not been created by the appellant; 
The conditions had been caused by the restrictions of those administering the Act 250 permit, and the statements from them on the applicant’s chances for amendment leave little doubt that the Act 250 Commission will mitigate the situation.
4.	That the variance, if authorized, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or district in which the property is located, substantially or permanently impair the appropriate use or development of adjacent property, reduce access to renewable energy resources, nor be detrimental to the public welfare; and   
The “essential character of the neighborhood,” is a business district and therefore the existence of this larger sign will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. In addition, it would be safer to have the proposed sign so that drivers-by can clearly see what is in the Plaza, and decide to enter or not.
5.	That the variance, if authorized, will represent the minimum that will afford relief and will represent the least deviation possible from the zoning regulations and from the plan. 
This proposed variance represents the minimum that will afford relief. It is the least deviation possible to do what is intended and the proposed sign is close to the original size and would be allowed. Should the Zoning Regulations, proposed by the planning commission to the Selectboard for adoption, be adopted by the town.
MOTION: Motion by Steve Kraft, 2nd Wilbur Horton, to find that all 5 Variance criteria are met.
	Motion passed unanimously.
The Chair asked if there was any more testimony to be offered or questions to be asked by the Board. There being none the Chair closed the public hearing. The Chair asked if there was a motion with regard to findings.
Findings

MOTION: Steve Kraft moved, 2nd by Wilbur Horton to find:
a. That notice of the public hearing and meeting has been carried out as required.
b. That a quorum of the Development Review Board was present and voting.
c. Party status was determined for Springfield Realty Corp., through Tom Ross.
d. That those with party status were given the opportunity to testify on the request.
e. That the above request for variance meets the conditions for granting a Variance as found in the above motion(s) so finding on each condition for Variance. 
f. That the proposed sign which is the subject of the Variance shall be allowed as a variance based on the testimony both oral and printed presented at this hearing. 
	Motion passed unanimously.	
DECISION OF THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD September 9 2014:
1. MOTION: Wilbur Horton moved, 2nd by Steve Kraft to approve the request by Springfield Realty Corp. for a Variance to allow a plaza sign, to include space on the sign for tenants’ signs, taller and larger than allowed for such purpose in Section 4.16 of the Springfield Zoning Regulations for the site at 2 Chester Road, in Springfield, VT, on 16.1 + acres, Parcel No. 23-1-21, in the General Business Zoning District, subject to the following conditions:
	a. 	That all required state and local permits be acquired.
	b.	That construction and site plan improvements be carried out in accordance with the testimony and design presented.
	Motion passed unanimously.
The chair noted that Mr. Atwood was still not present, but a person, namely, Jesse Laflam, Sr., whose purchase of the property is dependent upon the ability to establish a single family residence on the property that is the subject of the public hearing, was present and willing to proceed. As this public hearing is for Mr. Laflam’s direct benefit the Chair allowed him to testify on behalf of the application. The Chair read the request:
1. A request by Philip E. Atwood for Conditional Use Review for Single Family Residential use on the parcel at the northerly end of School St. NS, North Springfield on Parcel No. 1B-01-08 in the General Business Zoning District. 

The Chair called upon Mr. Laflam to testify if he were willing to do so. Mr. Laflam came forward and testified. He stated that it was his intention to build a single family residence, a shed for his equipment, a horse barn for 2 or 3 horses. He further stated that the VAST trail was not an issue for him, as he knows where it will be located in relationship to where he intends to build the single family residence.

Mr. Laflam stated that he knew that the access was an issue. He talked about the location of a bridge over the stream. He referred to the existing abutments and discussed the location of a new access. He is aware of the need to get a permit from, or a letter from the Agency of Natural Resources Stream Alteration engineer for the stream crossing. He also is aware that he needs an access permit from the Town of Springfield.

Steve Kraft commented to Mr. Laflam that this Single Family Residential use in the General Business Zoning District is subject to conditional use hearing because the Board needs to be sure that the person building such a residence is aware that it is in the General Business Zoning District, and therefore would be located in close proximity to businesses that have operating hours, which include operating at night. Steve Kraft also stated that this property is within the Airport Overlay District and that the purpose of that district was to ensure that all the uses at the Airport shall not be interfered with by abutting properties lying within the AOD. Mr. Laflam stated that he understood this and would accept relevant conditions with regard to both those items, as well as the need for a permit from ANR Stream Alteration Engineer, and a Springfield Highway Access permit.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The Chair asked if there was any other person desiring to testify. Tyler Pugh came forward to testify. He stated that he lived next door and had been told by the former Administrative Officer that the property was in a floodplain, it could not be built upon. Bill Kearns, the current administrative officer, retrieved the flood map from his office, and showed that there was no Special Flood Hazard Area located on or near this parcel. Mr. Pugh stated that the bridge needed to be well done. He further stated that the Town Highway plows push the snow past his driveway and pilot at the current and of the usable portion of the road, as it now exists. Mr. Pugh understands that it is the intention of Mr. Laflam to build his access to this parcel in that same area. The Chair stated that in response to Mr. Pugh’s concerns wherever develops that property and use a bridge to access the property would have to meet the requirements of the Stream Alteration permit, which includes a hydraulic and hydrology study and compliance with the requirements of that study as well as the access permit, and address snow removal. Mr. Laflam stated that this property appeals to them because it is rural, but close to town, he likes airports, it is a good location for resources causes quiet, and that is in his intent to build in the back corner, that is the northeasterly corner of the property near the Gurney pond and away from Mr. Pugh’s residence. 
MOTION: Steve Kraft moved, 2nd by Wilbur Horton, to find that the proposed conditional use shall not have:
· an undue adverse effect on the capacity of existing or planned community facilities, as it is subject to the regulations of the Airport Overlay District and the General Business District;
· the character of the area affected, 
· traffic on roads and highways in the vicinity, 
· by – laws then in effect, or 
· utilization of renewable energy resources.
The motion passed unanimously.

The Chair asked if there was any more testimony to be offered by Mr. Laflam or Mr. Pugh, or any questions by the Board. There being none the Chair closed the hearing.

Findings

MOTION: Wilbur Horton moved, 2nd by Steve Kraft to find:
a. That notice of the public hearing and meeting has been carried out as required.
b. That a quorum of the Development Review Board was present and voting.
c. Party status was determined for Jesse Laflam, Sr., and Tyler Pugh.
d. That those with party status were given the opportunity to testify on the request.
e. That the above request is permitted under conditional use review in the GB zoning district.
f. That the proposed conditional use shall not adversely affect the capacity of existing or planned community facilities; the character of the area; traffic on roads and highways in the vicinity; by – laws in effect or renewable energy resources, as previously voted in the affirmative.

The motion passed unanimously.
DECISION OF THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD September 9 2014:
MOTION: Wilbur Horton moved, 2nd by Karl Riotte to approve the request by Philip E. Atwood for Conditional Use Review for Single Family Residential use on the parcel at the northerly end of School St. NS, North Springfield on Parcel No. 1B-01-08 in the General Business Zoning District. subject to the following conditions:
	a.	That the use, that is, a single family residence horses, and the structures, that is, a barn, single family residence and a shed, shall meet the requirements and restrictions of the Airport Overlay District and the General Business District, and shall not interfere with other uses within those districts, and accept that there may be noise, lights, hours of operation, and other activities or annoyances common to a business district not customary to residential districts.
	b.	That prior to construction of the access bridge a Streambank Alteration Permit for the bridge be obtained from the Agency of Natural Resources.
	c.	That, in addition to the Streambank Alteration Permit prior to the construction and use of the parcel a Springfield Highway Access Permit be obtain from the Town of Springfield.
	d. 	That, in addition to the above, all required state and local permits be acquired.

	The motion passed unanimously.
F.	OLD BUSINESS:  None
G.	NEW BUSINESS: None	
[bookmark: QuickMark]H.	COMMUNICATIONS:	 None
I.	MINUTES: 	August 12, 2014: There being no quorum present to vote on these minutes of August 12, 2014, there were corrections made, but approval action was put off until the next meeting.  The minutes of August 19, 2014, as amended, and the Decision of the Board in the Mr. LaRow appeal of the decision of the Administrative Officer with regard to the Tallman property was presented by the Chair for approval by the Board.
MOTION: Wilbur Horton moved, 2nd Steve Kraft, to approve the minutes of August 19, 2014, as amended, and the decision of the Development Review Board as amended.
	The motion passed unanimously.	
J.	ADJOURNMENT: On motion by Wilbur Horton, 2nd Steve Kraft, the meeting of the board was adjourned at 8:30 PM.


















DECISION OF THE DEVELOMENT REVIEW BOARD
SPRINGFIELD, VERMONT 05156
REQUEST TO THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD: A request by Springfield Realty Corp. for a Variance to allow a plaza sign, to include space on the sign for tenants’ signs, taller and larger than allowed for such purpose in Section 4.16 of the Springfield Zoning Regulations for the site at 2 Chester Road, in Springfield, VT, on 16.1 + acres, Parcel No. 23-1-21, in the General Business Zoning District.
On September 9, 2014, the Development Review Board made the following Findings:
a.	That notice of the public hearing and meeting has been carried out as required.
b.	That a quorum of the Development Review Board was present and voting.
c.	Party status was determined for Springfield Realty Corp., through Tom Ross.
d.	That those with party status were given the opportunity to testify on the request.
e.	That the above request for variance meets the conditions for granting a Variance as found in the above motion(s) so finding on each condition for Variance. 
f.		That the proposed sign which is the subject of the Variance shall be allowed as a variance based on the testimony both oral and printed presented at this hearing. 
DECISION OF THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD: September 9, 2014 
The Development Review Board approved the request by Springfield Realty Corp. for a Variance to allow a plaza sign, to include space on the sign for tenants’ signs, taller and larger than allowed for such purpose in Section 4.16 of the Springfield Zoning Regulations for the site at 2 Chester Road, in Springfield, VT, on 16.1 + acres, Parcel No. 23-1-21, in the General Business Zoning District, subject to the following conditions:

	a. 	That all required state and local permits be acquired.
b.	That construction and site plan improvements be carried out in accordance with the testimony and design presented.



DATED: ___________________		__________________________________	
		JOSEPH V. WILSON, CHAIR
						DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD

DECISION OF THE DEVELOMENT REVIEW BOARD
SPRINGFIELD, VERMONT 05156
REQUEST TO THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD: A request by Philip E. Atwood for Conditional Use Review for Single Family Residential use on the parcel at the northerly end of School St. NS, North Springfield on Parcel No. 1B-01-08 in the General Business Zoning District. 
On September 9, 2014, the Development Review Board made the following Findings:
a.	That notice of the public hearing and meeting has been carried out as required.
b.	That a quorum of the Development Review Board was present and voting.
c.	Party status was determined for Jesse Laflam, Sr., and Tyler Pugh.
d.	That those with party status were given the opportunity to testify on the request.
e.	That the above request is allowed under conditional use review in the GB zoning district.
f.	That the proposed conditional use shall not adversely affect the capacity of existing or planned community facilities; the character of the area; traffic on roads and highways in the vicinity; by – laws in effect or renewable energy resources, as previously voted in the affirmative.
DECISION OF THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD: September 9, 2014 
The Development Review Board approved the request by Philip E. Atwood for Conditional Use Review for Single Family Residential use on the parcel at the northerly end of School St. NS, North Springfield on Parcel No. 1B-01-08 in the General Business Zoning District. subject to the following conditions:
	a.	That the use, that is, a single family residence, horses, and the structures, that is, a barn, single family residence and a shed, shall meet the requirements and restrictions of the Airport Overlay District and the General Business District, and shall not interfere with other uses within those districts, and accept that there may be noise, lights, hours of operation, and other activities or annoyances common to a business district not customary to residential districts.
	b.	That prior to construction of the access bridge a Streambank Alteration Permit for the bridge be obtained from the Agency of Natural Resources.
	c.	That, in addition to the Streambank Alteration Permit prior to the construction and use of the parcel a Springfield Highway Access Permit be obtain from the Town of Springfield.
	d. 	That, in addition to the above, all required state and local permits be acquired.


DATED: ___________________		__________________________________	
		JOSEPH V. WILSON, CHAIR
						DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
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