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EFFECTS OF PARCELIZATION AND FOREST FRAGMENTATION

Parcelization and forest fragmentation have numerous rarnifications to the ecology and traditional
economy of forestland in Vermont. According to U.S.D.A. Forest Service publication Foresir on the
Edge: Housing Developrrent on America’s Private Forests, parcelization and forest fragimentation can be
associated with:

Decreases in native wildlife populations owing to decreased wildlife habitat quantity and
quality, increased predation and mortality, and other consequences of human activity
that change the relationships many wildlife species have with their environments,*

For example, land clearing and road constraction can result in the loss of coergreen/ consfer trees used by deer for
cover and protection during winter cold and suow. Land clearing and road construstion can alvo disrapt nildlife
travel corridors, mhich negatively qffects species such as black bear.

Alterations in forest structure and function that can adversely affect ecological processes
on which forests and forest dwellers depend, resulting in less biodiversity and more
opportunities for invasions of nonnative species, insects, and diseases.’

For exanmple, bousing development may resull ine road construction, conversion of forest resonrees, planitng of
nonnative ipecies, and “woodsiaping” - the practice of removing forest understory (vegetation under eight to len feet
in height), so as to create a park-like appearasnce. This can result in a bss of protective pative habitat for ground-
nesting birds and the introduction of potentially invasive, i.e. non-native, spectes of plants, insects and diseases.

Long-term modifications and reductions in water quality and aquatic diversity when
forests can no longer regulate the movement of storm water across the landscape. This
leads to changes in streamflows, increases in sediment, reshaped stream bottoms and
banks. Itadversely impacts water guality and aquatic species such as fish and mussels.*

For example. water runoff from roofs. paved driveways, fertilized lanws and new roads channeled into culverts and
nen: ditches can alter natural flow patterns and the composition of soil and waler.

Decreases in timber production and active forest management when population
densities increase.’

For excarple, many landownzers are unlikely to harvest timber in the immediate vicinity of their homes.

Changes in scenic quality and recreational opportunities owing to loss of open space,
decreased parcel size, and fragmentation, all of which can degrade the recreational
experience and lead to increased likelihood of land use conflicts.’

For exanple, land elearing and bome construction on ridgelines and billiops can impadr sconic resonrees. Old
logoing roads formerly used by rhe public for recreational prrsuits may be converted to private driveways,

Shifts in price levels and economic benefits for forest-based products — including fewer
options for timber management, recreation, and other uses whose economic benefits
rely on large forested areas.’
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For example, fragmentation of large forest parcels in a single ownership to several smaller parcels in different
oumerships can lead to access issues, higher maintenaunce costs, bigher property taxes and reduced Hnmber value
avatlable per entry. These factors can increase costs and reduce revenue, lo the point that active forest manqgement
ir 1o bonger practical,

* Decreases in ability of forests 10 sequester and store carbon as a way to mitigate
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, especially whea parcelization is followed
by land conversion,

The Governor's Commitssion on Climate Change recently reported that reducing the conversion of our Jorestland to
nou-forest ases would be one of the mosi effective policies to reduce groenhonse gas emissions. In fact, the
commiission’s goal of reducing the comersion of Vermont's forests by 50 percent by 2028 wonld hare, perhaps, the
highest measurable resuif of the 38 polices that were endorsed.

CAUSES OF PARCELIZATION

There are many causes of parcelization. Perhaps the greatest driver may stmply be escalating
property values and land prices in Vermont. As land valuation and development opportunities
increase in Vermont, market conditions prompt an increased desire to subdivide and develop
property for econormic gain. Other factors that foster forest parcelization include:

. Population growth,

. Changing demographics,

. Shifts in cultural values regarding land management,

. Inadequate land-use planning and regulation, and

. Lack of planning within families to ensure consistent forestland ownership through multiple
generaftons.

Increasing Land Prices

Over the past couple ot decades, unprecedented real estate activity has occurred in Vermont and the
Northern Forest Region. On a regional scale, between 1980 and 2005, approximately 23.8 million
acres changed hands in the 26 million acre Northern Forest region.” Of significant interest, nearly
one-half {(45%) of the land transactions that occurred during this 25-year period occurred in the last
five years.” While many of these transactions may have involved the same parcel of land, these
transactions indicate a recent trend in real estate activity that has helped to drive an increase in land
values in the region.

In Vermont, the real estate market has seen a noticeable increase in value in the last five or six
years."” According to the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight (OFHEQ), Vermont
homes recently experienced very strong appreciation, having on average climbed sixty-six percent in
the last five years." While the housing market may be starting to cool, Vermont in 2006 was still
showing the greatest appreciation in New England, posting rates that were higher than New York
State and the national average.” Since 1980, Vermont values on average appreciated 351%; —-higher
than the national average of 299%."
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Information from Vermont’s property transfer tax data provides useful trend data for Vermont’s
real estate market. From 2001 to 2005, the average sale price for primaty homes and condominiums
rose 56.8 percent, from $126,000 to $185,000. Similarly, the median price of vacation homes and
condominiums tose significantly from $110,000 to 200,000, an increase of 81.8%." The increase in
housing values was even more pronounced i Reading, During the same time pertod, the median
price per acre of open land and forestland parcels of twenty-five acres or more rose 62%, from $974
per acre in 2001 to $1,580 in 2005, However, the median price per acre of open land and forestland
patcels of between one and twenty-five acres experienced the highest growth rate, tsing 117%, from

$4,505 per acre in 2001 to $10,000 in 2005.'

According to Phil IDodd of the Vermont Property Owners Repott, “the last figure, showing very
strong demand for smaller parcels of land, suggests why owners and developers and speculators may
have been tempted to subdivide and sell smaller parcels of Vermont land: this has been a very
profitable business to be in.” As hughlighted by Dodd in a presentation to the Vermont Forest
Roundtable, “all you need to do 1s buy a commodity {larger land patcels) that 15 gomg up in value at
a rate of 62% every five years and then split it up and sell it 2s a commodsty (smaller parcels) that is
going up in price at the rate of 117% every five years.””

Increasing Property Taxes

Increasing land and property valuations, along with higher school and municipal spending, have led
to rising property tax rates. In some areas of Vermont, property tax rates have increased
significantly.” This puts additional pressure on landowners to divide and sell a portion of their land.
Not surprisingly, the National Woodland Owner Survey conducted by the U.S.D.A. Forest Service
lists property taxes as the number one concern among landowners.”

The state offsets property taxes by providing income sensitive payments to lower income residents,
but landowners that own large tracts of forested open space are not eligible for this payment.”™
Landowners who are land rich and cash poor feel the pressure of rising property taxes, unless they
are have taken measutes to reduce their property tax burden by enrolling in Vermont’s Use Value
Appraisal (UVA) Program (commonly called “Current Use)”. Approximately 38% of all eligible
forestland is enrolled in the UVA Program.® This is a significant accomplishment, vet it indicates
that there is still a large percentage of forestland that remains vulnerable to propetty tax driven
development pressures.

Population Growth and Land Use

Population growth and changing land use contribute to forestland parcelization. Between 1982 and
1992, the human population in Vermont grew by about 10 percent, but the amount of developed
tand increased by about 25 percent. # Since population growth is occurring in mostly rural areas
(defined as fewer that 2,500 people), forestland and mmportant rural resource lands have experienced
growth pressures that have led to patcelization.™

Tracking patcelization rates in Vermont 1s tricky, but survey work that was repeated in the 1980s and
1990s demonstrates increasing parcelization in the state. For example, the number of non-industriaj
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private landowners in Vermont has increased from an estimated 61,900 in 1983, to approximately
80,000 in 1993. This corresponds with a decrease in the average size of a parcel of land.*

Furthermore, a preliminary analysis of Grand List data from 2003 to 2007 indicates that 19,000 acres
that had been in parcels larger than 25 acres in 2003 are now in smaller parcels.” In addition, there
were 3,869 more parcels smaller than 25 acres in 2007 than there were in 2003.%

Data specific to forestland shows in 1983, 19,000 individuals owned forest parcels 1-9 acres in size.
By 1993, there were 40,900 owners of 1-9 acre parcels — an indication of increasing parcelization and
landscape fragmentation.” This reflects a national trend of more people owning smaller pieces of
forestl:md, with the current average parcel size of 24 acres projected to decrease to 17 acres in
20107

In 1970, there were 165,063 housing units in Vermont.” In 2000, this number had increased to
294,382 units.” Between 2000 and 2005, years with high real estate appreciation rates, 17,673
building permits were issued in Vermont.® While the number of building permits does not
necessarily give an accurate picture of the degree to which parcelization has occurred on the land, it
does highlight the level of housing growth that has occurred in Vermont.

The Forest Service estimates that by the year 2030, housing densities on povate forests in Vermont
are projected to increase between 5 and 40 percent across the majority of the watersheds, with the
highest projected development expected to occur along the Connecticut River.” This level of
increased housing across the majority of the watersheds will contribute to a moderate to high level
of parcelization of privately owned forestland.*

Cultural and Demographic Shifts

'The aging population of forestland owners also leads to parcelization. According to a recent report,
25 percent of all privately owned torestland in the United States is owned by people who are 65 or
older While estate planning can provide ways to keep forestland intact among successive
generations of forest owners, the will of a deceased landowner often divides the ownership of land
into smaller parcels for putposes of bequeathing the land to multiple children. This leads to the
patcelization of forestland unless the landowner has provided a way to keep the land intact.

Another dover of forest parcelization is utban dwellers” desire to either relocate or purchase second
homes in rural settings where land 15 relatively cheap compared to urban real estate markets. This
trend, labeled ‘exurbamization’, is defined as the migration of urban residents to rural
environments.” Rather than buying rural land for traditional uses such as timber and agriculture,
prvate residences are typically built a long distance from towns and services in order to maximize
privacy and views. The demand for high-end homes in Vermont is contributing to the increasing
parcelization of forestland, especially in resort areas.
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FOREST FRAGMENTATION AND PARCELIZATION IN READING

The Town of Reading has not experienced the level of growth that other communities have in
Vermont. Between 2000 and 2006, the number of new houses built in Reading has ranged between
one and six a year. The Reading Town Plaa recognizes that subdivisions tend to be small, and
growth incremental. Regional pressure from a housing crisis in the Upper Connecticut River Valley,
however, could dramatically change development trends in Reading,” The U.S. Forest Service
projects that housing densities will experience some of the highest increases in watersheds along the
Connecticut River, with densities projected to increase on private forests across 20 to 40 percent of

the watersheds by 2030.%

Reading 1s fortunate in the sense that there is still time to educate the public about forest
fragmentation and strategies that are available ro minimize its effects. The following sections of the
report provide an overview of the planning process associated with this project, and explain various
planning options that are available for addressing forest fragmentation and its effects on working
forests and ecosystem services such as wildlife habitat.

PUBLIC INPUT AND LANDOWNER QUTREACH

Project Partners conducted three meetings to collect input from residents, landowners, and
interested parties. An initial public meeting was conducted in October of 2007 fo assess
prionity comrunity values pertaining to forestland in Reading, A second public meeting was
conducted in April 2008 to collect input on a matrix of recommendations for reducing the
effects of forest fragmentation. Finally, 4 roundtable meeting was convened at Vermont
Technical College with experts from across the state to collect input on strategies to avoid
the negative consequences of torest fragmentation.

Approximately 50 participants attended the first public meeting. Participants broke into two
groups to offer input. Results from the community values exercise highlight strong priorities
in passive/non-motorized recreation, trail access, forestry/timber harvesting/ sugaring,
wildlife, ecosystern services (clean water, clean air, etc), hunting, aesthetics, potential
conservation or development for future generations, and in general, the forest experience for
personal reflection. The results of the community values exercise are listed in Appendix A.

Responses from the community values exercise are consistent with input that was collected
from a comptehensive landowner survey in Reading. Surveys were matled to 566
landowners and interested parties with the following questions:

* For how many years have you owned land in Reading?

* Is Reading your primary residence?

*  How do you use and enjoy Reading’s forestse Please indicate if there are places in
particular that are important to you.

*  What do you value about Reading’s forestlandr For example, do you value wildlife
habitat, forestry, recreation, hunting, etc.?

*  Would you like more information on ways to conserve forestland that you may own?

Smart Growth Vermont{/Vermont Natural Resources Council Page7
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IDENTIFYING PRIORITY FOREST RESQURCES

A key goal of the community outreach was the identification of priority forest resources. The
preparation of a priority forest resources map was based in large part on the “forest values™
identified by community members through the landowner survey and October 2007 community
forum, in addition to information gathered from resource inventories and evaluations of ecological
functions (e.g., wildlife switability, forest productivity) prepared by other regional and state entities
(see Appendix C). The priority forest resources map identifics those areas of Reading that
encompass a very wide variety of forest resources identified as important by community members,
including wildlife habitat, recreation, forest management, landscape preservation and ecological
services (e.g., water and air quality).

1t is noteworthy that priority forest resources encompass most of the recently adopted Ridgeline
Protection Overlay District (which largely comprised of large tracts of forested upland areas), as well
as other areas of unfragmented forest land and limited, albeit important, areas that serve as corridors
connecting the large tracts of less developed forest land. The prionity forest resources map is
intended to provide Reading residents, landowners and officials with an indication of how existing
forest resources relate to land use and conservation policies, zoning district boundaries, road
policies, and related local, state and federal programs and incentives designed to promote sustainable
forest management. A map showing priority forest lands, as well as significant wildlife habitat and
parcel boundaries, is on the following page. As with any map that highlights local resources, local
officials should venfy and periodically update boundaries and other features to accurately reflect
conditions on the ground.

OPTIONS FOR MINIMIZING FOREST FRAGMENTATION AND
PROTECTING WILDLIFE HABITAT

To assist the Planning Commisston to understand the options available to lmit forest fragmentation,
the Project Partmers prepared a matrix of alternative policies and programs that ate available to
Vermont municipalities and citizens. (see Appendix D) These included non-regulatory programs to
provide landowners with incentive to conserve forestland and build public support and appreciation
for forest resources and stewardshup, and regulatory tools to guide development in a manner that
hmits fragmentation and development in sensitive areas. In addition, the Partners also reviewed the
Town’s existing planning documents (town plan, zoning bylaws, road policies) and provided an
extensive list of specific amendments that could effectively address forest fragmentation (see
Appendix E.  The matrix of alternatives and summary of the plan and bylaw review were presented
to Town residents at a second public forum in April 2008. These gave local planners an
understanding of the tools available, as how those tools could be applied in Reading

In response to the list of options, the Planning Commuission requested that the Project Partners to
address several options in greater detal, including drafting specific revisions to the Town’s zoning
bylaw and Plan, as well as clarifying certain issues of interest to the community.

* Provide information regarding how wildlife habitat is identified and regulated under Act 250,
and provide a draft definution of “significant wildlife habitat to be used consistently in the
bylaws.
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*  Draft revisions to the Town Plan to strengthen goals and policies related co wildlife habitat
and forest fragmentation, and to improve consistency between the Plan and potential bylaw
changes.

*  Drafi revisions to the zoning bylaws to strengthen standards to protect habitat and forest
resources, minimize habitat fragmentation, promote ongoing forest management, requite
clustering and open space protection of forest resources, and improve the existing
subdsvision standards.

* Clarify the authonty to, and options for, regulating land clearing under zoning bylaws.

* Explain the impacts of the Use Value Appraisal (Current Use) program on landowners and
municipal taxpayers.

A response to each of these requests 1s provided below.
Defining Significant Wildlife Habitat

Most land use and development decisions in Vermont are made at the municipal level, despite the
common nusperception that state development regulations — most notably Act 250 — provides a
high level of protection from inapptopriate development. Act 250 regulates only approximately 40%
of all development in the state. Theretore, the majority of development falls below the threshold for
triggering Act 250 jurisdiction. This is especially true in small towns with modest rates of of land are
not subject to Act 250 review. development, such as reading, where most subdivisions 2

Keeping this limitation in mind, the Reading Town Plan recogmzes that the Vermont Department
of Fish and Wildlite may consider protection of significant habitats as “necessary wildlife habitat”
under critesion 8(a) of Act 250. Under Act 250, a permit will not be granted if it is demonstrated by
an opponent of a project that a development or subdivision will destroy or significantly imperi}
necessary wildlife habitat or any endangered species.” This provision is tempered, however, by the
requirement that an additional provision must be met in order to deny a pernut.

To elaborate, a project’s opponents not only has the burden of showing that a project will destroy ot
significantly imperil habitat or an endangered species, but also has the burden of showing that cither
(1) the benefit to the public from the development will not outweigh the loss to the public from the
destruction or imperilment of the habitat or species™ (2) that all feasible and reasonable means of
preventing or mitigating the imperilment by the applicant have not been ot will not continue to be
applied,” or (3) that the applicant owns a reasonably acceptable alternative site to fulfiil the
development’s purposes.” Tt follows that while Act 250 on its face provides a certain level of
protection to habitat and endangered species from development, there i1s a burden on the opponent
of a project, such as the Agency of Natural Resources, to possibly prove that the protection of an
endangered species or habitat will outweigh the benefit to the public from the development.® This
makes the protection of wildlife habitat vulnerable to a cost-benefit analysis.”

For purposes of Act 250, necessary wildlife habitat is defined as “concentrated habitat that is
definable and 1s demonstrated as being decisive to the survival of a species of wildlife at any period
in its life, including breeding and migratory periods.™ The Vermont Supreme Court has clarified
the definition of “necessary wildlife habitat” to mean habitat that is “decisive to the survival of the
population of a particular species that depends upon the habitat,” and that it need not be decisive to
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the survival of the entire species within the state.® Therefore, a project that will destroy or
significantly imperit the habitat of 2 local population of a species should be prohibited, unless the
oppenent of the project is unable to meet the additional burden of proof for the denial of a permit.

Act 250 can be a positive check on the destruction of habitat, but it should be recognized that the
Act 1s by no means a guarantee that habitat will be conserved due to the burden placed on an
opponent to prove that alternative sites exist, or that the survival of species 15 more valuable than
the development. To ensure that significant habitat 1s protected at the local level, the following
definition of “signiticant wildiife habitat™ should be included in Section 7.1of the zoning bylaw, and
should be used consistently elsewhere in the bylaw.

SIGNIFICANT WILDIIFE FLABITAT. Those natural features that are esiential for the
survival and/ or veproduction of the native weldlfe of Reading. This shall include, but is not fmired to,
(1) deer winter habitat (i.e. decryards); (2) habital for rare, threatened and endangered species (state or
Jederally Esied); (3) concentrated black bear fesding habitat (bear-scarred beech and oak standy); (3
moose babitat; (5) wetlands that provide oritical functions for wetland-dependent. pildlfe such as
broeding/ nestéing habitat for wading birds (e.g. bitterns, herons), waterfow! (e.g. ducks, geese) and otrer
and vernal pools; (6) wildlife fravel corridors, characterized by nndeveloped forested corridors, including
Jorest cover reaching fo road rights-of-way, which serve to fnk large fracks of anfragmented forest babitat;
(7) large areas of contignons, unfragmented forest that provide for a large number of ipecies; (8) areas
that provide an abundance of food and/ or maternity sites; (9) sipnificant natural communities such as
grassiand habitat, early successional babitat, old growth forest babitat, ledge habitat, high elevation
habitat for uesting songhinds, riparian habilal; and (9) babitat identified by the Vermont Department of
Fish and Wilditfe as etther sigmificant wildlife habilal or necessary wildlife babitar in accordmice with 10
1754 See. 6086(a)8)(A).

Strengthening the Town Plan & Zoning Bylaws

As explained in the technical review of the plan and bylaws, the Reading Town Plan contains an
excellent overview of forest and wildlife habitat resources in Reading, and provides relatively strong
support for protecting those resources through the zoning bylaws. Providing a foundation for
strong zoning standards is critical due to recent changes to state enabling statutes. Under Vermont
statute:

Awy municpality that has adopted and bhas in effect a plan and has created a planning commission
tender this chapter may implement the plan by adopting, amending and enforcing any or all of the
repulatory and aonregulatory rools provided for tn this chaprer. Al such regulatory and nonregulatory
taols shall be tn conformance with the plan, shall be adopied for the purposes set forih in section 4302 of
this title, and shall be in accord with the pobicies set forth therein.”’

As part of a comprehensive revision to 24 VSA Chapter 117 in 2004, the statute was changed to
require that regulatory tools (e.g, zoning bylaws) be “in conformance with the Town Plan.
Contformance was defined at that time to mean:

“a proposed implementation tool. Including a bylaw or bylay amendment that i in accord with the
miunticipal plan i offect at the time of adoption, when the bylaw or bylaw amendment includes all the
fallowing:
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(A) Maker progress toward attaining, or af least does 1ot interfere with, the goals and poficies
contained in the miunicipal plan.

(B) Provides for proposed futuie land uses, densities, and intensities of develgpment contained in the
winicipal plan.

(C) Clrries ont, as applicable, any spectfic proposals for communily facilitzes, or other proposed
actions confained in the mnuicipal plan.

To strengthen the plan and ensure conformity with the zoning bylaws (including draft changes
presented in this report), draft revisions to the Natural Resource Goals and Policies (Chapter 2) and
Land Use Goals and Policies (Chapter 7) are offered for consideration in Appendix F.

In addition to the Plan revisions, several revisions to the zoning bylaws are also provided for the
Commussion’s consideration (see Appendix ). These changes are summanzed as follows:

1)

3)

D

3)

As discussed previously, a definition of “significant wildlife™ habitat” to be included in
Section 7.1 of the zoning bylaw. In conjunction with the adoption of this definition, several
existing development standards that refer to “critical habitat,” significant habitat,” important
habitat” are revised to consistently refer to “significant wildlife habitat.”

Revisions to Section 4.14 of the zoning bylaws regarding subdivision review. Because the
Town has opted to regulate the subdivision of land tn conjunction with site plan review,
rather than enacting subdivision regulations as authorized in state statute™, it is suggested
that targeted but substantive changes to subdivision standards be included to apply to lands
identified on the priority forest resource map. This would, in effect, serve as a forestland
and habitat overlay district with standards related to habitat protection, ongoing forest
management, and forest fragmentation and clustering, It 15 also suggested that the
Commuission have the authority to require the designation of “development envelopes™ on
new parcels within which new development, including accessory structures, yard areas, etc.
would be located. And, it is also recommended that approved subdivisions be required to
record plats in the land record was a means of better tracking subdivision activity over time
and ensuring ongoing enforcement of conditions of approval. Finally, a few technical
corrections to tmprove clarity are also proposed.

Revisions to Section 5.3 Site Plan Review to include adding a standard related to pre-
development site work and cleanng. Such a standard is presently included in the Ridgeline
Protection Overlay District and could prove valuable in other settings where forest habitat 1s
found. It also is suggested that a new section be added under the district and use standards
(Section 5.3.4) to address subdivisions (and other development subject to site plan review) in
the RC-25 District to better reflect the purpose of the district regarding habitat protection
and forest fragmentation.

Related to the changes to site plan review, revisions to the PUD provision (Section 5.4) of
the bylaws are suggested to address clustering and the associated preservation of open space.
Establishing a minimum percentage of a parcel that must be protected as open space if fairly
common, although the suggested 70% open side is at the higher end of common practice in
Vermont (though not unprecedented).

Several definitions, in addition to one for the term significant wildlife habitat, are also
provided, as discussed in the technical review.

Smart Growth Vermont/Vermont Natural Resources Council Page 13
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Review for Land Clearing Associated with Development

Another zoning revision that was discussed with the Planning Commission — whether the Town
should regulate land clearing — requires separate consideration. This is because Vermont statute
limits the ability of bylaws to regulate agricultural and silvicultural practices. In particular, a bylaw
“shall not regulate acepted agricultural and sifvicultural practices, including the construction of farm structures. as
those practives are defined by the secretary of agriculture, food and markets or the commissivier of forests, parks, and
recreafion, ruspectively, wnder subsections 1021(f) and 1259(]) of Title 10 and section 4810 of Titke 6.7

Furthermore, Vermont statute instructs that a municipality “may esact a bylaw that iniposes forest
mandgement praciices resulling in a change in 4 forest management plan Jor lind enrolled in the nse valie gppraisal
Dprogram only to the extent that those changes are silvicnltnrally sound, as determined by the commissiongr of foresty,
parks, and recreation, and protect specific natural, conservation, aesthetic, or wildlife features in properly designated
zoning districte”™ These changes also must be compatible with eligibility standards for enrolling in
the use value appraisal program.

According to the Commissioner of Forests, Parks and Recreation these statutes prohibit the
regulation of silvicultural practices, but allow the regulation of forest management standards.
For example, 2 municipality may regulate logging road development through the creation of
road design standards. Furthermore, a municipality can regulate clearcutting and forest
management if the purpose of tree clearing is not related to silviculture, such as creating a
view or facilitating land development. However, a municipality may not regulate clearcutting;
or forest management if the purpose of the management 15 for silvicultural purposes, Le. to
harvest and regenerate trees.

The Town of Reading could regulate land clearing ot forest management if the intent of the
clearing and tree cutting is not related to stivicultural practices. In fact, Reading already does
this through the pre-application site development standard in the Ridgeline Protection
Ovetlay District.

Pre-application Site Development. Forest management activities desigied, as pre-development sife
preparation shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission to detervine compliance with the standards set
Jorth in this section. Such activities include, but are not Lmited to, road and driveway construction,
exvavation related 1o the wpgrade and conversion of lpgging roads fo development roads or driverways,
clearing and/ or grading for house-sites and sepite systems, or related work. Where a landovner fatls 1o
submit predevelspment plans for revees, the Board may derect the manner in which the site will be restored
or re-vigetaled prior to develgpament and/ or Emit development to a portion of the properfy which best mieels
the standards of this district.

To make this standard applicable to all districts in Reading where forestland is present, this srandard
could be added to Section 5.3.3 General Standards.

Page 14 Smart Growth Vermont/Vermont Natural Resources Council
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Use Value Appraisal (IIVA) Program Tax Considerations for

Landowners & Local Tax Payers

The Use Value Appraisal (UVA) Program, commonly referred to as the Current Use Program, is
one of Vermont’s most important programs for keeping rural land intact. Landowners who enroll in
the program enter into an agreement with the state to prohibit develop on their property as fong as
the land is enrolled m the program. In return, landowners pay their property taxes based upon a “use
value, ” which is lower than fair market value. This financial incentive helps landowners manage
their land for agriculture and ftorestry.

The innumerable benetits of this program flow not only to the landowner, but also to local
commuunities, and to Vermont as 2 whole. Forestland and farms demand far fewer town services
than residential subdivisions or commercial development, That keeps the costs of services for
schools, roads, fire and police services and other town expenses lower. Many studies, including
some performed by VNRC, indicate that increased development leads to higher tax rates. For every
dollar of property tax collected trom residential development, towns typically provide more that a
dollar in services.™ Undeveloped land, on the other hand, requires very little in town services.”

Current use also benefits Vermont by helping to maintain the characteristic rolling fields, forests and
farmlands that define the Green Mountain State. This is reflected in the original goals of the
Cutrent Use Program, which are:

.. 10 encortrage and assist the maintenance of Venmont's productive agricultural and foresi
land; to enconrage and assist in their conservation and preservation for future productive use and
Jor the profection of natural ecological systems; fo prevent the accelerated conversion of these lands
1o 1more wlensive use By the pressure of property taxation at vatues incongpatible with the
productive capacity of the land; to uchieve niore equitably taxation Jor undeveioped lands; fo
encorrage and assist in the preservation and enhancernent of Vermont's scenic natural resonrces;
and to enable the citigens of \ermont lo plan its orderly growth in the face of increasing
development pressures in the inferests of the public health, safety and welfare”

In 2007, Reading had 73 parcels and 11,098 acres enrolled in the program. This means 43 peccent
of Reading is being managed for forestry and agriculture. Combined with state-owned land, almost
68 percent of the land in Reading is conserved and managed for forestry, agriculture, and wildlife*

A landowner that enrolls land in the program can expect to save a significant portion on their
property tax bill. This is because land is taxed on its use value rather than fair market value. Land
that 1s enrolled and managed for agriculture 15 assessed at a different use value than land that s
managed for forestry. According to statutory direction, “use value appraisal means, with respect to
land, the price per acre which the land would command if it were required to remain henceforth in
agriculture or forest use.™ The use values are calculated by capitalizing the income from agriculture
at forestry.™

Statistics from 2006 demonstrate that the average assessment and tax for land that was not enroiled
in UVA in Reading was $32.56 per acre based on an average assessed value of $1,813 per acre.”’ The
average assessment and tax for land that was enrolled in UVA was $2.30 per acre as the assessment
for land was decreased to an average value of $129 per acre.” Therefore the average landowner who
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encolled in the UVA Program reduced their taxes by $30.26 per acre by reducing the assessed value
of their property by an average of $1,684 per acre,

In Reading, landowners who enrolled in the UVA Program saved §390,217 in taxes in 2007.% The
total portion of municipal property taxes that landowners saved was $76,917.% All towns in
Vermont receive full reimbursement from the state for municipal propexty taxes that are lost due to
enrollment in the UVA Program. The total reimbursement to municipalities in 2007 was $9,729,392
for lost municipal property taxes.”

There is 2 common perception that other property taxpayers in town are subsidizing participants in
the UVA Program. It is important to note that the taxes that would otherwise be paid on enrolled
land are made up by all taxpayers in the state — not by property taxpavers in Reading® The
following explanation from a recent repott on the UVA Program explains the effects in property
taxes of non-enrolled landowners in town.

[T7kere is a great deal of confirsion about the tax shift thar occurs when land is enrolled in the Use
Valne Appraisal Program and faced af a lower valne. The faxes that would otherwise be paid on
enrolled land are made wp by all taxpayers i the state——not by property taxpayers in the host town.

o School taxces are now state tasces, and the school property tax: rate is determined by the state. A
town that has more land in the Use V- alwe Appraisal Program than anether does not bave a
higher taxe rale,

o the toum receives full reimbursement for municipal property faxes lst.

L combination, any property laxes wot paid on land enrolled in the program are made wp by all peopl
and businesses that pay a variety of General Fund taxes and Education Furd taxes. Nevertheless, the
perception persists among landowners, taxpayers and even some Esters that. landbolders who enroll their
tand dn the Use Valne Appraisal Program are making property tase bills in town higher, and several
towns reinforce this prisconception by publishing incorrect information: in their annual report.”

The Reading town plan incorrectly instructs that the “State of Vermont reimburses
communities for some of the tax revenue that 1s fost due to enrollment of land under the
program.” The town plan should be amended to reflect that the State of Vermont
reimburses communities for ali of the tax revenue that is lost due to enrollment of land
under the program.

CONCLUSION AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Forest fragmentation is an issue that requires attention at the local planning level. This
report provides options for the Town of Reading to consider, including both regrlatory and
non-regulatory options for tackling forest fragmentation. The Planning Commission and
interested parties should be sure to read the Appendix to get a full flavor of the options and
suggested bylaw and ordinance amendments.

Planning for the forest fragmentation, like many land use issues, will continue to evolve over
time and the Reading Planning Commission should continue to update policies and review
the adequacy of appropriateness of the recommendations of this report.
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Project Partners are grateful for the opportunity to have worked with the Reading Planning
Commuission, the Southern Windsor County Regional Planning Commission, Vermont
Department of Fish & Wildlife, and the many dedicated residents and interested parties in
the Town of Reading.

‘This repost was made possible through several grants including a municipal planning grant
from the Vermont Department of Housing and Community Aftairs, and funding to support
implementation of several priority actions of Vermont’s Wildlife Action Plan with a grant
from the Wildlife Conservation Society through its Wildlite Action Opportunides Fund.
Support to establish the Wildlife Action Opporttunities Fund was provided by the Doris
Duke Charitable Foundation.

The pictures on the cover and page 1 were taken by Blake Gardner. The picture on page 3
was taken by Alex Maclean - Copyrght Alex 8. MacLean / Landslides. It represents a
subdivision in Stowe, Vermont. The photo is published in the book “Above and Beyond.”

Sinart Growth Vermont/Vermont Natural Resources Council

Page 17



Reading Forest Fragmentation Final Repori May, 2008
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October 2007 Public Forum
Community Values Priorities

Break Out Group # 1: Priority Community Values

1.

I L o o

Passive/Non-Mototized Recteation *F+ees [g)
Motorized Recreation *[1]

Forestry/ Timber Harvesting/Suparing *+++++ [6]
Hunting **** 4]

Wildlife *##** [5]

Ecosystem Setvices (e.g., clean water, clean air) ***+x (5]
Scenic Landscape {e.g., ridgelines} *** |3]

Personal Health/Qutet *** [3]

Tourist Economy

Break Out Group # 2: Priority Community Values

1.

R TN RN &

et ek ek ek
> B = B

Tourism/FEconomic Impacts (e.g., tecreation) ** [2]

Wildlife & Environmental Protection ¥+ [4]

Water Quality/ Quantity ***[3]

Aesthetic/ Landscape *¥** [4]

Hunting/Fishing * [1]

Future Generations (potential consetvation or development) *¥#++¥ 5]
Forest Experience ([ersona; reflection/spiritual) ¥+t [7]

Open Space * [1]

Forestry/Timber ** [2]

Trail Access **** [4]

. Property Rights * [1]

Quality of Life/Lifestyle *¥* [3]

. Privacy (Life, Liberty & Happiness) ** [2]

* Indicates one vote from group participant; each participant was given 3 votes and
prohibited from voting for any one item more than once. -
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Appendix B

Landowner Survey Results
Reading, Yermont

L. Original Survey Questions:

* For how many years have you owned land in Reading?

* Is Reading your primary residence?

* How do you use and enjoy Reading’s forests? Please indicate if there are places
in particular that are important to you.

* What do you value about Reading’s forestland? For example, do you value
wildlife habitat, forestry, recreation, hunting, etc.?

* Would you like more information on ways to conserve forestland that you may
own?

*  Which of the following methods for conserving forestland do you support?
Tighter land use regulations, local conservation efforts, better information on
conservation opportnnities, al of these, or nothing. Please list additional ideas you
may have.

II. Selected Questions, Graphed
These graphs represent the rough counts of 103 survey respondents from Reading
landowners. The average respondent has owned their land for 19.7 years. 55.3%
have their primary residence in Reading.

How do you use and enjoy Reading's Forest?

wood
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What do you value about Reading's forestland?

Beauty
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Respandente

Which conservation methods do you support?

Better info on congervutien
oppertunities

B
g Locel Consarvation Effarts

Tightar Land Use Regs

Respondents

HI. Interpreting the Data
In interpreting this data, please consider the following:
1. The first four answers for what someone values about Reading’s forest may be

inflated because many people answered ‘all.” Such an answer was only applied to
the four categories that were actually listed on the survey,



2. Afew people ranked their answers but most did not. For now,a .01 instead of a 1
indicates where someone has ranked a choice as positive, but did not select it as
their first choice.

3. It may be helpful to crunch some of the number to understand whether responses
varied depending on whether a respondent’s primary residence is in Reading,

TV. Written Comments

It would be nice to have services or volunteers to help those who want to conserve to get
the efforts done.

Respect for any and all trails used by motorized sport vehicles during all seasons of the
year

Preserving habitat for animals, maintaining scenic views
Should be brought up at town meeting so more will be aware

1 support more education on land conservation opportunities, with the ability to manage
the forest under the conservation easement.

1, Deter creation of looping roads - connectors; especially between Brown school house
and kittridge pasture; connections will increase pressure to split parcels and develop; 2.
Minimal maintenance on wilderness roads or roads with few residents; 3. Strongly
discourage expansion of power into pristine areas or low pop density areas; 4. Reguiate
hours and days of operation of ATVs on roads and trails

You need more room for animals instead of backyards.

Accessibility is 8 huge problem

Legal surveys should be required of all new purchasers so mistakes like this don't happen
again. One way to conserve forestland is to not have your new neighbor (without your

permission) chop down all the trees between properties right up to the house)

This survey is a good thing. People that love the iand will be made more aware of its
value, I hope parents will encourage their older children to come on Oct 18.

I would support most methods used to conserve forestland, T would be careful of tighter
land use regulations.

Additional scrutiny of Vermont's property tax situation. The excessively high taxes are
forcing out agriculture and land uses for development growth, This will eventually ruin

Vermont as we like it now.

5-10 acres per building is a good idea




More local forest workshops

We currently own ~1500 acres of land in Reading- farms, residential and forest and are
very interested in conservation and tighter control of development

More tax incentive to conserve forestland WITHOUT losing the option for future
residential housing

Not sure about TIGHTER land use regulations as not familiar with them. Do favor tight
regulations. If more property lines were trimmed, fields and woods may be healthier
without rows of trees and brush, some downed, maybe diseased. It would open up an
area and let sun in,

Reduce taxes on land

Try to avoid STATE regulations (vs. local)

Making people aware of what is available for them to use

Limit development, maintain open space for recreational use, and keep a minimum on lot
size for homes

Clean up old cars etc. in yards

Zoning is a band-aid, which cannot be equitably applied. Landowner education and
incentives for conservation is preferable.

No more regulations, there are already too much; possible tax incentives?

Would like how to maintain our own land/forest to keep it healthy as possible and to keep
it as habitat to local wildlife

Most land owners are familiar with proper land management, forestry, farming, etc. and
do not need the town, state or government to tell them what they can do with it

Y ou might consider cluster housing on development projects with common land
Walking and hiking paths- nature trails
Not tighter land use regulations; no mnore regulations, just education about conservation

We believe our current forest and wildlife management plan is a good conservation plan.
We have no current plans to subdivide or develop our lands.



T understand the concerns. Property Owners who pay taxes do not need regulations
where other people tell them what they may or may not do with their own property.
Current use which helps conserve forest etc. We help pay their taxes and then some of
them post their land; not right.

Existing clear cutting Jaws should be tightened and enforced. Hidden junkyards should
be removed from forested areas; ATV traffic must be prohibited from managed forests
and wildlife habitat

Less hunting more wildlife; more hunting restrictions

In general I grimace at the thought of more regulation on anything. Personally I think an
information or media-blitz on conservation would be most beneficizal long-term. If there
was an underwriting fund from the state, that would seem ideal and something that
should be exploited. See original for more. Another thought for conserving forest lands
locally, may fall into having certain parcels deemed part of the state park system. Not
only could local residents pick up some amenities, such as hiking trails, but could also
get, possibly, some assistance with the tax rolls/land funding. Petting zoo/co-op farming
might also support tourist dollars. Again, long term. Sorry for rambling, you asked.

I would LOVE to see the trails/forest area properly mapped and marked esp for
horseback riding and day hikes. We seem to be losing access and that is key, along with
areas to properly park to gain access; A mapped trail system would just e great! And |
think it would get others to contribute to toverall cost.

On Nantucket a 2% transfer fee is collected on real estate transfers and those monies are
used exclusively for the preservation of open space lands. We don't know if that concept
would work in a town like Reading because it might create a disincentive to purchase real
estate there. It would probably have to be on a regional or statewide basis. We are
committed to maintaining the integrity of our parcel (50 acres). Qutreach to realtors
might be helpful. They all seem to want to point out a property's potential for
subdivision. They maybe most complicit in staying the goose that lays the golden egg.
Good luck in your endeavor!

Help to the landowners who do own large tracts of land to make their [and as valuable to
them open as they would be if they were to develop them. For example my passion is
hunting. So I feel fish and game should somehow support the landowners who keep their
land open for hunting. I don't believe in more regulations, as regulations lead to more
and more of them and at some point the words 'free country' begin to have no meaning,

While I encourage conservation, I am opposed to increased regulation. Different people
have different views of how to enjoy the land and (within reason) should be able to enjoy
the land their own way. We currently live in MA (South of Boston) and it is more and
more difficult to find open space to hike and walk., While my daughter loves to ride
horses, my son and I ride dirt bikes. I believe we are responsible and purchase quiet
exhaust systems and USFS approved spark arrestors, but we are becoming persona non



grata thronghout most forests. So while ! want to preserve forest areas for al] people, 1
want to ensure dirt bike/ATV riders are not excluded

Some type of tax break for those who don’t post their land

I don't think people from out of state should be able to come and buy land up, then put it
in land use. The local taxpayers have to make up the difference in tax doliars,

Another thought; eliminate current use, so that we who don't own much land don’t have
to help pay taxes for those who do! I own less than 1/4 acre and am retired on Social
Security

Loosen restrictions on current use program, so smaller parcels can participate in
conjunction with adjacent parcels.

Current Use lands should be open to the public (taxpayers) since taxpayers share in the
payment of those taxes for CLU lands

DO AWAY with current use! It only benefits rich out of staters. Make ALL owners
conserve their Iands with NO kickbacks, We do more with 3 1/4 acres than some of these
big Tandowners.

All the open UNPOSTED lands should be given even more of a tax break,

Drop current use and let them pay all of their taxes, I'm tired of paying part of their taxes
and if they post their land I can't go on it, yet I pay part of their taxes.

. NO new methods; stop telling me what to do with my trees; these are my trees not
yours!!!

I cherish my view of what I think is called Rist Hill. Watching the forest turn color sin
fall, awaken in spring and smile in summer is a central aspect to my joy in Vermont.

1 feel taxes are too high for people on fixed income. I worry about Josing the place my
family has owned so long.

239 acres is current use forestland, have a forester and plan for growth and cutting of all
but 2 acres. The acreage is varied. The top of Keyes Mitn is ridge and rock caves. There
are several good brooks and next to one the cellar hole of N. Keyes farm for which the
mountain is named.

We have rebuilt the dam for our pond and as a result & pool immediately beside the road
can be immediately flooded so that the fire department can fill their pumper truck when
needed for a fire. He fire dept, chief and asst, chief are aware of all of this.



The section of Reading between Colby Pond and Time and Eternity has long been a quiet
and serene place. Only in the last 10 years or so has it begun to grow a little. Since 1968
when our house was erected we have had visits from moose, skunks, hummingbirds,
porcupine, and chipmunks. I would like to always have that much animal visitation in
my 'neck of the woods.' Seclusion has its downside: complicates emergency response
and may affect home security in a changing world. Good luck in this effort to protect our
woodlands.

My family and myself have serious concerns about the proliferation of un-policed
recreational vehicles on class 4 roads, class 3 roads and state lands. These include 3
wheeler, 4 wheelers, motorcycles and mud trucks as well as snowmobiles in the winter,
The town of Reading has granted permission for these vehicles (4-wheelers) to use part of
the Brown Schoolhouse Rd. The RATS ATV club has not lived up to its responsibility to
police these vehicles and we find them many times out of the designated portion of the
road traveling at excessive speeds. The other issue is how these vehicles are operated,
excessive speed, blowing donuts, tearing up the road surface, etc. If they ARE doing this
on a class 3 road what are they doing on state-owned land and class 4 roads? It only takes
a few individuals to do a lot of damage - MOST 4-WHEELER OWNERS ARE
RESPONSIBLE OPERATORS- but who is policing these irresponsible operators -
certainly not RATS, The same applies to snowmobiles- the local club (Little Ascutney)
and (Windsor County) are not policing, and VAST is out of the question. How much
damage to our woodlands is being done by these machines and operators?

Glad that there is a discussion about our valuable asset in Reading!

Although we do need to have more residents it could mean building on current forestland
We also feel that land needs to be accessible for purchase by middle-income families.
These regulations should not be made so that onty the well-off or higher income families

wonld benefit

Our land is nof posted, no hunters. Horseback riders and others are free to access it. We
have a use value stewardship plan.

All the open UNPOSTED lands should be given even more of a tax break.
I vaiue all, but 1 feel I shouldn't have to pay the taxes for someone else who has more

acres and can afford their own taxes. We pay their taxes but many times are restricted
from their property to enjoy what I used to enjoy in this town.



Appendix €
Resource Maps:
High Scoring Wildlife Habitat Map,

prepared by John Whitman for Forests, Wildlife, Communities Project (contact VNRC for
information)

VLT I'orest Model Seare,
prepated by Vermont Land Trust

Parcels Faorolled in Current Use Program,
prepared by Southern Windsor Regional Planning Commission
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Regulatory Tool:

Conservation/Forest
Reserve District

Reading Forest Fragmentafion Project

Key Alternatives Summary Matrix

Description

Conservation districts typically encompass areas defined by
one or mare natural features, limited existing development,
limited road and utility access, and large parcels. Reading's
RC-25 District may be defined as-a Conservation District,
although it lacks severai of the common characteristics
associated with such districts (e.g., residential uses are
allowed as a permitted use; no resource protection standards

apply).

Common Characteristics
Large Lot/Area Reqguirements (25+
ac.) which should be tied to resource
management
Low Density
Limited Uses (may exclude year-round
residential uses)
Development/Resource Protection
Standards {may require Board review
procass for all or most development
activities).

Easy to administer with trained
volunteer board.

Overlay District

Overlay districts are superimposed over one or more
underlying conventional zoning districts in order to address
areas of comrmunity interest that warrant special
consideration, such as protection of a particular resource,
including identified forest protection priority areas or wildlife
resources. An overlay district is an effective way to impose
resource protection standards on land that shares a common
feature. Reading presently has two overlay districts: the
Ridgeline District and Fiood Hazard Area District.

Development/Resource Profection
Standards {may reguire Board review
process for all or most development
activities).

May alter use or dimensional
standards from underlying zoning
district.

Easy to administer with trained
volunteer board, though may require
map interpretation.

High

Fixed-Area Zoning

Zoning standards that include both minimum area
requirements for subdivided lots and maximum density
standards, which may be different from lot area reguirement
{e.g., may require one housing unit per 25 acres yet a
minimum iot size of only one acre, thereby allowing
subdivision for development that does not require excessive
fragmentation of large parcels. Where used effectively, there
is often a maximum lot size to prevent fragmentation.

Typically used in Conservation
districts to conserve productive land
(e.q., farm, forest land) or natural
resources,

May be confusing.

Requires administrative capacity to
ensure appropnate tracking.

Medium
{modified
version)
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Regulatory Tool:

Reading Forest Fragmentation Project

Key Ailternatives Summary Matrix (continuad)

Description

Common Characteristics

Planned Unit Development (PUD) provisions authorize a Typically authorize density bonuses. High
Clustering (Planned | local review board to “waive” or “modify” specific zoning Usually encourage clustering and
Unit Developments) standards (e.g., lot size, sethacks, efc.} for the purpose of protection of open space {often min.
achieving a better development design than would be open space standard).
possible under a strict application of the zoning standards. Typically discretionary, but statute
Common standards include smaller lots than otherwise allows municipality to mandate PUD
alfowed in district to facilitate clustering and the preservation review for certain projects or in
of open space. specified districts.
Density based on underlying zoning
{plus density bonus) — may allow uses
not otherwise allowed in district.
Requires some administrative capacity
Authorizes comimunities to atlow for development rights to be The circumstances that lead to a Low

Transfer of
Development Rights

removed from a parcel in a district with resource values
(sending parcel) to a parcel in an area that has been targeted
for development (receiving parcel), thereby increasing the
density. Though often cited as a useful conservation tool, its
application in Vermont has been very limited for a variety of
reasons, including the tack of market demand for density that
exceeds the allowable zoning densities, the lack of receiving
areas that have the capacity for significant increases of
development density, and the administrative requirements for
such a program. Some communities have created a
medified TDR program by allowing non-contiguous PUDs,
thereby allowing the transfer of development rights to one
parcel in a rural (Jlow density) district provided that another,
non-contiguous parcel is maintained as open space.

successful TDR program include (1) a
hot real estate market where the
demand for density exceeds current
zoning; {2) an adequate receiving area
{with infrastructure to accommodate
development and zohing densities
significantly below market demand);
and (3) defined sending areas.
Reading — like most small Vermont
towns — has ample sending area, but
likely lacks a demand or capacity for
density bonuses in designated “growth
areas” to make a significant impact on
conserving forest land (though a
system could be developed fairly simply
to provide TORs as an option)..

Does require some administrative
capacity.

Fage 2



Regulatory Tool

Subdivision
Regulations

Reading Forest Fragmentation Project

Key Alternatives Surnmary Matrix (continued)

Description
Subdivision regulations are typically used to guide seitlement
patterns and the extension of utilities and infrastructure, and
increasingly to establish standards to protect natural and
cultural resources. Many communities not only regulate the
configuration of lots, but the extent of site disturbance and
site improvements (including the location of structures) as
well, and some communities have used subdivision
regulations to regulate density in conjunction with zéning
bylaws. Some communities require what is often referred to
as "conservation subdivision design,” in which the subdivider
must document the steps taken to identify and protect
specified primary and secondary resources on the parcel.
Reading has a streamlined subdivision review process
administered under the site pfan review provision of the
zohing bylaw.

Common Characteristics
May include standards to protect
identified resources, including wildlife
habitat, steep slopes, etc., through lot
layout and open space protection.
Often used to guide development of
subdivided lots through building
envelopes and driveway and utility
standards.
May address igsues associated with
private road construction and the
upgrade of class 4 roads.
Can include specific standards for
different zoning districts, including
provisions to configure lots with
consideration to current forest
management/stand type, and to ensure
ongoing forest management after
subdivision. ‘

Site Development
Standards

Many of he tools described above are really different types of
adminisfrative procedures used to apply resource protection
and site development standards to l[andowners within a town
or particular area {e.g., districts) within a community. A
zoning bylaw may also impose general development
standards that might apply to specific activities (e.g.,
driveway construction) or development on particular fand
characteristics (e.g., steep slopes) regardless of their location
in the Town.

May be resistance fo requiring a permit
and/or review process that is not
currenitly subject to such a review.
Regulating certain site features (e.g.
steep slopes may be difficult unless the
Town requires detailed site information
as part of zoning permit application.

Low
{should have
standards ir
conjunction

with other
processes)
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Regulatory Tool

Road and Trail
Policies

Reading Forest Fragmentation Project

Key Alternatives Summary Matrix (continued)

Description
Class 4 roads (public roads not maintained for year-round
travel) typically provide access to areas of unfragmented
forest. This appears to be the case in Reading. The
adoption of policies to guide how such roads can be
upgraded to serve development (i.e. new
housing/subdivisions) can be an important means of
managing fragmentation. Some communities have
downgraded class 4 roads to “public trail” status, thereby
removing the threat of upgrade. Others have treated class 4
roads differently than other roads in zoning (e.g., by requiring
frontage on class 3 or higher for development purposes).
Many communities have trail policies that articulate a vision
for recreational frails and the level of development that
should be allowed along town trails.

Common Characteristics
Class 4 road policies should be based
on an inventory of roads and
consideraticn to how existing road
policies relate to land use policies.
Downgrading class 4 roads to trail
status can be an effective way of
avoiding future upgrade and related
development, but many communities
are reluctant to forfeit fufure
transportation options.

Zoning standards can differentiate
between class 4 roads and those
maintained for year-round travel.

It is critical that the Selectboard, who
have jurisdiction over local roads, are
involved early in any discussion over
road policy.

Ensure that Forest
Products Industries
are allowed in
Community

Allowing sawmiils and related processing facilities in
appropriate zoning districts can support the local forest
products industry. In addition, ensuring that the definition of
forestry includes the on-sight processing of forest products
(e.g., with the use of partable sawmills} has become
increasingly important to some loggers.

Sawmills, or "Forest Products
Processing,” is often allowed in
Industrial Districts, and appropriate
rural-residentiat districts (subject to
performance standards to mitigate off-
site impacts, such as excessive noise).
Farestry definitions are suitably broad
to allow processing of timber harvesting
on the site.

High
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Regulatory Tool

Forest Practices

Reading Forest Fragmeniation Project

Key Alternatives Summary Matrix (continued)

Description
A municipality can require that logging operations comply
with Acceptable Management Practices for Maintaining
Water Quality. In addition, a municipality can require
compliance with the Minimum Standards for Forest
Management and Regeneration of the Use Value Appraisa!
Program for all [ands that are enroiled in the Program.
Beyond these standards, a municipality may enact a bylaw
that imposes forest management practices resulting in a
change in a forest management plan for land enrolted in the
Use Value Appraisal Program only to the extent that those
changes are silviculturally sound, as determined by the
Commissioner of Forests, Parks, and-Recreation, and protect
specific natural, conservation, aesthetic, or wildlife features in
properly designated zoning districts. Fucthermore, a
mumicipality can regulate clearcutting or land clearing if the
purpose of the clearing is not related to silviculture, such as
creating a view or facilitating land development. However, a
municipality may not regulate clearcutting if the purpose of
the management is for silvicultural purposes, i.e. to harvest
and regenerate trees.

Common Characteristics
The regulation of forest practices
mostly falls under the jurisdiction of
the state.

Forestry standards or guidelines
would typically be added to the zoning
bylaw.

A municipality could feasibly impose
forest management practices for
shoreline protection areas or certain
wildlife features, such as deer-
wintering yards, in designated zoning
districts. The Commissioner would
need to review such a policy to ensure
that any practices imposed.on land
enrolied in the UVA Program are
silviculturally sound.

A municipality may regulate road
development for logging through the
creation of road design standards.

A community that would like to
regulate liquidation harvesting that is
related to land clearing for
development could require that a
conditional use permit be granted for
such clearing.

Medium
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Non-Regulatory Tool

Reading Forest Fragmentation Project

Key Alternatives Summary Matrix (continued)

Description

Common Characteristics

The Use Value Appraisal program provides an incentive for The Town Plan could explain the High
Education About the | private landowners to keep forestiand productive and benefits and characteristics of the
Use Value Appraisal | undeveloped. The program assesses forestland at its use program and clarify any misperceptions
(UVA) Program value rather than fair market value, which lowers the property about the tax implications of the
{Current Use tax assessment for landowners who enroll. There are many program.
Program) rmisperceptions about the tax implications of enrolling land in A landowner outreach campaign could
the Use Value Appraisal program. For example, the State of be coordinated to encourage more
Vermont reimburses communities for all of the tax revenue landowners to enroll in the program.
that is lost due to enroliment of land under the program.
Conservation easements are important tools for landowners A land trust will hold the development High
Education about who want to conserve their land in perpetuity. They are rights while the landowner maintains
Conservation voluntary agreements that allow landowners to restrict the ownership of the land.
Easements and Land ; type or amount of development on their property while The land may be transferred or sold,
Trusts retaining private ownership of the [and, Many landowners but the easement restricting
receive a federal income tax deduction for the gift of a development typically runs with the
conservation easement. There may be other tax benefits as land.
well, such as reduced property taxes, in some Use of the land such for sustainable
circumstances. Listers and appraisers should be made forestry or recreation is typically
aware of the appraisal guidelines for conserved land. allowed, if not encouraged, through
easements.
Forest Management | Excellent examples of forest management and stewardship Woodland organizations such as High

or Conservation
Demonstration
Projects

could be showcased as an education opportunity for
residents and landowners. For example, and area like
Syivan Acres could serve as a mode! for educational
opportunities in the Town. In addition, a property that has
been conserved through the Vermont Land Trust or a similar
organization could serve as model for how easements are
utilized.

Vermont Woodlands Association and
Vermont Coverts: Woodlands for
Wildlife offer educational opportunities
for forestland stewardship. A project
could be coordinated with either of
these entities or others.
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Non-Regulatory Tool

Landowner
Cooperatives to
Manage andfor
Conserve Land

Reading Forest Fragmentation Project

Key Alternatives Summary Matrix (continued)

Description
Landowner cooperatives can be created so that landowners
share in the costs of managing land and to foster
conservation, stewardship, and market forest products.
Landowners who coordinate activities through a cooperative
or association can potentially apply for federal or state
assistance, share in road and timber management
improvements, deveiop comprehensive wildlife habitat
conservation and forest management plans, and seek
conservation easements or third party cerification for
sustainable forest management if desired.

Common Characteristics
Existing forest landowner cooperatives
such as Vermont Family Forests and
the Orange County Headwaters Project
serve as good models in the state.

A similar option is to create a
sommunify based Timberiand
Investment Management Organization
to buy and manage forestland
collectively,

Medium

Education About
Federal and State
Assistance
Programs

There are state and federal programs that exist to help
landowners with conservation or management projects.
Information about these programs could be presented at a
workshop in Reading or through the distribution of landowner
tool kit or welcome kit for new landowners. There are too
many state and federal programs to list here, but several
include;

» Forest Legacy

» Landowner incentive Program

= Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program

State and federal programs sometimes
require matching funds.

in order to receive funding, projects
must match certain criteria depending
on the goals of the program.

Each program typically has a state
coordinator that can help landowners
apply to the program.

High

Perform a Build-Out
Model for Reading

Canducting a build-out analysis of potential develepment in
Reading could assist planning efforts and reinforce the need
for regulatory and non-regulatory tools to avoid forest
fragmentation. Visual models are good tools for weighing
management decisions that could impact forestland.

A build-out assessment of rural/
residential zoning districts is a fairly
simple process using widely available
GIS programs.

High

Promote Local
Forest Products

The forest products industry is an important part of Reading’s
local economy. Sawmilis, wood or iumber processing, and
local manufacturing and energy systems using forest
resources from Reading are important ways to keep
forestiand productive for forestry in Reading. Residents
should be educated about the importance of the local forest
products industry.

The buy local movement could be
translated to forest products to
encourage residents to use local
materials.

Local architects and builders could be
encouraged to use local materials,

High
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Non-Regulatory Tool

Education About
Third Party
Certification of
Forestiand

Reading Forest Fragmentation Project

Key Alternatives Summary Mafrix {(continued)

Description
Third party certification allows landowners to receive an
independent audit that certifies that land is being managed in
a sustainable fashion. There is potential for landowners and
forest products that are cerlified to receive a premium among
buyers for ceriified materials. There are several centification
programs including Forest Stewardship Council, Vermont
Family Forests, Sustainable Forestry Initiative, and Tree
Farm.

-

Common Characteristics
Third party certification does cost
landowners money to administer.

Markets are still emerging for certified

products and the premium for engaging
in the certification process is still being
realized, although there is potential as
carbon offset markets are developed to
deal with climate change.

Medium
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Reading Town Plan & Zoning Bylaw Technical Review



VERMONT
VNRC

REBOURCES

COUNCIL

SMART

GROWTH
VERMONT

To: Reading Planning Commission
From: Jamey Fidel & Brian Shupe
Date: February 8, 2008

Re: Review of Reading Town Plan & Zoning Bylaws

We are pleased to submit our technical review of the Reading Town Plan and Zoning Bylaws.

Our review is intended to identify strengths and weaknesses of existing municipal policies and
regulations with regard to how they address issues associated with forest fragmentation, and to
provide the Planning Commission {PC) with considerations and options for amending existing
policies and regulations. '

Please note that our comments are presented as both observations related to a particular plan or
bylaw provision and as considerations for how specific sections of those documents might be
revised to better address issues associated with forest fragmentation. At this point, however,
they are not necessarily intended as recommendations for immediate changes to the plan and
bylaws, as some of the considerations might be either incompatible or redundant with other
options presented. In addition, we would prefer to discuss the various options with the PC before
making final recommendations to ensure that any subsequent policy changes best reflect the
desires of Reading residents.

Our review is broken into three sections: (1) comments regarding the Reading Town Plan,; (2)
comments regarding the Zoning Bylaw; and (3) comments on other programs and policies. We
have also provided a summary of the direct-mail survey results as Attachment A, We are
currently developing a matrix of implementation tools to address forest fragmentation. We are
collecting feedback on this matrix from participants in our Focus Group of the Forest Roundtable
and will present the matrix to you before our next meeting. In addition, we have developed a
series of maps outlining conservation priority areas for Reading and will present these at the next
meeting with the PC.

We look forward to discussing these materials in person with the PC in the near future, and

moving forward with developing specific implementation measures subsequent to that
discussion.
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I. Reading Town Plan

General Comments re: Goal & Policy Statements

The PC should consider how it wants the Town Plan to be considered during local and
state regulatory proceedings (especially Act 250). To have a strong bearing on the
District Commission’s deliberations relative to criterion 10 (conformance with the
municipal and regional plans), a policy must be clear and uvnambiguous. With regard to
poals and policies related to forest fragmentation and habitat protection, the PC may want
to consider how each is worded relative to how it might be interpreted in a regulatory
context and make revistons if the desire is for those policies to have the cffect of a
regulatory standard.

Chapter 2. Natural Areas, Scenic and Historic Resources

In general, this chapter provides good language regarding fragile areas, wildlife habitat,
and forest resources. The “Goals and Actions Steps™ and “Policies” sections provide
many sound tools for implementation. The tool of creating a wildlife overlay district
could be added to the “Policies” section on page 19.

Under “Development Capability and Septic Regulations™ (page 7), the PC should update
this section to reflect new septic rules adopted 1 2007. The new rules do not allow
installation of septic systems on 30% slopes or, in fact, any land over 20%, Under this
same seclion, the Plan states that communities can “choose to adopt regulations that are
more restrictive than the state’s.” The PC could consider adding an “Action Step” under
Goal 1 (page 18) that adds provisions limiting development on steep slopes in the zoning
and subdivision regulations.

In order to protect the hydrological functions of forest land and water resources in the
Town, the PC could add a section on “Groundwater” after the “Surface Waters” section
on page 12. Under Goal #1 (page 18), the PC could add “groundwater resources”,
“surface waters”, and “wetlands” to the list of resources to protect. The PC could add an
“Action Step” that recommends mapping groundwater resources and creating a
groundwater protection overlay as information on groundwater resources becomes
available.

Under “Significant Wildlife Habitat” (page 12), the plan states, the “Vermont Department
of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) may consider protection of significant habitats as Necessary
Wildlife Habitat under criterion 8(a) of Act 250.” The PC could consider adopting
stronger language for the protection of significant habitat at the local level. This would
help support stronger policies in the zoning ordinance for protecting significant habitat
that is not subject 1o Act 250. The PC could also review the explanation of significant
wildlife habitat on page 12 and consider adding a formal definition of significant or
critical wildlife habitat to the zoning ordinance.

Maps that relate to significant wildlife habitat (referenced in Town Plan as Natural

Resources Map on page 13) should be updated to incorporate the most current
information that is available.
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Good attention to problems associated with fragmentation (page 14) and desired
development patterns fo avoid fragmentation of important resources (pages 14-15).

PC could consider highlighting why Sylvan Acres is a well-managed forest and is an
example of the type of management practices that should be encouraged by the Town
(page 15). Sylvan Acres could serve as a model for educational opportunities in the
Town.,

Under “Use Value Appraisal Program” (page 15), there are several statements that should
be corrected. For example, the State of Vermont reimburses communities for all of the
tax revenues that are lost due to enrollment of land under the program. A landowner does
not pay for their neighbor to be enroiled in the program (less property tax revenue is
received at the state level, but local tax rates are not impacted by the program). The Use
Value Appraisal program provides an incentive for private landowners to keep both
farmland and forestland productive. The first sentence of this section should reflect the
dual purposes the program. A better way to explain the effect of the program is that it
assesses forest and agricultural land at its use value rather than fair market value, which
lowers the property tax assessment for landowners. The PC should consider
strengthening this section to provide more information due to the importance of the
program for keeping forestland intact. There is also a need to educate the public due to
misperceptions among landowners concerning the tax implications of the program (see
Survey responses).

Under “Recreation” (pages 16-17), the PC could clarify whether legal trails and class 4
(unmaintained) Town roads should be maintained for their recreational values, or could
instead serve to facilitate access and frontage for development. If the PC wants to ensure
that these recreational assets stay intact, it could clarify that legal trails and possibly class
4 (unmaintained) roads are not suitable for frontage for development.

Under Goal #1 (page 18), the PC could consider updating the first “Action Step” to
encourage the development of more comprehensive subdivision regulations.

Under “Policies” (page 19), policy #5 states the Town “encourages the application of
Acceptable Management Practices in all silvicultural projects within the Town.
Sustainable and sensible logging practices are encouraged.” The PC could consider
making the application of Acceptable Management Practices mandatory. State law limits
the ability of municipalities to regulate forestry, but it does allow for mandatory
compliance with AMPs, in addition to the forest management standards of the Use Value
Appraisal program.

Under “Policies” (page 19), policy #7 could be strengthened to encourage clustered
development.
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Chapter 3. Transportation

« Under “Road Network” (page 20), the plan refers to the recreational value of class 4

roads, but does not address weather there is pressure to upgrade such roads for
development purposes. In addition, class 4 roads serve areas of un-fragmented forest
which may be impacted by upgrades. There is a corresponding goal statement that the
Town should retain ownership of class 4 roads for recreational purposes, but no statement
of policy regarding development or upgrades of such roads. The PC might consider
policies for maintaining the status, or downgrading certain class 4 roads to Trail status,
and not allowing class 4 roads to be used to meet frontage requirements vnder zoning.

Chapter 4. Utilities and Facilities

The section on electrical transmission lines could mention that the extension of eleciric
utifities info un-serviced, forested areas can be a stimulus for fragmentation and
residential development. Goals or policies discouraging or prohibiting such extension, or
defining mitigating actions, would be appropriate.

Chapter 5. Energy

The energy plan (page 33) notes that a relatively high percentage of Reading households
heat with wood (22.1% compared with 9.4% for state), but does not identify firewood as
a local source of alternative energy. Acknowledging this — and drafting related policies
to maintain productive forest land as a local source for fuel — would complement natural
resource and land use policies.

Chapter 7. Land Use

Under the section on Reading’s rural economy, no mention is made of the forestry and
forest products industries, despite 10% of private employers in Reading being engaged in
forestry/logging.

The future land use section should provide additional information regarding the land use
(zoning) districts, especially how the districts relate to some of the plan statements (e.g.,
“land in the forest category should continue to be used primarily for recreation,
conservation and sustainable logging” — page 45) and goals and policies. Presently, the
plan does not provide a sirong basis for the zoning, including a clear rational for the RC-
25 District, or for any other conservation district or standards. In addition, the plan
should explain how zoning districts relate to the statement that “development on the
remaining, more remote, land should be limnited to the lowest density uses because of the
steeper terrain, higher elevations, more fragile environments, wildlife habitat and limited
access to roads and other services.”

The Forest section could be revised to address issues of forest fragmentation and

development, specifically issues related to road and utility extension and land
subdivision.
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The Forest section (pages 45-46) may need to be revised since municipalities do not have
the authority to regulate clearcutting, unless it relates fo land clearing versus silvicultural
activities. This section could be expanded to regulate clearcutting and liguidation
logging operations that are related to development.

Goal and Action Step #1 (page 47) could be revised to indicate that subdivision
regulations have been adopted, but should be expanded and strengthened to protect
natural resources, forest land, significant wildlife habitat, and Reading’s scenic landscape
and rura} character.

Chapter 8. Imi)lementation and Relationship to Local and Regional Plans

This section could highlight that Reading’s forest resources are part of a larger significant
block of forest habitat, and that regional coordination on forest protection issues is
important.

Il. Reading Zoning Bylaws

Section 2.4.1 Residential/Conservation District (RC-25)

The list of uses may introduce activities and development that are not conducive to the
purpose of the district (e.g., restaurant, Inn). In addition, making single-family dwellings
a conditional use, subject to appropriate natural resource standards, or limiting residential
uses to seasonal camps, is also an option.

The 25 acre minimum lot size may result in greater fragmentation than intended if large
parcels are subdivided for development. Maintaining — or increasing — the maximum
density of one dwelling per 25 acres, but reducing the minimum lot size to allow
residential development on large tracts that keep a larger portion of the land in single
ownership (e.g., 75 acre tract could be subdivided into two-one acre parcels and one 73
acre parcel), is an option. This could be accomplished through the district lot
requirements or PUD review (see comments re: Section 5.4, below).

Related to the minimum lot size, some communities have opted to require a 27 acre lot to
ensure that new house-lots will remain eligible for enrollment in the state current use
program after the two-acre homestead is excluded from the parcel.

Consider whether private roads should be atlowed within the district, or if all new lots
should require lots with frontage on existing roads (and consider whether those roads
should be class 1-3 roads).

Section 2.4.2 Rural Residential District (RR-10)

As in the RC-25 District, maintaining the maximum density of one dwelling per 10 acres,
but reducing the minimum lot size to one or two acres, would allow residential
development on large iracts while keeping a larger portion of the land in single ownership
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Section 2.4.3 Rural Residential District (RR-5)

Consider allowing “Sawmills” of “Forest Products Indusiry” as a conditional use, to be
defined more broadly than the definition of “Agriculture and Forestry Product
Processing” by allowing the process of timber harvested primarily off-site. Appropriate
performance standards could be developed to avoid or mitigate off-site impacts.

Section 2.4.7 Industrial Mining District (IM)

Consider allowing “Sawmills” of “Forest Products Industry” as a conditional use, to be
defined more broadly than the definition of “Agriculture and Forestry Product
Processing” by allowing the process of timber harvested primarily off-site. Appropriate
performance standards could be developed to avoid or mitigate off0site impacts.

Section 2.4.8 Ridgeline Protection Overlay District (RPO)

This district should allow the Town to effectively avoid or mitigate the visual impact of
development in upland areas. However, the district lacks natural resource protection
standards, and the district boundaries appear to be drawn mostly to address site visibility.
The PC could add resource protection standards {e.g., critical wildlife habitat). This could
be done as a standalone revision, or in conjunction with the following options.

Consider including subdivision standards that could mandate clustering through the PUD
provisions, and otherwise include subdivision design criteria related to forest
fragmentation, habitat protection, and ongoing forest management.

As noted, district boundaries appear to encompass land based upon visual sensitivity.

The boundaries — and purpose of the district — could be expanded to function as a forest
resource protection overlay district, to include areas identified as priority forest protection
areas. An expansion of the district could take the form of (1) a larger district with wider
variety of resource protection standards; (2) an expansion of the district to include two
designated areas (i.e. subdistricts, in which resource protection standards would apply
within both, while the ridgeline visual resource protection standards would only apply
within the existing RPO District; or (3) create a new overlay district to address priority
forest resource lands.

Consider clarifying in the “Exemptions™ section that forestry is not exempt if it is solely
carried out to clear land for subdivision development. This could help accomplish the -
goal in the town plan (pages 45-46) to create some oversight for the practice of
clearcutting.

Article 3 - General Regulations

Consider adding a new section titled “Land Clearing.” This section could require review
for land clearing associated with devclopment. Silvicultural activities would need to be
exempt, but clearing associated with housing or infrastructure development could be
regulated to reduce or mitigate acsthetic and/or resource impacts. The PC could also
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address this issue under Section 5.1.2 and clarify that while accepted management
practices for (AMPs) for silviculture are exempt from the permitting process, land
clearing for development would require a permit.

Section 3.1 Access and Frontage Requirements

» Consider revising subsection 1 to require frontage on a class 1-3 road, rather than ali
public roads. Consider clarifying that town frials cannot serve as frontage.

= Consider referencing compliance with Section 4.14 Subdivision of Land, including all
applicable siting and resource protection standards, as a requirement of granting non-
frontage access.

« Either in this section, or under Section 2.4.1 RC-25 District, including design standards
for driveways that might limit impacts to steep slopes or limit the length of driveways to
avoid encroachment into un-fragmented forest.

Section 3.5 Lot Requirements

»  Consider clarifying that forestry and agriculture are principle uses that are allowed to
occur on parcels in which other principle uses (e.g., dwelling units) are allowed, to avoid
confusion. This is likely common practice, and the section refers to principle structures,
so this may be a more important issue associated with agriculture.

Section 3.10 Surface Waters and Wetlands

»  Consider increasing the stream buffer within certain districts (e.g., RC-25, RPQ, above
certain elevations, or on specified streams) to offer higher protection for headwaters or
protect wildlife travel corridors.

Article 4 Specific Use Standards

= Consider including performance standards for expanded forest products processing or
sawmill use, if appropriate.

Section 4.14 Subdivision Regulations

» Consider eliminating (or expanding) this section and adopting more comprehensive
subdivision regulations as part a set of unified development regulations. Sueh expansion
would be beneficial in that it would be easier to establish a phased review process
including an initial “sketch plan review” meeting, include administrative procedures for
plat filing that would help with long term enforcement of conditions of approval (as well
as with municipal property records), and include more comprehensive review criteria and
resource protection standards.
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» The application submission requirements may be too limited to provide the PC with the
ful] range of information needed to conduct a complete review, especially where an
application involves a parcel with sensitive natural features.

= Consider authorizing the PC — either in this section of under Section 5.3 which governs
the administration of the review process —to (1) require additional materials or studies
related to the potential impact on identified resources (e.g. critical wildlife habitat); (2)
consult with appropriate state officials (e.g. DF&W) to consider potential impacts; and
(3) require the applicant to fund additional studies or impact assessment, in accordance
with subsection 6.4(2). '

= Consider revisions to make the terms “critical wildlife habitat” and “important wildlife
habitat” consistent, and define the term,

= Consider strengthening habitat protection standards to avoid the division of, and
authorize buffers around, identified resources (e.g., critical wildlife habitat).

» Consider adding protection standards to avoid the undue fragmentation of forest
resources and productive forest land.

»  Consider clarifying that the standards under Section 5.13 are also applicable to
subdivision review.

= Consider including standards for the subdivision of productive forest land and define the
terny), or priority forest land (if mapped), to include review of forest management plan —
not to regulate management practices, but to ensure that the subdivision will not unduly
limit the opportunity for ongoing management through the fragmentation of management
units, limitations on access, or creation of conflicts between management activities and
residential development.

» Consider including district standards that address the considerations specific to the RC-
25, possibly the RC-10, and RPO Districts, as well as other appropriate districts. Such
standards could require review under Section 5.4 PUD within certain areas to require
clustering and open space protection.

= Consider specifying that development envelopes may be required to ensure that the
development of the subdivided parcel does not impact identified resources.

Section 5.2 Conditional Use Review
» Cansider adopting, by reference, applicable subdivision or site plan review criteria in the

event that residential uses in the RC-25 District are made conditional uses (or include
those standards under the district requirement, as is the case with the RPO District.
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Section 5.3 Site Plan Review

Consider including additional district standards for the RC-25 (and possibly RR~10)
District focused mare on maintaining large tracts of productive forest, minimizing
fragmentation of forest resources, protection of water quality etc. This may be done in
conjunction with revisions to Section 4.14.

Section 5.4 Planned Unit Developments (PUDs)

Consider whether review under the PUD provision should be mandatory, possibly with a
requirement that productive forest land be subdivided that maintains the maximum
amount of productive or sensitive land in single ownership subject to a management plan,
and that proposed residential lots not exceed a maximum size; and/or basing density
calculations on the developable portion of the lot, to exclude identified resources (e.g.,
wetland, slopes in excess of 25%).

Consider including specific district standards, either here or by cross reference.

Section 7.1 Definitions

Consider revising definition of Forestry Use by allowing use of portable sawmills for
short term processing.

Consider revising definition of “Agriculture and Forestry Product Processing™ as follows:
The processing of agricultural or forestry products whielh-are-grovwnprimarily-onthesite
for sale or consumption by others.

Include a definition for “road” and “driveway.”

Include a definition for “Planned Unit Development.”

In the event that the PC wants to limit residential uses in the RC-25 District, or make
year-round dwellings a conditional use, consider revising the definition of “Camp

(Seasonal)” to make administration and enforcement of the regulations more practical.

Consider creating a definition of “Critical Wildlife Habitat” (a term referenced in Section
4,14 Subdivision Regulations).

{ll. Other Paolicies/Programs

We are not aware of other municipal policies or programs (e.g., municipal wastewater allocation
policies, capital budget and program) that would have a bearing on issues associated with forest
fragmentation. This is typical of most rural Vermont commumties, and therefore not a surprise.
We did, however, review what we understand to be the extent of the Town's class four road
policies which relates only to the recreational use of those roads by ATVs., With nearly a dozen
miles of class four roads, the Town should consider whether development polices should differ
on land served by these roads, the process for allowing for their upgrade, and whether certain
sections should be downgraded to trail statns.
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Appendix F

Town Plan Draft Revisions (Natural Resource & Land Use Goals & Policies)



Natural Resource Goals and Action Steps (Goals are numbered, Action Steps are

indicated by an arrow)

L. Protect rare/irreplaceable natural areas from development. These include unique
forests or ecosystems, rare or endangered species habitat, deer wintering areas, bear
and moose habitat, streams and shoreland buffer areas, geologic features, hlgh
elevation areas (see Table 2.1).

» Revise Reading’s zoning bylaws

theuse-efsubdivisionregulations- to define and protect 51gn1f1cant wildlife
habitat.

» Help public and private entities design development or resource management
plans that will protect or enhance important natural and cultural resources.

> Identify parcels that are of particular importance to the Town and work with
land trusts to preserve these lands.

> Initiate the development of educational programs in the'local school system to
teach Reading’s children the benefits of and threats to important local resources.

> Protect and conserve rare and endangered plants, animals, and habitats by
encouraging landowners to develop a protection plan in cooperation with the
Town and the Vermont Natural Heritage Program.

» Perform regular updates to the Inventory of Natural and Cultural Resources,

2. Preserve and protect important historic, scenic and cultural features whenever
practicable. These include stone walls, cellar holes, cemeteries, historic buildings and
districts, and archaeological sites.

» Work with the Regional Planning Commission, the Vermont Department of
Historic Preservation and the Reading Historical Society to assess the possibility
of induding additional buildings, structures, or districts on the State or Federal
Register of Historic Places.

> Investigate the possibility of using the Vermont Scenic Byways program to
promote and/ or protect outstanding scenic roads in Reading.

3. Protect scenic views wherever possible.

» Amend zoning bylaws to maintain historically significant scenic views to the
fullest extent possible;

» _Continue to administer and enforce the Ridgeline Protech on Overlay District to
avoid or mitigate the visual impacts f development on scenic ridgelines and

upland areas.

4. Keep active agricultural and silvicultural lands productive, ecologically healthy, and
economically viable.

5. Protect streams from pollution and erosion caused by development or road
maintenance.

6. Provide recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Town, such
as:

» Hunting, trapping and fishing;
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¥ hiking;
> wildlife viewing and nature study;
» cycling, horseback riding, skiing, snowshoeing, and snowmobiling.

Natural Resource Policies

1. Rare and irreplaceable natural areas within the town shall be protected from
development activities and uses that threaten their biological integrity and ecological
value, Development in and around these areas may be limited in scope and intensity;
soil erosion and pollution of water resources must be controlled in these areas.

2. Private development, along with construction and maintenance of the public
infrastructure, shall be designed to preserve important historic and cultural features in
their historic state and to enhance tlge public’s access and appreciation of these
resources where appropriate.

3. Scenic views, especially from public roads and trails, are important social and economic
resources to the Town. Development within these viewsheds, including on ridgelines
and upland areas-shall, shall oceur in a manner that does not diminish their scenic
value. Innovative development design, including appropriate placement of structures
and adequate visual screening may be required to protect these scenic views.

4. The Town shall encourage and support the use of Vermont's Accepted Agricultural
Practices in order to maintain productive and economically viable agricultural land
while protecting environmental quality and natural resources.

5. The Town recognizes the importance of healthy native forest ecosystems to the forestry
economy, and therefore encourages the application of Acceptable Management
Practices in all silvicultural projects within the Town. Sustainable and sensible logging
practices are encouraged.

6. The Town should encourage landowners to conserve and properly manage woodlands
utilizing education and awareness of State resources or through the assistance of a
Town sponsored Conservation Commission.

7. Development and land subdivision shall be configured to minimize the frapmentation
of priority forestlands, as depicted on Map # |, and to avoid undue adverse impact

on significant wildlife habitat.

#8. Where development of forested land threatens estttealsignificant -wildlife habitat and
other biologically sensitive areas, the Town shall encourage, or specify as necessary, the
placement of structures toward the periphery of the property, leaving interior areas
contiguous and undisturbed. :

8:9. The Town shall work with state and federal agencies, whenever I]‘::lossible, to develop
and implement strategies to protect important natural, scenic and historic resources
from detrimental effects of development.

9:10. The Town shall give careful consideration to the fragile and scenic nature of steep
slopes (over 25%) and ridgelines when determining what kinds of development are
appropriate in these sensitive areas.

10-Winter recreational trail locations should consider deer wintering areas, fragile habitats
and the guidelines and policies of local and State agencies-
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Land Use Goals and Action Steps (Goals are numbered, Action Steps are
indicated by an arrow)

1. Protect and enhance Reading’s scenic landscape and rural character.

», o ey .
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Reequire that the subdivision of land and associated residential development be configured
in a manner that preserves scenic resources, meadowland and fragile features and be
clustered such that the majority of development activity is located on the least sensitive
portion of the land.

» _Consider revising the Reading zoning bylaw to include standards to avoid or minimize the
fragmentation of priority forest lands to maintain such areas for wildlife habitat,
maintenance of water and air quality, dispersed recreation and sustainable forest

. management,

» Develop landscaping and site design standards in the zoning bylaw for commercial and

industrial development.

» Consider the creation of agricultural zones as a part of the zoning bylaw. Areas that
could be so designated include the Bailey’s Mills area, Reading Farms, Springbrook Farm,
the Jenne Farm, Newhall Farm, Lexington Farm, Rowlee Farm, Barnieigh (Cook Farm),
and existing specialty crop operations,

¥ Continue to administer and enforce the Ridgeline Protection Qverlay District-Gonsider-the

erenfion-of an-overlay district for ridgelinesto protect these-the scenic gualities of
amenities-Tidgelines and upland areas from development.

» Adopt a junk and junk car ordinance and appoint an official to enforce the ordinance and
impose fines for violators.

» Create strict standards to minimize potential conflicts between current land uses and the
extraction of renewable and finite resources. These standards should address the
operation, maintenance, and use of extraction sites based on the unique conditions of the
area affected.

Policies

1. The sustainable development and use of land-based resources, such as farming and forestry,
consistent with other goals and policies of the Town Plan shall be encouraged.

2. Development and land subdivision shall be configured to minimize the frapmentation of
riority Toresi lands, and (o avoid undue adverse impact on significant wildlife habitat,

2.3, _Home occupations shall be encouraged as long as they are appropriate to adjoining land
uses, and do not adversely affect air, water, or scenic resources or cause noise that is
offensive to surrounding neighbors. In addition, the following must be shown:

a. Thc home occupation is customarily conducted within a residence.

b. The home occupation is clearly incidental to the use of the building as a residence,
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3. Cultural features, such ag farm and logging roads, stonewalls, tree and fence lines, cellar holes
and agricultural buildings, shall be preserved where appropriate. Any cultural features thal are
modified or removed should be photographed or field surveyed by the Town’s Historical
Society or by a Conservation Commission.

4. The Town shall work with public and private entities to prepare development or resource
management plans that will further the aims of this chapter.

The Town shall work with the Upper Valley Land Trust or the Vermont Land Trust to
assess-and implement easement programs to preserve agricultural and ecologically sensitive
land.

6. The Town shall work with the Vermont Department of Forest, Parks and Recreation and the
Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department to update management plans for State lands located in
Reading.

7. _The Town will continue to administer zoning bylaws -lo maintain the traditional settlement
pattern of compact villages surrounded by rural countryside. including productive farmland
and large tracts of unfragmented forest land, To this end, the Town will uphold and enforce
zoning bylaws that include the following:

a, Higber density and/or mixed use zoning districts that reinforce historic villages,

b...One or more district {o allow industrial or exfractive industries in appropriate
locations that will help minimize conflict with other [and uses.

c.__Rural residential districts that maintain low overall development densities and the

preservation of open space through clustered development, encourage
continuation of agriculture, forestrv and conservation. and allow only 3 limited
range of comipercial enterprises.

d. _Resource conscrvation and protection dijstricts, including at lcast one district
designed to discourage land development and maintain large tracts of unfragmented
forest land, and overlay districts designed to protect specific resources. including

scenic ridgelines and flood hazard areas.

e. Thoughtful standards to guide new development, including site design and land

subdivision.

-
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Appendix G

Zoning Bylaws Drafi Revisions



Section 4.14 SUBDIVISION OF LAND

The subdivision of a single parcel into two or more parcels is permitted subject to Site
Plan Review in accordance with Section 5.3 of this bylaw and the following standards

and procedures:
4.14.1 Application & Review Procedures

1.

k3

Pre-Application Meeting, A pre-application meeting shall be held with the
applicant and Planning Comimission to discuss the nature and scope of the proposed
subdivision. Prior to the meeting, the applicant shall provide a brief description and
sketches of the subdivision including basic site data, proposed uses and parcel
boundaries, density and treatment of open spaces and other resources_and project
compliance with these regulations. Within thirty days after the Pre-Application
Meeting, the Planning Commission shall provide the applicant with written
comments and recommendations on the proposal to guide the applicant in preparing
the final application for subdivision.

2—Application, The applicant shall file an application with the Planning

Commission and include materials required for site plan approval {see Section 5.3).
The Planning Commission will review the application in accordance with the
procedures set forth in Section 5.3.2.

4.14, Subdivision Design Standards

1. In addition to the site plan review standards set forth in Section 5.3. Aall proposed

2.

3.

lots shall-be-surveyed-and-shalishould meet the minimum dimensional standards for
the district within which the lot is located, New lots shall be designed to meet their
intended purpose; elongated lots and lots with irregular shapes (curves, jogs, dog-
legs, etc.) should not be created unless warranted by conditions of topography, the
location of natural features or existing road conditions. Corner lots shall have
sufficient width to permit a front yard setback on each strect while side lot lines shall
generally be at right angles to straight streets, or radial to curved street lines.

Existing features, including but not limited to water courses and drainape ways,
pathways, historic sites and structures, shorelands, fence and tree lines, wetlands,
significant eritical wildlife habitat, areas characterized by shallow soils or steep
slopes, prominent geologic features, scenic views or any other unique features which
have been identified in the Reading Town Plan and/or which in the Commission’s
jadgersentiudement are an asset to the site and/or community, shall be identified and
preserved insofar as possible through careful placement of buildings, establishment
of development envelopes and appropriate lol configuration.t

Subdivision boundaries, lot layout, development envelopes and building sites shall
be located and configured to avoid the fragmentation and/or development of
productive farmland and-impertant-wildlifo-habitat (such-as-deer-wintevingareas).
Methods of avoiding such adverse impacts include but may not be limited to the
following:

a. Building sites may be restricted to wooded areas at field edges or, in the event
that no other land is practical for development, on the least fertile soils in




order to minimize the use of productive agricultural land, impacts on existing
farm operations, and disruption to the scenic qualities of the site.

b. Access roads, driveways and utility corridors shall be shared to the extent
feasible and, where sites include linear features such as existing roads, tree
lines, stone walls, and/or fence lines, shall follow these in order to minimize
the fragmentation of productive agricultural land and minimize visual impacts,

Subdivisions and associated developinent shall be located and configured to
minimize fragmentation of, and avoid undue adverse impacts to, priority forest lands

identified in the Reading ‘Town Plan in order to maintain traditional land uges in

forested areas, including significant wildlife habitat, forest manageiment, watershed

protection and dispersed recreation. Methods of avoiding such adverse impacts
include but may not be limited to the following

a.__Protection of Significant Wildlife Habitat:

i. _ Subdivision boundaries, lotlines, land clearing and development (e.g..
driveways. houses and accessory structures) shall be located and

configured to avoid undue adverse impacts to significant wildlife
habitat.

ii. Development shall be located on the least sensitive areas of the parcel,
and boundaries shall be configured to minimize human-wildlife conflicts
and to avoid impediments to wildlife travel between large tracts of
contiguous forestland.

lii. A buffer area of adeguate size may be established to protect specific
tvpes of habifat {e.¢.. deeryards, rare, threatened oy endangered species
habitat, wildlife corridors). ’

iv.  The Planning Commission may require the submission of & management
plan, prepared by a wildlife biologist or comparahie professional, to

identify the fimction and relative value of impacted habitat, and

associated management or miticatiorn. strategies,

Forest Stewardshin:
i.  The subdivision of forest land shall, 1o the extent practical, be
configured to protect forest resources, including unigue or frapcile areas.

streams and ag uifer recharpe areas, and recreation trails. and to allow for

ongoing forest inanagement of the parcel after subdivision,
ii. Lot boundaries and development envelopes should avoid fragmentation

of defined management areas, highly productive forest soils, and areas
containing unique or fragile forest resources.

iii,  Provision for access and operation of forest management activities
should be maintained, unless such access is inconsistent with resource
profection objectives.

iv. A buffer area of adeguate size may be required to avoid conflict between
new residential development and existing or potential forest

management (including tirnber harvesting).
v.  The Planning Commission may request that the Windsor County




Forester, or another qualified professional foresier, assist with the review
of proposed subdivisions.

c.  Clustering: Applications for subdivision of lands identificd as priority foresi
arcas shall be applied for In conjunction with an application for Planned Unit
Development to maximize opportunities to cluster development through the
creation of parcels that are smaller than the minimum acreage required for Jots
in the underlving districl, thereby maximizing the acreage set aside as open
space, and encouraging the creation of lots that are of sufficient size to remain

eligible for the Vermont Use Value Appraisal program and other local, staie

and federal programs to encourage on-going forest management,

5. Land shall be subdivided and improved so as to retain, insofar as possible, the
natural contours and to conserve the natural cover and soil. The Planning
Commission may require the preparation of a sedimentation and erosion control plan
to ensure that site improvements, including excavation, road and driveway
construction and site clearing and grading, shall not unduly impact neighboring
properties or surface waters. Such a plan, if required, shall be prepared by a licensed

Vermont Engineer,

&5, The proposed subdivision will not create an undue burden on public facilities or I
create an unreasonable demand for public services, including but not limited to fire
and police protection, schools and area roads and highways.

76. Access roads, driveways, and utility corridors shall meet the standards set forth in I
Section 3.1, All roads serving four (4) or more individual lots shall conform to the
design standards for local roads and sireets contained within the Vermont State
Standards for the Design of Transportation, Construction, Reconstruction and
Rehabilitation on IFreeways, Roads and Streets dated October 1997, or as
subsequently amended. Compliance with this standard does not infer any
obligation on the part of the Town to assume future responsibility for road
maintenance or upgrade, Access to three (3) lots or fewer shall be reviewed by the
Planning Commission per Section 3.1 of these regulations and the Town’s Highway
Ordinance.

87. Driveways serving individual lots shall comply with the Vermont Agency of =~ |
Transportation’s Standard B-71 for residential and commercial driveways, as most
recently amended. Driveways shall be accessible by emergency service vehicles,
and shall relate to topography to ensure reasonable grades and safe intersections
with public or private roads. For driveways in excess of 500 feet in length, a 10° X
30’ turnout may be required,

98. Proposed building lots shall be served by adequate water supply and wastewater ]
disposal systems. The Plarming Cormmission may require documentation that
adequate water supply and wastewater capacity is available to serve the proposed
development, and that a Wastewater System and Potable Water Supply permit has
been issued by the state.



4.14.5 Recording of Approved Subdivision Plat

Within 180 days of the date of final subdivision approval by the Planning
Commission, the applicant shall file two copies of a final subdivision plat, for

recording with the Town in conformance with the requirements of 27 V.S.A.,
Chapter 17. Approved plats not filed and recorded within this 180 day period shall
expire. Prior to plat recording, the plat must be signed by the Planping Commission
Chair or Vice-Chair. The Commission may, as a condition of final plat approval,
reguire that other notations pertaining to conditions of gubdivision approval also be
included on the final plat,




Section 5.3 SITE PLAN REVIEW

Site Plan Review is generally required for commercial and development type applications
excluding day care, group homes, agricultural activities, and one- and two-family homes.
‘Site Plan Review is also required for any Conditional Use and where indicated in Scction

2.4,

5.3.1 Application.

An application for Site Plan Review, including a site development plan prepared in
accordance with Section 5.3.5, below, shall be submitted to the Administrative
Officer for consideration at the next available regularly scheduled meeting of the
Planning Comimission, '

5.3.2 Review Procedure

The Planning Commission shall schedule a public hearing, wamed in accordance
with Section 6.4, to consider applications submitted. Applications for Site Plan
Review shall be deemed received upon the Planning Commission’s determination
that the application is complete at a duly warned meeting. In the even that the
Commission requires additional information not submitted with the initial
application, the application will not be deemed complete until such time as all
supplementary materials have been accepted.

On complex developments, applicants are encouraged to request a pre-application
meeting to review the project in concept and discuss the information needed for a
complete application. The Planning Commission must act to approve or disapprove
any application within 60 days of the date on which a completed application is
received, and must issue a written decision including findings and conditions,
Failure to act within 60 days of receipt of the completed application shall be
deemed approval. :

5.3.3 General Standards

In reviewing site plans, the Commission may impose appropriate conditions and
safeguards with respect to adequacy of traffic access, circulation and parking;
landscaping and screening; compatibility with surrounding development; noise,
vibration, erosion, and dust; and protection of natural resources. Consideration shall
be given to traffic mobility and safety on affected streets, impacts on surrounding
uses, and to desired land use patterns as encouraged by the Municipa! Plan and the
zoning regulations of the affected district(s). Conditions may include, but are not
limited to, the following;

1. Compatibility with surrounding development: The Commission may
require the design and placement of structures to conform with the existing
relationship of surrounding buildings to the street, the landscape, and to each
other, including setback distances, physical orientation, construction
materials, and architectural design. Design shall not be limited to any
particular style or period, but should be consistent with established trends and
patterns in the surrounding area.



Traffic access and circulation: Among other appropriate safeguards and
conditions, the Commission may:

a.  require the installation of frontage roads, speed change lanes, or other
highway design elements on a street or adjacent to any access or
connecting roads, if deemed necessary based on current or anticipated
conditions.

b.  limit the number and width of access drives; require consolidation of
existing access points.

c.  limit access to a property to a side street or secondary road in order to
avoid access to heavily traveled streets and highways.

d.  require shared access and/or parking for adjoining properties or for
future users of the remainder of a parcel; require the reservation of
shared rights-of-way for future roads, parking areas, and pedestrian
facilities; allow for consolidation or shared use of required parking
spaces between uses,

e.  require an applicant to commission a traffic impact study from a
qualified consultant.

f.  require the location or relocation of access points on one side of a street
or highway directly across from existing access points on the opposite
side.

g.  prohibit the location of parking facilities between the front line of
building(s) and the street.

h. accommodate existing or future facilities for non-vehicular travel,

Protection of natural resources: The Commission may require that
structures, parking facilities and other development be located so as to avoid
impacts to surface waters, wetlands, significant wildhfe habitat, agricultural
land, important scenic resources, and significant natural and cultural features.
These requirements may include modification of the minimum setback
distances of the district.

Historic Resources. Consideration should be given fo the impact of the
proposed development on historic structures, on site or on adjacent properties.
To the extent feasible, continued use of historic structures should be
encouraged and the appearance of historic structures encouraged.

Character of the neighborhood. The Commission may consider if the scale
and appearance of the proposed development does not adversely affect the
character of the neighborhood.

Forest Management & Pre-application Site Development. Forest
management activities designed as pre-development site preparation shall be

reviewed by the Planning Cominission to determine compliance with the
standards set forth in this section. Such activities include, but are not limited

to. road and driveway construction, excavation related to the upgrade and
conversion of logemg roads to development roads or drivewavs, clearing




and/or grading for house-sites and septic systems, or related work, Where a
landowner fails to submil pre-development plans for review, the Commission
may direct the manner in which the site will be restored or re-vegetated prior
to development and/or limit development 1o a portion of the property which

best meets the standards of this district.

5.3.4  District and Use Recommendations

To sustain the Town’s goals of maintaining its rural character and heritage of
compact village centers surrounded by rural countryside, development in the
different zoning districts should complement each other, foster the Town’s goals,

and may be considered in Site Plan Review.

1.

Village Districts. Within these districts, site plan should reinforcea
traditional, compact village development pattern characterized by pedestrian
scale, functional and visual integration of neighboring properties and a mix of
uses. To help achieve these objectives, the following suggestions may be
considered:

a.  Buildings should be oriented to define a streetscape through a consistent
building line and setbacks. Buildings may be clustered around a
common focal point, such as a green or public courtyard, while
maintaining an appropriate visual and functional relationship with public
roads.

b.  Consideration should be given to the layout and design of development
located at village edges, including enirances or gateways along public
roads. Structures should be clustered and integrated within the
traditional village pattern, present a well-defined edge between the built
environment and surrounding open space, and visually enhance village
entrances.

Rural Residential Districts, Within rural districts, site plans should be
designed to maintain the rural character of the Town’s working landscape and
to avoid undue adverse impacts on farmland, forestry, scenic and natural
areas. To help achieve these objectives, the following suggestions may be
considered:

a.  The siting of structures, driveways and parking areas should be
compatible with existing site features and topography. Structures should
be clustered and/or sited to preserve the rural and scenic character of the
site and avoid the development or fragmentation of open meadows and
productive farm and forest land.

b.  Building design should be compatible with the rural landscape through
scale and orientation of the buildings, and design elements characteristic
of Vermont’s historic rural landscape.

1. Conservation & Resource Protection Districts. Within the Residential/

Conservation (RC-25) District developmeni and subdivisions shall be designed




and boundaries configured to preserve existing forest resources and frapile

features and {o maintain {raditional land uses including significant wildlife
habitat, forest management. limited agriculture (e.g.. maple sugaring), sinall
seasonal camps. watershed protection and dispersed recreation, The
fragmentation of productive forest lands (e.g.. lands characterized by forest
access and logging roads, productive forest soils as identified by the 1.8,
Natural Resource Conservation Service, a history of productivity, and a {olal
acreage sulled for long term forest management (i.e. 25 acres or more)) shall be
avoided.

5.3.5 Requiremenis
Site plans shall show or designate the following:

I. - All site plans

The location, height, and spacing of existing and proposed structures.
Open spaces and their landscaping.

Streets.

Driveways.

po oo

Off-street parking spaces.

-

oo

All other physical features, including surface waters and wetlands, stone
walls and fences, and elevations and contours.

Acreage of entire parcel, with existing and-propesed-lot boundaries,

h. Significant Wildlife Habitat Areas-designated-by-the Vermont-Ageney-of
Matyral-Reseurces-as-critiealwildlife-habitat-orastaewn - loeationsof

endangered-orthreatened-speeies:

2. Snbdivision regulations. In addition to the materials required under subsection
1, above. applications for subdivision approval shall submit the following:;

o=

a. A plan showing existing and proposed lot boundaries prepared by a
licensed Vermont engineer or registered surveyor.

b. Localion and description of proposed septic disposal acilities and water
supplies.

¢. Proposed development envelopes.

d. Proposed site clearing,

¢. _Other information that may be required by the Planning Commission,

including proposed stormwater management and erosion control plan,
forest management plan and/or wildlife habitat impact agsessinent and

mitigation plan,

3. Wireless communications facilities. In addition to the imaterials required under
subsection |, applications for wireless communications facilities shall subnit




the following:
a. A report from a qualified and licensed professional engineer that describes
the tower height and design including a cross section and elevation.

b, A written five-year plan for use of the proposcd facility, including reasons
for seeking capacity in excess of immediate needs, as well as plans for
further developments and coverage within the Town.

¢. For all commercial wireless telecommunication service towers, a letter of
intent conumitting the tower owner and his or her successors to permit
shared use of the tower if the additional user agrees to meet reasonable
terms and conditions for shared nse.

d. Vicinity Map showing the entire vicinity within a 2500-foot radius of the
tower site, including the topography, public and private roads and
driveways, buildings and structures, water bodies, wetlands, landscape
features, historic sitcs, and areas designated by the Vermont Agency of
Natural Resources as eritical wildlife habitat or as known locations of
endangered or threatened species. It shall indicate the property lines of the
proposed tower site parcel and all easements or rights of way needed for
access from a public way to the tower.

e. Proposed plans of entire development indicating all improvements including
landscaping, screening, power lines, storage and maintenance buildings, and
roads.

f. Elevations showing all facades and indicating all exterior materials and
color of towers.

Hearings for Conditional Use and Site Plan approval may be consolidated, at the
discretion of the Board of Adjustment.







54

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (hereinafter called P.U.D.)

54.1 _ Purpose
The purpose of a P.U.D is:

1. To provide for conservation of open space, e.g. agricultural land, forest land,
frails, critical and sensitive natural areas, scenic resources, and flood hazard
areas;

2. Toencourage any development in the countryside to be compatibie with the
use and character of surrounding rural lands;

3. To encourage and enable flexibility of design and development of land and to
promote the most appropriate use of the land as articulated in the Town Plan
and zoning bylaws;

4. To facilitate the adequate and economical provisions of streets and utilities.
To encourage the provision of affordable housing; and

6,  To encourage and preserve opportunities for energy-eflicient development
and redevelopment.

542 General

In zoning districts R1, RC-A, RR-5, RR-10 and RR-25, for the permitted and
conditional uses allowed in those districts, an.owner of a tract of land, or his duly
authorized agent may in connection with the subdivision of his/her tract request
that the Planning Commission modify the zoning regulations. Modification of the
zoning regulations may be permitted by the Planning Commission and Zoning
Board of Adjustment after approval of the subdivision plat through combined
Conditional Use and Site Plan Review. The combined boards may, as a condition
of granting said modifications, impose such

restrictions and conditions as it deems necessary to assure the proper development
of the tract as a P.U.D.

5.4.3 Review Procedure

1. Pre-Application Meeting, A pre-application meeting shall be held with the
applicant, Planning Commission, and town officials to discuss the nature and
scope of the proposed PUD. Prior to the meeting, the applicant shall provide a
brief description and sketches of the PUD including basic site data, proposed
uses, density and treatment of open spaces and other resources. Within thirty
days after the Pre-Application Meeting, the Planning Commission shall
provide the applicant with written comments and recommendations on the
proposal to guide the applicant in preparing the PUD application.

2. Application. The applicant shall file an application with the Planning
Commission and ZBA and include materials required for site plan approval
(see Section 5.3). Also, applicant shall include a description of the PUD and
rational for it, response to the Planning Commission’s prior comments,
description of buildings, open spaces and resource protection plans, and



supporting information that the Planning Commission may deem necessary to
determine if the PUD meets town standards.

Public Hearing and combined ZBA/Planning Commission Action, Within
30 days of receipt of completed application, the ZBA and Planning
Commission shall hold a joint public hearing per Section 6.4. Within 45 days
after the public hearing, the ZBA and Planning Commission shall provide a
written ruling on the PUD including conditions, modifications, and/or reasons
for approval or disapproval. Copies of the decision shall be sent to the
applicant and interested parties appearing at the hearing.

Any modifications of the zoning regulations approved under this section shall
specifically set forth the conditions and criteria for the number, the bulk, and
the spacing of buildings and/or lots and the limitations on subsequent
subdivision thereto. These shall be noted as amendments to the plat. Once
approved, the plat, with amendments, shall be recorded in the Reading Land
Records. This shall be done prior to the sale or development of any of the
lands described thereon. This plat shall also be referred to and incorporated
by reference in any deed or other instrument conveying an interest in all or a
portion of said lands.

5.4.4 General Development Standards

PUDs, ineluding any modifications of the zoning bylaw to be approved by the ZBA
and Planning Commission, shall be subject to the following conditions and
standards:

1.

The PUD will meet Subdivision and Site Plan Review standards under
Section 4.14 and 5.3, respectively and be consistent with the Reading Town
Plan,

The PUD shall be a unified treatment of the possibilities of the site, making
provision for the preservation of surface and groundwaters, stream banks,
slopes with gradient in excess of 25 pereent, wetlands, soils unsuitable for
development due to shallow depth to bedrock or high water table, limitations
for on-site sewage disposal, agricultura) lands, historic or archeological sites,
natural areas, wildlife habitat, ridgelines and hilltops, flood plains, and scenic
views and vistas, Predominant uses of the site may include those permitted
and/or conditional uses allowed within the district where the project is
proposed.

The overall density of the project shall not exceed 125 percent of the
number of dwelling units permitted if the land were subdivided into
lots in accordance with the standards for the district(s) in which the
land is situated, except where specifically permitted in these
regulations and as permitted below:

a.  anadditional density bonus of up to 25% of the permitted overall density
may be permitted in any district in instances in which not less than 50%
of the total acreage involved is set aside as open space in accordance
with Subsection 9, below; or



b.  anadditional density bonus of 25% of the permitted overall density may
be permitted in instances in which not less than 20% of the total number
of dwelling units created are affordable housing units, as defined in
Article 7.

Where a district boundary line divides a parcel, the ZBA and Planning
Commission may allow the development of a single PUD with a total density
based on the allowable density of each district, Contiguous parcels under the
ownership or conirol of the applicant may be combined for review as a PUD.
The permitted density on one parcel may be increased as long as the overall
density for the combined parcels does not exceed that which could be
permitted if the land were subdivided into lots in conformance with district
regulations.

A greater concentration or intensity of residential development may be located
within some portion(s) of the site provided there is an offset by a lesser
concentration in another portion(s) or an appropriate reservation of open space
on the remaining land in accordance with Subsection 9, below.

‘The dwelling units permitted may, at the discretion of the ZBA and Planning
Commission, be of varied types including one-family, two-family, and multi-
family.

The minimum front, side and rear yard setbacks at the periphery of the PUD
shall be as required for the district unless specified by the ZBZ and Planning
Commission. The ZBA/Planning Commission may consider other setback
standards, such as zero lot lines as part of its review. The ZBA/Planning
Commission may impose restrictions on the height and spacing of buildings;
greater setback and screening requirements for structures and parking areas
and other development along the perimeter of the project, and between
development areas and common open space areas.

The minimum size of any subdivided lot shall be one (1) acre. Each such lot
shall comply with all existing regulations for one-acre residential lots, and
shall meet all local and state health regulations for water supply and sewage
disposal.

Provision for preserved open space shall be made and dedicated, either in fee
or through a conservation easement approved by the ZBA/Planning
Commission to the Town, a community association comprising all of the
present and future owners of lots in the subdivision, or a nonprofit land
conservation organization. Land held in common shall be subject to
appropriate deed restrictions stipulating the permitted and restricted use of
such lot, and establishing the person or entity responsible for maintenance and
long-term stewardship. The location, size and shape of lands set aside to be
prescrved for open space shall be approved by the ZBA/Planning
Commission, in accordance with the following:

a.  Open space shall provide for the protection of identified resources,
including farmland, productive forest, significant wildlife habitat,



natural areas, aquifer protection areas, surface waters, stream banks,
historic and archeological sites, and scenic views and vistas. Generally
open space shall be at least 50% of the total area.

b, Open space shall be suitably improved and/or maintained for ifs
intended use, except for open space containing natural or cultural
resources worthy of preservation which may be required to be left
unimproved.

¢.  Sewage disposal areas and ulility and road rights-of-way or easements,
access and parking areas shall not be counted as open space areas,
except where the applicant can show that they will not detract from the
values for which the open space is to be protected.

d.  Within the Resource Conservation (RC-25), Rural Residential-10 (RR-
10) and Rural Residential-5 (RR-5) Districts, open space shall be

configured to encompass significant wildlife habitat and priority forest
resources identified in the Town Plan. A minimuim of 70% of the parcel
shall be set aside as open space. Lots created as part of a PUD shall
either be of sufficient size for enrollment in the Vermont Use Value
Appraisal program after development, or be [immited to the maximum
acreage needed to accommodate the proposed development, regardiess
of the minimum lot size for the district in which it is located. in order to
maximize the preservation: of large parcels of forest land and habitat,

10. Roads developed in a IP.U.D shall be built to Town of Reading specifications.
A road which is a "dead end" shall have a minimum turn-around area with a
radius of 100 feet, in which no parking is allowed,

11. Principle buildings and mixed uses (where permitted) shall be arranged to be
compatible, and buffered as appropriate to ensure visual and acoustical
privacy for residents of the development and for adjacent properties.

12, The development shall not exceed, in the ZBA/Planning Commission's
judgment the Town's capacity for services and facilities. If the ZBA/Planning
Commission finds an excessive burden will be placed on town services, it can
require the developer to provide comparable private services or share the cost
with the Town.







