Section 5.4 Conditional Use Review - prop. amends, v.2d (clean) rev. 3,11.4.24

(A), (B) [unchanged]

(C) General Standards. In accordance with the Act [§4414(3)], the Board shall determine that the proposed conditional use eenfermste
meets the intent of the Town Plan, and shall not result in an undue adverse effect on any of the following:

(1), (2) and (3) /unchanged]

(4) Bylaws in effect. The Board shall determine whether the proposed development conforms to municipal bylaws and ordinances
currently in effect [rest of this clause deleted].

(5) [unchanged]
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(D) Specific Review Standards. In addition to general standards under subsection 5.4(C), the Board may also consider the following
criteria, and impose conditions as appropriate to reduce or mitigate the adverse impacts of a proposed development:

-(1) Additional Requirements: for any proposed conditional use, the Board shall determine that:

a. The proj
property, right-of-way, surface water or wetland.

b. For projects involving construction of new buildings or additions, the Board may require increased setbacks-and buffers, or

[Formatted: Font: Bold

Deleted: <#>The project shall not be detrimental to
the public welfare. [consider dropping; already
addressed in Sec. 1.2 of the LURs.]J{

reduced lot coverage or densities of development to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse impacts to adjoining properties or
significant natural, cultural or scenic features in the vicinity of the site. /combine w/ {d}]

c. |Adverse impacts to adjoining properties or rights-of-way from a proposed conditional use shall be mitigated through site

design, landscaping, screening, or other mitigation measures acceptable to the Development Review Board|

Deleted: resulting in adverse impacts

(2) Performance Standards. [unchanged|

Commented [LL1]: Scope of this clause is broader than
prior clause (b), b/c it addresses potential impacts from
approving a change in use that may not involve any new
construction. So I think it’s better to keep it separate.

Commented [LL2]: As worded, this is potential grounds
for spurious appeals, b/c it suggests all projects have
adverse impacts & thus opens the door to claims the DRB
ignored them in granting a CU approval. That’s why I
included ‘if any’ in the original draft, b/c it doesn’t imply
that all projects have adverse impacts. A work-around:
the DRB would need to address such claims up-front in
findings that the project would have no such adverse
impacts.




