Draft LURs amends - for PC review, 6.29.23 -- v.3

EV Charging:
Add the following to Sec. 9.2 (A), Exemptions:

15)  An electric vehicle charging station, consisting of a single pedestal with either a single or dual Level 1 or Level 2 charger, adjacent to
suppert an existing vehicle parking area, at any permitted Commercial or Residential use. lecation.

Sec 4.12 - Mixed Use:
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Shoreland Distriet; In any district other than the Conservation District, Seasonal Shoreland Management District, and the Flood Hazard
Overlay District, more than one principal use may be permitted allewed-as a mixed use within a single building, or on a single lot, subject

to the following provisions:
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(renumber other sections accordingly

[note: also need to look at PUD standards re: multiple commercial uses on a site (PUD review required in that situation)—see below]

Sec. 8.2. Applicability

(C) Planned Unit Development (PUD) provisions shall be applied to the following:

1) All proposed subdivisions within the East Charlotte Village District, West Charlotte Village District, Village Commercial District and the
Commercial/Light Industrial District in which the proposed uses of the subdivided parcels are nonresidential or are a mixture of residential and
nonresidential uses and associated accessory uses.

(see Rationale on next page)



Rationale:

re: the additional modification to the intro section of Sec. 4.12, Mixed Use: | don’t know the history behind this section. But | don’t see
a public policy purpose to limiting them to the village and industrial districts, as the current language does. In my view, there are
important advantages to allowing mixed uses in most of town, other than the district exceptions cited above. Removing that limitation
also eliminates the conflict w/ Planned Unit Development standards. We shouldn’t force all mixed use projects to be considered as
PUDs if no subdivision of land is proposed.

re: eliminating 8.C.2, the Aug. 2022 LURs audit memo from CCRPC included the following suggestion:

PUD/PRDs: Do not require PRD (which don’t exist in statute anymore) or PUD in the village zoning districts. PUDs/PRDs create a
complicated and long development review process. It also creates significant uncertainty for the developer (and adjacent property
owners) if waivers are needed to accommodate the proposed development. Instead, just allow more than one principal structure per lot in
village districts and prohibit PUDs in villages. This specific change is essential to allowing a “greater diversity of housing types” in the
village while also streamlining the development review process.

So, ditching the requirement that all mixed uses have to be considered under PUD/major subdivision rules regardless of whether
they involve any subdivision of property takes a step towards simplifying what is now a cumbersome review process. It also
eliminates the direct conflict w/ Sec. 4.12 Mixed Uses (current language). To JD Herlihy’s point about whether PUDs always require
consideration under Mixed Use rules, my interpretation is that they should not—the DRB can consider any mix of residential and
commercial uses in a PUD application. If any proposed new use would be a conditional use, CU review would also be required.



