CPC Meeting Minutes
February 22, 2016
Selectmen’s Hearing Room

ATTENDEES: Ann Burbine, Karen Connolly (Chair), Adam Conrad, Stephen Coulter, Dave Friedman, Chris Roberts, Doug Smith
Other attendees: Michael Westort, Jennifer Vitelli, Al Kazlowski
AGENDA: Ms. Connolly made a motion to accept the agenda; seconded by Mr. Roberts; All in Favor
MINUTES: Ms. Connolly made a motion to accept the minutes from the December and January meetings; seconded by Mr. Friedman; All in Favor
DISCUSSION
North Scituate Playground – $271,480 Project Funding Increase - Playground Committee: Michael Westort; Recreation Commission: Jennifer Vitelli, Al Kazlowski
Ms. Vitelli thanked the Committee for seeing them at this late date in the application process and offered a brief review of the history of the playground application for the new Committee members. She explained that the Recreation Department first came before the CPC in 2010 with an application for $297,000 to replace the Seaside playground at the High School, which had fallen into disrepair and was not very accessible. Although the project was approved at the 2011 ATM, in early 2012, they were told that it was a possibility that the Middle School would be going in that space and to look for a new home. They eventually decided on a piece of land in North Scituate adjacent to the WPA Building, which was unanimously approved by the BOS as a great area for the community and for the North Scituate Merchants Association. 
Ms. Vitelli pointed out that a lot has changed in the last six years and many factors have led to increased costs:
· This piece of land is not graded or level requiring site prep and design
· Playground structures and ground covering are now audited and regulated by the state and there are a lot of compliance issues
· Six years ago the Town engineering department could have done this, but now they have too many projects to manage and this will have to go to bid
Ms. Vitelli said that, because the site had not been previously built on, they were required to do a desktop review of the history of the land and soil sampling to make sure it was suitable. Ms. Vitelli said that the scope of services include a playground consultant, a landscape architect and a surveyor.  She noted that they have been very conservative with their spending so far but needed to make sure the land was viable and that they could get an increase in funding before they could move to the next stage. She added that they have received approval from the Board of Health.
Mr. Westort explained it as a process where “C” and “D” need to be completed before “A” and “B”.
CPC members were shown a document outlining the updated budget for the playground. Mr. Westort pointed out that the estimates are based on input from the Landscape Architect and the Certified Playground Inspector. He said that the Seaside Playground Committee feels that the additional $271,480 in funding, for a total of $568,480, is a realistic figure, without going to bid. He explained that the additional funding includes a contingency and noted that most of the costs will be for the design and prep, the surfacing, and equipment installation. 
Mr. Westort mentioned that this is in the realm of what other towns have done and cited the playground that was built in Marshfield for $575,000 more than six years ago. (It was later confirmed that Marshfield’s playground was closer to $650,000; or $ 1.5 million if you include the free services.)   He added that, before they can go to bid, the Playground Committee needs to know whether or not the CPC would support the additional funding request. 
· Mr. Friedman expressed concerns that funding was being requested without a design. Mr. Westort replied that they could have done a design for $40,000 but said there is a risk that, if the additional funding isn’t approved, they would have wasted that money on a design that could not be built. The issue is: are they building a $297,000 playground or a $568,000 playground. The location and design are linked to the additional funding. Ms. Vitelli confirmed for Mr. Friedman that the funding is site specific. 
· Ms. Burbine expressed enthusiasm for the location, noting that it will “put North Scituate on the map”. She added that there may be storm drainage issues and that the Planning Board may be needed. Mr. Westort noted that the engineers and consultants will figure that out.
· Mr. Conrad also expressed support for the location and agreed with Ms. Burbine that it is a wet area. 
· Mr. Smith said that he is concerned about the costs and public perception about yet another project in town needing additional funding. He suggested that the Playground Committee come up with more hard costs and said that the wetlands issue needs to be addressed first. Mr. Westort reminded the Committee that the original application was submitted 6 years ago and, even without changing locations, the costs would likely have increased. He also discussed the pros and cons of spending money on a design without knowing what they have for funds.
· Mr. Roberts said that a conceptual drawing could be done for the Town Meeting, as long as people understand that it is not the final blueprint.
· Ms. Connolly said that many projects have been put on hold in Town due to the issue of the Middle School location, adding that it is a shame that we don’t have a decent playground and offered her support for the project. She asked the applicants to clarify the use of the MBTA parking lot. The Town collects the revenue on that lot and we have 10 free spots. Mr. Roberts said that they will need to identify the parking area.   
She asked if there was a per capita figure on what towns typically spend on playgrounds.  Ms. Vitelli responded that she spoke to a group about what towns are spending and said that they are within that range. 
There was additional discussion on the playground and tennis courts that used to be in North Scituate many years ago, the types of surfacing being considered to reduce maintenance, design ideas and plans, and other locations that were considered and ruled out. 
The applicants also discussed a potential grant from DCR for $25,000, some funding available from Friends of Scituate, and fund raising ideas such as brick sales and benches.
Update on Central Park Windows Application: 
In a previous meeting, Ms. Burbine asked whether the windows could be restored to the original design. Mr. Coulter has determined that the ceilings were lowered when they were last replaced and it would be too costly to reconfigure the windows.
Conservation Restrictions:
Ms. Connolly gave the Committee an update on the progress of getting the CR’s done. She said that there have been conversations between the reputable New England Forestry Foundation and the Conservation Commission (Penny Scott Pipes) about the possibility of the Foundation holding all of the CR’s for the 400+ acres purchased, or to be purchased, through the CPC. Ms. Connolly noted that there is a one-time fee of $15,000 to hold the restrictions in perpetuity and a one-time charge of $1,900 for a baseline report. These fees would come from the Administrative Fund.
We would need to prepare a management plan covering topics such as what land is going to remain undisturbed, what land would be forested or farmed, what kinds of trails would be built. The Foundation needs to vote to accept us and this needs to go through the Board of Selectmen.
Ms. Connolly thanked Penny Scott Pipes for all of her research and hard work in putting this together.
Fund Balances:
Ms. Connolly shared some fund balances in advance of the March 7th meeting. She said that CPC has a total of $1.944 million in project requests for FY17 compared with $293,000 in FY16, due to some of the larger requests from Maxwell Trust, the Playground Committee and the SHS for the Field Hockey field. Ms. Connolly reviewed the current balances noting that there are not enough Reserves in some cases and that some applications may have to be funded from the General fund.
Ms. Burbine noted that the Historical Society recently sold land for $209,000 and they have a $900,000 endowment; she suggested that applicants be encouraged to look for ways to “match” CPC funding.

Maxwell Trust/Planning Board:
Ms. Burbine confirmed for Mr. Smith that the Planning Board was meeting to take another vote on the Maxwell Trust land application because only three members were present for the first vote and that new information has come to light and referenced some financials that were in question.
Ms. Burbine noted that she had recently asked Peter Detweiler what had happened to the $750,000 that was raised for the purchase in 2002/2003[and cited in the original 2002 application] and he responded that they had only raised $50,000. 
To clarify Ms. Burbine’s issue, Ms. Connolly read from the original application submitted in October 2002:
4. Feasibility:
The Maxwell Conservation Trust (MCT) has an executed Purchase and Sale Agreement for this property. The Trust has raised $750,000 toward the $1.3 million price [for all five parcels]. At $17,000 an acre, this purchase is a fiscally responsible choice. MCT has an agreement to extend the P&S for one year. 
There was further discussion regarding whether or not a “gentleman’s agreement” from 2002 was binding in the present day, the details of the 2002 and 2015 applications, and whether the board should disregard the history and review the application on its merits today. 
The Board was reminded that the historical issue of Maxwell Trust being “owed” the $389,000 by the Town was brought to them by the applicants, and therefore the financial questions should be taken into consideration. 
Advisory Board Booklet for Town Meeting: The Board was reminded to do their write up soon; they will be due the day after CPC meets with Advisory Board.
CPC Signage: Mary Sprague will be reviewing over the summer the proper locations for and placement of the signs. 
Correspondence: Copies of letters received from Josh McKain, Mark Fenton, Planning Board and Recreation Commission in support of the Maxwell Trust application, and an email from Mr. Mischkin from Venable LLP, in Washington DC, will be added to the minutes.
There was a motion to adjourn at 8:45 pm; All in Favor
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