MINUTES FOR
A VISION FOR EXETER

PILOT TEAM

TOWN OF EXETER, RHODE ISLAND

675 TEN ROD ROAD

EXETER, RI 02822

JULY 23, 2008

7:00 P.M.

MEETING LOCATION:  Little Country Pizza, Route Three, Exeter
The meeting was scheduled to be held at the Exeter-West Greenwich Regional Highschool Library, however, the building was locked so the meeting was moved to Little Country Pizza. 
ATTENDEES: Richard Shartner, Scott Millar, Tom Sawicky, Marnie Lacouturer, Pati de Wardner, Frank DiGregorio, Helen D. Buchanan, Kevin Essington, Peter Flinker

CALL TO ORDER:
Scott Millar called the meeting to order at 7:35PM.
PLANNING FOR FALL WORKSHOP
Peter Flinker from Dodson Associates opened the discussion of the overall goal of the second workshop, recognizing that the first workshop was to identify issues and for people to see and understand what the issues are around village-based development.

The main question in front of the group in terms of planning for the next workshop is the geographic scope.  Also, Peter stressed the importance of having all the right constituents in the room.

Frank asked about the logistics of the exercise.  Peter said that Steve Mullen (ForeSee consulting) would like to use a “chip game.” Peter gave an overview of how it works, where the town is mapped out and the meeting participants allocate development based on constraints as well as based on what they want the town to look like when it’s “built out.”  This requires knowing what the total build-out is given current zoning, that’s the main question needed to start the game.  The Pilot team will need to determine what that is.  There was a general discussion about build-out…with building cap versus potential (with many assumptions about age-restricted development).  Peter said it was important to make the assumptions clear.

Peter said his team could also use another “keypad poll” that asks more questions about what the town’s development pattern and form should look like.  Peter and his team will use the results of the first workshop to define the “goals” of the town.  

Another important step, but probably not until Phase 2, is to engage in “shared fact finding” where the Pilot team, with the help of the Village Pilot partners, will look into issues raised as a result of Phase 1.  There is already a lot of good information, such as the Farm Bureaus cost of community services study, the previous Economic Development study, and the various studies of the Ladd Center.  This will be especially true since the Comprehensive Plan is currently being rewritten.

There were questions about the “chip game.”  Do you show the participants different examples of development styles and patterns to get them thinking?  How do you lay out all the different underlying ideas?  Zoning, density, villages, etc.  We need to decide how many “good ideas” to show people.  One idea was to put them on the Borderlands website.  We also need to include the state owned land in the “site specific” portions of the game.  There was a discussion about form- versus use-based zoning, which could be an element of the game.  

Towards the end of the conversation, the group agreed that it was fine to look at site-specific issues, but the rest of the community is not ready to work at that level.  It was important in this workshop therefore to look at the whole town.  

It was also stressed that as a part of the chip game that water availability, and the way it can constrain development, be highlighted.

Tom asked about landowners.  How would they feel if people in town were planning development or conservation on their land?  Kevin felt this was an important question and one to forward to Steve Mullen since he has worked so much in the intermountain Western US where property rights are paramount.

Richard asked about how we can integrate the costs of community services into the chip game?  How could we plan for the future of the town without considering the fiscal impacts?  This led to another talk of form- versus use-based zoning, and it also sounded too difficult to integrate into the chip game given all the other things that need to be included in the game.  Peter suggested breaking the groups out into “affinity groups” that include similar stakeholders (such as fiscal management) who would focus on specific issues, while playing out different scenarios.  Then the groups could all compare their results and see where they’re different and where they’re the same.

The group agreed to hold the second workshop on October 29th, maybe at the Metcalf School?  We will need to get the location confirmed in August.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:10 PM.  
The next meeting will be August 27, 2008 at the Exeter Library.
