MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION
Wednesday – April 1, 2015 – 7:00 P.M.

A.	CALL TO ORDER: The Chair called the meeting to order at 6:59 PM.
B.	ROLL CALL: Members present: Judith Stern, Chuck Gregory, Chair Wilbur Horton, Mark Wilson, Richard Filion and Tom Hall. Scott Frye came into the meeting during the flood resiliency discussion.
	Also present were Dan Potter from the SWCRPC and Bill Kearns, Administrative Officer and Sec. of the Commission.
C.	DISCUSSION:
1. Flood Resiliency required section in Town Plan. 
The Chair then turn the attention of the Commission to the Flood Resiliency portion of the Town Plan and asked Dan Potter of the SWCRPC to lead them in the discussion.

Dan Potter introduced himself as a planner with the SWCRPC. He stated that Jason Rasmussen, who had started this process with the Commission, had turned over the work to him, but Jason would continue to assist Dan in working with the Commission on the Town Plan. Dan stated that this was the 2nd review of the language of the Flood Resiliency portion. Jason had reviewed the language of this section with the Commission last month, and had made revisions based on that review and the amendments suggested by the Commission. They document that Dan presented was that revised language for Flood Resiliency.

The Chair asked the Commission how it wanted to proceed, and the consensus was to review the document page by page. The chair asked if there were any comments on the current document. Bill Kearns stated that he had reviewed the document and had some questions.
· The 1st was on page 2. “D. Hazard Areas” the 3rd sentence says “Both map sets need some refinement…” Later in the document. It states that the town is meeting with the state to refine the maps and / or the language of the River Corridor guidelines. The language quoted above should therefore be revisited after the town and the state has finalized the maps and/or the language.
· Bill question the statistics under number 1 on that page 2 and was informed that these can be found on the ANR Atlas for flood resiliency. Bill will look at them there.
· Page 3, number 3, paragraph 1, the last sentence and the comment after the last sentence: we should wait till after our discussions with the state and final documents come out of those discussions.
· Page 3, number 3, the last sentence of the 2nd paragraph: we should wait till after our discussions with the state and final documents come out of those discussions.
· Page 4, number 1, the added sentence which begins with “Property owners are encouraged to seek a Letter of Map Amendment…” was added by Jason after last month’s meeting, and is acceptable to the Commission.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Page 4, number 2, the stricken sentence: “The Town wants to encourage River corridor protection where all the RCPAs still function.” This sentence should be revisited after the discussions with the state and final documents come out of those discussions.
· Page 5, Goal 1, Dan clarified that the word “encourage” is used because that is the statutory language in the enabling statute.
· Page 5, policies, number 1: Bill Kearns stated that he wished to revisit this language, and in particular the words “should be avoided.” after the discussions between the state and the town and after reviewing the documents come that come out of those discussions. It may very well be that the town is successful in limiting the River Corridor maps to the areas the town believes should be exclusionary areas. If this is the case, then the town may be willing to change that language in the River Corridor as well as the floodway portion of the special flood hazard area to “shall be avoided.” The Commission agreed that they should be revisited at that time.
· On page 6, Strategies 2 c): Bill Kearns stated that he believed that the USACE has such a plan, and that the fire chief, most likely has a copy of that plan. Bill will check with the fire chief; Dan will check with USACE. 

Dan Potter stated that he would note those areas that needed to be revisited after the meetings between the town and the state are completed over the River Corridor maps and language.

Dan Potter asked if we wanted to mark out on the map those areas of special concern that are noted at the bottom of page 3, top of page 4. After some discussion, it was decided not to do so, rather, their inclusion in the River Corridor was sufficient.

The Chair then discussed with Dan Potter what we would do next in our review and amendment of the Town Plan. It was decided that we would begin next month on Land Use.

2. Pocket parks in general, 21 Cottage in particular
The Chair then turn the discussion to Pocket Park. He noted that Chuck Gregory had circulated the trap policy in its latest version.

Chuck Gregory stated that he had received the comments from Bill Kearns, just 45 minutes ago, and felt that he needed time to review those comments before we had a discussion on the draft policy. He therefore made the motion:

MOTION: Chuck Gregory moved, 2nd by Scott Frye to table the discussion of the draft Pocket Park policy to the next meeting.

Discussion on the motion: Richard Filion commented that the policy call for the town to assist with labor and materials for the improvements on the property, and he was of the opinion this should be done by those persons who want the Park and not include town participation.

Bill Kearns stated that some discussion of the draft policy should be had, because it appeared to him from the minutes of the past meetings that many of the members of the Commission were not in favor of public ownership or public involvement in the management or improvements at a pocket Park.  If Mr. Gregory was going to work on the draft policy he should have the opinion of the Commission members in mind. Mr. Gregory stated that he did not want any discussion on the policy because he had not reviewed what Bill Kearns had written and wanted to go through that before there was further discussion. Mr. Kearns stated that the people who have proposed the park had the right to hear from the Commission sooner rather than later. Mr. Kearns stated he is not in favor of putting off the discussion. Mr. Gregory felt that he needed the time and that it was better to delay and get it right than to make a decision without the delay.

The Chair called the question and the motion passed.
D.	MINUTES:	 Approval of minutes for February 4, March 4, 2015. 
There were minor corrections made to the February 4 minutes, and on motion by Chuck Gregory, 2nd by Mark Wilson, the February 4, 2015 minutes were approved as amended.
There were minor corrections to the March 4, 2015 minutes, and on motion by Chuck Gregory, 2nd by Tom Hall the minutes were approved as amended.
E.	NEW BUSINESS:   None
F.	OLD BUSINESS:	  None
G.	COMMUNICATIONS:  None
H.	ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business to come before the meeting. On motion duly made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 8:05 PM.

	Respectfully submitted,
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