

Council of the Village of Yellow Springs
Minutes


In Council Chambers @ 7:00 P.M.					Monday, January 5, 2015

CALL TO ORDER
	Vice President of Council Lori Askeland called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.

ROLL CALL
	Present were Vice President Lori Askeland, Gerry Simms, Brian Housh and Marianne MacQueen.  Village Manager Patti Bates was present, as were Johnnie Burns, Electrical Supervisor, and Chief of Police David Hale.  Karen Wintrow was absent due to a family emergency. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS	
	Housh spoke in remembrance and appreciation of John Eastman, and Council held a moment of silence.  

	Wednesday, January 28, 2015, Council will hold a SPECIAL MEETING for the purpose of interviewing finalists for the Law Director position for the Village of Yellow Springs.  Those firms will present as follows:

	Bricker & Eckler                         6:00 PM
             Frost Brown Todd                        7:00 PM
             Coolidge Wall                              8:00 PM

Askeland encouraged citizen participation in these presentations.

Council presented the Village Manager with a housewarming basket of treats.

MacQueen asked that a request for support from Antioch professor Barbara Sanborn be placed under New Business.

Housh announced an art show at Village Artisans to be comprised of High School students’ work.  The show will open on January 9th, 6-8pm.

REVIEW OF MINUTES
Review of the Minutes of December 15, 2014 Regular Meeting Minutes.  Simms MOVED and MacQueen SECONDED a MOTION TO APPROVE the Minutes as written.  The Motion Passed 4-0 on a Voice Vote.        

REVIEW OF AGENDA
	
PETITIONS & COMMUNICATIONS
	Askeland reviewed the communications received.

	The Clerk will receive and file: 
	Daniel Taylor re: Water Softening
	Emily Seibel re: Home, Inc. C-Street Project Update
                                                                       
	Askeland summarized those communications received as of Friday.

PUBLIC HEARINGS AND LEGISLATION
Second Reading and Public Hearing of Ordinance 2015-01 Amending Personnel Policy Manual Regarding Part-Time Employee Health Benefits.  

Bates explained the ordinance as a clean-up of current language in the manual which will make the health insurance coverage premiums more equitable.

Askeland OPENED A PUBLIC HEARING.  There being no questions or concerns, Askeland CLOSED THE PUBLIC HEARING and CALLED FOR A MOTION.  MacQueen MOVED and Housh SECONDED a MOTION TO APPROVE, and the MOTION PASSED 4-0 ON A ROLL CALL VOTE.
Reading of Resolution 2015-01 Approving a Contract with David Hale for the Position of Chief of Police.  Simms MOVED and Housh SECONDED a MOTION TO APPROVE.

	Bates noted that the terms are fairly standard, and that Hale had refused a pay increase over that of the previous Chief.

	Housh lauded Bates’ inclusive process.

	Askeland invited public comment.  There being none, Askeland CALLED THE VOTE, and the MOTION PASSED 4-0 ON A VOICE VOTE.

SWEARING IN 
Assistant Village Manager John Yung and Chief of Police David Hale were officially sworn in by the Village Manager.
CITIZEN CONCERNS
	Joan Edwards stated that she had received a warning for speeding, and asked for a review of the speed limit posted at the west edge of Dayton Street.

SPECIAL REPORTS
	There were no Special Reports.

OLD BUSINESS 
2015 Goals Review.  MacQueen commented that while some items are legitimately goals, others are more appropriately termed values.  She offered to separate out the items that are not achievable goals from values.  Askeland agreed with this idea, and suggested MacQueen work with Wintrow on the document.

Askeland commented that her priority is fiscal responsibility.  Simms followed this up by suggesting that Council receive quarterly budget review sessions.

Housh stated the need for a clearer articulation of the goal related to the water plant.  He noted that Council had understood that many of the goals would not be completed in a year, and that there would be ongoing initiatives.  He asked for a clearer articulation of how Council will approach economic development, particularly now that the CBE is off the table.

MacQueen stated that the goals should be listed in a priority order.

Simms suggested that Council also look at goals on a quarterly or semi-annual basis.  He also urged all Council members to step up and take more active roles in forwarding the goals.

	Charter Review Committee (CRC) Discussion of Charge.  Askeland read through the charge to the 2006 CRC and accompanying recommendations, which were drafted by then solicitor John Chambers.

· Identify existing problems with the Charter 
· Identify solutions for those existing problems 
· Draft language to resolve the problems 
· Approve the language 
· Submit the language to Council for review 
· Recommend the changes to the voters
· Support the changes to the voters during the election process

Chambers further recommended selection of a Chair, Vice Chair and Secretary, with Clerk serving as support staff, and recommended that the committee meet with staff and with Council regarding proposed language and changes.

Following discussion, Council agreed to these guidelines and to updating the letter for those citizens selected as Committee members.  Simms and Housh stated that they would have a slate of candidates ready for the January 20th meeting.
	Update Regarding Board/Commission Language.  MacQueen referenced the timeline provided by herself and Housh for the packet.  They plan to provide for review a draft of commission rules and responsibilities.  They also plan to provide streamlined language, so that there is consistency among boards and commissions with regard to, for example, whether the Council representative votes, or the number of members on the commission.

 	The timeline as shown would let Council adopt the more streamlined language by the second meeting in March.

	MacQueen expressed that there were varying opinions regarding the extent to which commission members could or should have access to staff, and how that is best managed.  She brought up the question at to whether commission members should be held to a higher standard of conduct.

	Housh and MacQueen received the go ahead for this project.

NEW BUSINESS
Community Solar Power Proposal/Discussion. MacQueen introduced members of the Energy Board, including Dan Rudolf who made the presentation.  

Rudolf defined the concept of Community Solar, and laid out the pros and cons of three models that were considered, focusing on the model being considered presently by the Energy Board.  

Rudolf noted that to take advantage of solar generation, one needs to have ample sun exposure, permission from landlord (if applicable), startup funds, etc.  He described the project as providing economy of scale to those persons who would otherwise be unable to participate for the aforementioned reasons.

He asked that Council approve a request to support the projects, and described a power sharing proposal.

Rudolf characterized the cost to the Village’s system at a maximum of about $3,000.00.

Bates stated that the greatest problem from her perspective is that the Village does not now have an accurate assessment of the amount of solar power in the Village.  This uncertainty, combined with several long-term commitments on the part of the Village to purchase power is driving her recommendation that nothing proceed until the assessment is completed.  

Bates called John Courtney, the Village’s power portfolio manager to address the topic.  Courtney noted that beginning in 2016, when the AMP hydro projects come on line, the Village’s power sources will be about 85% “green”, and he cautioned that it is advisable to leave a little room in the portfolio to allow for fluctuation in usage or loss of customer base.
 
Courtney noted that he had helped the Village to establish the limits on residential and commercial solar initially.  He noted that the 1% limit is in reference to behind the meter generation.  He stressed that the Village would not wish to be in a situation in which other companies or entities would be owed the same consideration for in front of the meter generation, and commented that with careful wording, this would be possible to avoid.

Courtney stated that if panels are owned by Village power customers and not by a company or corporation, that reduces the number of concerns regarding the project.

Courtney pointed out several potential areas that would need to be carefully addressed in a community solar project, one of those being assuring that the Village would not lose distribution revenues (because the electricity is being produced in front of the meter) to the detriment of the system as a whole. Courtney noted that the Village has requested a cost of service study for the electrical system so that the Village would know what rates to establish if in fact the project were to proceed.

Courtney estimated cost to the Village at about two to three cents per KWH from the lost power fees.  This would be studied in depth through the cost of service study, he said.

	Courtney raised several logistical issues, such as what happens to the energy produced if the
customer has moved as well as what happens if a panel is damaged and is not producing power.

	Bates pointed out that if the project is approved by Council it will use the remainder of the
allowance for residential solar in the Village.  She reiterated the need for an accurate inventory of
current solar capacity in the Village.

	In response to a comment from Bates, Courtney stated that it is possible to purchase solar energy
through American Municipal Power (AMP).

	Bates stated that even if the Village were able to sell its ownership of a power source (such as
hydro) to another entity so that it could be freed up within the portfolio, if that entity were to default on its
payments the Village would be held liable for payment.

	Bates noted that the fact that Villagers are not informing the Village regarding their solar
installations and completing interconnectivity agreements has created several problems, most
significantly that of not having an accurate assessment of individual users of solar power.  The bottom
line is that consumers are using less power, but the Village is still purchasing power based upon that
amount being needed for the Village grid.

	In answer to a question from Simms, Bates stated that there is some disagreement regarding how
solar installations are assessed in terms of their generation.  The Village follows the Greene County
Building Inspector’s approach, which is to include the total capacity of the inverter.  Rudolf is in
disagreement, believing that only the current capacity should be considered.

	Bates asked Council for direction, noting that Burns is currently putting off other responsibilities
to work on the solar inventory.  

	Askeland received confirmation that any citizen who has not signed an interconnection agreement
with the Village is not participating in net metering—they are simply using less power.  She asked for a
more formal presentation of the Village’s portfolio.

	Courtney explained that in response to a query from the Energy Board, AMP had provided power
purchase possibilities in the event that the Village were able to divest from the Fremont Energy Center,
which is 7-8% of the Village portfolio.  Courtney noted that AMP does have landfill gas available up to
800 KW, and that was offered as an option.

	In response to a question from Housh, Courtney speculated that if the Village were to seek
divestment, there would be low interest in the hydro projects, and a fairly high level of interest in the
Freemont Energy Center.  He stated that he would not divest from anything else in the portfolio.  The only
non-renewable resources in the portfolio, Courtney noted, are Freemont and market power.

	Courtney noted that the Village has about 10% in the market.  Askeland commented on this,
stating that the greenest form of use is conservation, and advised that the 10% should be left as a buffer as
reduction is encouraged.  

	Rick Walkey, Energy Board member, argued that Council had discussed the solar ordinance two
years ago, and had at that time selected the 1% and 4% limits for production.  Walkey stated that Energy
Board is not increasing the limits of the ordinance, but is seeking to have the ordinance include in front of
the meter generation, within the existing legal framework.  

	MacQueen asked that Council reach an agreement regarding the issues, and lay out a timeline.
	Bates asked again for a directive from Council.  MacQueen asked for a better sense as to how much time would be needed by Burns to complete the assessment.
	Michael Jones asked why the Village would need to know whether a resident was producing power if that consumer did not want to participle in the net metering program, and likened this to simply increasing the level of conservation.  Those wishing to participate, he stated, could be required to turn in their agreements by a selected date.
	Jerry Papania pointed out that when one goes to the County to get a building permit, they are supposed to have a zoning permit in hand.  Bates stated that the Village has had this discussion with the Building Department, and they are not holding the building permits for lack of zoning permits.  This problem is currently being worked on by Village staff.
	Harvey Paige spoke in favor of Community Solar as overcoming barriers to solar access.  He stated that the Village should satisfy the wants and needs of the Village as a whole, and characterized this projects as a worthy effort in the direction of “going green” as a Village.
	Barb Collins Stratton spoke in favor of the project, speculating that an LLC might bring tax revenue to the Village, and noting that “local green is preferable to green elsewhere” because it stimulates overall local positive change.
	Duard Headley, Environmental Commission member, related his own efforts to achieve a carbon neutral footprint, and stated that he only way to achieve this is to use 100% renewable energy.  Headley complimented the Village on an 85% renewable portfolio, but stated that it is necessary to use local renewable resources to achieve the 100% ideal.  He stated that he would love to participate in Community Solar.
	Richard Lapedes commented upon the difficulty of sorting out the “strategic issues from the tactical issues. He characterized the question as not “how’ but “when” the Village would be fueled with 100% renewables.  Lapedes pointed out the tension between affordability and the goal of sustainability.  He commented that it will become necessary to change routines in Village operations, and noted the importance of assuring that the changes do not add to the problem of affordability.
	Pat Brown spoke in favor of Community Solar, and urged Council to save a greater portion of the portfolio for solar.
	Bob Brecha asked for more planning ahead of energy issues, given changes in patterns of use.  He noted the importance of understanding energy use on an hourly basis, commenting that solar produces more energy at the very time when it is in greatest demand.  Efficiency, he noted, is the greatest goal, but he commented that greater efficiency will make greater use of electricity, and will therefore place greater demand on the electrical grid.  Brecha stated that if the Village truly desires to become carbon-free, it will require the use of a great deal more electricity, which needs to be calculated into the portfolio.  He opined that the “little piece” of the portfolio that the community solar project would encumber would not significantly affect the whole.
	Askeland asked that staff work towards completion of the solar inventory as possible, and asked that this be brought to Council in two to three months.
	Simms asked that the time frame be pinpointed, and April was selected.
	Dan Rudolf asked that work on other aspects of the project take place at the same time.

	Askeland commented that much of that work would be encompassed by the requested rate study
from Courtney.  She asked that once that is prepared, it be distributed with the rate study.

	Housh asked for monthly reports from the Energy Board. 

	In response to a question from Nadia Malarky Bates noted that she is in discussion regularly with
Burns so that current contracts are tracked.

	National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Grant Proposal.  MacQueen explained the nature of
the grant request, which is coming from the Environmental Commission (EC), and targets the Glass Farm
area as an important watershed.  The purpose of the grant is to revitalize urban waterways and to educate
communities about their waterways.

	MacQueen described the beaver dam currently in place at the Glass Farm, and noted that the
grant requires five partners.  The tentative grant proposal lists five partners:  Antioch College; Tecumseh
Land Trust; Greene Environmental Commission; YSI/Xylem and Five Rivers Metro Parks. 

	Environmental Commission member Tom Deitrich commented that the investment would, in his
view, be worth the investment.  He commented on how rapidly both plants and wildlife are returning to
the area.  

	Bates remarked that the opportunity is a good one, if in fact Council decides that this is the use
desired for the property.  Currently the area is zoned Conservation and has a 2005 conservation easement. 
Part of the vision is trails for educational use, and this is an excellent opportunity to obtain funds for the
purpose.  

	Bates noted the deadline as February 3rd, which would not permit time for a Council discussion
on the matter.

	Askeland noted that it seems rushed, and would require a decision without time for due diligence.
She expressed concern for staff work load at present as well.

	Simms remarked that there is a problem with keeping the drainage ditch that feeds the detention
pond cleared, and noted that there are strict limits as to what can be done in conservation areas. He
remarked that perhaps, unexpectedly, the beavers have now created a wetland, and noted that while the
area is not large at present, it may expand.  Simms expressed agreement with Askeland, stating that he
needs time to consider the use of the property, and stating that he will not support the grant application at
present.

	MacQueen responded that Council had agreed to zone the property as Conservation, and stated
that that area can then be the set-aside for any development of the Glass Farm.  She commented that the
wetland will not increase in size, since it is being governed by the flow-through device.  MacQueen
noted that not many communities have such a resource in their communities.

	Regarding the issue of the drainage ditch and access to it, MacQueen stated that the EC can work with the Thistle Creek residents regarding the access issues.

	Housh asked for an idea of how the partners would provide their 1:1 matches.  Jessica D’Ambrosio commented on the educational uses that Antioch College would make to the project, including coursework and cooperative education opportunities.

	In response to a comment from MacQueen, Askeland noted that while Krista Magaw from TLT is
interested in partnering, she has questions, and Askeland was concerned that she was unable to address
the questions.

	MacQueen stated that she has spoken to Chris Polassis at YSI/Xylem about the possibility of
using their water testing capability as a partnering activity.

Deitrich stated that he has been in contact with Five Rivers Metro Parks regarding partnering and that one of their Land Stewardship officers had come out for a walk-around and is highly supportive and has provided more contacts.  Deitrich noted that Five Rivers is willing to provide educational materials and templates for educational signage.

Simms raised the concern of ongoing maintenance of the area.

Detrich responded that at present, outside of maintaining the flow for the beaver dam device, the Village is not responsible for any ongoing maintenance.  He commented that potentially there could be some burning or cutting back, but that it works at present without those supports.

Simms inquired as to whether the beavers are damaging trees on private property.  

MacQueen stated that they have encroached into one yard, and that EC is looking at a solution to the problem.

Askeland reiterated her hesitation to support the project without time to consider the matter thoroughly, and she asked for specifics regarding staff commitment.  MacQueen asked to return to the following meeting with responses to the questions.

Bates commented that she sees a far greater cost regarding staff involvement if they are not brought in at the outset.  

In response to a comment from Housh, several abutting property owners spoke in favor of the project.  Housh stated his approval of hearing further information at a subsequent meeting.

Askeland stated that she would prefer to wait another year for submission of the grant.  Askeland stated that her chief concerns were related to expectations of staff both during and after the grant process and long term.

MacQueen offered to return to the next meeting with a fleshed-out plan, including a management plan.  

Simms stated his agreement with Askeland, and reiterated his concern with the lack of time for consideration.

Bates commented that staff could provide in-kind service at the outset without an issue, but stated concern regarding long-term maintenance, particularly regarding control of invasives.  She commented further that staff could contribute some ongoing services.  Bates agreed to meet with MacQueen to bring a management proposal to the next meeting.

Nadia Malarkey commented that the management issues would be addressed, and stated that some of the grant funds could (sic) pay for maintenance.  Malarkey commented upon the aggressive infestation of Callery Pears in that area, noting that these need to be addressed.

Richard Lapedes received information that the area under consideration is about 7 acres, of the entire 45 acres.  He asked whether there is a master plan for the rest of the acreage, and was told that there is not.

Askeland commented that the area has been a topic of controversy in the past.
		
	Selection of Dates for Joint Meeting with Miami Township Trustees.  This was postponed.

Request for Letter of Support (Antioch College).  Antioch College professor Barbara Sanborn requested a letter of support for an Ohio Environmental Education Fund (OEEF) Grant for an educational kiosk and photovoltaic charging station at the College.

Simms determined that the application is a two part process, and that this is the second of the two steps.  Simms noted that the Village of Yellow Springs is listed as a collaborator in the letter of intent, and expressed frustration that the Village had not been asked about the possibility of collaboration previously.

Askeland determined that the deadline for the grant application is January 15th, and expressed frustration at the rushed decision required.

Askeland determined that there is only a letter required.

Housh asked whether the letter needs to include the Village’s intent to build charging stations.

Bates stated that the Village does indeed intend to build two charging stations, and that she had no difficulty in writing such a letter on behalf of Council for inclusion in the grant application.

Simms commented that courtesy dictates that such requests be made with enough time for a considered decision to be made.

Housh MOVED that Bates draft the letter of support.  MacQueen SECONDED, and the MOTION PASSED 3-1, with Simms voting in opposition.

Human Relations Commission and Planning Commission Nominations.  Brian Housh nominated Reverend Aaron Saari as an Alternate to HRC.  Askeland seconded, and the MOTION PASSED 4-0 on a voice vote.

Askeland nominated Susan Stiles as the Township member of the Planning Commission.  Simms seconded, and the MOTION PASSED 4-0 on a voice vote.


MANAGER’S REPORT	
	Bates delivered her report as follows:

	Preliminary meetings with HNTB for the water plant rebuild begin this week. 
	Bates referenced included preliminary questions for the Legal Services presentations, and invited Council to submit changes or additions to the Clerk.
CLERK’S REPORT 
	The Clerk verified the Member and Alternate positions to the Greene County Regional Planning and
Coordinating  Commission.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
Charter Review Committee Nominations
	Goals Discussion
	Further Discussion of NFWF Grant Proposal
	Standardization of Boards and Commissions—Ongoing
	Review of Questions for Law Director Candidates
	Membership Resolutions
	Ordinance Amending Tap-In Fees
	Discussion re: Sidewalk Policy (1/20)
	Solar Inventory (4/6/15)
	Review of CEDA Agreement with Miami Township re: CBE (AVM)
	Direction for Economic Sustainability Commission (AVM)
	Legislation Addressing Utility Delinquencies

EXECUTIVE SESSION               
At 10:00pm, Simms MOVED and Housh SECONDED a MOTION TO ENTER EXECUTIVE SESSION  For the Purpose of the Discussion of Village Owned Real Estate.   The MOTION PASSED 4-0 on a roll call vote.  The Village Manager was present in Executive Session.

At 10:08pm, Simms MOVED and Housh SECONDED a MOTION TO EXIT EXECUTIVE SESSION.  The MOTION PASSED 4-0 ON A VOICE VOTE.

Bates asked that Council authorize her to negotiate a lease with Stony Creek Botanicals (formerly Yellow Springs Botanicals) for $750/month with a one-year lease.  Simms MOVED TO APPROVE THE AUTHORIZATION AS STATED.  Housh SECONDED, and the MOTION PASSED 4-0 ON A VOICE VOTE.

Bates stated that she had arrived at the aforesaid figure by taking an average of rents the Village receives from similarly sized properties.
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
ADJOURNMENT
	At 10:10 pm, Simms MOVED and Housh SECONDED a MOTION TO ADJOURN.  The MOTION PASSED 4-0 ON A VOICE VOTE.
	
Please note:  These notes are not verbatim.  A DVD copy of the minutes is available for viewing in the Clerk of Council’s office between 9am and 3pm Monday through Friday.



______________________________				______________________________					
Karen Wintrow, President					Attest: Judy Kintner, Clerk
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