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Reading Planning Commission Meeting
September 14, 2020 – unapproved minutes

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are the approximate time in the Zoom session the topic began discussion. The recorded Zoom meeting can be downloaded at https://drive.google.com/file/d/13zCVF6VCIaltim-rjVp1lkXRiT8lasY8/view?usp=sharing

Present: Stephen Strait, Ken Cox, Kevin Kaija, Kurt Voight, Kathy Callan-Rondeau, Jean Goldsborough (Recorder), Jason Rasmussen (SWCRPC). Guests: Annie Rubright

The meeting was called to order at 7:14 pm.

1. No changes to the Agenda. 

2. The minutes of the August 3, 2020 meeting were approved as is. (0:45)

3. Reports (7:24) 
a. Mail and email – none
b. Regional Planning Commission – did not meet in August. Steve notes they are changing their name to Mt. Ascutney Regional Commission
c. Energy Committee – no report

4. Follow-up on the Hall Art Foundation Conditional Use application (8:33)
a. Steve and Ken do not know why the HAF changed their minds and withdrew the application for the footbridge and parking lot. Robert Allen was the only person to speak directly with HAF Director Maryse Brand.
b. Jean inquired about why the Zoning Ordinance procedures for notifying abutters was missed.  Steve explained that it had been about 15 years since a procedure and hearing of this type was last done and it was presumed by all that procedures were indeed followed including the abutter notification.  It turned out this was not the case so the hearing needed to be reopened and it was after that hearing date was set that HAF withdrew.  Jean commented that there could be a perception from parties outside of the RPC/ZBA that the process was confusing or disorganized and, without knowing why the HAF withdrew it is possible they chose not to carry on with the process.  Ken says he had no indications from HAF that they were frustrated with the procedures to that point.  So, it is possible that they withdrew for other reasons.  

5. Discuss Land Use Chapter and Future Land Use Map for the Plan (23:27)
a. Jason showed the zoning map and asked if we should be reviewing the zoning in relationship to the Future Land Use Map. Should the shapes be more or less the same? Kevin says they should not conflict. Discussion concerned how Jason should proceed on the Future Land Use maps. Kurt agrees the maps should jive. He recalls a lot of discussion in past about those areas marked as wildlife corridor.  Ultimately the Zoning Map is more relevant to parcels and sub-dividing whereas the Land Use map is relevant to general use regarding conservation, residential, etc. Kurt feels it is helpful to have the parcel lines show on the land use Map. Additional overlays could be shown if desired. Kevin asks about the West Windsor maps and where the wildlife corridors are there as it makes sense that those should connect with abutting towns somehow if they are used in a Land Use Map. Jason will look at those other maps to determine. Steve thinks the high density area of S. Reading and the Mixed Use in the 2 villages should more closely match the Zoning Map. Also the important agricultural areas ought to be indicated in another color on the Land Use Map.  Kevin says it might be appropriate to say that the agriculture lands are dependent on soils.  He can work with Jason on that verbiage.  It was agreed to start with the focus on State conservation soils.  Kevin added that the Village Center should also be shown. 
b. Text of Land Use 
· Steve: footnotes for be used more for reference, or incorporate comments in the text instead
· Steve: Footnote 30 on the survey response – feels that is out of place. Most agree this is better placed in the Introduction.
· Steve: Rural character – the last bullet point (deleted) should be added back (rural lifestyle)
· Steve: Villages section – Jason reminded us about the benefits of Village Center Designation. So should all 3 village/hamlets be called a village or a hamlet in the Plan? Most agreed hamlet is ok. Kathy wants to make sure it is consistently used throughout the Plan.
· Discussion of developing language that will be more suitable to describing more current use of technology and learning as it relates to business.
· Kathy corrected a grammatical error
· Discussion of development – site plan review prior to sub-division or lot development. Steve feels somewhat vague language here is ok and the Zoning Ordinance can always be revised to make this more specific. The term “remote lands” may need to be further clarified or defined.
· Rural residential and cluster development – the new images help explain this.  Added some text to show that Planned Unit Developments are generally allowed.
· Industrial/Mining – discussion regarding where extraction or stockpiling of excavation materials and where it can occur.  This text might need to be worked on more or perhaps even removed to eliminate confusion. 
· Goals and Action Steps stay as is.
· Policy # 8 can be shifted up to Action Items
· Tree warden position statement discussion – high value tree forest – might also move to Action items. 
· Jason asked about the desire of the RPC to look into more help (from Mt Ascutney Hospital) on a section on Health and Emergency. Kevin suggests maybe a Health section might include some of the water resource issues could be included. 
6. Plan for the October meeting – should look at Maps and another review of the Energy Chapter. (1:28:17)

7. No other business. (1:28:57)

8. Kevin moved to adjourn,  Kurt 2nd  Meeting adjourned at 8:43pm

Next Meeting – Monday, October 5, 2020 at 7:00 pm.


Respectfully submitted,	
Jean G. Goldsborough, Recorder

