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INTRODUCTION 

The Vetmont Natural Resources Council (VNRq and Smart Growth Vermont (SGV), fotmerly 
Vermont Forum on Sprawl, are pleased to present this final report to the Reading Planning 
Commission and Southern Windsor County Regional Planning Commission on the Town of 
Reading Forest Fragmentation Project. In 2007, the Town of Reading received a municipal planning 
grant through the Vermont Department of Housing and Community Affairs to study forest 
fragmentation in Reading and research ways to avoid its negative consequences. To assist in the 
study, the Town of Reading hired VNRC and SGV to work in consultation with Vetmont 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (Hereinafter Project Partners). 

The Project Partners collected local input to inform the study and the final recommendation in this 
report. For example, residents and interested parties attended two separate public f01ums to 
provide input on the project. In addition, a survey was mailed to every landowner in the community 
to collect additional feedback regarding issues related to owning forestland in Reading. The Project 
Partners also met with the Reading Planning Commission on numerous occasions to help shape tl1e 
study. Furthermore, VNRC and SGV convened a roundtable meeting at Vermont Technical 
College with experts across the state to collect input on strategies to avoid tl1e negative 
consequences of forest fragmentation. These various meetings and public forums collectively 
informed the study. 

This final report includes an overview of forest fragmentation and the consequences tl1at result 
when forestland is divided into smaller and smaller pieces. The report also includes resource maps, 
the results of the public forums and the landowner survey, an evaluation of Reading's town plan and 
zoning bylaws, a matrix of regulatory and non-regulatory strategies for addressing forest 
fragmentation, and final recommendations for proposed plan and bylaw amendments and other 
initiatives. 
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WHAT IS FOREST FRAGMENTATION? 

Forest fragmentation occurs when forestland is divided into disjointed parcels or converted to non­
forest cover resulting in a matrix of land that may be less capable of supporting species diversity, 
viable tracts of working forests, and a host of ecosystem functions. The fragmentation of productive 
forestland through parcelization, tl1e subdivision of forestland into smaller and smaller pieces and 
multiple ownerships, is a growing problem nationally and in Vermont. 

The tetm 'parcelization' is used to describe changes in ownership patterns whereby large tracts are 
divided into smaller parcels. The act of parcelization is mostly a legal exercise where large tracts of 
land are divided into smaller ownerships or land holdings. The result of parcelization may simply be 
an increase in the number of people who own a specific parcel of land. However, when larger 
parcels are divided and sold or transferred into multiple parcels, typically tl1rough tl1e process of 
subdivision, the result can be disjointed land ownership patterns tl1at promote new housing and 
infrastructure development (roads, septic, utility lines, etc.) . When this development occurs, it can 
fragment the landscape and negatively affect plant and animal species, wildlife habitat (called habitat 
fragmentation), and water quality. It can also affect tl1e viability of large tracts of forestland to 
contribute to Vermont's rural economy. Forest fragmentation and habitat fragmentation are often 
the result of parcelization and its associated development.1 
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EFFECTS OF PARCELIZATION AND FOREST FRAGMENTATION 

Parcelization and forest fragmentation have numerous ramifications to the ecology and traditional 
economy of forestland in Vermont. According to U.S.D.A. Forest Service publication romts ott t!Je 
Edge: 1-Iousbzg Development onAmerka's P1it1ate Fon:sts, parcelization and forest fragmentation 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.2 

For e..'<ample, kmd cleari1tg a1td road cotzstmction can result i1t the loss qf evergrem/ conifer trees used lry deer for 
cover and protection dt~rittg !Jitttler cold a11d mow. Land clearing and road cottstmaiott can aL.ro disrupt Jtildlife 
travel conidors, 21'hidJ 11egatit-'e!Y qfficts species sttch as bltk"k bem: 

• 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.3 

For example, housing detJCiopmmt mqy result i1t road cottstructiolt, cott11er:rio11 qfforest resources, planting qf 
nomzative spedes, and ')IJOodscaping" - the practice ofmn;wittgfomt tmderstory (t;egetatio11 tmder eigbt t:o telt .feet 
i11 height), so as t:o create a park-like appearaJZce. Thi.r cmt result in a loss of protecti11e tzative habitat for grotmd­
nesting birds a11d the introductio1t qfpotentialfy tlzvast't1e, i.e. noJt-JtatitJe, species qfpla1tt.r, 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. It adversely impacts water quality and aquatic species such as fish and mussels.4 

For e>.'tlmple. IJ'aler rmzo.f! fivm roofs. paved driw1vqys, .fottilized lanws attd 1te1v tv ads cbamze/ed into cttlverls and 
1te111 ditdJes can alter uatural j!OJtl pattmts and tbe composition qf soil and 11/atet: 

• Decreases in timber production and active forest management when population 
densities increase.5 

For example, ma1?Y latuiowner.f are ttttlikefy t:o bamest timber in the immediate vicinity qf their homeJ. 

• 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.6 

For ex'tlmple, la1td cleari11g a12d home con.rtmcti01t on ridgelims and billtops ca1z impair s~-em'c resottrces. Old 
loggittg mads formerfy 11sed lry tbe public for recreatiottal pmJ!Iits mqy be comJCtted to pritJate drit'eiPC!J.>. 

• 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. 7 
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For example, jhzgJJJetttatiott of farge forest parceLs itt a single owttersbip to several smaller parceLr i?Z differmt 
onmerships can lead to access issues, bigber mai?Ztenance costs, higher properry luxes and redu.-ed timber t'afue 
atitulabfe per entry. These factors catt i11creuse costs and reduo-e rown11e, t<J the poittl that actit'e forest management 
is no !mtger prao1:icaL 

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

The Govemor's commission 01t Climate Change recmt!J nported that reduci?Zg the COttversion of Ottr forest/and to 
ttotzforest 11Ses 1vould be o1te of the most iffe~·tive policies to reduce greenhouse gar emiJsiotts. Itt fact, the 
commisJ'iott 1 goal qf reducing the couverJ'ion of VemJOttfJ forests ~y 50 pen<mt by 202 8 would hat-'e, perhaps, tbe 
highest measurable result qf the 38 policies that 11/enJ endorsed 

CAUSES OF PARCELIZATION 

There are many causes of parcelization. Perhaps the greatest driver may simply 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 economic 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 
generations. 

Increasing Latzd Prices 

Over the past couple of decades, unprecedented real estate activity has occurred in Vermont and the 
Northern Forest Region. On a reg1onal scale, between 1980 and 2005, approximately 23.8 million 
acres changed hands in the 26 million acre Notthem Forest region.8 Of significant interest, nearly 
one-half (45%) of the land transactions that occurred during this 25-year period occurred in the last 
five years.9 While many of these transactions may have involved the same parcel ofland, 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.10 According to the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight (OFHEO), Vermont 
homes recently e>..-perienced very strong appreciation, having on average climbed sixty-six percent in 
the last five years.11 While tl1e 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.12 Since 1980, Vem1ont values on average appreciated 351%; --higher 
than the national average of 299%. 13 
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Information from Vermont's property transfer ta-'>: data provides useful trend data for Vermont's 
real estate market. From 2001 to 2005, the average sale price for primary homes and condominiums 
rose 56.8 percent, fi:om $126,000 to $185,000.14 Similarly, the median price of vacation homes and 
condominiums rose significantly from $110,000 to 200,000, an increase of 81.8%.15 The increase in 
housing values was even more pronounced in Reading. During the same time period, the median 
price per acre of open land and forestland parcels of twenty-five acres or more rose 62%, from $97 4 
per acre in 2001 to $1,580 in 2005. However, the median price per acre of open land and forestland 
parcels of bet\veen one and twenty-five acres experienced the highest growth rate, rising 117%, from 
$4,505 per acre in 2001 to $10,000 in 2005. 16 

According to Phil Dodd of the Vermont Property Owners Report, "the last figure, showing very 
strong demand for smaller parcels ofland, 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 highlighted by Dodd in a presentation to the Vermont Forest 
Roundtable, "all you need to do is buy a commodity Oarger land parcels) that is going up in value at 
a rate of 62% evety five years and then split it up and sell it as a commodity (smaller parcels) that is 
going up in price at the rate of 117% every five years."17 

Increasing Proper(y 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 
sihrnificantly. 18 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 ta-"es as the number one concern among landowners.19 

The state offsets property ta..xes by providing income sensitive payments to lower income residents, 
but landowners that o~n large t.racts of forested open space are not eligible for this payment.20 

Landowners who are land rich and cash poor feel the pressure of rising property taxes, unless they 
are have taken measures to reduce their property ta-" 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.21 This is a significant accomplishment, yet it indicates 
that there is still a large percentage of forestland that remains vulnerable to property 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 
land increased by about 25 percent. ::2 Since population growth is occurring in mostly rural areas 
(defined as fewer that 2,500 people), forestland and important rural resource lands have experienced 
grO\vi:h pressures that have led to parcelization.23 

Tracking parcelization rates in Vermont is tricky, but survey work that was repeated in the 1980s and 
1990s demonstrates increasing parcelization in the state. For exan1ple, the number of non-industrial 
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private landowners in Vermont has increased from an estimated 61,900 in 1983, to approximately 
80,000 in 1993. 1nis corresponds with a decrease in the average size of a parcel of land.24 

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.25 In addition, there 
were 3,869 more parcels smaller than 25 acres in 2007 than tbere were in 2003.26 

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 ofincreasingparcelizat.ion and 
landscape fragmentation.27 This reflects a national trend of more people owning smaller pieces of 
forestland, with tl1e current average parcel size of 24 acres projected to decrease to 17 acres in 
2010.28 

In 1970, there were 165,063 housing units in Vermont.29 In 2000, this number had increased to 
294,382 units.30 Between 2000 and 2005, years with high real estate appreciation rates, 17,673 
building permits were issued in Vermont.31 While the number ofbuildingpermits does not 
necessarily give an accurate picture of the degree to which parcelization has occurred on tl1e land, it 
does highlight the level of housing growth that has occurred in Vermont. 

The Forest Service estimates tl1at by the year 2030, housing densities on private forests in Vermont 
are projected to increase bet\veen 5 and 40 percent across tl1e majority of the watersheds, with the 
highest projected development expected to occur along the Cormecticut River.32 'TI1is level of 
increased housing across the majority of the watersheds will contribute to a moderate to high level 
of parcelization of privately owned forestland.33 

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 forestland in the United States is owned by people who are 65 or 
older.34 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 put-poses of bequeathing the land to multiple children. This leads to the 
parcelization of forestland unless the landowner has provided a way to keep the land intact. 

Another driver of forest parcelization is urban dwellers' desire to either relocate or purchase second 
homes in tural settings where land is relatively cheap compared to urban real estate markets. This 
trend, labeled 'exurbanization', is defined as tl1e migration of urban residents to rural 
environments.35 Rather than buying rural land for traditional uses such as timber and agriculture, 
private 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 tl1e 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 
V etmont. Between 2000 and 2006, the number of new houses built in Reading has ranged between 
one and six a year.36 The Reading Town Plan recognizes that subdivisions tend to be small, and 
groVv-th incremental. Regional pressure from a housing crisis in the Upper Connecticut River Valley, 
however, could dramatically change development trends in Reading.37 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 

"8 the watersheds by 2030.~ 

Reading is fortunate in the sense that there is still time to educate the public about forest 
fragmentation and strategies that are available to minimize its effects. The follo\ving 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 \vildlife habitat. 

PUBLIC INPUT AND LANDOWNER OUTREACH 

Project Pat-tners conducted three meetings to collect input from residents, landowners, and 
interested parties. An initial public meeting was conducted in October of 2007 to assess 
priority community 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, a 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 forest fragn1entation. 

Approximately 50 pa1ticipants attended the first public meeting. Participants broke into 1:\vo 
groups to offer input. Results from the community values exercise highlight strong priorities 
in passive/ non-motorized recreation, trail access, forestry I timber harvesting/ sugaring, 
wildlife, ecosystem 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 tl1e community values exercise are listed in Appendix A. 

Responses from the community values exercise are consistent with input that was collected 
from a comprehensive landowner survey in Reading. Surveys were mailed to 566 
landowners and interested parties with tl1.e 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 forests? Please indicate if there are places in 
particular that are important to you. 

• 

• 

\\'hat 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? 
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• Which o f the following methods for conserving forestland do you support? 
Tighter land use regulations, local conservation effotts, better information on 

. conservation opportunities, all of these, or nothing. Please list additional ideas 
you may have. 

The graphs that follow highlight the results of 103 survey respondents. Based on the results 
of the survey, the average respondent has owned land in Reading for 19.7 years and 55.3% 
of the respondents indicated their primary residence is located in Reading. The complete 
results of the landowner survey are listed in Appendix B. 

What do you value about Reading's forestland? 
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IDENTIFYING PRIORITY FOREST RESOURCES 

A key goal of the community outreach \vas 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 addi6on to information gathered from resource inventories and evaluations of ecological 
functions (e.g., wildlife suitability, forest productivity) prepared by other regional and state ent.ities 
(see Appendix C). The priority forest resources map identifies 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). 

It is noteworthy that priority forest resources encompass most of the recently adopted Ridgeline 
Protection Overlay District (which largely comprised oflarge 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 priority 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 verifY 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 Commission to understand tl1e options available to limit forest fragmentation, 
the Project Partners prepared a matrix of alternative policies and programs that are 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 stewardship, and regulatory tools to guide development in a manner that 
limits fragmentation and development in sensitive areas. In addition, the Partners also reviewed tl1e 
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 Commission requested that the Project Partners to 
address seYeral options in greater detail, 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 definition 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 to wildlife habitat 
and forest fragmentation, and to improve consistency between the Plan and potential bylaw 
changes. 

Draft revisions to the zoning bylaws to strengthen standards to protect habitat and forest 
resources, minimize habitat fragmentation, promote ongoing forest management, require 
clustering and open space protection of forest resources, and improve the existing 
subdivision standards. 

Clarify the authority 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 ta.xpayers. 

A response to each of these requests is provided below. 

Defining Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Most land use and development decisions in Vermont are made at the municipal level, despite the 
common misperception that state development regulations -most notably Act 250 -provides a 
high le,.rel of protection from inappropriate development. Act 250 regulates only approximately 40% 
of all development in the state. Therefo re, 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 a 

Keeping this limitation in mind, the Reading T own Plan recognizes that the Vermont Depa1tment 
of Fish and Wildlife may consider protection of significant habitats as "necessary wildlife habitat" 
under criterion 8(a) of Act 250. Under Act 250, a permit will not be granted if it is demonstrated by 
an opponent o f a project that a development or subdivision will destroy or signiticantly imperil 
necessary wildlife habitat or any endangered species.39 This provision is tempered, however, by the 
requirement that an additional provision must be met in order to deny a permit. 

To elaborate, a project's opponents not only has the burden of showing that a project will destroy or 
significantly imperil habitat or an endangered species, but also has tl1e burden of showing tl1at either 
(1) the benefit to the public from tl1e development will not outweigh tl1e loss to the public from the 
destmction or imperilment of the habitat or species40 (2) tl1at all feasible and reasonable means of 
preventing or mitigating the imperilment by the applicant have not been or will not continue to be 
applied,41 or (3) tint the applicant owns a reasonably acceptable alternative site to fulfi ll the 
development's purposes.42 It follows that while Act 250 on its face provides a ce1tain level of 
protection to habitat and endangered species from development, tl1ere is 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 tl1e development.43 This 
makes the protection of wildlife habitat vulnerable to a cost-benefit analysis. 41 

For purposes of Act 250, necessary wildlife habitat is defined as "concentrated habitat that is 
definable and is demonstrated as being decisive to the survival of a species of wildlife at any period 
in its life, including breeding and migratory periods.'>45 The Vermont Supreme Court has clarified 
the definition of "necessary wildlife habitat'' to mean habitat that is "decisive to tl1e sutYival 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.'16 Therefore, a project that will destroy or 
significantly imperil the habitat of a local population of a species should be prohibited, unless the 
opponent 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 tl1e destruction of habitat, but it should be recognized that the 
Act is by no means a guarantee that habitat will be conserved due to the burden placed on an 
opponent to prove tl1at alternative sites exist, or that the survival of species is more valuable than 
the development. To ensure tl1at significant habitat is protected at the local level, the following 
definition of "signiti.cant wildlife habitat" should be included in Section 7 .l of the zoning bylav,r, and 
should be used consistently elsewhere in the bylaw. 

SIGNIFICANT IFILDIJFE HABITAT. T'/.1ose ttatural features that are euetttial.for tbe 
.fflnival attd/ or reproductio1t of the native n'ildlife ofReadbtg. Tbis .rhalltitdttde, but is not limited to, 
(1) deer Jt'iflter habitat (i.e. deeryards); (2) habitatfor rare, threatmed atzd enda~tgered .rpecies (J·tate or 
federaf!y !iJted); (3) amcentrated blad~. bear feeding babitat (bear-scarred beech atld oak stands); (4) 
moose babitat; (5) tPetlands that prol'ide critical.fmtctions for wetlattd-depmdmt JJlildlife such as 
breeding/ mstittg babitat for 211adiug birds (e.g. bittemr, bermt,~, Jvateifowl (e.g. ducks, geese) a1td otter 
attd vemal pools; (6) 11-'t'!t//i.fe traz.-el ~YJmdors, characterized~ mzdetJe/oped forested amidors, titduding 
forest cotlf!r reachbtg to road n'ghts-oj-ll't!J· n-'hich serw to link large tracks of mifragmmted forest habitat; 
(7) large areas qf cotttiguous, tttifra.gmelttedforest that prwide for a large tzumber of-rpecies; (8) areas 
that pro11ide an abundmzce of food and/ or materni(y sites; (9) sig;-tijica11t ttat1Jrai communities sudJ as 
grusslcmd habitat. earfy sttcceJsio~tal habitat. old gnmJfb forest habitat, ledge habitut, high elewtion 
habitat for !testing songbirds, ripariafl habitat; and (9) habitat idmtijied ~y tbe Vermo1tt Department of 
Fish attd u~~ildlife as either sig~tijica;zt 1vildlije habitat or necessary JJlildlifo habitat ill acoy;rdauc·e with 10 
VS.A. Sec. 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 \vilcllife habitat resources in Reading, and provides relatively strong 
support for protecting those resources through the zoning bylaws. Providing a foundation for 
st rong zoning standards is critical due to recent changes to state enabling statutes. Under Vermont 
statute: 

Airy tmmicipality that has ad.opted and has in ejftct a platt and bas created a plamtiltg comtJJirsiott 
under tbis chapter mqy itJJplement tbe pkm ~ adopting, amettding and etiforcing a!!J or all of tbe 
regulatory and nom"egulatory tools pro tided for tit this chapter. All Jttch regulatory and tto1zregulatory 
tools shall be hz cot!forman~-e with tbe plan, sball be adopted.for the pttrposes set forth in .rection 4 302 of 
this title, aJZd shall be in accord nifth the policit!J' set fortb thereitt.47 

As part of a comprehensive revision to 24 VSA Chapter 117 in 2004, the statute was changed to 
require that regulat01y tools (e.g, zoning bylaws) be "in confo rmance with the Town Plan. 
Conformance was defined at that time to mean: 

"a proposed implemmtation tool, iududi1tg u ~yftuv or lrylmP amendtJtettt that iJ in actord Jl!t/b tbe 
mutticipal piatt in effect at tbe time of adoption, IJihett the ~fan• or ~ylau• ammdmmt itzcludes all the 
.folloll'ittg: 
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?4) Makes progreJ.r ton.1ard attui1tittg, or at feast doeJ not itzteifere Jt'ith, the goals cmd polkies 
COitf.aitted in the rmttticipal plan. 

(13) Protides for proposed future fattd uses, de11sitieJ, and itztemities of det,r:lopmmt co!tlained in the 
mtmicipul plan. 

cq Curries out, as applicable, at!Y specifkproposals for CO!Jl1JIU11t(y fa.cilitieJ, or other propo.rcJd 
adio1u contained in tbe tmmicipal pl..m. 

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 
Commission's consideration (see Appendix G). These changes are summarized as follows: 

1) As discussed previously, a deti.nition 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 "signiticant wildlife habitat." 

2) Revisions to Section 4.14 of the zoning bylaws regarding subdivision review. Because the 
Town has opted to regulate the subdivision of land in conjunction with site plan review, 
rather than enacting subdivision regulations as authorized in state statute48

, it is suggested 
tl1at 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 is also suggested tl1at tl1e 
Commission have the authority to require the designation of"development envelopes" on 
new parcels witl1in wl1ich new development, including accessory stmctures, yard areas, etc. 
would be located. And, it is also recommended tl1at 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 improve clarity are also proposed. 

3) Revisions to Section 5.3 Site Plan Review to include adding a standard related to pre­
development site work and clearing. Such a standard is presently included in the Ridgeline 
Protection Overlay District and could prove valuable in other settings where forest habitat is 
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 pUtpose of the district regarding habitat protection 
and forest fragmentation. 

4) Related to the changes to site plan review, revisions to the PUD provision (Section 5.4). of 
tl1e bylaws are suggested to address clustering and the associated preservation of open space. 
Establishing a minimum percentage of a parcel tl1at must be protected as open space if fairly 
common, although the suggested 70% open side is at tl1e higher end of common practice in 
Vermont (though not unprecedented). 

5) Several definitions, in addition to one for the term significant wildlife habitat, are also 
provided, as discussed in the technical review. 
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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 JZot regulate aitepted agriatltura! attd .ri!t~t'llltura! pradice_r, including the ~'OttStmction if farm Jtmctuns. as 
those practices are difined l!y the se~1r:tary if agricttlture,food and markets or the commissioner if fon:sts, parks, and 
recreatiott, mpedit•efy, under sttbsectiottS 1021 (f) and 1259(/) if Title 10 attd sedion 4810 ifTitle 6. "J9 

Furthermore, Vermont statute instructs that a municipality "may enact a fD.Ja1JI tbat imposes fomst 
management practices resultitzg itt a dJattge in a fomst ma~tagemmt pla12 for land e1zro!led i1z the use tJalue appraisal 
prvgram on!y to the e:x:te1tt that those dJattges are sikiculturaf!y sound, as determitzed l!y the commissiotter iffore.rl.J~ 
parks, and recreation, a1zd protect specific ltatttral. cottserz,atiott, ttesthetic, or uildlift fia!ttm in prvper!J duigJtated 
zotzittg districts."50 These changes also must be compatible with eligib ility 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 exan1ple, a municipality may regulate logging road development through the creation of 
road design standards. Furthetmore, 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 is for silvicultural purposes, i.e. to 
harvest and regenerate trees. 

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

Pre-app&ati01z Site Developmettt Fomt management actitJt/ies desig1zed, as pre-developmmt site 
preparation shalL be t-et1iewed by the Plamzitzg Commission to determine compliauce n'ith the Jtmzdard.r .ret 
jotth itt this section. S11ch actitities inclttde, but are 1zot limited t.o, road attd dn·t,eJJiq)l cottStmctirm, 
e~wat'atiotJ n!ated to the upgrade a1td conversirm if logging roads to development roads or drivel/Jays, 
d-eari11g and/ orgradbzg.for ho11se-sites attd septic .rystems, or related work. T.f/bere a lando2Ptzer fails to 
submit pt-edet1elopment platzs for miew, the Board may dit-ect the ma1tner iu t~'hich the site will be mtored 
or re-t'egetated prior to d.etJelopment atzd/ or limit dezJelopmetzt to a portion if tbe property which best meets 
tbe stmzdards if this district. 

To make this standard applicable to all districts in Reading where forestland is present, this standard 
could be added to Section 5.3.3 General Standards. 
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Use Value Appraisal (UVA) Program Tax Considerations for 
Landowners & Local Tax Payers 

.May, 2008 

The Use Value Appraisal (UVA) Program, commonly referred to as the Current Use Program, is 
one ofVermont'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 long as 
the land is enrolled in 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 forestry. 

The innumerable benefits of this program flow not only to the landowner, but also to local 
communities, and to Vermont as a whole. Forestland and farms demand far fe\ver 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 from residential development, towns typically provide more that a 
dollar in services. 51 Undeveloped land, on the other hand, requires very little in town services.52 

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 
Current Use Program, which are: 

... to enco11rage and assist the mai11te!la11te of Vermont's productive agrimltural and forest 
lattrl,· to eJtcottrage and assist in their cottservation and presemation for fitture productive 11se a11d 
for the protecti011 of tJatural ecological sytems; to prevmt the at·celerated conversio11 of these lands 
to more intensive use ~y the pressure of proper!J ta:x:atio11 at tJalt~es it~ compatible with the 
prod11ctive capaci!J of the land; to achiez;e more equitable taxationfor undeveloped lands; to 
encottrage and assist itt the presemation a11d mhancemet1t of Vermottt's scenic 11atural resources; 
and to mable the citizeNs of Vet7notlt to pla11 its orderfy grozvth in the face of increasing 
dez,elopmC11t pressures in the i11terests of the ptiblic health, sifety and we!fare. 53 

In 2007, Reading had 73 parcels and 11,098 acres enrolled in the program. This means 43 percent 
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. 54 

A landowner that enrolls land in the program can expect to save a significant portion on their 
property ta..\: bill. This is because land is taxed on its use value rather than fair market value. Land 
that is enrolled and managed for agriculture is assessed at a different use value than land that is 
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 
at,>-ticulture or forest use."55 The use values are calculated by capitalizing the income from agriculture 
or forestry.56 

Statistics from 2006 demonstrate that the average assessment and tax for land that was not enrolled 
in UVA in Reading was $32.56 per acre based on an average assessed value of$1,813 per acre.57 The 
average assessment and tax for land that was enrolled in UV A was $2.30 per acre as the assessment 
for land was decreased to an average value of $129 per acre. 58 Therefore the average landowner who 
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enrolled 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 2007.59 TI1e 
total portion of municipal property taxes that landowners saved was $76,917.00 All towns in 
Vermont receive full reimbursement from the state for municipal property 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. 61 

There is a common perception that other property taxpayers in town are subsidizing participants in 
the UV A 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 ta.."\:payers in Reading.62 The 
following explanation from a recent report on the UV A Progran1 explains the effects in property 
taxes of non-enrolled landowners in town. 

[I] here is a great deal of ~wifitsirm about the tax shift that ocC/Irs Jt'hm ta1zd is enrolled in the Use 
Value Appraisal Program and tav'<.'ed at a !mt'er value. The taxes tbat 1/lou!d othenJ.Jtse be paid on 
mro!led lattd are made t1jJ f?y all ta.>..payers itt the state--1zot f?y property ta:x.payers in the host to 11m. 

• School ta:x:es are ttOJJ' state ttL"<es, and the sdJool property ta:x.· rate is determi1ted l{y the state. A 
tOll/It that has more !tmd iu the Use T,./altte Appraisal Program tbau atlother does uot bave a 
higher ta:x.· rate. 

• the tow;z receiws jitll reimbttrsement for mtttticipal property !tL"<es lost. 

l1t combi1tatiou, a1ry property taxes not paid ott laud mrolled iu the program are made liP fo; all people 
attd b!lsinesses that pay a tJariety of Getteral r1md kt."<CS and Educatiott Ftmd taxe..r. Net'Cttbe!ess, the 
perception persists among lattdOJmers, ta:xpqyers attd etJCtt soJJte listers tbat la!tdbolders zPbo mroll their 
!tmd i12 the Ure T/alue Appraisal Program are makittgproperty tax bills in ton'lt higher, aud Jewral 
tonms reitiforce this mis~wtceptiott fo; publishing i1tcomct itiformatioll itt their ulntllal report. 63 

The Reading town plan incorrectly instructs tl1at the "State of Vermont reimburses 
communities for some of the tax revenue that is lost due to enrollment of land under the 
program." The town plan should be amended to reflect that the State ofVermont 
reimburses communities for all 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 tl1e Town of Reading to consider, including botl1 regulatory and 
non-regulatory options for tackling forest fragmentation. The Planning Commission and 
interested parties should be sure to read tl1e 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 
tl1.e adequacy of appropriateness of tl1e recommendations of this report. 
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Project Pattners are grateful for the opportunity to have worked with the Reading Planning 
Commission, the Southern Windsor County Regional Planning Commission, Vermont 
Department of Fish & Wildlife, ;md the many dedicated residents and interested part.ies in 
the Town of Reading. 

This report was made possible through several grants including a municipal planning grant 
from the Vermont Department of Housing and Community Affairs, and funding to support 
implementation of several priority actions of Vennont's Wildlife Action Plan with a grant 
from the Wildlife Conservation Society through its Wildlife Act.ion Oppottunities Fund. 
Support to establish the \Xlildlife Action Opportunities 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 l\hclean - Copyright Alex S . .MacLean I Landslides. It represents a 
subdivision in Stowe, Vermont. The photo is published in the book "Above and Beyond." 
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O ctober 2007 Conununity Values Public Forum 
Meeting Summary 



October 2007 Public Forum 
Community Values Priorities 

Break Out Group # 1: Priority Community Values 

1. Passive/Non-Motorized Recreation******* [8) 

2. Motorized Recreation *ll] 

3. Forestry /Timber Hru:vesting/Sugaring ****** [6] 

4. Hunting**** [4] 

5. Wildlife***** [5] 

6. Ecosystem Services (e.g., clean water, clean air)***** {5] 

7. Scenic Landscape (e.g., ridgelines) *** l3] 

8. Personal Health/Quiet*** [3] 

9. Tourist Economy 

Break Out Group # 2: Priority Community Values 

1. Tourism/Economic Impacts (e.g., recreation)** [2] 

2. Wildlife & Environmental Protection **** [4] 

3. Water Quality/Quantity ***[3] 

4. Aesthetic/Landscape **** (4] 

5. Hunting/Fishing* [1) 

6. Future Generations (potential conservation or development)***** lSJ 
7. Forest Experience (( ersona; reflection/ spiritual) ******* [7] 

8. Open Space * [1] 

9. Forestry / Timber** (2] 

10. Trail Access **** [4] 

11. Property Rights * [1) 

12. Quality of Life/Lifestyle *** [3] 

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

* Indicates one vote from group participant; each participant was given 3 votes and 
prohibited from voting fot any one item more than once. 
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AppendixB 

Landowner Survey Results 
Reading, Vermont 

I. 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 opportunities, 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? 
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What do you value about Reading's forestland? 
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III. Interpreting the Data 

In interpreting this data, please consider the following: 

80 90 100 

so 60 70 

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. A few 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. 

IV. 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 

I 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. Regulate 
hours and days o'f operation of ATV s on roads and trails 

You need more room for animals instead of backyards. 

Accessibility is a 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 land 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. I 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 

You might consider cluster housing on development projects with common land 

Walking and hiking paths- nature trails 

Not tighter land use regulations; no more regulations,just education about conservation 

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



I 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 laws 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 beneficial 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 inapped 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 I 
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). Outreach to realtors 
might be helpful. They all seem to want to point out a property's potential for 
subdivision. They maybe most complicit in slaying 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 land 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 cu_rrently 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 throughout most forests. So while I want to preserve forest areas for all people, I 
want to ensure dirt bike/A TV 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 dollars. 

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 limds 

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

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 Vennont. 

I feel taxes are too high for people on fixed income. I worry about losing 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 Mtn 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 a 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 buildil').g 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 only the well-off or higher income families 
would benefit 

Our land is not 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 value all, but I 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 C 

Re~ourcc l\hps: 

High Scoring Wildlife Habitat Map, 
prepared by .John \\,1utman for Furcsts, \XIildlifc, Communities Project (contact VNRC for 

in fnnna tion) 

VLT Forest Model Score, 
pr~parcd by Vermont Land Trust 

Parcels Enrolled in Cuncnt Usc Program, 
prepared by Smnhcrn Windsor Regional Planning Conunission 



High Scoring Habitats Centered on Town of Reading 

Habitat scoros delonnlned using a modllled VLT model 
and a WSA model have been clossifled by quinUies 
and superimposed as two seml-tmnsp:uent layers. 

For each model, the top qulntile Is rendered In deep aqua blua, 
the socond quintilo as n Ughtllr oqua bluo.t.ands<:8po coils 
roprosonling low&t-scorlng habitats am rendered as white. 

Thus, aroas agroed by both models to be In tho highest quln~lo 
or habitat score appear as the deepest aqu11 shade. Lower scoros 
from either or both models producing fighter shades. 



VLT Forest 
Model Score 

- Low 
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- High 
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AppendixD 

Forest Fragmentation Alternative Strategies Matrix 



Conservation districts typically encompass areas defined by 
Conservation/Forest I one or more natural features, limited existing development, 
Reserve District limited road and utility access, and large parcels. Reading's 

RC-25 District may be defined as·a Conservation District, 
although it lacks several of the common characteristics 
associated with such districts (e.g., residential uses are 
allowed as a permitted use; no resource protection standards 
apply). 

Overlay District 

Fixed-Area Zoning 

Overlay districts are superimposed over one or more 
underlying conventional zoning districts in order to address 
areas of community 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 
Ridgefine District and Flood Hazard Area District. 

Zoning standards that include both minimum area 
requirements for subdivided lots and maximum density 
standards, which may be different from lot area requirement 
(e.g., may require one housing unit per 25 acres yet a 
minimum lot 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. 
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• Large Lot/Area Requirements (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 
process for all or most development 
activities) . 

• Easy to administer with trained 
volunteer board. 
Jevelopment/Resource Protection 

Standards (may require 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 
mao interoretation. 

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

• May be confusing. 
• Requires administrative capacity to 

ensure appropriate tracking. 

High 

Medium 
(modified 
version) 



Clustering (Planned 
Unit Developments) 

Transfer of 
Development Rights 

Planned Unit Development (PUD) provisions authorize a 
local review board to uwaive" or "modify" specific zoning 
standards (e.g., lot size, setbacks, etc.) for the purpose of 
achieving a better development design than would be 
possible under a strict application of the zoning standards. 
Common standards include smaller lots than otherwise 
allowed in district to facilitate clustering and the preservation 
of open space. 

Authorizes communities to allow for development rights to be 
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 lack 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 
modified TOR program by allowing non-contiguous PUDs, 
thereby allowing the transfer of development rights to one 
parcel in a rural (low density) district provided that another, 
non-contiguous parcel is maintained as open space. 
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• Typically authorize density bonuses. 
• Usually encourage clustering and 

protection of open space (often min. 
open space standard). 

• Typically discretionary, but statute 
allows municipality to mandate PUD 
review for certain projects or in 
specified districts. 

• Density based on underlying zoning 
(plus density bonus)- may allow uses 
not otherwise allowed in district 

• RC>nrrir<:><> some administrative 
• The circumstances that lead to a 

successful TOR 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 zoning 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. 

Low 



Subdivision 
Regulations 

Site Development 
Standards 

Subdivision regulations are .typically used to guide settlement 
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 zoning 
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 plan review provision of the 
zoning bylaw. 

Many of he tools described above are really different types of 
administrative procedures used to apply resource protection 
and site development standards to landowners 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 land 
characteristics (e.g., steep slopes) regardless of their location 
in the Town. 
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ay 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 issues 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 
manag~ment/stand type, and to ensure 
ongoing forest management after 
subdivision. 

• May be resistance to requiring a permit 
and/or review process that is not 
currently 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) 



Road and Trail 
Policies 

Ensure that Forest 
Products Industries 
are allowed in 
Community 

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 trails and the level of development that 
should be allowed along town trails. 

Allowing sawmills and 
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 portable sawmills) has become 
increasingly important to some loggers. 
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• Class 4 road policies should be based 
on an inventory of roads and 
consideration 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 future 
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. 

• Sawmills, or "Forest Products 
Processing," is often allowed in 
Industrial Districts, and appropriate 
rural-residential districts (subject to 
performance standards to mitigate off­
site impacts, such as excessive noise). 

• Forestry definitions are suitably broad 
to allow processing of timber harvesting 
on the site. 

High 



Forest Practices 
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 Appraisal 
Program for all lands that are enrolled 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 enrolled 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. Furthermore, a 
municipality 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. 
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• 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 
enrolled 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 l"lo.,n nn 

Medium 



Education About the 
Use Value Appraisal 
(UVA) Program 
(Current Use 
Program) 

Education about 
Conservation 
Easements and Land 
Trusts 

Forest Management 
or Conservation 
Demonstration 
Projects 

The Use Value Appraisal program provides an incentive for 
private landowners to keep forestland productive and 
undeveloped. The program assesses forestland at its use 
value rather than fair market value, which lowers the property 
tax assessment for landowners who enroll. There are many 
misperceptions about the tax implications of enrolling land in 
the Use Value Appraisal program. For example, the State of 
Vermont reimburses communities for all of the tax revenue 
that is lost due to enrollment of land under the oroaram. 

onservation easements are important tools for landowners 
who want to conserve their land in perpetuity. They are 
voluntary agreements that allow landowners to restrict the 
type or amount of development on their property while 
retaining private ownership of the land. Many landowners 
receive a federal income tax deduction for the gift of a 
conservation easement. There may be other tax benefits as 
well, such as reduced property taxes, in some 
circumstances. Listers and appraisers should be made 
aware of the appraisal guidelines for conserved land. 

Excellent examples of forest management and stewardship 
could be showcased as an education opportunity for 
residents and landowners. For example, and area like 
Sylvan Acres could serve as a model 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. 
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• The Town Plan could explain the 
benefits and characteristics of the 
program and clarify any misperceptions 
about the tax implications of the 
program. 

• A landowner outreach campaign could 
be coordinated to encourage more 
landowners to enroll in the program. 

• A land trust will hold the development 
rights while the landowner maintains 
ownership of the land. 

• The land may be transferred or sold, 
but the easement restricting 
development typically runs with the 
land. 

• Use of the land such for sustainable 
forestry or recreation is typically 
allowed, if not encouraged, through 
easements. 

• Woodland organizations such as 
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. 

High 

High 



Landowner 
Cooperatives to 
Manage and/or 
Conserve Land 

Education About 
Federal and State 
Assistance 
Programs 

Perform a Build-Out 
Model for Reading 

Promote Local 
Forest Products 

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, develop comprehensive wildlife habitat 
conservation and forest management plans, and seek 
conservation easements or third party certification for 
sustainable forest manaoement if desired. 
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 Prnnr::~m 
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• 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 
community based Timberland 
Investment Management Organization 
to buy and manage forestland 
collectively. 

• ~tate 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. 

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

• 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 

High 

High 



Education About 
Third Party 
Certification of 
Forestland 

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 certified to receive a premium among 
buyers for certified materials. There are several certification 
programs including Forest Stewardship Council, Vermont 
Family Forests, Sustainable Forestry Initiative, a~d Tree 
Farm. 
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• 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 



AppendixE 

Reading Town Plan & Zoning Bylaw Technical Review 



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 unambiguous. With regard to 
goals 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 revisions if the desire is for those policies to have the effect 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 in 2007. The new rules do not allow 
installation of septic systems on 30% slopes or, in fact, any land over 20%. Under this 
same section, 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 
ofFish 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 to 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 wlth fragmentation (page 14) and desired 
development patterns to 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 tor 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 enrolled 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 flrst "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. 



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 ofun-fragmented forest 
which may be impacted by upgrades. There is a corresponding goal statement that the 
Town should retain o-wnership 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 under zoning. 

' 

Chapter 4. Utilities and Facilities 

• The section on electrical transmission lines could mention that the extension of electric 
utilities into 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 strong 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 limited to the lowest density Qses 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 to land clearing versus silvicultural 
activities. This section could be expanded to regulate clearcutting and liquidation 
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 rural character. 

Chapter 8. Implementation 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. 

II. 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 allowed 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 1 0 acres, 
but reducing the minimum lot size to one or two acres, would allow residential 
development on large tracts while keeping a larger pmtion of the land in single ownership 
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Secti.on 2.4.3 Rural Residential District (RR-5) 

• 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 off-site impacts. 

Section 2.4. 7 Industrial Mining District (IM) 

• Consider allowing "Sawmills" of "Forest Products Industry" as a conditional use, to be 
defmed 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 offOsite 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 
are.as. 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 development. Silvicultural activities would need to be 
exempt, but clearing associated with housing or infrastructure development could be 
regulated to reduce or mitigate aesthetic 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 all 
public roads. Consider clarifying that town trials 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 prin_ciple 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, RPO, 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. Such 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 
full 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 
term), 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 

• Consider 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-1 0) 
District focused more 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 of25%). 

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 whieh fll"C gre?~'l~primm·ily en the site 
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). 

Ill. Other Policies/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 communities, and therefore not a surprise. 
We did, however, review what we understand to be the extent ofthe Town's class four road 
policies which relates only to the recreational use of those roads by ATV s. 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 status. 
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AppendixF 

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) 
1. Protect rare I 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, high 
elevation areas (see Table 2.1). 

)> Revise Reading' s· zoning bylaws ·where necessary or appropriate, and consider 
the use of subdivision regulations. to define and protect significant wildlife 
habitat. 

)> Help publ_ic 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 including 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 Protection Overlay District to 
avoid or mitigate the visual impacts f development on scenic ridgelines and 
upland areas. 

4. Keep active agricultural and silviculturallands 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 the 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 ridgeline.s 
and upland areas-4al±, shall occur 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 fragmentation 
of priority forestlands, as depicted on Map # , and to avoid undue adverse impact 
on significant wildlife habitat. 

74_ Where development of forested land threatens critiealsignificant -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. 

&:.LThe Town shall work with state and federal agencies, whenever possible, 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 . 

.f.G.:.Winter recreational trail locations should consider deer wintering areas, fragile habitats 
and the guidelines and policies of local and State agencie&.-
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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. 

)> Revise zoning bylaws wh0re necessary and consider tha use of subdivision regiil-ati-entr-te 
E,require 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 l~abitat. 
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, Barnleigh (Cook Farm), 
and existing specialty crop operations. 

)> Continue to administer and enforce the Ridgeline Protection Overlay District Consider the 
ereation of an ovsrlay district for ridgelines to protect theoo-the scenic qualities of 
amenities ridgelines 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 ofthe 
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 configlll'ed to minimize the fragmentation of 
priority forestlands. and to avoid undue adverse impact on significant wildlife habitat. 

~LHome 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. The 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 as farm and logging roads, stonewalls, tree and fence lines, cellar holes 
and agricultural buildings, shall be preserved where appropriate. Any cultural features that 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. 

5. 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 -to maintain the h·aditional settlement 
pattem of compact villages sull'ounded by rural counh:yside. including productive fannland 
and large tracts of unfragmented forest land. To this end, the Town will uphold and enforce 
zoning bylaws that include the following: 

a. Higher density and/or mixed use zoning districts that reinforce historic villages. 

b. One or more district to allow industrial or extractive industries in a1)propriate 
locations that will help minimize conflict with other land uses. 

c. Rural residential dish·icts that maintain low overall development densities and the 
preservation of open space through clustered development, encourage 
continuation of agriculture, forestry and conservation. and allow only a limited 
range of commercial enterprises. 

d. Resource conservation and protection districts. including at least 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 Draft 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. Pre-Application Meeting. A pre-application meeting shall be held with the 
applicant and Planning Commission 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. 

L~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. AW,l proposed 
lots' shall be surveyed and shallshould 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 pernnt a front yard setback on each street while side lot lines shall 
generally be at right angles to straight streets, or radial to curved street lines. 

2. Existing features, including but not limited to water courses and drainage ways, 
pathways, historic sites and structures, shorelands, fence and tree lines, wetlands, 
significant critical 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 
judgementjudgment 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 lot configuration.\ 

3. 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 important '.vildlife habitat (such as deer '"'rintering areas). 
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. 

4. Subdivisions and associated development shall be located and configured to 
minimize fragmentat ion of, and avoid undue adverse impacts to, priority forest lands 
identified in the Reading Town Plan in order to maintain traditional land uses in 
forested areas. including significant wildlife habitat, forest management. 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, lot'lines, 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. 

iii. A buffer area of adequate size may be established to protect specific 
types of habitat (e.g., deeryards, rare, threatened or endangered species 
habitat, wildlife corridors). · 

iv. The Plaru1ing Comrnjssion may require the submission of a management 
plan, prepared by a wildlife biologist or comparable professionaL to 
identify the ftmction and relative value of impacted habitat, and 
associated management or mitigation strategies. 

b. Forest Stewardship: 
1. The subdivision of forest land shall, to the extent practical, be 

configured to protect forest resources, including unique or fragile areas, 
streams and aquifer recharge areas. and recreation trails, and to allow for 
ongoing forest management ofthe parcel after subdivision. 

ii. Lot boundaries and development envelopes should avoid fragmentation 
of dc£ned 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 
protection objectives. 

iv. A buffer area of adequate size may be required to avoid conflict between 
new residential development and existing or potential forest 
management (including timber harvesting). 

v. The Planning Commission may request that the Windsor County 



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

c. Clustering: Applications for subdivision of lands identified as priority forest 
areas 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 lots 
in the underlying district, 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 Vennont Use Value Appraisal program and other local, state 
and federal programs to encourage on-going forest management. 

~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. 

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

16. Access roads, driveways, and utility corridors shall meet the standards set forth in 
Section 3.1. All roads serving four (4) or more individual lots shall conform to the 
design standards for local roads and streets contained within the Vermont State 
Standards for the Design of Transportation, Construction, Reconstruction and 
Rehabilitation on Freeways, 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 Section3.1 of these regulations and the Town's Highway 
Ordinance. 

~+. 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 1 0' X 
30' turnout may be required . 

.2.8-. ·Proposed building lots shall be served by adequate water supply and wastewater 
disposal systems. The Planning Commission 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 fmal subdivision approval by the Planning 
Commission, the applicant shall file two copies of a final subdivision plat, for 
recording with the Tovvn in conformance with the requirements of27 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 Planning Commission 
Chair or. Vice~Chair. The Commission may, as a condition of final plat approval, 
require that other notations pertaining to conditions of subdivision 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 Section 
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 Commission. 

5.3.2 Review Procedure 
The Planning Commission shall schedule a public hearing, warned 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 fmdings 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 Municipal 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 architecnual 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. 



2. 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 acros~ 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. 

3. 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 wildlife 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. 

4. Historic Resources. Consideration should be given to 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 ofhistoric structures encouraged. 

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

6. Forest Management & Pre-application Site Development. Forest 
management activities designed as pre-development site preparation shall be 
reviewed by the Planning Commission 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 logging roads to development roads or driveways, clearing 



and/or grading for house-sites and septic systems. or related work. Where a 
landowner fails to submit 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 to fl_pmiion of the pr.Q12erty 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 reinforce a 
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 entrances 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. 

2. 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 development and subdivisions shall be designed 



and boundaries configured to preserve existing forest resources and ti·agile 
features and to maintain traditional land ·uses including significant wildlife 
habitat, forest management, limited agriculture (e.g., maple sugaring), small 
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 U.S. 
Natural Resomce Conservation Service, a history of productivity, and a total 
acreage suited for long term forest management (i.e. 25 acres or more)) shall be 
avoided. 

5.3.5 Requirements 
Site plans shall show or designate the following: 

1. · All site plans 

a. The location, height, and spacing of existing and proposed structures. 

b Open spaces and their landscaping. 

c. Streets. 

d. Driveways. 

e. Off-street parking spaces. 

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

g. Acreage of entire parcel, with existing an.d proposed lot boundaries. 

h. Significant Wildlife Habitat Areas designated by the Vermont Agency of 
Natural R~sources as critical wildlife habitat or as known loeations-ef 
eruiaagere&-&r-tlu:eatefled speeies. 

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

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

b. Location and description of proposed septic disposal facilities and water 
supplies. 

c. Proposed development envelopes. 

d. Proposed site clearing. 

e. 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 assessment and 
mitigation plan. 

3. Wireless communications facilities. In addition to the materials required under 
subsection l, applications for wireless communications facilities shall submit 



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 proposed facility, including reasons 
for seeking capacity in excess of immediate needs, as well as plans for 
ftu1her developments and coverage within the Town. 

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

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 sites, and areas designated by the Vermont Agency of 
Natural Resources as critical 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. 





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

5.4.1 Purpose 
The purpose of a P.U.D is: 

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

2. To encourage any development in the countryside to be compatible 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. 

5. To encourage the provision of affordable housing; and 

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

5.4.2 General 
In zoning districts Rl, 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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 ofbuildings 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, including any modifications of the zoning by law 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. 

2. 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 percent, wetlands, soils unsuitable for 
development due to shallow depth to bedrock or high water table, limitations 
for on-site sewage disposal, agricultural 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. 

3. 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. an additional 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. an additional density bonus of25% of the pennitted 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 detlned in 
Article 7. 

4. 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 control of the applicant may be combined for review as a PUD. 
The perm"itted 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. 

5. 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. 

6. 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. 

7. 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 devel~pment along the perimeter of the project, and between 
development areas and common open space areas. 

8. 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 Jots, and 
shall meet all local and state health regulations for water supply and sewage 
disposal. 

9. 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 
preserved 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 its 
intended use, except for open space containing natural or cultural 
resources worthy of preservation which may be required to be left 
unimproved. 

c. Sewage disposal areas and utility 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 Coi1servation (RC-25). Rural Residential-! 0 CRR-
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 minimum o£70% of the parcel 
shall be set aside as open space. Lots created as pati of a PUD shall 
either be of sufficient size for enrollment in the Vermont Use Value 
Appraisal program after development, or be limited to the maximum 
acreage needed to accommodate the proposed development, regardless 
of the minimum lot size for the dish·ict in. which it is located. in order to 
ma.ximize the preservation of large parcels of forest land and habitat. 

10. Roads developed in a P.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 
Conunission 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. 




