COMMUNITY PRESERVATION COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
Shutesbury Town Hall

December 2, 2010
Present: Chair Don Fletcher, Sue Essig, Bill Wells, Al Springer, Don Wakoluk, and Leslie Bracebridge
Meeting opened at 6:00 PM
I.  Minutes of November 4, 2010 were accepted as written.
Subjects Discussed:
II.   Report from Community Preservation Coalition Training   
· Suggestion: read/reread definitions in the statute.

· New Coalition website after January 1 with much more information than is currently available.

· The coalition once grant based is now solely member fee based.

· Coalition monitors member towns’ required September CP-3 reports and reminds towns that forget. 

· Suggestion: approve funding for larger projects in two phases with 1st year funding for planning, 2nd year funding for implementation.

· Review of bonding process, the implications of borrowing on funding future projects and its impact on withdrawal of CPA acceptance.

· DOR got stuck with CPA oversight.  They are advisory only and refer towns to their respective town counsels for statute interpretation where it is not spelled out.

· Funding CPA projects can be at either annual or special town meetings.

· Work out grant agreements when funding non-profit or private projects for what will happen if the property is sold or changes use.

· Towns can vote to end acceptance of CPA the same way they entered:  town meeting vote and ballot vote, only after in effect for 5 years.  Towns can raise or reduce surcharge at any time.
· 42,000 projects statewide thus far: the most are for historical projects; the most funding is for housing.

· Community Preservation Committees (CPC) must have an annual Public Hearing.

· Many towns use CPC members/liaisons to Town committees to communicate with the committees.

· Suggestion: Add “The principles and goals in this plan are not binding” into the Town’s CP plan so as not to rule out any possibility not yet considered.

· Suggestion:  Update the CP plan each year.  Include a funded project list to create a permanent record of projects, funding sources and the times when they were done. Including the actual warrant article wording will help avoid future confusion.
· The CPC should review the state filings created by the Town Accountant at the end of each fiscal year.

· The CPC can create a “place holder” article on the Town Meeting Warrant, even if the CPC has not yet finalized an amount before the Warrant needs to be posted. This allows the actual amount of $ to be used once it is known.
· The CPC is allowed to use CPA funds (the 5% administrative funds) to advocate for its recommendations. For example, it may send out informational fliers regarding up-coming town meeting votes regarding CPC recommended projects and funding.

· Some towns have endorsed borrowing to spread the cost of CP projects (such as the purchase of land) over many years as the projects will benefit the town’s residents over long term. Borrowing incurs additional costs and increases the total cost of projects...
· CPA funds can be used to create a recreation field on an open field – but not to improve one.

· The CPA limits the choices for Town Meeting in responding to CPC recommendation to three
1) Approve, 2) reject or 3) fund the recommended projects at a lower amount.

III.   Determine eligibility of applications submitted for projects proposed for CPA funding 

· One application – for West Schoolhouse sills - was submitted.

· Using the CP Coalition flowchart as a guide, the West Schoolhouse sills application met CPA standards.
1)  A motion was made, seconded and unanimously voted to approve the eligibility of the proposed West Schoolhouse sill project.
· The final application is due by December 31. It will be reviewed initially at the January 6 meeting.


2)  A motion was made, seconded and unanimously voted to approve the Shutesbury Community Preservation Plan for 2010 as written.  Donald will send it to Web@Shutesbury.org for the CPC’s web page.

IV. Discuss selection and review process and factors to be considered
· The one proposal submitted was used as an example to review the process.

· There was a general discussion of the process to be used in reviewing applications.

· Should the 10% be reserved from grouped projects?  No definitive decision on this question.
· The CPC agreed that near the end of the fiscal year we will solicit comments from applicants regarding their perceptions and opinions of the CPC application and review processes. 

V.  Discuss schedule, purpose and format of CPC annual public hearing.
· Give CPC updates

· Get community input re: ideas for future CP projects

· Have the sponsors of this years proposed project(s) present proposed project.

· Have the hearing in late February before the CPC votes on the warrant article.  
· Encourage other projects for future funding.

· Answer any questions.

VI. Confirm agenda items for next meeting, assignments, likely quorum, and adjourn. 
· Next Meetings:  January 6, 6:00 PM ,  February 3, 6:00 PM, 

· February 24, Public Hearing 6:00 – 7:00 PM   (CPC Meeting 7:00-7:30 PM)

· No meeting in March (due to vacations.)

· CPC will have a deciding vote regarding this year’s proposed project on April 7, 2011 if not voted at end of February 24 meeting.

· Meeting adjourned at 7:30 PM.
Minutes recorded by member Leslie Bracebridge

