Section and REVISION RATIONALE/EFFECT/NOTE ZA UPDATE
Page NOTES

Tables 2.1- Add (Max. 2,000 sq. ft.) to Accessory only mentioned in Section 4.18 Admin. Edit |Made Edit, see redline

2.8(C)&(D) Structure version of LURs in 2026 amendments folder.

Tables 2.1- Add setback dimensions for accessory only mentioned in Section 9.2 Admin. Edit |Did not add dimensions in table but put a See Section

2.8 (except structures 9.2 A8.

SHM)

Table clarify in what circumstances can a road cross |see 2002 Zoning Regulations for language 2002 language: Farm or forestry roads, or a road or driveway to a lot or lots

2.8(F)(5) a conservation district provided that said lot or lots are devoted to uses allowable under the Zoning
Bylaws and provided further that access to said lot or lots is not otherwise
practicable. In addition to vehicular and pedestrian access, a road or driveway
may also be approved for utility services to the lot or lots. Utility services shall be
consolidated with approved roads or driveways and roads and driveways shall be
consolidated with other existing or proposed roads or driveways in order to
minimize, to the greatest extent possible, intrusions into the Conservation
district. In addition, a road or driveway shall be located so that it will have the
least negative impact on the land and on the purposes of the Conservation
district as stated in the Zoning Bylaws and in the Town Plan.

Section 2.3 “Listed uses ....” vs. “Both permitted and clarification Admin. Edit |Made edit.

(A)&(B) conditional uses ...."

Table 2.6 Septic Setbacks: replace 50 feet with refer |also delete from 3.15. DRB no longer Admin. Edit |Made Edit.

to state guidelines regulates WW

Table 2.6 define "vegetated buffer " re: CCC proposed LUR changes Admin. Edit [Added to 10.2 Definitions: Undisturbed or restored natural areas consisting of

(A)(2) native vegetation and
uncompacted soil

Section define how degree of slope is determined, re: CCC proposed LUR changes Admin. Edit |Made edit, added: (as determined from one or more of USGS topographic maps,

3.14(B) p.38 |and add min. area before steep slope is digital elevation data available from the Vermont Center for Geographic

triggered

Information, or Vermont Soil Survey map units available from the USDA Natural
Resource Conservation Service)




Section 3.2 Delete These issues are better addressed through Road Is this a town manual? ZA: Yes, it is a "Regulations in Effect" and used in DRB
(C)(4) & Driveway Standard s and Highway Access reviews
Permit

Section 3.1 Delete "reconstruction" from "No zoning "Reconstruction" involves a larger scope of work. Agree, made edit.
(A) permit shall be required for the stabilization,

repair, restoration, or reconstruction of a

damaged structure...”
Section 3.2 what is the “acceptable legal mechanism ” -- |clarification/cross reference Admin. Edit |Made edit.
(D)(4) p. 28 add
Sec. 3.6 “legal trails " -- add (as defined in statute) clarification Admin. Edit |19 VSA 302: Trails shall not be considered highways and the town shall not be
(B)(1)(a) responsible for any maintenance, including culverts and

bridges.
Sec. 9.2 add “as determind by the Road The Road Commissioner is consulted to check Made edit.
(A)(4) p. 103 |Commissioner.” that fences and walls do not obstruct public
rights-of way.

Sec. 9.2 Change "accepted” management practices to match state language Admin. Edit |made edit
(A)(13) ."to
Sec. 9.9 move to Section 9.6, change title to Appeals |it is redundant to 9.6 (B) "Appeals...." Admin. Edit |Not clear where it is best
(E)(4)(a)&(b) |and Reconsideration, and check for left...

redundant language
Sec. 9.9 (D) "Party Status" should be changed to Admin. Edit |made edit
(1) ¢) p.112 “Interested
Sec.10.1(C) |correct "5.5" to be “5.6.” Admin. Edit |made edit
p. 115
This clarifies |Setback definition: change (as defined This clarifies how Building Coverage is The only FINAL DECISION: roof overhangs are included in Building Coverage and Setback;
how building |herein) to (including the roof overhang) calculated. change is to Floor Area
coverage is the Setback
calculated. definition in

Chapter X.

Sec. 4.2 (A) (1)
d)

Add "habitable" to "The floor area area of the
accessory dwelling shall not exceed 30% of
the habitable floor area of the single family
dwelling"

Add habitable in front "The habitable floor area
area of the accessory dwelling shall not exceed
30% of the habitable floor area of the single
family dwelling"

Made edit




Sec 10.2 Get rid of Restaurant/Fast Food--change to
Definitions Restaurant/Take Out; Get rid of language of
no fast food in districts; add food retail and
Deli to definition of Retail since has same
impact and not currently addressed by other
definitions.
Table 3.1 p. change “Residential Care Facility" to Residential Care is defined under Community | don't believe these are synonymous when it comes to medical coverage but for
35 "Community and Residential Care Facility" Care Facility the purposes of parking minimums, | cross referenced them in Table 3.1 and in
definitions.
Sec.10 add to Accessory Structures and Accessory clarification, e.g., are lots in common Change definition of Accessory Structure to allow on same lot or surrounding lots

Uses definitions:
"or a contiguous lot in common ownership"

ownership separated by a road "contiguous"

in common ownership. Accessory Structure: A structure on a lot which is clearly
and customarily related to the principal structure or use on surrounding parcels
held in common ownership.

add "50% Open Space is required" to Section |organization Made Edit . .
8.4(8) Added to Section 8.1 B and to step 6 in Table 6.3.
clarify how Open Space is calculated, i.e., In lieu of requiring PRDs, consider allowing DRB
which lots are included in the calculation in a |to waive road frontage, e.g, for shared driveway
subdivision application or infill projects; and allow easement in
exchange for, e.g., 25% open space.
. LURs allow for wood or metal, not consider allowing for composite . . .
Section 2.7 F4 . . . Add composite plastic materials
composite, materials materials
References to mean highwater mark should  |to match the state’s measurements .
be Made Edit.
Seve.ral changed to the mean water mark (MW) LEFT OFF Whatever the state uses——rnea.n water level .and Fhange Lake Champlain mean
Sections HERE water level to 95.5 ft--does this change lot sizes in TP?
3/25/2026
Table 2.6 (E) |Structures: revise to to conform to state shoreline standards -- re:

p.16

“100 ft. or existing, whichever is less”

Ccc




Sec. 3.2
(D)(2)(f) p. 28

should we be considering a condition of
subdivision the grant or future grant of an
easement that would allow road connectivity
to other parcels or subdivisions—especially in
the

cross reference to 7.10(A)(3).

villages?
Sec. 3.15 (C) deflne"an undisturbed, naturally vegetated re: CCC Made edit. Vierereed Buer deiied e ome
p. 39 buffer
Sec. 3.15 add after Zoning Administrator
(G)(3) p. 39 “in consultation Made Edit
with the Tree Warden"
Sec. 5.4 delete "Conformance with the Town Plan" not in statute (creates confusion)
(D)(1) p.69
Road Frontage: (a) it arguably has the Example: Owner wishes to divide a 60- acre lot into  |2. Yes, this is for the PC to discuss. The issue is often a minor 2-lot subdivision is forced to be
opposite effect of the Town Plan’s goal to two lots but due to having only 450 feet of road reviewed as a PRD if it does not have 300 ft. of road frontage. Is this really furthering the goals of
cluster development; (b) it incentivizes major frontage, either has to drop plans or seek a waiver of (pRps clustered development, etc.? Could there be alternative mechanisms for waiving road
subdivisions over minors; (c) could the dimensional standards through PRD review. This frontage and allowing an easement other than a PRD, for example, requiring a shared driveway,
definition of road frontage include right of e el A3 el ol B [l S el or requiring a lesser amount of open space ...?
8 8 . . . q g pen sp
D fexpressed |nte.rest in pIacmg all u-nde\./eloped I‘and
into conservation. The applicant in this scenario
would not have needed to meet frontage
requirement if the proposal was for a major
subdivision. In other words, the applicant risked a
denial by seeking to divide one large lot into two,
each with an existing building and no changes to the
landscape.
Whereas a proposal for twelve new single-family
homes on lots under 5 acres would not have
required the same road frontage. (AB)
Sec. 3.7 p. change "surrounding properties" to
31 "adjoining
Sec. 3.7 reconsider deleting those sections no longer required by statute (it is
(A)(1) & (2) optional)
Sec. 5.4 p.66 [should we add language to allow for Sketch If project requires both site plan & conditional
Plan Review for a Conditional Use application |use review, conditional use review should
when combined with a Site Plan application  |precede site plan review (per Sec. 5.1 (B)),
therefore, we should allow conditional use
sketch review at same time as sketch for site
plan.
Table of remove parantheticals in Section 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, |unnecessary
Contents and 6.7
Table of (A) PRDs and PUDs .... Page 99 looks like an error

Contents




Sec. 6.3 (D) p.
79

add language to say that Sketch Letters are
not appealable "decisions"

Suggested language from Underhill: "As such
the sketch plan review process and letter do not

bind the municipality or the applicant, and are
not subject to appeal under Section 10.5.

Section 6.3 (D)

Made Edit

Sec. 2.1
Tables  pgs.
6-18

separate "Permitted Uses" in Chapter 2

Uses Requiring Site Plan Review"

Tables into "Permitted Uses" and "Permitted

1. “Site Plan Review is required for all
development except for agriculture, forestry,
single and two family dwellings and associated
accessory uses and structures.” | can provide a
LUR redline of all the districts showing
“Permitted Uses” versus “Permitted Uses
Requiring Site Plan Review” if that is helpful.
These could be handled as separate categories,
or all in the same category of Permitted Uses
with an asterisk for those requiring site plan
review. (See Underhill)
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UPDATED

TP made edit, i.e., RESOLVED




