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# Section From Comment Response / Recommended Action PC Action
1 1003.A(4) Czaplinski, 11/9 Add rivers and streams to the list of natural resources to be protected. Revise to read, "Protect environmental quality and important natural resources including wetlands, 

surface waters, shorelands, floodplains, riparian buffers, priority forest blocks, significant wildlife 
habitat and primary agricultural soils."

2 1101.C(1) Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned that exemption for emergency repair would allow action to 
be taken too quickly to restore stream channel capacity after flooding.

No change recommended. Work within streams is regulated by the state. Municipal zoning is not an 
appropriate tool to regulate emergency work within streams following a flood.

3 1101.C(4) Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that a state permit is required for wells and septic systems. No change recommended. The phrase in parenthesis is advisory, not regulatory.
4 1101.C(5) Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned that the exemption for minor landscaping, grading and 

excavating is too broad and creates potential for erosion.
Revise to read, "Landscaping, grading and excavating for noncommercial purposes that does not affect 
existing drainage patterns or result in soil erosion on adjacent lots, public rights-of-way, or surface 
waters and that within any calendar year does not result in:"

5 1101.C(6) Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned about ponds being constructed within a natural drainage 
area that is needed for drainage during storm events.

No change recommended. This exemption is for relatively small ponds and does not apply within the 
areas that function as natural drainage areas (flood hazard, wetlands, riparian buffers).

6 1104.A Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned that listed government and community facilities will be 
exempted.

No change recommended. The listed facilities are not exempt from permitting, but state law does limit 
the town's ability to impose conditions on them that would interfere with their function.

7 2008.E Czaplinski, 11/9 Add description of water setbacks to this section. Add new paragraph after (5) to read, "Water setbacks will measured horizontally from top of bank."
8 2201 Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned about allowing construction in the floodplain if BFE is not 

increased by more than one foot.
No change recommended. The flood hazard regulations as drafted are consistent with state and federal 
law. The draft is more strict than the minimum necessary to meet state/federal standards by prohibiting 
new encroachments in most areas of town. New encroachments are only allowed in the village districts.

9 2202.H(6) Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned about the exemption for public water access and 
recreational trails in the river corridor as they could result in erosion.

No change recommended. The PC spent considerable time discussing water access. This exemption is 
consistent with other provisions of the regulations as currently drafted.

10 2202.I(2)(a) Czaplinski, 11/9 Clarify how this will be measured, "Development must be located no 
closer to the channel than the adjacent existing primary structures 
with a gap that is no more than 300 feet."

Add diagrams from state model river corridor bylaw to aid with interpretation. The language is from the 
state model and should remain as worded. Changing model bylaw langauage triggers state review and 
approval.

11 2202.M(9) Czaplinski, 11/9 Add intermittent or periodic flowing streams to the definition of 
watercourse.

No change recommended. The definition of watercourse in the river corridor overlay is as provided in 
the state model bylaw (see above).

12 3008.D(9) Czaplinski, 11/9 Add "A stormwater erosion control and maintenance plan must be 
prepared and agreed to by owners of the shared driveway or by the 
Homeowners Association."

No change recommended. Erosion control is covered by Paragraph (5). If the PC wants to pursue this 
recommendation, it should be applied to all driveways not just shared driveways as there likely to be 
little physical difference between a driveway serving one residence and a driveway serving 2 or 3 
residences. 

13 3012.D Czaplinski, 11/9 Revise to state that the more restrictive provision (zoning vs. public 
works standard) would apply.

No change recommended. This provision is worded specifically to give precedence to public works over 
zoning. Should the town adopt public works specifications, the recommendation would be to remove 
any duplicative/conflicting language from the zoning during a future revision.

14 3012.E Czaplinski, 11/9 Add hyperlink to the Low Risk Site Handbook. Add the link.
15 3012.F Czaplinski, 11/9 Add hyperlink to the checklist. Add the link.
16 3012.G Czaplinski, 11/9 Add hyperlink to the state standards and specifications document. Add the link.
17 3014.B Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned that definition of waterways and wetlands may not be 

adequate to protect smaller features.
No change recommended. The terms surface water and wetland are defined in Section 5003. Surface 
waters include both perennial and intermittent streams as mapped by ANR. The definition of wetland is 
as defined in state statute. 

18 3017.B Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned that a pond could be built in a waterway or wetland that 
does not fall within the definitions.

No change recommended. See discussion above regarding definitions.

19 3017.C(2) Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that professional pond overflow design is important to prevent 
blowouts.

No change requested/recommended.

20 3017.C(3) Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that rock spillways and energy dissipaters may also be needed. No change recommended. The grassed spillway is a minimum requirement. Professional design is also 
required.
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# Section From Comment Response / Recommended Action PC Action
21 3019.C(3) Czaplinski, 11/9 Add, "Such areas cannot be expanded and it is highly recommended 

that as much of the riparian buffer be maintained as natural as 
possible."

No change recommended. The opening provision (C) already states that woody vegetation must be 
maintained. It is not a best practice to include "should" language in the regulations as such statements 
are not legally enforceable.

22 3019.D(1) Czaplinski, 11/9 Add, "Pre-existing development cannot be expanded and it is highly 
recommended that as much of the riparian buffer be maintained as 
natural as possible."

No change recommended. This section includes carefully crafted provisions specifying how/whether 
pre-existing development within riparian buffers may be modified.

23 3020 Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that steep slope provisions are OK. No change requested/recommended.
24 3022.B Czaplinski, 11/9 Concerned that the stormwater provisions are limited to development 

that creates impervious surface and may exclude changes to slope.
No change recommended. The regulations contain multiple sections that would regulate alteration of 
terrain (erosion control, steep slopes, driveways, etc.). The stormwater management provisions are 
intended to address run-off from impervious surfaces. This is consistent with the working definitions 
used by engineers and regulators.

25 3022.F Czaplinski, 11/9 The link to the GSI spreadsheet is broken. Check link in final document and provide Ruth with a copy of the spreadsheet for reference.
26 3027.B Czaplinski, 11/9 Clarify whether this applies to only wetlands shown on the VSWI. No change recommended. The provision clearly states that the section applies to mapped wetlands, 

which include those shown on the VSWI and those determined by field delineation.
27 3027.C Czaplinski, 11/9 Clarify that the general standards in the wetlands section do not 

supercede state regulations.
No change recommended. The section already includes a provision requiring an applicant seeking 
conditional use approval for development within a wetland or wetland buffer to obtain a state permit. 
(Note there is a numbering error with that provision. It should be 3027.E(5) not 3027.E(4)(d).

28 3027.D Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that new impervious surface within wetlands or wetland buffers 
should not be allowed.

No change recommended. An outright prohibition on impervious surface / development within 
wetlands and wetland buffers exceeds the scope of existing state regulation without justification There 
are practical reasons to allow for strictly reviewed additional impervious surfaces. For example: a 
wetland crossing for a bridge or a driveway culvert - these are allowed under state regulations with 
appropriate mitigation. Such projects are often proposed on trails to improve access standards or 
because impact on other environmental features is minimized (e.g. disturbance of steep slopes, tree 
clearing etc.)

29 3027.E Czaplinski, 11/9 Add a requirement that any development within a wetland or wetland 
buffer be necessary for the wellbeing and livelihood of the property 
owner.

Add a new paragraph (2), "The proposed land development is necessary for the continued reasonable 
use of the property." This wording is consistent with language used elsewhere in the regulations.

30 3027.E(4) Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that mitigation should not be allowed. No change recommended. There is considerable evidence from around the country that mitigation 
programs, when properly established and adminstered, can be just as (and potentially even more) 
effective at restoring/maintaining the ecological services of wetlands than the on-site protection of 
wetlands of marginal size or quality. State wetland rules allow for mitigation as an option. As noted 
above, there needs to be provision for some development within wetlands and mitigation may be the 
best option in some situations. Not all wetlands are created equal. In many instances previous 
development and uncontrolled drainage (including from state highways) create wetlands in areas that 
are already developed and serviced. Poor stormwater management does not always justify aggressive 
protection of areas that narrowly meet the definition of "wetland".

31 3101.C(2) Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that the reference to "invasive, nuisance or noxious species as 
identified by the Vermont Agency of Agriculture and the Vermont 
Agency of Natural Resources" is not clear and recommends referring to 
the Vermont Invasives website.

No change recommended. There is not a single statewide list of invasive, nuisance or noxious species, or 
a specified regulatory proces for identification, control and eradication. The absence of meaningful 
regulation is problematic. VTrans does not have an invasive species management plan. Towns are not 
required to have invasive species management plans either. The closest thing is the Agency of Ag list of 
"noxious weeds." ANR doesn't have a discrete "list" but offers a series of reference materials - which 
includes the Vermont Invasives website. 

32 3225.A Czaplinski, 11/9 Comments about mountain biking and conflicts between recreation 
uses. Recommends adding language related to protecting wildlife and 
the natural environment.

No change recommended. The conditional use criteria evaluate proposed uses against standards to 
determine whether there are undue adverse effects on significant natural resources and environmental 
quality.
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33 3229.C Czaplinski, 11/9 Comments that the requirement that an agricultural enterprise be on a 

parcel at least 10 acres may limit some potential businesses.
No change recommended. The example given of a truck farm on a small acreage would not be an 
agricultural enterprise, it would be a farm (agriculture) and not subject to these provisions. Also an on-
farm business is allowed on any farm with no acreage requirement.

34 3304.A Czaplinski, 11/9 Comments that using the ANR natural resource atlas is not adequately 
clear and that the specific resources to be protected should be listed.

Revise to read, "The applicant must demonstrate that the proposed subdivision will not result in undue 
adverse impacts on the following natural resources as identified in Vermont Agency of Natural 
Resource’s Natural Resource Atlas as most recently amended: (1) streams and rivers, (2) ponds, (3) 
wetlands (VSWI and advisory layer), (4) confirmed vernal pools, (5) RTE species, (6) significant natural 
communities, (7) deer wintering areas, (8) brook trout waters, (9) surface and ground water SPAs, and 
(10) steep slopes.

35 3308.D Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that the A-76 standard is not readily available online. Add a link to the standard on the VTrans website.
36 340 Czaplinski, 11/9 Notes that commons roads and infrastructure should be managed 

through a homeowners associations. 
No change recommended. This is covered under Paragraph 3306.C, which requires the establishent of 
an owners assocation. PUDs also have to meet the subdivision requirements.

37 4302.A(4)(a) Czaplinski, 11/9 Add "all designated ecological protection zones and other legally 
protected natural areas" to the list of features to be shown.

No change recommended. Those features are covered by (e), which requires that all greenspace and 
open space be shown on the site or subdivision plan.

38 Roth, 1/5 The Draft continually says- “protect rural character & farm land.” Sect 
7.4
Realistically we are no longer a farming community.  We are a 
farm/resort community with ski areas, walking and bike trails, condos, 
lodges, clubs and homes plus existing dairy farms and new smaller 
farms. We are fortunate to have conservation areas in place that are 
either private or public lands.

No change recommended. The purpose statement of the proposed Rural District calls for maintaining 
farm and forest land  (Subsection 2105.A). Protecting rural character is mentioned in the purpose 
statements of three of the zoning districts (Rural, General Business and Conservation). There are no 
other specific references to protecting rural character and farm land in the regulations. The regulations 
make provision for farming and on-farm businesses in accordance with state law. The regulations 
continue to seek conservation of agricultural soils in the proposed Rural and Conservation Districts, 
primarily by guiding future house sites off primary ag soils through the development envelope and 
conservation subdivision provisions.

39 Roth, 1/5 MEADOWLAND –Should this overlay district require maintenance of 
meadowland with annual mowing to discourage tree growth and 
unattractive scrub?  It is too restrictive for land that would never be 
associated with farming because of its size or location.  If the purpose of 
this district is to protect rural character and farm land, then place an 
acreage figure on land to be included in Meadowland (or the District’s 
new name) Ex . 5 or 10 acres or more or just eliminate the district 
totally. 

The Meadowland Overlay District would be eliminated and replaced by the development envelope and 
conservation subdivision provisions that will guide future house sites off the mapped meadowland. The 
DRB has the authority to require maintenance of open meadows but the draft does not mandate that all 
mapped meadowlands be maintained as cleared land. This is a policy decision the PC has previously 
discussed. It is a policy decision of the town. We do not have a recommendation as to whether or not 
the town should change its current policy.

40 2101 Roth, 1/5 VILLAGE BUSINESS VB - lot size of 10.000 sq ft is same as VMU and VR.  
Since the intent, as written in the draft, of this district is to 
maintain and reinforce the built pattern of a compact, pedestrian 
oriented village center, should not the lot size, setbacks and structure 
requirements be more pattered for this district. Set Backs from roads: 
Zero, Property line:  Individual requirements. Lot Size:  greatly reduced 
or eliminated so as to allow for intelligent development of the VB zone 

The minimum lot size for all three village districts is set at 10,000 sf so that land in those districts would 
be eligible for state designation under the Neighborhood Development Area Program, which is 
intended to provide incentives for housing in and around village centers. So, increasing the minimum 
lot size in any of the three districts is not recommended. With regards to reducing or eliminating 
setbacks or lot sizes in the VB, this is a policy decision the town needs to make. Realistically, there is 
almost no opportunity for further subdivsion and only little opportunity for new infill buildings in the 
VB. It would clearly be against the policies expressed in the town plan to demolish a historic building in 
the VB in order to redevelop the site. The real land use issue in the VB is the change of use use and minor 
physical modification of existing buildings over time, and related site improvements like parking, 
pedestrian access, landscaping, lighting, signage. The VB is fundamentally built out, reconfiguring 
dimensional standards now will have little or no effect. 

In all three  village districts, there are structures already built within the setbacks. The revised 
regulations are no more restrive with regard to setbacks than the adopted regulations. There will 
continue to be nonconformities in the village district. No change recommended.
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41 Roth, 1/5 PC references the proposed "Historic Agricultural Overlay Distract”.  Is 

this a new district not shown in the Land Use Dev. Draft or is it the 
Conservation District CON ?

The PC will need to respond as the question seems to relate to something said at a meeting.

42 2109 Roth, 1/5

Resort Residential District RR-  I do not see Condominiums as 
permitted use.  Are they included under some other heading (multiple 
housing)?

The draft regulations place attached units under the definition of multi-family dwelling (Section 2112), 
"Use of a structure or part of a structure for habitation by three or more households each in a unit that 
provides complete independent living facilities including permanent provisions for living, sleeping, 
eating, cooking and sanitation, or any dwelling unit in a mixed-use building." Multi-family dwellings are 
permitted in the proposed Resort Residential district. No change recommended. (Note that in land use 
law, "condominium" is a form of ownership and is not used to describe a type of structure.)

43 2110 Roth, 1/5 GENERAL BUSINESS DISTRICT GB. I question the required lot size of 3 
acres.

No change recommended. Lots in the proposed General Business District need to be adequately sized to 
accommodate on-site water, septic systems and stormwater management (requiring separation 
distances) in addition to the building and associated parking and access.

44 2201.J  Roth, 1/5 FLOOD HAZARD OVERLAY:  Pre existing structures.   Is there a time limit 
as to when the structure may be rebuilt?

The timeframe for reconstruction is specified in Section 1208 (specifies 12 months for the owner to 
apply for a zoning permit to rebuild with the possibility of that period being extended for an additional 
year in the case of a declared disaster). Could add cross-references to both Section 2201 and 1208 to 
make the linkage clearer.

45 3019.C (4) Roth, 1/5 Riparian Buffers. Too restrictive.  Does not allow for scenic access to 
river

No change recommended. Adopted regulations make no provision for clearing within the riparian 
buffer for private river access. Paragraph 3019.C(4) allows for a cleared and maintained pathway to 
river through the buffer.

46 3104.D(1)(g) Roth, 1/5 Village Business district.  More clearly differentiate parking 
requirements for this district

Paragraph 3104.D(1)(g) states that there are no minimum parking requirements for non-residential uses 
in the VB district. Paragraph 3104.F(3)(b)(ii) prohibts the creation of any additional parking between 
the building and street in the village districts. Not sure what other aspects of parking in the VB district 
Ms. Roth would like to see addressed.

47 3104.E (4) Roth, 1/5 20 year agreement seems excessive.  Property may change hands or 
have a different configuration of structures, landscaping and parking 
area.

No change recommended. Off-site parking arrangements need to be long-term agreements. The use is 
getting a permit that does not expire and the applicant needs to demonstrate that they will be able to 
meet their parking requirements not just for a couple of years, but for many years into the future.

48 4503 Monte, 12/20 I believe that the requirements for "on-the-record" proceedings will 
create more harm than good.  Requiring all testimony and written 
evidence to be under oath or affirmation is a complexity that untrained 
parties and board will struggle with and will prolong hearings.  
Allowing cross examination of witnesses by a untrained yet hostile 
parties has a high potential for disorder and strife.  I doubt the DRB will 
be able to apply the rules with precision and thus any hope to avoid de 
novo hearing on appeal will prove illusory.  We can assure due process 
without these requirements.

I'm a great fan of due process, but making  DRB hearings on the record 
will be very  cumbersome -- especially allowing cross-examination of 
each witness by numerous untrained and often hostile parties. 
4503.D(3).  Keeping peace and making progress will require arcane 
skills that may be in short supply among the layperson membership  of 
the DRB .

The decision to move to "on the record" proceedings is a town policy decision. We see the benefit to the 
town on the appeal side (reducing the likelihood of appeals and the need for more active town 
participation in any appeals the are filed).  The additional rigor called for falls evenly on the applicants 
and the DRB and if done earnestly can increase transparency. VLCT and others have substantial training 
resources.

Different towns adopt different rules of procedure for MAPA procedures – cross examination by parties 
as described in the comment is not a requirement for on the record hearings. Typical rules of prodecure 
require all remarks and questions to be directed to/through the chair and requests from applicants 
and/or the public to question a member of the board or another meeting participant are decided by the 
Chair. We have never witnessed individuals being granted cross examination powers in a quasi-judicial 
DRB proceeding. 

Further, the Environmental Court doesn't hear 'de novo' when a MAPA town fails to adhere to the 
required standards. The Environmental Court identfies the flaw in the DRB's application of their own 
'law' (land use regulations and hearing procedures) and remands the matter back to the DRB to remedy. 
Written materials can be entered into the record as 'exhibits' and need not be notarized. Oath 
giving/taking scripts are readily available and easy to administer.

Refers to new home for existing
Meadowland District
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Apart from providing due process rights. the apparent purpose if 4503 
is to make DRB proceedings "on the record" and thus shape the nature 
of appeals to the Environmental Court  (limiting the Court  proceedings 
to an appellate-review court role rather than as a de novo process that 
ignores the record and evaluation of the DRB) .  In fact there have been 
only a handful of appeals during the last few decades.  So it seems 
inefficient to burden every single DRB hearing to influence the few 
appeals that actually occur.  Finally, I doubt that 4503 will actually 
avoid de novo hearing on appeal in the vast majority of cases.   The DRB 
is likely to  fail adequately to apply the "on the record" process.  Parties 
will readily prove DRB noncompliance to the Court, and as a result, the 
Environmental Court will eventually conduct de novo hearing on 
appeals notwithstanding the effort implicit in 4503.  Thus, 4503 will 
result in adding time, stress and hostility to many hearings but will not 
actually avoid de novo hearings on appeal.

All testimony must be under oath or affirmation.   This is a change from 
existing practice.  Problems:  (1) will evidence from  filers of written 
testimony often be excluded because they fail to get proper notarial 
affirmation? (2) will require training of non-lawyer board members 
about the process and magic words to obtain oath or affirmation, (3) 
will slow the process of hearings.

49 4505 Monte, 12/20 Requiring the DRB to deliberate only in closed meetings is burdensome 
and is not transparent to parties or the public.  The DRB should be able 
to elect to deliberate in either public or closed sessions.

Should make it optional for DRB to deliberate in open or closed 
sessions.   I do not recall a single instance during the last couple of 
decades when the DRB has  deliberated and decided an application in 
closed session -- instead, these deliberations have been in open session 
whether the DRB  grants, allows with conditions, or denies the 
application outright.  There is often merit to the transparency of open 
deliberations  (opportunity for a party to offer further evidence if the 
DRB misses a point a party is trying to make, better understanding and 
acceptance by parties and public of DRB decisions).  It also would 
burden the time required for DRB meetings to either clear the room for 
a closed hearing after every open hearing on a particular meeting night, 
or to conduct several open hearings in succession and then try to recall 
the salient points after the string of open hearings ends and a closed 
hearing begins for deliberation.  Occasionally there are good reasons 
for deliberation in closed sessions, but the DRB should be allowed to 
act in open session too.

No change recommended. It is our professional opinion that closed deliberative sessions are the 
appropriate venue for DRB decision making. The DRB is a quasi-judicial body. Just like a jury or a panel 
of judges, the DRB should deliberate in private and issue a written decision. A closed deliberative 
session offers DRB members protection to speak candidly and screens the individual votes of members. 
While it may seem unnecessary for minor and non-contentious applications, making closed 
deliberative session mandatory relieves DRB members of any pressure they may feel requesting that the 
board go into closed session. It also normalizes the practice so that when the DRB does want to go into 
closed session the legitamcy of doing so is not questioned by the applicant or other interested parties, 
and it treats all applicants equally. Deliberative session may include the period where draft decisions 
are circulated allowing members to craft  a decision and make changes as they go. Closed deliberation 
aids the decision drafting process.

Approved

Approved ?
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50 4312 Monte, 12/20 I also believe it is excessively restrictive to allow site plan amendments 

only when the strict foreseeabilty standards of the Stowe Highlands 
rules are satisfied.  Often, site plans can be improved by amendments 
that address conditions that were perhaps foreseeable but not in fact 
foreseen.  There is always a danger that a developer may abuse the 
amendment process to get a second bite for a more favorable decision, 
but the DRB can be alert to this possibility without the new reg's 
approach of simply precluding all second thoughts.  Perhaps a 
preferable and viable alternative to the proposed reg would be for the 
new reg to expressly allow the DRB to deny a site plan amendment 
whose purpose or effect is to materially reduce a project's  mitigating 
features and thus harm the values the regulations are designed to 
protect.

Allows amendment of subdivision plans on a less stringent standard 
that the reg allows for amendment to site plans -- site plan 
amendments must satisfy a forseeability standard and subdivision 
plans do not.  Compare Sec.  4312 discussion described below.  I 
believe the  rules for amendments of subdivision plats are appropriate 
and the rules in 4312 for amendment of site plans should be changed 
to conform to 4310.G

Section 4204 gives the Adminsitrative Officer some authority to amend approved site plans prior to 
project completion. Section 4312 opened that door slightly more with DRB approval. Recommend 
that Section 4312 be eliminated altogether and any modification that is more substantive than what 
the AO can approve under 4204 will simply require a new application.

There is a legal distinction between site plan and subdvision approval. Once filed, a subdivision plat 
remains valid and can be acted upon at any time in the future. Whereas a site plan approval has an 
expiration date if not acted upon promptly after issuance. Therefore, there is a need to provide a 
subdivision amendment process and plat amendments are quite common. Site plan amendments are 
less necessary and common. They typically only arise in the circumstances such as more stringent A250 
conditions being imposed after local permit review or a natural or human caused occurence not able to 
be readily predicted such as an underground spring disturbed by site work, unstable ground due to 
uncompacted fill, or decaying debris. If the nature of the development with the site plan approval is 
proposed to change substantively, the typical approach is to treat it as a new application and require a 
new review, approval and permit.

Requirements seem too stringent for Site plan amendments.   Applicant 
must show that that requested change is due to unforeseeable changes 
in regulations or conditions, so changes that simply  alter or improve 
the project may thus be prohibited.  The proposed regs import 
foreseeablity standards even for minor changes that would have no 
adverse impact and might be beneficial.  Examples:  adding landscaping 
to a site plan, or shifting location of a building envelope.  This overly-
restrictive requirement seems unnecessarily restrictive since 4312. E 
allows DRB to give full review to entire project if a requested change 
has broad implications.    I do not understand why process and 
standards for a subdivision plat's amendment are less restrictive than 
site plan amendments. (Compare 430.G)

51 1208.A(2) Monte, 12/20 Issue is resuming a nonconforming use after repairing damage to the 
building.  There is no time limit to repair after damage to structure 
containing nonconforming use.  Would 3 to 5 year limit be appropriate 
(with extensions for legal and insurance delays)?

Section 1208 specifies the time limit for repairing a structure. The property owner has 12 months to get 
a zoning permit. The zoning permit is effective for 2 years (Subsection 4203.C). There are provisions for 
extension in extraordinary circumstances in both sections that could potentially increase that 
combined 3 years to 5 years. No change recommended.

52 1208.B Monte, 12/20 Does this say a zoning permit is required to repair any and all damage to 
any and all  structures, however minor the damage and even of all 
damage is inside the structure?  For example:  is a permit required to 
replace a few floor boards damaged by a minor but persistent water 
leak.  5003.D (1) seems to say "yes".    This is a big change that the public 
may find objectionable.

Interior work, as in the example given, are not subject to the regulations as per Paragraph 1101.C(3). No 
change recommended.

Approved ?

Approved w/revisions

Approved w/revisions
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53 1208.D Monte, 12/20 Says failure to get a permit is a violation.  After  damage the owner 

required to either repair the damage or demolish the damaged 
structure.  So do you mean to say only that that failure to repair 
without  a permit is a violation but no permit required to render 
structure safe or to demolish damages structure?

A permit is required for demolition. A permit is required for reconstruction/repair. To do either 
without a permit is a violation. It is also a violation to not maintain a damaged/destroyed structure so 
that it is stabilized and secured in accordance with Subsection 1208.A. 

Clarify by revising 1208.D to read, "The failure to obtain a zoning permit for reconstruction or 
demolition, or to maintain a damaged or destroyed structure awaiting reconstruction or demolition as 
required under Paragraph (A) above will be considered a violation of these regulations subject to 
enforcement under Chapter 460."

54 1301.D Monte, 12/20 How do we reconcile these two provisions?  1301 says when enlarging 
a nonconforming structure  the owner cannot enlarge the footprint of 
the expansion  to create a greater area of encroachment into the 
setback.  1306 says when rebuilding or repairing  damaged 
nonconforming structure, the owner can rebuild within the setback, 
but no farther than the amount of the original encroachment.  So when 
repairing damage, a greater area of  "new" encroachment is allowed.  
Why??

The PC revised 1301.D at a later point. To re-align these two provisions revise 1301.F to  read, "A 
landowner may obtain a zoning permit to reconstruct a nonconforming structure that has been 
damaged or destroyed by any cause in accordance with Section 1208 and provided that the 
reconstruction will not increase the degree of nonconformity based on the extents of the structure as it 
existed immediately prior to damage or destruction in accordance with Paragraph (1) above."

55 2008 Monte, 12/20 "Footprint" of a building does not include roof overhangs or areas 
without an exterior wall.  I suppose this is relevant only when 
measuring lot coverage (to determine impervious soil changes) and 
does not relate to setback compliance, where it is the placement of the 
"structure" rather than the footprint that controls compliance, so may 
be correct if confusing.  Perhaps a cross reference would clarify (i.e.,  in 
setback regs,  note that  "footprint" does not establish compliance but 
"structure" dimensions control.

No change recommended. There is no conflict between footprint and setback standards. They are 
addressing different issues. The maximum footprint standard applies in the village and resort residential 
districts. It is intended to control the scale of buildings. The setback standard controls the location of 
structures on the lot.

56 3005.C Monte, 12/20 Allows storage of campers .  List of exclusions from this permitted 
storage  should include "Shall not be occupied or used for residential or 
business purposes while stored. Except as allowed in sections 3005.E 
thru 3005.G"

Add, "Camping units must be unoccupied;" as a new (3).

57 3011 Monte, 12/20 Does not include means like a bond to remove energy producing 
facility that must be removed by 3011.D

There is general authorization for bonds in 4104 that could be used as described in the comment. 
However, it is highly unlikely that the town will be reviewing and approving any energy generation 
facility that is large enough in scale to warrant a bond requirement. The cited provision is included 
primarily as an enforcement backstop should there be a complaint about a town-permited energy 
facility that is no longer operational but has not been removed. 

58 3017.C Monte, 12/20 Should this include a statement that maintenance of dam includes 
keeping the dam free of trees and brush growth  (the most often 
ignored item of  required maintenance )

Revise (2) to read, "Ponds that will use a berm or other structure to impound water at a level above the 
natural grade of the site must be designed by a qualified professional and must be maintained in 
accordance with that design."

Approved

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved w/revisions
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59 Monte, 12/20 4604. Good.   The DRB often receives after-the-fact applications 

intended to cure a preexisting project that has no permit and 
sometimes requires a change in the existing development to satisfy the 
regulations.   Sometimes the failure to get a permit is the product of 
innocent ignorance, sometimes it is not so innocent.  The DRB typically 
treats these applications like any other, but wonders if this encourages 
development scofflaws to avoid the hassle and expense of the permit 
process in hopes they will not be discovered, and will suffer no real 
harm if they are discovered.  This gives a simple mechanism for the ZA 
to assess a price for non-compliance without making judgments about 
the mindset of the offender.  The $200/day alternate penalty ( 4605) 
can add up to an oppressive amount, so is not often used.  It is good to 
have a substantial but less ham-handed remedy at the ZA's disposal.

No change recommended.

2105(E)(3)(e) Fidel, 2/21 Not result in undue adverse impacts on any natural and scenic 
resources shown on the Agency of Natural Resources’ Vermont 
Conservation Design data layers as most recently amended in 
BioFinder, in the Warren Town Plan (Specifically Sections 3.1.07 and 
3.1.08 of Town Plan), or through site investigation by a qualified 
professional;

No change recommended, but encourage the PC and CC to continue the conversation and work to get 
the Warren NRI to a point where it could be used in a regulatory context. The PC spent considerable 
time discussing the issue of whether or not to reference the Warren Natural Resource Inventory in the 
regulations and ultimately decided not to because of a lack of a "definitive map" and a sense that there 
is ongoing data collection and modification of the inventory in a way that is beneficial for conservation 
efforts but problematic for regulatory purposes. The referenced town plan sections present a series of 
maps based on the Warren NRI. It is our understanding that the underlying state data layers in the 
BioFinder are the same as those provided through the Natural Resource Atlas. The BioFinder is intended 
to be a conservation planning tool and it is our experience that the interface is less user-friendly than 
the atlas for the purposes of obtaining parcel-specific information.

2106(E)(3)(e) Fidel, 2/21 Add a new subsection as follows: 

Buildings and associated building envelopes shall be located in a 
fashion that minimizes impacts to identified natural and scenic 
resources identified in Sections 3.1.07 and 3.1.08 of Town Plan, and 
building lots should be clustered to minimize the fragmentation of 
natural resources identified in in Sections 3.1.07 and 3.1.08 of Town 
Plan.

Roads, driveways and utility corridors shall be shared to the extent 
feasible and designed to avoid or limit the fragmentation of natural and 
scenic resources identified in Sections 3.1.07 and 3.1.08 of Town Plan; 
and, where sites include linear features such as existing roads, tree 
lines, stone walls, and/or fence lines, shall follow these to minimize the 
fragmentation of natural resources identified in in Sections 3.1.07 and 
3.1.08 of Town Plan.

The division of forestland shall, to the extent feasible, be configured to 
allow for ongoing forest management of the parcel after subdivision. 
Lot boundaries and development envelopes should be laid out to avoid 
the unnecessary fragmentation of productive timber stands, and 
provision for forest management access should be a consideration of 
the final plan if active management is taking place.

The language guiding the siting of building envelopes is in Section 3307.C. All lots to be developed or 
created in the district will require a building envelope. Section 3304.C requires Conservation PUDs 
(clustered lots) for major subdivisions (6 or more lots in a 5-year period) in this district. Minor 
subdivisions also require the establishment of a conservation set aside if any of the resulting lots 
(including the remainder of the parent parcel) will be 75 acres or larger. Section 2106(E)(3) already 
requires existing forest cover be maintained outside the building envelope. Note that "should" language 
is not mandatory and cannot be enforced through the regulations. No change recommended.

Approved

Approved

Approved
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60 2102 Marincic, 5/21 I own two adjoining lots at 115 Main and 171 Main in the village. 115 

Main is currently zoned WVMU, contains a traditional old house, and is 
subject to the Village's historical building restrictions on materials, 
massing, etc. 171 Main has no road frontage, is set back from the street, 
and is currently zoned WVR with no historical restrictions. I have built 
a modern garage and guest house on that property. On the proposed 
zoning map, you show both lots as a single entity, and both are zoned 
WVMU, with the historical restrictions. That instantly makes 171 Main, 
which was approved and built just in the past 3 years,  a 
nonconforming structure, and if I ever wanted to build an addition, I 
could theoretically be compelled to do so with traditional siding 
materials on an otherwise modernist home. Also, my garage would be  
nonconforming since it faces the street and is situated forward of the 
house. Please revise the map to reflect the existence of two legal lots, 
and keep 171 Main as  WVR. 

Warren's taxmaps show 115 and 171 Main Street to be a single parcel. But Ruth confirms that there are 
indeed two legal lots (listers frequently combine lots when in common ownership). Irrespective, re-
zoning 171 Main Street from Village Residential to Village Mixed Use will not make the existing home 
non-conforming under the proposed zoning. However, because 171 Main Street does not have frontage 
on Main Street recommend putting it back in Village Residential.

61 2106 Jones, 5/21 That all of Dads, Butches and mine are now changed from Forest 
Reserve to Conservation Reserve?      Currently is all in current use 
except mine off camp road, and is used for timber harvesting and 
sugaring operations.  If I’m reading this right, it looks to be restricting 
any development in that area if Dad and Butch pass away, then nothing 
can be done with that?   There are at least 1 or 2 buildable lots. It will 
NEVER be sold to the Forest Service as long as there is an heir to that is 
alive.  The Green Mt. Forest pissed Grammie Kit and them off!    Same 
with the property we own a camp on at the end of Camp Road.     Can 
you tell me what this new zoning means so I can give it to Dad and 
Butch?  Sounds very restrictive on what they can do with the property.

This comment is about two undeveloped woodland parcels at the upper reach of Lincoln Gap Road. The 
parcels are 73 and 95 acres in area respectively. Under current zoning, the parcels are bisected by the 
Forest Reserve / Rural Residential district boundary using an elevation contour (1,500 ft). Under the 
proposed zoning map both parcels are entirely in the new Conservation District. The Conservation 
District has a minimum lot size of 25 acres. The 73-acre parcel could be subdivided into 2 lots (with a 
boundary line adjustment it could be 3). The 95-acre parcel parcel could be subdivded into 3 lots (with 
a boundary line adjustment it could be 4). A conservation subdivision would allow creation of smaller 
lots. The re-zoning does not change the potential for 1 or 2 buildable lots. The re-zoning also expands 
the potential uses in the Conservation district as compared to the Forest Reserve district to include uses 
like outdoor recreation and firewood processing. So there is potential uses and opportunities for 
development of the land in the future. No change recommended.

62 General 
Comment

Lindenfeld, 5/21 As a newcomer to the area (just purchased off Prickly Mtn Rd last 
summer), an architect, and someone who has been spending quality 
time with the current zoning regs as we worked through the process for 
our own project, thank you for putting an incredible amount of time 
and effort into this document. The new Residential/Rural division 
makes a lot of sense, as does the Conservation District. The entire 
document (yes, I paged through the whole thing) is well-organized, 
coherent and will put the town in a great place moving forward. I feel 
lucky that we bought in a town which is taking such care of its current 
and future resources. Thank you!

No change recommended.

63 General 
Comment

Wade, 5/24 How does the proposed Conservation and Forest Recreation districts 
compare to the existing Forest Reserve district? Boundaries and uses.

The proposed Conservation and Forest Recreation Districts boundaries generally match the extents of 
the adopted Forest Reserve district in the immediate area around the resort. There are some 
modifications to better align with property boundaries and reflect lands that have easements or similar 
legal limits on future development.

64 General 
Comment

Wade, 5/24 What defines the confines of Sugarbush Resort? Are the Sugarbush Inn, 
snowmaking pond, and golf course included or separate? What about 
non Sugarbush owned developments? South Village, Snow Creek, The 
Bridges, the Sugarbush Village condominiums, and single family 
homes/lots, etc. How are they treated? Have they been considered as 
part of the larger resort or the separate entities which they are?

Following PC discussion of this question at the May 24 meeting, recommend adding a new paragraph 
after Section 3215(B) as follows:
(C) Lands and Facilities within a Resort. At a minimum, a resort will be considered to include: (1) the 
public and private lands used or proposed to be used for recreation by the resort operator and any 
property contiguous to those lands that are owned or otherwise controlled by the resort operator, (2) 
any property developed or proposed to be developed by the resort operator for lodging, dining, retail, 
service or residential uses.

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved
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65 General 

Comment
Wade, 5/24 How does the TOW plan to review projects on federal land? It does not 

currently review project on FS lands.
It is our understanding that the permit granted by Forest Service for use of federal lands (Form FS-2700-
5B) includes the following as a standard condition, "The holder, in exercising the privileges granted by 
this term permit, shall comply with all present and future regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture 
and federal laws; and all present and future, state, county, and municipal laws, ordinances, or 
regulations which are applicable to the area or operations covered by this permit to the extent they are 
not in conflict with federal law, policy or regulation. " The federal government is exempt from 
municipal zoning, but that blanket exemption is not extended to ski lease holders. The federal lands 
leased by the resort are within the Forest Recreation district. The uses allowed under the resort's Forest 
Service permit should align with the list of permitted uses. The permitting process will generally require 
site plan review under Section 4304.

66 General 
Comment

Wade, 5/24 VT Building Energy Codes – these should be the governing energy codes. The town does not enforce the state energy codes. As per state law, the town is required to inform 
applicants about the applicable energy code (Section 4201.A(5)) and applicants are required to file 
energy certificates with the town (Section 4202.F(4)).

67 General 
Comment

Wade, 5/24 Trash disposal – needs to be bear secure This is not a zoning issue. Section 3108 does require proposed development subject to site plan review 
to locate trash containers within an enclosure.  

68 1101.C(16) Wade, 5/24 Holiday light displays need more than 45 consecutive days. MRV 
Festival of Lights runs from mid Dec through Presidents week (roughly 
8-9 weeks).

Revise to read, "Holiday light displays that are illuminated for not more than 90 days in any calendar 
year."

69 1202.C Wade, 5/24 Prior Development Approvals – 24 months should be allowed for 
submission of a zoning permit post DRB approval. 12 months is not 
enough for larger more complex projects. And smaller project may still 
include significant time, effort and cost and should also be provided 
with 24 months.

Section 4203.B allows for an additional 12-month delay in effect, which equates to 24 months. The 
DRB may approve a longer delay. No change recommended.

70 1301.D(2) Wade, 5/24 what is the rationale for not allowing a nonconforming 
porches/decks/entries to be closed in?

Enclosing would be a further intensification of the non-conformity. No change recommended.

71 2001.A Wade, 5/24 The order of zoning district list should be consistent with the order of 
the districts in Section 210, zoning map keys, and TOC.

Re-order list to match order the districts are in 210 (VB, VMU, VR, RES, RL, CON, FR, RMU, RR, GB).

72 2002.A Wade, 5/24 What happened to the meadowland overlay district? How are ag lands 
protected?

See response to #39.

73 2008.D Wade, 5/24 ledge and stone outcrops should not be considered impervious as they 
can be quite porous.

Exposed bedrock is considered equivalent to pavement for the purposes of calculating stormwater 
flows. The lot coverage standard seeks to ensure adequate pervious greenspace for on-site stormwater 
infiltration in all but the most densely developed areas of town.

74 2008.F(2)(a) Wade, 5/24 This height measurement confusing. What is the rationale? The purpose is to encourage steep roof pitches. Recommend clarifying 2008.F(2) to read, "(a) For 
structures with a primary roof pitch of 5:12 or steeper, from the average finished grade at ground level 
to the midpoint between the eaves and the ridgeline; or (b) For structures with a primary roof pitch of 
less than 5:12, from the average finished grade at ground level to the highest portion of the structure 
excluding the architectural features listed in Paragraph (1) above."

75 2008.F(4)(a) Wade, 5/24 How does this apply to Permitted multifamily dwellings and lodging 
facilities in the RMU?

It is unlikely that multi-family dwellings or lodging facilities would be able to meet the criteria for a 
waiver or variance to the proposed maximum height standard of 48' in the RMU. 

76 2008.H Wade, 5/24 footprint – what a out a deck? Is this considered part of the footprint? As stated in 2008.G, building footprint is the area enclosed by a building's outer walls. So a deck or 
porch is not included in the footprint calculation.

77 2105.B Wade, 5/24 much of the new Rural district is/was Rural Residential under the 
current LURs. How many no conforming lots are being created by 
increasing the minimum lot size to 5 acres from 1 acre?

Most of the land in the proposed Rural district is currently zoned Rural Residential. The median lot size 
in the  proposed Rural district is 5.4 acres.

Approved

Approved

Approved

Revisions ?

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved
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78 2106.D(5) Wade, 5/24 Is the snowmaking pond located on the Mad River included in outdoor 

rec?
The snowmaking pond is located in the proposed Conservation zoning district. The snowmaking pond 
use meets the definition of water resource extraction, "An establishment that pumps, collects, stores 
and/or transports groundwater, spring water or surface water for off-site commercial or industrial use."

79 2107.A Wade, 5/24 language clarification for the resort. Change to - Sugarbush Resort 
Lincoln Peak and the upper elevation of Mt. Ellen

Revise to read, "The Forest Recreation district encompasses National Forest lands and adjacent private 
lands developed with ski facilities associated with Sugarbush Resort Lincoln Peak and the upper 
elevation of Mt. Ellen. Portions of these lands are also regulated under the resort’s special use permit 
with the Green Mountain National Forest, the Memorandum of Understanding with the resort, and the 
resort’s Act 250 permit and approved master plan. It is the intent of this district to accommodate a 
range of year-round outdoor recreation activities on the mountains in a manner that mitigates adverse 
environmental impacts."

80 2108.B(1) Wade, 5/24 many of the Lincoln Peak Village Master Plan/Lincoln Peak Base Area 
Redevelopment Project lots do not meet the 1 acre min lot size.

No change recommended. Existing lots that are less than 1 acre in area can be used and developed just 
like larger lots. Assumably many of the existing small lots were approved as part of prior PUDs. Future 
development at the resort will also likely be designed and approved as a PUD. The minimum lot size can 
be modified or waived within a PUD.

81 2109.A Wade, 5/24 water and sewer systems, not system Revise to read, "The Resort Residential District encompasses lands surrounding Sugarbush Resort that is 
or could be served by the resort’s water and sewer systems."

82 2109.C Wade, 5/24 How are exiting commercial facilities in the Sugarbush Village 
accommodated? These include the Sugarbush Day School, 
restaurants/bars, retail, professional services, etc.

Recommend taking the properties accessed via Mountainside Drive out of RR and putting them into 
RMU district given the number of non-residential uses in that area.

83 2111 Wade, 5/24 (1) RMU and RR lot sizes seem reversed No change recommended. The table is correct. The minimum lot size in RMU is larger than the 
minimum lot size in RR. The RMU is intended to accommodate larger-scale, higher intensity mixed-use 
development. The RR is intended to be primarily residential.

84 2111 Wade, 5/24 (7) stream/shoreline setbacks should be consistent with state setback – 
50 feet

No change recommended. There is not a "state setback" per se. The state will likely impose a 50-foot 
buffer on any development that requires state permits. However, the range of setbacks (25 to 100 feet) 
established in the zoning reflects local land use policy and the existing built form of the village (where 
the 25-foot setback is established). The resort districts have a 50-foot setback.

85 2201 Wade, 5/24 Flood Hazard Overlay District - How will the Sugarbush snowmaking 
pond on the Mad River be treated for regular repair and maintenance, 
annual gravel removal and weir installation/removal, upcoming weir 
and intake replacement, along with repair of damage resulting from 
flooding?

No change recommended. Both the adopted and proposed zoning implement the required provisions 
of the National Flood Insurance Program. There is no substantive change in those regulations (nor can 
there be if the town is to remain eligible to participate in the program).

86 2201.T(8) Wade, 5/24 Fill - 180 day/6 months of temporary storage may be too short. After TS 
Irene, who came through at the end of Aug 2011, it took us roughly 3 
months to excavate the snowmaking pond of sedimentation caused by 
the flooding. The town granted permission for Sugarbush to store the 
sediment on the A/R parcel. It took us most of the following summer to 
remove the stored sediment and restore the natural grade of the parcel 
(~9 months).

No change recommended. This is federally required language and cannot be changed and it is not a 
change from the current regulations. As demonstrated by the example cited, in the event of a declared 
disaster such as Irene, there is flexibility for emergency response and clean-up/restoration.

87 2202 Wade, 5/24 River Corridor Overlay District - How will the Sugarbush snowmaking 
pond on the Mad River be treated for regular repair and maintenance 
along with repair of damage resulting from flooding.

No change recommended. Both the adopted and proposed zoning implement the Vermont River 
Corridor standards. There is no substantive change in those standards being proposed.

88 2202.J Wade, 5/24 Vegetated Buffer - What happens when the river/a flood takes out all 
the vegetation within the vegetated buffer? And/or the buffer 
vegetation and soil alike?

No change recommended. There is no language in the regulations that would require a property owner 
to re-plant a buffer that was damaged by flooding. If the vegetated buffer was a condition of a prior 
development approval, the property owner may need to let the buffer re-establish (i.e. not mow) 
naturally.

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved
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89 3002.E(5)(b)(i) 

& (ii)
Wade, 5/24 Access – Spacing – please explain rationale No change recommended. The purpose of either aligning access points or spacing them out adequately 

is to improve safety for vehicles entering and existing the roadway. If access points are close together, 
the potential for collisions due to inadequate response time increases.

90 3011.A Wade, 5/24 Applicability – may obtain? No change recommended. "A property owner may obtain a permit" is a common construction 
throughout the regulations. It means that a property owner is allowed to seek a permit for the specified 
use.

91 3012.D Wade, 5/24 Public Woks Specs – do these exist? No change recommended. Warren does not currently have adopted Public Works Specifications. This 
provision is included to prevent any future conflict should the town adopt such standards.

92 3012.E Wade, 5/24 General Standards - Who’s monitoring non-permitted compliance? No change recommended. While the Administrative Officer is authorized to monitor or inspect 
development sites under both the adopted and proposed regulations, it is not current practice for the 
Warren AO to do so. Currently, the AO would investigate if there was a complaint related to erosion 
from a construction site. It is anticipated that this approach would continue.

93 3012.F Wade, 5/24 Small Projects - Where does one find the small project EPSC checklist? No change recommended. This will be one of the checklists available from the Adminsitrative Officer. It 
will not be included in the regulations.

94 3019.C Wade, 5/24 Riparian Buffers General Standards (see comment 2201 and 2202) - 
What happens when the river/a flood takes out all the vegetated within 
the vegetated buffer? And/or the buffer vegetation and soil alike?

See response to #88.

95 3020.E Wade, 5/24 Steep Slopes Liability - is this retroactive? Does it cover non-permitted 
work (tree removal)?

No change recommended. This paragraph just states what is now and has always been the case. If a 
property owner's activities result in erosion damage off their property, that property owner can be held 
liable.

96 3203.A(3)(b) Wade, 5/24 Worker Housing Residential Density - Rationale?? Sugarbush Resort 
owner parcels are not all contiguous. Also, why could a business not 
contract with another entity to provide worker housing?

Revise to add "or" to the end of provision (a). The purpose of the density bonus is to ensure that an 
employer who is providing worker housing can do so without reducing the amount of non-worker 
housing that could be developed on the property. A contractual arrangement to house workers off the 
resort is not prohibited but would  not qualify for the bonus as the units would not be directly created 
by the employer.

97 3203.A(5) & 
(6) 

Wade, 5/24 Seasonal and Year Round Housing – these two sections seem to 
contradict each other. Also, what about RA/manager of seasonal 
housing facility?

Revise (5) to read, "Seasonal Housing. Only seasonal workers who will be employed for not more than 
120 days may be housed in dormitories, other congregate housing or temporary structures (i.e., 
campers, trailers or tiny houses)." This change in terminology and timeframe aligns with federal 
employment laws and rules.
Delete (6).

98 3203.A(7)(b) Wade, 5/24 not more than 2 ppl per bedroom – rationale? No change recommended. The intent is to ensure a minimum quality of life for residents and avoid 
overcrowding. 

99 3203.A(7)(c)(i) 
and (iii)

Wade, 5/24 Temp Structures – rationale? No change recommended. The intent is to protect public safety (such as emergency responder access 
between structures) and ensure a minimum quality of life for residents such as allowing for privacy.

100 3203.A(8)(b) Wade, 5/24 Dormitories, storage - why within? Could the storage requirement be 
met with the shed type building on the same lot?

No change recommended. It is for storage of personal possessions and needs readily accessible to 
occupants. This could be as basic as providing lockers.

101 3204.B(6) Wade, 5/24 Rooming/Boarding House, Parking spaces - This should be more 
flexible. What if the facilities is located on the bus route or within a 
reasonable walking distance to the bus route or work? Consider 
allowing ZA (or DRB) to approve other transport/parking provisions.

No change recommended. Section 3104.D(4) provides a process and criteria for the DRB to decrease the 
minimum parking requirement.

102 3213.C Wade, 5/24 Lodging Facilities, Max # of Guests – may wish to evaluate this. I don’t 
think SMR is impacted, but others may be.

No change recommended. The limitation on size of lodging facilities is similar to what is currently 
allowed in Warren. The adopted regulations allow for inns in many districts, which are limited to a 
maximum of 15 rooms, and B&Bs, which are limited to 5 rooms. The adopted resort districts also set a 
maximum density of lodging rooms. The proposed limits actually allow for more lodging than the 
adopted regulations in many areas of town.

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Clarify

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved
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103 3215 Wade, 5/24 Resort – new section/use No change recommended. It is a new section and a different approach to regulating a mixed-use 

development like the resort.
104 3215.C Wade, 5/24 Master Plan Required - How does this impact the Lincoln Peak Base 

Area Development Project for which the Master Plan is approved and 
Phase IA and IB, and Phase IIA and IIB area complete/ Phase II C through 
E still to be phased in.

No further change recommended. First application for a permit that meets one of the listed criteria will 
trigger this requirement. This will 'reset' the existing phased permits which will be linked to regulatory 
provisions that no longer exist once the revised regulations are adopted.
The PC already approved a change to (2) to read, "An addition of 10 or more lodging rooms beyond 
what existed within the resort as of [EFFECTIVE DATE];

105 3215.D Wade, 5/24 Allowed Uses – must offer lodging - Can the offer of lodging be by non 
resort entities?

No further change recommended (see recommended change in #64). Some lodging would need to be 
directly owned and managed by the resort or the resort could enter into a contract with a third-party 
to develop lodging on resort-owned property.

106 3215.D(1) Wade, 5/24 does this include non-contiguous land? No further change recommended (see recommended change in #64). There is no requirement that the 
resort as defined through the master plan process be one contiguous area of land.

107 3215.D(1) Wade, 5/24 what is the rationale for this? Why is leased land not included? No change recommended. Land leased from USFS is public land dedicated to outdoor recreation use. 
The intent of this section is to ensure that the private landholdings that comprise the resort include a 
mix of recreation and other uses.

108 3215.D(1) Wade, 5/24 This is too restrictive if it only allows passive recreation. Revise the definition of passive recreation as follow: "Outdoor recreation, passive means a recreational 
activity that: (a) can be conducted in a minmally developed open space; and (b) does not have undue 
adverse environmental or off-site impacts. This includes, but is not limited to, alpine and cross-country 
ski trails, other non-motorized trail uses and golf courses. This specifically excludes terrain parks and 
motorized trail uses including dirt bikes, ATVs/UTVs and 4WDs. 

109 3215.D(1) Wade, 5/24 these percentages need to be further evaluated. No further change recommended (see recommended change in #108). With the land dedicated to the 
ski runs and golf course included in the passive recreation percentage, there should be adequate 
provision for active recreation.

110 3215.D(2) Wade, 5/24 add lift and vehicle maintenance. Revise to read: Facilities, equipment, structures and infrastructure necessary for resort operation, 
including but not limited to water impoundment and storage, snowlifts, snowmaking, power supply, 
water and sewer, vehicle and equipment maintenance, and property maintenance will be considered 
permited uses/structures within a resort

111 3215.D(4) Wade, 5/24 Retail and service businesses - Does this include skier services (ski 
school, rental shop, guest services, restrooms)? If so, this is 
problematic as the occupancy and SF numbers may be too restrictive.

No change recommended. This is intended to ensure that recreation, lodging and dining are the 
primary uses within the resort. Retail and service businesses are intended to be ancillary.

112 3215.D(5) Wade, 5/24 Dwelling and Lodging Units - This is problematic. What is the rationale? 
What is the [*] number? Given ownership structures and number of 
non resort owned or managed condominium complexes this may not 
provide the info Warren is seeking. Also ski season data will be more 
meaningful than CY data (May 31 submittal vs Jan 31).

Recommend deleting all of Paragraph (5).

113 3215.D(6) Wade, 5/24 Worker Housing - These percentages are unrealistic. Does this apply to 
all resort employees or just those who live in Warren?

The provisions of this section would apply to any net increase in employees after the effective date of 
the regulations (hopefully 2021!). Revise to read, "The resort must submit a report to the Town of 
Warren by May 31 of each year documenting…"

114 3215.E(2) Wade, 5/24 Public Safety – why is this not covered by property taxes? No change recommended. Because the demands the resort can potentially make on Town provided 
emergency services could easily exceed years of the property tax contribution. If the resort was sized to 
meet the property tax contribution it makes to emergency services it would be much smaller. It is 
standard practice to require new development to "pay its way" and to not be a burden on current 
taxpayers.

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved

Approved

Revise?
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115 3215.E(3) Wade, 5/24 Transportation Impacts – this cost should be shared with the town. The 

cumulative impacts should not be borne by the development that tips 
the balance. Fair share yes.

No change recommended.  This is standard practice in land use. The owner of the use that is increasing 
traffic volume pays for the study, and pays for the improvements. Impact assessment fees are narrowly 
tailored to address this issue and could be the alternative but requires the town adopt and maintain a 
capital budget and comes with specific statutory requirements that most small towns find difficult to 
meet due to their limited administrative capacity.

116 3215.E(5) Wade, 5/24 Visual Impacts – the Rural Resource Protection plan was written in 
1988 and is 33 YO. Is it still relevant?

No change recommended. It is our understanding that this plan remains relevant and has been used as a 
foundation for subsequent plans and studies and further historic resource inventories over the 
intervening years.

117 3220.A(3) Wade, 5/24 Amplified Music - Does this include the Gate House PA system that 
announces important info but also plays music during the day?

No change recommended. Yes but the DRB can approve amplified music.

118 3307.C(2) Wade, 5/24 TOW Meadowland Map – where is this map in the new regs? See response to #39.
119 3308.J Wade, 5/24 Debris Removal – rationale for prohibition of burying or using 

appropriate debris for fill?
No change recommended. Construction debris and/or stumps etc. are not appropriate as clean fill 
materials

120 General 
Comment

Westervelt, 5/25 Wonderful plan! I fully support the draft. Thank you for your hard 
work.

121 General 
Comment

Pierson, 5/26 Where is the new "Hamlet Housing" district? There is not one. Unsure what this comment refers to.

122 3203 Haviland, 5/26 Can we stipulate that X% of this housing must be affordable for those 
making below X% Area Median Income etc?  
I realize it is not good to be too specific when creating bylaws and that 
the overall pay scale at the resort combined with the 30-50% ratio 
might naturally result in enough units to cover lower wage workers, 
however, I hope there has been some research or a formula can be put 
in place to ensure all levels of income are included in that housing.

No change recommended. Given that this section is specific to employer-provided worker housing, the 
assumption is that it will be affordable and/or provided as part of a worker's compensation package. If 
the employer is providing housing in order to attract/retain workers, it seems unlikely that they would 
set a rent that is unaffordable to those workers.

123 General 
Comment

Ritchie, 5/26 Less restriction not more. Less government. Lower taxes. Are my taxes 
going down when my uses are restricted? My property value is. It feels 
like tyranny. Vote no!

124 Zoning District 
Map

Wade, 5/26 (see 
notated map)

Sugarbush Village Core: Village Edge, Brook House, Mtside, Center 
Village are all mixed use condominiums. This area should be RMU 
District.

Change properties accessed from Mountainside Drive from RR to RMU as they are developed with mixed 
use.

125 Zoning District 
Map

Wade, 5/26 (see 
notated map)

Sugarbush Parcel PID 250010. recommend RR or CON

126 Zoning District 
Map

Wade, 5/26 (see 
notated map)

Sugarbush Parcel PID 250010. Request change to RMU District (yes, 
split parcel).

127 Zoning District 
Map

Wade, 5/26 (see 
notated map)

Lincoln Ridge Common Land PID 04800-1. Recommend RR or CON.

128 Zoning District 
Map

Wade, 5/26 (see 
notated map)

Request change to RR District. PID 250020. Make requested change.

129 Zoning District 
Map

Wade, 5/26 (see 
notated map)

South Village Land. No separate PID. Recomend RR. Make requested change.

130 Zoning District 
Map

Wade, 5/26 (see 
notated map)

Colony Residentail SD split between RR and RMU Districts. No change recommended. PC discussed district boundary along Golf Course Rd at length and decided it 
should be residential.

131 Zoning District 
Map

Wade, 5/26 (see 
notated map)

South Face leachfields No change recommended. Land fronts on Access Road and is contiguous with other parcels zoned RMU.

Parcels currently developed with ski runs and are contiguous with the federal lands. Recommend 
revising purpose statement of Forest Recreation district so that it clearly encompasses both public and 
private lands used for recreation as follows: "The Forest Recreation district encompasses the National 
Forest lands and other private land developed with ski facilities associated with Sugarbush Resort and 
Mt. Ellen. The public and private lands used by Sugarbush Resort..."

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Clarify?

Approved

?

Approved w/revision

Approved w/revision

Approved
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132 3005 Robbins, 5/26 As per Selectboard request add following language prohibiting 

camping on Town of Warren property: "It shall be unlawful for any 
person(s) to stay overnight in a vehicle, camper (travel trailer, 
recreational vehicle) or other temporary shelter (e.g., tent, yurt, tipi) 
on Town of Warren owned property or in the Town of Warren right-of-
way on town roads."

This language can be added to Section 3005. However, it is not going to have the effect that the 
Selectboard assumably wants due to the limitations of zoning authority. The AO can either issue a ticket 
(which would require that the AO go out upon a complaint of camping on town property or road and 
find the individuals camping and ticket them on the spot) or a NOV (the campers could stay put for 7 
days and the town would have no recourse). It would be more effective and enforceable if adopted as 
separate ordinance. A standalone ordinance would be enforced by law enforcement officers not the AO.

133 Zoning District 
Map

Starks, 5/26 If I am reading the map correctly, why is Club Sugarbush South Road 
RMU when Club Sugarbush North is RR? We are next to the golf course 
and there is a business on the Access Road above our road, but what 
would it mean for the condos on the Club Sugarbush South. Road?

The condos and other properties served by both the Club Sugarbush North and South Roads are 
currently zoned Village Residential and under the draft zoning are proposed to be zoned Resort Mixed 
Use. This change in zoning district will have no substantive effect on the existing condo developments. 
The condos will continue to be a permitted use under the proposed zoning. The developments will 
continue to be subject to their original town approvals and whatever rules are in place through their 
homeowners associations.

134 Zoning District 
Map

Starks, 5/26 Why is my townhouse at 25 Club Sugarbush South, (258 Club 
Sugarbush S, according to my driver's license) shown as being in a RMU 
zone?

The proposed Resort Mixed Use district encompasses the lands within and adjoining the Sugarbush 
Resort that have been or are planned to be developed with a mix of recreation, lodging, housing, retail, 
dining and other services organized around the ski facilities. The Club Sugarbush condos fit that 
description in the purpose statement of the proposed RMU district.

135 Zoning District 
Map

Starks, 5/26 I am probably/certainly repeating myself, but I would like to know the 
rationale behind why 25 Club Sugarbush South (258 Club Sugarbush S) 
is in the RMU district rather than the RR district, and how the 
permitted uses vary by district.

The RMU district is intended to be mixed use. A range of residential and commercial uses are permitted 
(see Paragraph 2018.C). The RR district is intended to be residential and allows only a limited number of 
commercial uses (see Paragraph 2109.C). The Club Sugarbush property fronts on the Access Road and 
are proximate to resort facilities and related businesses near the German Flats Rd intersection. 
Therefore they are proposed to be part of a contiguous RMU district in the vicinity of that intersection.

136 1302 Elwell, 5/26 Are existing small businesses in residential areas going to be affect by 
changes going forward, or are they grandfathered in?

No change recommended. Section 1302 governs pre-existing, non-conforming uses (grandfathered 
uses). They can continue indefinately. There are provisions governing the extent to which they may 
expand and the process for reviewing such expansions.

137 340 Donnenfeld, 5/26 Are planned unit developments still permitted? Yes. Subchapter 340 establishes three types of PUDs. A conservation subdivision (clustered housing 
with open space), a neighborhood PUD (a new residential neighborhood in a village-like setting), and a 
resort or campus PUD (for a mixed-use development).

138 3020 McCain, 5/27 In the steep slope section, I like that a steep slope is 20K sq. ft. over 
20%, but in the building envelope section, BEs are no limited to land 
<20%, as opposed to 25% in the current regs.  That’s a pretty gentle 
slope for a BE limit.  I think the term Draconian could be applied to that 
pretty easily!  I had thought the reg would take the current 
requirements of 15%-25% and 25%+ and bump them up to 20%-30-% 
and 30%+.

Wherever the term "steep slope" is used in the regulations it refers back to the definition established in 
Section 3020 (20% or greater over a contiguous area of 20,000 sf or more). The building envelope 
requirement in Section 3307.C requires that steep slopes be excluded from the building envelope. The 
building envelope is intended to be the immediate house site and is limited to a maximum area of 
30,000 sf for a single-family residence. Much of the appurtant development to the house (driveway, 
well, septic) can be located outside the envelope. No change recommended.

139 3020 McCain, 5/28 Also, as I read it the new reg requires wastewater infrastructure, i.e. 
leachfields, to be in a BE, as pretty much every leachfield is larger than 
200 s.f.   State regs allow leachfields on sites up to 30% on lots created 
prior to 2002. 

No, Paragraph 3307.C (7) states that wastewater infrastructure may be located outside the building 
envelope. No change recommended.

Approved

Approved

Refer to SB

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved w/revision
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140 1302.A Streeter, 6/7 Nonconforming Uses: What constitutes existing? (ex., Existing piles of 

storage, existing junk, retaining walls, riparian buffers, temporary 
structures, Setbacks for temporary storage vs permanent storage). 
While the revision seems to put all well rounded pegs in perfectly 
round holes, it is more of a document to pit neighbors or groups of 
landowners and/or voters against each other. It would be difficult for a 
zoning administrator to issue permits, legally monitor time limits, 
identify unregistered/ uninspected vehicles, check for temporary 
storage and junk, throughout the town. If the requirements are for 
safety, the town of Warren should be responsible for changing 
Nonconforming areas. (ex. Fencing on all public retaining walls. 
Installing sidewalks on both sides of the road and widening to 5 ft to 
bring up to Standards outlined in the proposed changes to the zoning 
laws.)

Stored goods or junk, retaining walls, buffers, temporary structures are not "uses" under the 
regulations. 1302.A does not apply to them.

Enforcement of the regulations will continue to be based primarily on investigation of complaints as 
has been the practice since the town adopted regulations. If the Zoning Administrator is made aware of 
a potential violation, the allegation is investigated. The Zoning Adminsitrator does not "patrol" looking 
for violations.

141 2101B/2102B Streeter, 6/7 The numbers in (8), (9), and {10) appear to be shifted one line vertically. Fixed.

142 2101.E & 
2201.E

Streeter, 6/7 Garages have to be set back 8FTfrom front line of dwelling if the
doors are on the front of the garage. Why?

The intent is to minimize the visual impact and dominance of the garage doors as viewed from the street 
in order to maintain the historic character of the village.

143 210 Streeter, 6/7 VMU, VB, RL, and CON, GB, and RMU have District Standards. VR and 
RES have no District Standards listed.

That is correct. There are no district standards in those two districts.

144 210 Streeter, 6/7 FR and RL have no conditional uses There are no conditional uses in the Forest Recreation district, just permitted uses. There are 
conditional uses in the Rural district (2105.D).

145 210 Streeter, 6/7 District Use Summary Table does not match descriptions Once final edits are made to districts, we will double-check that the summary tables match the district 
tables.

146 2212 Streeter, 6/7 FR #4 has no letter for this item It should be X - fixed.
147 3008.D(2)(a) Streeter, 6/7 Driveway grade has been changed. Grade is different for driveways vs. 

town roads.
Correct. The draft standard allows driveways to have steeper, short sections than roads are allowed to 
have because of the difference in traffic level.

148 3008.D(4) Streeter, 6/7 Driveway clearance has been added. Correct. This is to ensure adequate access for emergency vehicles.
149 3013.D Streeter, 6/7 retaining wall fencing has been added Correct. Retaining wall more than 4 feet in height require a fence or other barrier for public safety 

reasons.
150 3019 Streeter, 6/7 Riparian Buffers has changed from vegetation to woody vegetation Correct. Woody vegetation creates a root system that significantly more effective at stabilizing banks 

and preventing erosion than mowed grass.
151 3021.A 

3018.A
Streeter, 6/7 If trailer is registered, does it need a permit? Revise 3018.A (1) to remove reference to unregistered vehicles. It would read, "Trailers, containers or  

vehicles used for storage; and"

In 3018, if a trailer or a vehicle is being used for storage then it needs a permit whether or not it is 
registered. While 3021 addresses the storage of unregistered vehicles.

152 3308.D(13)(b)(
i)

Streeter, 6/7 Sidewalks have to bee SFT wide and on both sides of road To comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), sidewalks must be at least 5 feet wide.

Approved

Approved w/revisions

??

Approved

Approved

Approved w/revisions

Revisions

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved w/revisions

Approved
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153 Zoning District 

Map
Greshin, 6/14 We are concerned the proposed town zoning update will change our 

property from Vacation Residential and Rural Residential to 
Conservation. We believe this change would have a negative impact on 
us. Forty-two acres of our land is developable and approximately 160 
acres (40 of which are in Waitsfield) is conserved for recreation under 
an easement with the Vermont Land Trust which was negotiated in 
2004 and was approved by The Town of Warren (Amended Grant of 
Development Rights and Conservation Restrictions and Quitclaim Deed 
recorded in Book 168, pages 372-383). We don’t object to including 
the conserved portion of our land in the Conservation District. 
According to the agreement, we have the right to build 5 houses on the 
developable, or “excluded”, parcel. If this parcel was re-zoned 
Conservation, we would lose those rights. We don’t have plans to 
build, but we don’t want to lose the rights granted to us in the 
easement that would allow our children or other future owners to 
build homes here. When we purchased this property, the developable 
portion was 67 acres and it was possible to build 65 residential units or 
130 hotel/motel bedrooms. We increased the conserved land, reduced 
the development potential and granted a permanent easement to the 
Catamount Trail. More recently we have allowed the addition of a trail 
that eases mountain bike access to the conserved parcel. (There were 
multiple pre-existing bike/walking trails). Please note that the 
boundaries of the developable parcel changed at the time of our 
purchase so that the lowest portion of the property, which is wet and 
has a lot of wildlife value, is now in the protected section of the 
property. The developable parcel is within an envelope surrounding 
the driveway and the old logging road. The Vermont Land Trust could 
supply you with an updated map if necessary.

Revise 2008.H to read, "The number of dwelling units on a lot (exclusive of accessory dwellings) must 
not exceed the maximum density as specified in the applicable district unless a density bonus is 
approved as part of a planned unit development. Maximum density will be calculated based on total lot 
area inclusive of unbuildable land (i.e., conserved land, land within rights-of-way, floodplains, 
wetlands, steep slopes, surface waters, etc.).

This will resolve the Greshin's concern. Their approximately 160 acre parcel would have a maximum 
residential density of 6 dwelling units, which aligns with their agreement with VLT. Using the 
conservation subdivision process, they would be able to cluster those lots on the development 
envelope already established in their agreement with VLT.

154 Zoning District 
Map

Mackie, 6/14 The revised zoning map has divided my property in two zones running 
directly through an existing building and through a previously cleared 
area. As previously discussed with the DRB, my plan to is to construct a 
residence in the cleared area. This arbitrary zoning line clearly is 
directed at my property and ability to construct a residence that has 
been the subject of previous permit applications and lengthy 
discussion with the DRB.

No change recommended. The 34-acre parcel at 316 Burnt Mountain Rd is presently zoned Forest 
Reserve with a maximum density of 1 dwelling per 25 acres. The draft zoning map split this parcel (and a 
number of other larger parcels not that are not public or conserved land) between the proposed new 
Rural and Conservation districts at the 2,000-ft contour. The 2,000-ft contour does run through Mr. 
Mackie's residence. However, the re-zoning would result in his parcel having about 21 acres in the Rural 
district. The rural district has a maximum density of 1 dwelling per 5 acres, which provides the 
potential for up to three more dwellings on the property provided that they are located on the portion 
of the property below 2,000 ft in elevation.

155 General 
Comment

Mackie, 6/14 When will these regulations be voted on and become effective? The PC intends to make revisions and commence the formal adoption process by the end of the 
summer. Typically that process takes at least three months as hearings are required both by the PC and 
the SB.

Approved

Approved

Approved
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156 Behn, 6/14 As was pointed out there has not been a huge influx of development of 

land of late thus prompting the question: Why change the zoning then? 
As I stated in the meeting, we have many limiting factors in our 
regulations that dictate limitations on land development. These have 
proven to work relatively well at controlling development. Not only 
that but they require thoughtful use through engineering all the while 
requiring that these potential developments stay within “the character 
of the neighborhood” one of the very specific standards we review. 
Further, to say that someone could “game the system” by creating 
single sub divisions once a week is ludicrous (perception, cost etc.) not 
to mention easily preventable with a limit on any given piece being 
further subdivided within a certain timeframe. To create new zones 
that are intended to mimic the character of the neighborhood in that 
zone is to be both ridiculous, as one of Warren’s attributes is that of 
unique architecture and development approaches across the town and 
as was mentioned by Bill Maclay somewhat arbitrary not taking 
account of the actual varying conditions on the ground. This is why we 
are on the DRB to take these factors into account and consider best use 
for the specific. I am decidedly NOT in favor of the changes as I believe it 
will widen the gap of any land being considered “affordable” by 
creating yet more exclusivity in available property.

Mr. Behn's written comments follow-up on his statement made during the June 14 community 
meeting. The zoning approach he is describing is something used in several Vermont communities. The 
minimum lot size is kept low (usually 1-3 acres) but the residential density is calculated not on the total 
area of the parcel but rather on the amount of buildable land on the parcel. So a property owner may 
have a 20 acre parcel but with only 5 acres of buildable land and the number of lots that could be 
subdivided would be based off the 5 acres rather than the 20 acres. The positve aspect of this approach 
is that it responds directly to the development suitabilities and capabilities of an individual piece of 
land, and it makes intuitive sense to those who are familiar with and understand the constraints of 
developing rural land. The negative aspects are the administrative complexity and uncertainty for 
property owners. The AO needs to be able to make a determination of how much buildable land there is 
on a parcel (in-house GIS capabilities make this a lot easier, but it can be accomplished using tools like 
the ANR Natural Resource Atlas). Property owners will not know what the development potential of 
their land is until it is confirmed by the AO. When land is subdivided, the allowed density and its 
allocation to the parcels created through the subdivision need to be tracked on the plat and/or in the 
subdivision approval. Oonce land is subdivided, it gets locked in to the density-based system - if the 
zoning is changed, the allowed density on those parcels will not automatically change. The VT 
communities using this system over the past 20 years have struggled with the tracking of allowed 
density, particularly on those properties that have been incrementally subdivided repeatedly or have 
had subdivisions be amended.

157 Zoning District 
Map

Elliot, 6/17 I own property in the Rural District of Warren. I am strongly opposed 
to the change in minimum lot size. Which will have a negative impact 
for my plans for my property and will have a negative impact on the 
value of my property.

The 12-acre parcel at 181 Roxbury Mt Rd developed with one residence is currently zoned Rural 
Residential with approximately 10 acres within the Meadowland Overlay District. Under current 
zoning, any new lot being created must include a development area outside the Meadowland Overlay. 
This provision likely means that one additional lot at at most could be created from the parcel at 181 
Roxbury Mt Rd. Under the draft zoning, the property is proposed to be in the Rural district with a 
minimum lot size of 5 acres. Given that, one additional lot could be created from the parcel at 181 
Roxbury Mt Rd.

The adjacent 56-acre undeveloped parcel on the Roxbury Mt Rd is currently zoned Rural Residential 
with approximately 30 acres within the Meadowland Overlay District. There is a stream running 
through the parcel. Under current zoning, any new lot created would need to have a development area 
within the wooded portion of the parcel (this is an example of a parcel with both meadowland and 
forest block areas). It is unclear exactly what the likely development potential would be given those 
constraints. Under the draft zoning, the property os propososed to be in the Rural district with a 
maximum potential to be subdivided into 11 lots. It seems unlikely that it would be possible to site 
more than 11 house sites on the portion of this parcel outside the Meadowland Overlay.

Approved ?

Approved
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158 Zoning District 

Map
Gow, 6/20 Thank you for the hours and thoughtfulness that you have put into the 

proposed zoning. I appreciate that this is a challenging project. I am 
impressed by the comprehensiveness of the new document. I think that 
expanding the number of zones and adding more specificity makes a lot 
of sense. It spells many things out more clearly than past ordinances. 
Overall, I found it fairly navigable, although I did get confused in the 
subdivision sections. I somehow didn’t find the major/minor 
subdivision definitions -- probably just didn’t look long enough. I have 
some familiarity with PUD’s and appreciate their value in planning 
development, but was a little overwhelmed by the proposed 
subdivision/Conservation PUD section. Specifically, regarding the new 
zone districts, I would like to make a request regarding the property we 
own on Vaughn Brown Road, currently in the Rural Residential district. 
I request that you adjust the proposed zoning boundary line between 
the Conservation and Rural Zones on the east side of our land so that 
instead of including our entire 105.1 acres in the Conservation Zone, 
that the new zoning boundary bisect our land to include lower 
elevation accessible land in the Rural Zone and upper elevation acreage 
in the Conservation Zone. Our property is 105.1 acres of three 
separately deeded parcels. Of the 105.1 acres, 86 have been in the 
Vermont Current Use program since the 1990s. 19.1 acres are 
excluded, acreage that includes the house, barn, fields, some 
woodland. We expect to continue in the Current Use program. I would 
like to see the proposed boundary adjusted so that at least these 19.1 
excluded acres are in the Rural Zone, ideally a bit more.

Upper Elevation portion of our land-- Conservation Zone --I support the 
idea of the central block of “Sugarloaf Mountain” being conserved. 

The 105-acre parcel at 228 Vaughn Brown Rd developed with one residence is currently zoned Rural 
Residential. Nearly the entire property is characterized by steep slopes (>20%) and the wooded portion 
(basically all the land beyond the immediate existing house site) is within a mapped forest block. Under 
the draft zoning, this parcel is proposed to be in the Conservation district and the property could be 
subdivided into a maximum of four lots. Under current zoning, the zoning district minimum lot size 
would allow for many more lots, but no development can occur on slopes of 25% or greater. Under the 
proposed zoning, development also cannot be sited on steep slopes. Given the natural resource 
constraints it is unlikely that more than three additional house sites could be located on this property 
irrespective of which zoning district it is located in under either current or proposed regulations.

159 General 
Comment

Eno, 6/21 The percentage of vacation homes as compared to year-round 
residences is alarming and generally speaking doesn't create/positively 
affect a sustainable, multi-generational, local, integrated and fully 
invested community. What is Warren and Mad River Valley doing to 
boost/diversify local industry so to attract diverse ages classes to live in 
the area year round? Will the proposed land use development 
regulations encourage and lead to the above? If so, how? What 
percentage of Warren annual budget comes from non-year round 
residences vs. year round residence?

The adopted and draft regulations do not (and legally cannot) distinguish between second homes / 
vacation homes and primary homes / year-round homes. The draft regulations have attempted to 
address the need for affordable and workforce housing in the region. Multi-unit housing would be 
permitted in all but the Conservation and Forest Recreation districts. Provisions for worker housing 
have been proposed that would require the resort to provide housing if its workforce expands in the 
future. The Village Residential district has been expanded to provided opportunity for higher-density 
housing served by the town's wastewater system. High density residential development would also be 
possible on the mountain where land is served by the resort's wastewater system.

Approved

Approved
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160 Eno, 6/21 Although I'm generally in support of less development , 5 acres for 

Rural District and 25 acres for Conservation District greatly concerns 
me because it has the potential to limit diversity of settlement as it 
relates to socio-economics of land owners. Land is expensive and many 
families, who would make excellent contributions to the Warren 
community and character, can't afford to buy land/build in Warren. I 
recommend decreasing this minimum acreage to accommodate 
diversity of settlement or provide other assistance /incentives for lower 
/middle income families in areas where greater number of acreage is 
being proposed.

The Town Plan sets forth land use policies that the regulations must implement. The policies of the 
Town Plan clearly discourage construction of more housing at high elevation, on steep slopes and in 
other areas with sigificant natural resource values. The Conservation District, with its 25-acre minimum 
lot size, is aligned with those policies.

The Town Plan also establishes policies related to protection of rural character and working farm/forest 
land. The continued incremental subdivision of small lots in the rural areas of town is slowly eroding 
the town's rural character and fragmenting working lands. The Rural District, with its 5-acre minimum 
lot size, is a more accurate reflection of land capability and a density of residential settlement that 
remains rural than the current 1-acre minimum. PUDs still allow for the clustering of homes onto small 
lots for those who want to live in a rural setting but do not want a larger lot. 

Allowing for 1-acre lots does not automatically make building lots more affordable. There is a price for a 
"buildable lot" and whether that lot is 1 acre or 5 acres is not going to influence the asking price that 
much. What affects the price more are other factors like how easy/difficult will it be to access and then 
build on the house site, and featues of the land like views, etc.

161 1303.C Eno, 6/21 For pre-exiting landowners, are we grandfathered in if our parcel 
doesn't meet the proposed minimum acreage for the newly designated 
district? For example, I have 2 acres in what will be the Rural District. If 
I meet the setbacks, can I build? If we're not grandfathered then we 
NEED to be.

No change recommended. Paragraph 1303.C allows a a pre-existing small lot to be developed in 
accordance with district standards like setbacks and lot coverage.

162 General 
Comment

Eno, 6/21 How will the proposed revisions affect our real property value? If it 
causes the value to decrease because their are stricter limitations, is the 
town prepared to compensate landowners in some way (e.g., decrease 
tax rate for the District, etc)?

In Vermont, assessed value - particularly for residential parcels - is not directly related to its potential 
for additional development under zoning. The value is driven by the improvements, the amount of land 
and characteristics of the land (like views or water frontage).

163 General 
Comment

Eno, 6/21 With the potential of increased infrastructure and service needs for 
some areas due to increased development (i.e., village , residential, and 
resort districts) there's the potential for greater demand on municipal 
monies. Where's the money going to come from to pay for these 
needs...increased taxes is NOT the answer!

Section 3305 authorizes the DRB to consider whether proposed development will place an 
unreasonable burden on current taxpayers and require developers to fund improvements to public 
infrastructure as needed to serve the proposed development. The DRB has this ability under the current 
regulations and has used in it the past to require large developments to pay for road and other 
infrastructure upgrades.

164 Zoning District 
Map

Roth, 6/22 parcel 006002 - 25 acres=Sugarbush Woods Rd. Adjacent to Sugarbush 
Woods Circle that consists of a number of established homes. Town 
identifies this land as good potential for development. New proposed 
zoning puts it in conservation yet bordered by on 2 sides by Resort 
Residential. It is my understanding that development is encouraged 
around the ski area. If so then why is this parcel excluded from 
residential zoning.

This 25-acre undeveloped parcel is currently zoned Village Residential. It is almost entirely within a 
mapped forest block and has a substantial amount of steep slopes. Under draft zoning, the parcel is 
proposed to be in the Conservation district and could not be further subdivided. The property to the 
north is under a permanent conservation easement and proposed for the Conservation district. The 
property to the south is proposed to be zoned Resort Residential.

165 Zoning District 
Map

Roth, 6/22 parcel ID 028005.3 - 112 acres on Plunkton Rd. It is unclear on the new 
draft zoning map as to what zone the land above referenced land would 
be in. Kindly clarify this. The property contains acreage in the Forest 
management Current use program and 7 permitted lots , 5 of which are 
accessed from SOUTHVIEW RD.

This 112-acre undeveloped property is proposed to be in the Conservation district. The individual lots 
referenced in the comment are not shown on the tax map so their size is unknown but given the total 
acreage involved, it is likely than none would be large enough to be further subdivided. However, pre-
existing lots can be developed irrespective of whether they meet the minimum 25-acre lot size.

166 1303.C Roth, 6/22 What is the status of pre existing lots that do not conform to the new 
zones requirements?

No change recommended. Paragraph 1303.C allows a a pre-existing small lot to be developed in 
accordance with district standards like setbacks and lot coverage.

167 General 
Comment

Magnussen, 6/24 How will we know if any changes/modifications are made to this draft 
zoning plan?

The PC will be publicly distributing a new draft and this compilation of comments and changes made 
prior to holding public hearings.

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved
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168 General 

Comment
Magnussen, 6/24 When will the zoning designations be made permanent? See response to #155.

169 General 
Comment

Magnussen, 6/24 How can we learn about Alterra's/Sugarbush's plans for development in 
the areas of RMU for the future? What recreational, lodging, and 
residential developments are intended? What does it mean to "become 
a four season resort"?

Most ski resorts are seeking to become "four season" and are adding programming and activities during 
the non-ski season. Common four-season resort activities include meeting/conference facilities, event 
venues, mountain biking, golf, outdoor adventure facilities, etc.

170 Zoning District 
Map

Starks, 5/27 If I am reading the map correctly, why is Club Sugarbush South Road 
RMU when Club Sugarbush North is RR? We are next to the golf course 
and there is a business on the Access Road above our road, but what 
would it mean for the condos on the Club Sugarbush South. Road?

See response to #133

171 Zoning District 
Map

Maclay, 6/14 Requested that the Fuller Farm PUD be in the Rural rather than 
Conservation zone.

The Fuller Farm PUD has one remaining developable lot. No further subdivision is possible as a 
condition of approval. The common lands within the PUD are conserved. The substantive difference 
between the Rural and Conservation districts for the remaining developable lot would be the lot 
coverage and height allowed.

Recommend putting the 7 house lots and common land for road in the Rural District and leaving the 
conserved field at the entrance to the PUD and the large parcel at the south end of the PUD in the 
Conservation District.

172 General 
Comment

Coleman, 6/14 Where did the concept of slowing the rate of development instead of 
the extent of development? I don’t see that concept referenced in the 
Town Plan.

The intent of changing the Rural Residential zoning in Warren was not to "slow" development. There is 
no reason to anticipate that the proposed zoning change will affect the rate at which lots are created 
and homes are built in the rural areas of town. What the intent of splitting Rural and Residential into 
separate districts is to lower the total number of potential lots and homes than can be developed in the 
Rural district based on the goals and policies of the town plan related to protecting rural character and 
working farm/forest land.

173 2105 Faillace, 6/14 Can you explain how a non-conforming lot will now be treated in the 
rural district? Example 1 acre lot in rural zone that would like to add a 
garage and which would be within the 5% coverage. And then what if it 
would exceed the 5% coverage?

Add the following provision to the dimensional tables in the Residential, Rural and Conservation 
districts, "(3) Maximum lot coverage: [x%] or 4,000 sf, whichever is greater"

This will ensure that pre-existing small lots can be developed with a single-family home.

174 General 
Comment

Faillace, 6/14 For the sake of clarity, does a non-conforming pre-existing lot get 
treated as a conforming lot for permitted uses or does it need to get 
DRB approval for ANY additional development, like the garage permit 
example? Because we are creating 300 non-conforming lots in the rural 
district.

A non-conforming lot may be used and developed like any other lot in the zoning district. There are no 
additional review or permitting requirements. Given the relatively shallow setbacks, most small lots 
should not have difficulties meeting dimensional standards that will allow them to be built upon 
lawfully.

175 General 
Comment

Austin, 6/14 I am just wondering what is the rate of growth that leads you to want 
to slow the growth even more? Why the huge jump from 1 to 5? You 
said this is meant to slow growth you also have said that the growth 
rate is very low just seems like this is very unnecessary and will end up 
making things very difficult. How many parcels are currently under 5 
acers and will be made undevelopable?

See response to #172.

Existing parcels under 5 acres would not become undevelopable. They cannot be further subdivided 
but they can be built on and used like a lot 5 acres or larger can be.

176 General 
Comment

Coleman, 6/14 Why don’t you think development in Warren won’t be speeding up? It 
certainly has speed up since Covid and that land rush is ongoing.

Clearly the pandemic has generated demand for housing in communities across the state. This has not, 
however, translated into an actual construction boom. A sustained increase in the rate of housing 
construction would have to be tied to larger growth trends in the regional economy and likely more 
systemic changes to the Vermont regulatory system, construction trades and the financing of 
residential construction. There is no reason to expect such a boom to occur in the immediate future.

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved w/revisions

Approved

Approved

Approved
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177 General 

Comment
Binns, 6/14 Please comment on how this affects affordability for RR residents and 

their families.
See response to #160 and #162.

178 General 
Comment

Binns, 6/14 Why are the proposed conservation districts mostly elevation related 
and don't seem to reflect wildlife corridors as mapped by the 
conservation commissions long standing efforts.

The PC has carefully reviewed the wildlife corridor information provided by the Conservation 
Commission. The expansion of the Conservation District and other changes to the regulations noted in 
#182 will have the effect of increasing protection for wildlife corridors. The PC previously decided not 
to make further zoning district map changes related to wildlife corridor protection.

179 Zoning District 
Map

Coleman, 6/14 Based upon the comment that these revised zoning regulations are 
trying to maintain the existing development pattern, then why are the 
lands north of the dump road zoned to RES when these lands are in 
much larger parcels.  I believe RL district would be more in keeping 
with the concept of maintaining the current pattern.

The area heading out Brook Road and Dump Road is proposed to be in the Residential District. It is 
currently in the Rural Residential District. It is a mix of small lots (<2 acres) and several large parcels. The 
PC has discussed the issue raised in this comment previously. Due to the proximity to Warren Village 
and the more intensive development at the airport, the PC previously decided to leave this area 
proposed for the Residential district, which is essentially a continuation of the density of development 
currently allowed.

180 2105 Schoellkopf, 6/14 Would this allow rural clustering with an average of 5 acrs per home or 
would all parcels need to be 5 acres each? There are some rural cluster 
examples in VT that are quite effective at maintaining conservation 
agriculture and rural character.

The PUD provisions allow for clustering of the homes on smaller lots. Conservation PUDs would be 
required for major subdivisions in the Rural district with a minimum 60% open space set aside.

181 General 
Comment

Schoellkopf, 6/14 What about affordability? See response to #160 and #162.

182 General 
Comment

Coleman, 6/14 I believe the Town Plan provided clear guidance that Warren wanted to 
comply fully with Act 171,  How does the revised LUDR implement this 
desire?

The draft LUDRs are consistent with Act 171. Act 171 added a statewide planning goal that "Vermont's 
forestlands should be managed so as to maintain and improve forest blocks and habitat connectors." 
This goal was incorporated into the Warren Town Plan as required to conform with statute. Act 171 
does not include any mandatory provisions that towns must incorporate into local land use 
regulations. The land use regulations, however, must be consistent with the town plan.

The revised LUDRs include an entirely new zoning map, which significantly expands the amount of land 
in the Conservation district. Priority forest blocks have been added to the list of conservation resources 
that must be excluded from building envelopes to the maximum extent feasible. The addition of a 
maximum lot coverage percentage will discourage long driveways that allow for house sites to be 
pushed further into wooded areas. Conservation PUDs (clustered housing) with a minimum 60% set 
aside is required for major subdivisions in the Rural and Conservation districts. These and many other 
changes implement the land use and conservation goals of the Warren Town Plan.

183 2105.E Klein Corrigan, 6/14Why are you proposing a regulation on materials in the rural zone? 
“2105.E (3)(c) Propose buildings that are compatible in scale, form, 
massing and materials with traditional Vermont Vernacular buildings 
typically found on farmsteads in the region.” This kind of regulation 
seems aimed at design and is certainly incompatible with our history of 
creativity.  Furthermore, how is the DRB to rule on this regulation with 
so much grey area? There is similar verbiage in other zones.

Eliminate (3)+E192(c). The Rural district is the only district that has this specific language.

Approved

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved w/revisions
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184 Zoning District 

Map
Schwartz, 6/28 I'm not entirely satisfied that our home at 3271 German Flats abutting

Drumley's is listed as Resort Mixed Use rather than Resort Residential
while Hamilton House and the homes adjacent to the Sugarbush Inn  
are
Residential.  Those properties have the same history as mine as parts of
the original Sugarbush Inn. The right of way for the Hamilton House 
loop passes over my lot. Perhaps this has something to do with 
screening and setback requirements. With current state standards it 
would be difficult to rent the house as and AirBnB and possibly even as 
a seasonal rental without considerable upgrades.

My concern has to do with listing valuation for tax purposes and our
taxes are quite sufficient as it is. If there is a chance that this
would elevate our taxes for some reason, out situation would become
impossible.

No change recommended. The proposed RMU district encompasses the parcels that front on German 
Flats Road in this vicinity. While the interior parcels are in the RR district. All the properties referenced 
are currently zoned Village Residential.

Also see response to #162.

185 2105 Taylor, 7/20 My primary concern is whether the goal of developing workforce 
housing can be a reality given the extensive amount of land mass that 
would be zoned rural requiring a 5 acre minimum for development. I 
am not suggesting that the zoning for these areas should be a 
traditional 1 acre minimum as I don't want to see 50 houses in a 50 
acre field either.

I did note that the Conservation PUD could allow for thoughtful 
planned development in the rural district. The Conservation PUD, 
though, did not reference which district it applies to so where this PUD 
would be applied was somewhat unclear. I think it would be helpful to 
state in if applies to one, more or all districts. If a Conservation PUD is 
allowable in the rural district that would address my some of my 
concerns specifically about being able to create development in 
traditional open field areas that are a
combination of high density with a large portion remaining 
undeveloped.

Revise to add a new paragraph 3401.B to read, "Applicability. Conservation PUDs are allowed in the 
Residential, Rural and Conservation districts. Conservation PUDs may be approved in other zoning 
districts on development sites where conventional development would be significantly constrained by 
natural hazards or resources. Conservation PUDs are required for major subdivisions in the Rural and 
Conservation districts."

186 Zoning District 
Map

Taylor, 7/20 The Conservation PUD, however, does not address my concern that 
there is very little area considered residential that could allow for 
additional development that is necessary to meet some of the stated 
goals. Looking at the proposed zoning map it seems that almost 90 
percent of the town is considered rural or conservation. There are 
areas, particularly on the west side of town where I live near Sugarbush, 
that seem to logically fall into the residential district rather than rural. 
On West Hill, most of the properties are already under 5 acres (mine is 2 
acres) or are older and already close to and visible from the road. I 
would like to suggest, that this area of West Hill be part of a residential 
zone as it already is more dense or similar in density to Sugarbush 
Access, Dump Road, Airport Road and Alpine Village that are included 
in the Residential District.

While this section of West Hill Road is not currently characterized by small lots, it is one of the areas 
mapped as having good soils for septic systems. It is immediately adjacent to the Resort Residential 
district. Note that we did not receive feedback on the extent of the resort's wastewater system to the 
West Hill Road intersection area. If those lots are not served, zoning to Residential rather than Resort 
Residential may make sense for that larger neighborhood.

Approved

Approved w/revisions

??
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187 2105.E(3) Taylor, 7/20 I am also concerned about the use of the phrase "traditional Vermont 

vernacular buildings typically found on farmsteads" as the 
architectural standard in the Rural district. It has the potential to 
create a quagmire for the DRB as they start applying the new zoning 
regs. I know what the commission is attempting in terms of an 
architectural design standard, and I live in an 1830's iconic farmhouse 
on West Hill so I live in the house that is desired. This term is general 
but specific at the same time in a way that feels problematic 
particularly with the combination of the words raditional and 
farmstead. If a proposed house had more windows than a farmstead; 
was not a "traditional" color; a different roofline or has some 
innovation in energy efficiency that may still be visually appealing but 
not typically found on traditional farmstead does this mean it should 
not be approved? There is a strong possibility that much of the DRB's 
time could be used determining whether a house fits this description 
particularly when a neighbor who just does not want a new home next 
to them uses this architectural standard to hold up the process. I agree 
that we want to promote architecture that is consistent with the rural 
nature of our
town but I worry, as a taxpayer, this is going to lead to appeals which 
involve legal bills. There must be other descriptions that could be used 
that allow for flexibility in design both now and in the future while 
achieving the overall goal of architectural consistency. Updating 
zoning regs is not only about the writing but must also be about the 
application by the DRB and ensuring they are given the ability to 
approve appropriate development. I'm concerned that this one phrase 
about the architectural standard will severely hamper the second.

While the provisions of (3)(c) would not apply to single-family homes (only development subject to 
major site plan or conditional use review), see recommendation in #183.

188 1101.C(5) Walker, 9/24 Why this low a cap for under 5 acres but up to 100 cu yds for 5 plus 
acres? This spring we brought onto our property (4.5 acres, now a non-
conforming lot under the new regulations.) 6 yards topsoil, 6 yards 
woodchips, 3 yards walkway stone, 3 yards staymat for landscaping 
and driveway maintenance, 18 yards total. We expect this to be used 
through the fall and maybe next spring with perhaps additional loads 
needed. There appears to be a disconnect between this section for less 
than 5 acres and Section 3014.F where landowners require a permit 
above 100 cu yds stored for more than 15 days on 5 acres or more? 
What happens with amounts in-between 10 and 100 cu yd for the 
smaller lots? A tandem dump truck holds 12 yards, a tri-axle more, am I 
supposed to only bring partial loads onto my property now? Also, if 
storage is not visible from offsite, a larger amount for private use 
should be allowed. The exemption for this only applies to ‘…soil being 
from or brought onto…’ a lot. Therefore, Section 3014 applies.

The PC discussed the "right" amount of material to exempt at some length when Chapter 1 was first 
reviewed and decided to have a fairly low number on small lots. The original draft simply had a flat 100 
cubic yards per year on any lot. There is also Exemption 1101.C(2) for normal repair and maintenance, 
which would cover materials used for repairing or maintaining a driveway or walkway. 1101.C(5) 
speaks to "soil" - not mulch, woodchips, etc. What the regulations are trying to distinguish between is 
minor landscaping work and an amount of fill being brought onto a property that it has the potential to 
impact runoff quantities and patterns on the land. Thinking about it in terms of dump truck loads may 
be helpful. The PC could also consider setting a cubic yards per acre limit for smaller lots. 

Approved

Approved ?
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189 1101.C(5) Walker, 9/24 By inclusion here this incorporates section 3012 – which means in its 

entirety. – Not sure what was intended by its inclusion? One needs to 
assume that the intent here was not to include the entire section as 
exempted? Or, are there certain elements of 3012 meant to be 
exempted? If 3012 is not exempted than all sections there apply, which 
would raise the questions noted under Section 3012 below.

The intent of cross-referencing Section 3012 was to inform property owners that all activities that 
disturb soil must have appropriate erosion control measures. Property owners do not need to have an 
approved erosion control checklist or plan unless they are disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of 
soil. This allows the town to act if there is an erosion problem that adversely impacts neighboring 
property, the public road or a stream.

190 1101.C(10) Walker, 9/24 Generator placement is often determined by the power company to be 
in “their ROW”, which is often in the setback area. This is in conflict 
with power company requirements.

We are not aware of utility company rules regarding generator placement. It is our understanding that 
back-up generators are typically located close to the building to be served. The town would not want to 
have equipment like this located within the road right-of-way. Generators do generate noise as well as 
electricity and so should not be located within side and rear setbacks to neighboring properties.

191 1101.C(15) Walker, 9/24 This would require that any existing fixture not in compliance with the 
new regulations to be replaced. What is the allowable timeline for 
replacement? How is this measured or determined? Who makes the 
final determination that the light is ‘trespassing’? 
At what point does the light from a property become annoying? I can 
see indoor lights, let alone outdoor lights, from across the valley? Is 
there a better way to define this? Perhaps using ….’that causes physical 
discomfort or reduced visibility to the average person.’ as suggested in 
5003 G (1) below. How is Skyglow defined and measured?

The exemption does not require any existing fixtures to be replaced. It applies solely to new fixtures 
installed after the regulations are adopted. Light complaints are a fairly common occurance for the ZA. 
This exemption is intended to keep most outdoor residential lights from being subject to enforcement 
by the town, but still allow for enforcement if there is a high-intensity light that is aimed in a way that 
adversely impacts neighboring property. If there was a complaint, the AO would contact the property 
owner to inquire about the light fixture and it would be the AO who would determine whether the light 
was in violation. The AO's determination can be appealed to the DRB.

192 1101.C(26) Walker, 9/24 Needs a better Definition? (The Marriam-Webster definition of 
‘personal goods’ is – privately owned items [clothing, jewelry, PTC] 
normally worn or carried on the person). This seems to require you to 
have an interior display area for more than three items? At yard sales? If 
it means three vehicles or pieces of equipment it needs to state that for 
a clearer definition.

No change recommended. The level of definition suggested is not needed. The intent of this exemption 
is to allow for enforcement if someone starts using their or lets someone else use their property as an 
informal retail business (ex, someone has a prime location along a main road and starts regularly 
putting out one or two vehicles or pieces of lawn equipment for sale).

193 1103.A Walker, 9/24 What triggers the AO’s decision to require a written determination? 
Practices are in published manuals; this would require a landowner to 
expend sums and experience time delays if someone  happens to 
complain. Being a small landowner may not persuade the various 
agencies of the need to expedite a written response for information 
that is posted and readily available on their respective sites.

No change recommended. This is the normal Vermont practice. If the AO is unsure whether what a 
property owner is proposing to do meets the state's definition of agriculture or forestry, then a written 
determination from the state is requested. Both Agency of Ag and Department of Forestry provide these 
determinations upon request.

194 1303.A Walker, 9/24 This states that the site, the land, can continue if unchanged. Correct. The regulations would no longer require a nonforming lot to be merged if it comes into 
common ownership with an adjoining lot and allow it to continue to exist in its nonconforming 
configuration.

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?
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195 1303.D 

2008.C(4)
Walker, 9/24 If it is for undeveloped lots it should say so for easier understanding. 

Conflicts with Section 2008 C (4).

Previous ROW requirements were 20’. This prohibits not only the AO 
but also the DRB from allowing development on preapproved lots that 
have not begun building resulting in undevelopable lots. Has any 
determination been made as to how many pre-existing lots may be 
affected? Is DRB’s absolute prohibition really necessary if it would still 
meet the current standards otherwise? In conflict with 1303 D (1) (a) 
that allows development on non-conforming lots with only a 20’ ROW. 

Subsection 1303.D applies to all lots, developed or undeveloped.

2008.C(4) contains a typo. Revise to read, "The Administrative Officer and Development Review Board 
must not issue a permit or approval for development on an existing lot without the minimum required 
frontage on a maintained public road or private road unless the lot has access to such a road over a 
permanent easement or right-of-way not less than 30 feet wide in accordance with Subsection 1303.D."

196 1303.D Walker, 9/24 How can this section, (b), be enforced for easements and/or ROWs 
when that is someone else’s property recorded in their deed that meet 
the zoning requirements at the time of sale? Not being able to make 
changes to the access will mean a waiver or variance for further 
improvements/construction on the lot are now required? If further 
development or projects allowed require a waiver or variance from the 
DRB then it is not permitted per Figure 4-02 Criteria 8.

No change recommended. The intent is to not allow further development or land subdivision of lots 
without the minimum required road frontage unless access that meets the standards of the regulations 
is provided. Waivers or variances would not be able to be granted to allow development that does not 
meet access requirements.

197 1303 Walker, 9/24 Has the DRB been consulted regarding the additional reviews that will 
become necessary for non-conforming lots?

No change recommended. There is no additional review imposed by the regulations. The standards with 
regards to lots without frontage are not changing from the adopted regulations.

198 1303 Walker, 9/24 There needs to be a firm understanding that non-conforming lots 
created by these changes do not impact the actual development or use 
of the sites and do not subject the landowner to additional hardships. 
A pre-existing developed lot can be developed as stated in 2008 B (5). 
That should be listed/referenced here to avoid any confusion.

No change recommended. The only change in policy and standards for nonconforming lots between the 
adopted regulations and the draft regulations is the elimination of the merger provision. There are no 
additional hardships for the landowner, in fact, the draft regulations impose a lesser hardship.

199 2004 Walker, 9/24 A. While the planning commission was able through discussions with 
an individual regarding the difficulties their property incurred through 
the application of this section for Conservation, it was addressed by 
changing the 2100 contour line delineation of the Conservation 
District to their property line. At that meeting though, it was 
mentioned that other properties were affected. Is it appropriate to 
remove from the DRB the ability to address hardships caused by zoning 
changes when all affected properties have not been viewed in as much 
depth as the one that received the special additional consideration and 
accommodation? Section 4404.A (2) or Section 4405 do not cover 
this.

No change recommended. There is a process for amending the zoning map. The DRB does not have the 
authority to "address hardships" in the manner suggested by the comment.

200 2006.A Walker, 9/24 The new proposed setbacks greatly increase this distance for interior 
lots that do not have road frontage. Under proposed regulation for 
interior lots this would now be a total of 80’, not 40’ if using same 
proposed setbacks as lots with road frontage. Seems excessive and 
wonder what is the reasoning for interior lots vs others. See Section 
2008.E (2) below.

No change recommended. Setbacks vary by district. The provision for interior lots does not apply to 
Section 2006.A - that is a different issue regarding the perimeter setbacks. Irrespective of whether the 
lot has frontage, the minimum distance between princpal building on the lot would be twice the side 
setback for the district.

201 2007.C Walker, 9/24 To maintain continuity, should this be/include ‘agriculture and 
silviculture’ as used in Section 1103 

No change recommended. "Farming and forestry" is the defined use in the use table. The state has 
special provisions for what it terms "agricultural and silvicultural practices."

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?
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202 2007.C Walker, 9/24 Do not understand the purpose of only allowing a subset of each 

respectfully? Any other land use is not mentioned even under 
Conditional Use. As stated below regarding Section 2105.C, this 
precludes the ability for biodiversity planning without a site plan 
approval by the AO or the DRB??? Again, why is it limited to only 
farming and forestry with no Conditional Uses?

The comment is not clear, but this provision is statutory and cannot be changed. One and two unit 
residences, farming and forestry cannot be subjected to site plan review. All other uses are subject to 
site plan review irrespective of whether they are permitted or conditional.

203 2007.E Walker, 9/24 Also, what is the separation between the AO’s approval and requiring 
DRB’s approval for uses that are not clearly listed but close to 
Permitted or Conditional Uses?? (See 2007. D and E below.) Giving the 
AO the right to make a determination for a proposed use that is not 
listed is limited by (1) and (2) above and does not include overall 
site/land use but limits it to building/structure uses. Again, what about 
overall land uses?

The comment is not clear, but the AO is authorized to make a determination that a use is materially 
similar to an allowed use using the criteria provided. That determination can be appealed to the DRB 
like any AO decision can be. However, there is no provision in Vermont law for the DRB to grant a "use 
variance" to allow a use that is not listed as permitted or conditional. As noted a "materially similar" use 
would be subject to all the applicable review processes and provisions of the regulations - it is not an 
automatic approval.

204 2008.B Walker, 9/24 This section should be referenced/restated under Section 1303 – Non-
conforming Lots. The problem remains that with Figure 4-02 Section 8, 
as written, prevents any waivers or variances from being approved.

No change recommended. There is a reference to 1303 in (6). The intent is that waivers and variances 
cannot be used to allow for the creation of a non-conforming lot.

205 2008.D Walker, 9/24 Who determines what is compacted soil? How is ledge and stone to be 
calculated? How big a stone? Calculating ledge, exposed ledge, exposed 
ledge with a minimum separation between visible ledges, ledge with a 
minimum soil coverage? Who determines and how it is to be 
measured?

No change recommended. For most applications it will be the AO determining whether the lot coverage 
standard is met. That decision could be appealed to the DRB.

206 2008.E Walker, 9/24 Lots with no frontage only have side yards. This implies that 2105. B 
setbacks (5) frontage - 40 feet apply.
Our lot is an interior lot in the three-lot subdivision from the late 
1970’s. When we obtained our building permit, our site development 
plan was based on the existing setback that was in effect at that time. 
We located our parking area, planned garage area, location of septic 
field, septic and pump station tanks, well, power, and resulting lines 
based upon this.  I may understand the reasoning for a front setback 
requirement this deep for a site that is visible from or on a public road 
but not for side setbacks or for a lot that is hidden and away from any 
public or neighbor views. Do not think it is appropriate to further 
penalize someone who has chosen a land/house site that is already out 
of sight. 

As Brandy stated during the August 24th planning commission meeting 
– “you have the right(s) when you filed your permit”. This should apply, 
or, the proposed less restrictive side-setbacks.

The comment is unclear as to whether the lot in question is developed or undeveloped. If it is already 
developed or has a current zoning permit for development, there is not an issue. If the lot is 
undeveloped and a zoning permit is not obtained prior to any zoning change, then the zoning standards 
in place at the time a complete application is filed would need to be met.

No change recommended. It is common zoning practice to require an interior lot to meet the deepest 
setbacks around the perimeter.

207 2105.B(3) Walker, 9/24 There are many areas that are now counted as coverage, such as the 
measurements for impervious surfaces. Also ROWs are to be deducted 
from lot size calculation Are setback areas now to be deleted from 
allowable acres due to the limitation of activities there?

Setbacks are included in the calculation of lot area. In the Rural district, the minimum lot size is 5 acres. 
5% lot coverage on 5 acres is 10,890 square feet - more than adequate to accommodate a typical 
residence.

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?
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208 2105.C Walker, 9/24 Forestry practices include three types – clearcutting, shelter wood and, 

selection harvesting per US Forest Service. The purpose is for timber 
development.
Should silviculture be added or substituted for Forestry Practice? How 
about continuity between sections (see 1103.A – uses agricultural and 
forestry)? Permaculture and/or Organic Farming should be added to 
Permitted Uses
Permaculture is often considered looking at effects of actions on the 
entire ecosystem and not just actions to achieve short-term results
A silviculture definition should be added, along with the above, to the 
list of definitions –Definition From US Forest Service
Definition From US Forest Service.
Silviculture is the art and science of controlling the establishment, 
growth, composition, health, and quality of forests and woodlands to 
meet the diverse needs and values of landowners and society such as 
wildlife habitat, timber, water resources, restoration, and recreation 
on a sustainable basis.
Again, should this be expanded to cover more than farming and 
forestry uses. (See next)

No change recommended. Farming and forestry encompass all the activities described.

209 2105.E Walker, 9/24 This limits homeowners’ desired alternatives to appropriately maintain 
their property. Examples: Biodiversity and habitat development for 
birds and pollinators, etc. These examples are not considered 
permitted uses as ‘forestry practices for timber development’ but 
clearcutting would be! (Clearcutting limitations are only placed by the 
DRG on new development per Section 2105.E (2))
Extending beyond ‘farming and forestry’ uses, what other uses are 
considered allowable to be consistent with the intent that permits the 
use not listed to be determined by the DRB? Is this a permit process or 
is a waiver/variance required from the DRB?

We must address Vermont’s Parcelization but determining only one 
type of land management is not in the best interests of overall 
ecosystem health, which includes concerns for biodiversity and 
ecological land ethics. The health of the whole is now beginning to be 
considered in ‘modern agriculture’. The above also only addresses what 
is here now, and not how things of importance could change in the 
future before the next zoning modifications. 
In our own land management, we harvested pine off of our property in 
the 70’s, milled it, dried it, and constructed our home from it. We 
harvested more mature pines in 2019, along with the participation of 
our two neighbors’ land, and sold it to subsidize our renovation. This 
was done with our current land planning which meant not culling any 
dead or dying trees, they were left for the birds and insects, specifically 
owls and woodpeckers. We are now slowly developing our land in 
more diverse ways, other than timber, to enhance the support of a 
diverse collection of wildlife. These approaches should not be 
restricted by the desire to only manage your land for timber 

This is a policy question for the PC to consider. The general approach to forest conservation in Vermont 
is to leave the forest alone with little to no management.

Approved ?

Approved ?
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210 2105.D(18) Walker, 9/24 Does ‘unenclosed storage’ mean commercial operations? It should 

state this so as not to include personal items. 
If meant to include personal items what if those items are not viewed 
from off-site? We store our snow blower, plow, truck cap, etc. when 
not in use. How are these items to be stored inside and why? Personal 
items that are not viewable from off site should not need a site plan 
review. At the very least be allowed to be fenced in as contractor yards 
are.

Eliminate "unenclosed storage" from any of the district use tables it still appears in as it was eliminated 
from the main use table and definitions.

211 2105.D(21) Walker, 9/24 This section implies ‘any’ outdoor recreation. There are two 
definitions, Active and Passive. Creating walking paths on your 
property could be considered Outdoor Recreation and needing a 
permit as a Conditional Use. Again, commercial vs personal use needs 
to be defined.

No change recommended. The definition of outdoor recreation clearly states that it is a commercial 
use. Personal trails on your own property are not an "outdoor recreation" use under the LUDRs.

212 3004.A Walker, 9/24 Spelling correction – should this be ‘This section applies to all 
accessory use uses that is are located…’ due to second sentence using 
plural ‘uses’.

Revise to read, " This section applies to all accessory uses that are located on the same lot as the related 
principal use."

213 3011 Walker, 9/24 There are now many Vertical Axis Turbine designs that this would 
preclude as viable options. While they may not be as efficient, the pros 
for Vertical Axis Turbines are that they are much lower in required 
height and have smaller footprint.

The height requirements have public safety and noise implications. The PC could consider reducing 
them. Remember that this provisions only apply to generation that is not grid-tied - so there will be 
very few applications.

214 3012 Walker, 9/24 For property maintenance, how extensive, what triggers this? Should 
‘minor work’ be exempted? 
Under exemptions for Landscaping, Grading and Excavating Section 
1101.C (5) it only refers to ”…soil being removed or brought onto a 
lot…”, not the extent of onsite work. There is nothing in the General 
Standards statement that states it applies to new development only. 
Any minor maintenance would be difficult to comply with the General 
Standards

No change recommended. See response in #189.

215 3014.A Walker, 9/24 All grading, excavating, or filling of land and storage now requires a 
permit. There is no exemption in Subchapter 110 nor a permit that 
covers storage for small lots needing more than 10 cu yds but less than 
100 cu yds. (See Section 1101. C (5) and 3014 F) 

No change recommended. The interpretation is incorrect. If an activity or structure is exempted in 
Subchapter 110, it is exempt from all provisions of the regulations unless otherwise specified.

216 3014.E Walker, 9/24 This could be interpreted as meaning any work must conform to this 
section unless the AO or DRB approves otherwise. How is approval 
obtained or decided if a permit is required? This appears to now 
require permits and appears to imply it now requires a site plan 
review?

Correct. The AO or DRB can specify other standards in an approval. That approach is taken with a 
number of the provisions in the proposed regulations. See response to #202 regarding site plan review.

217 3014.E Walker, 9/24 This is allowed in the frontage? What about ROWs and driveways?? 
Clearing drainage ditches? Many ROWs are along property lines. Is this 
now requiring all ROWs in combination with the new ROW 
requirements, being 30’ wide, to extend 50 to 70’ or more onto the 
property it is crossing? Is this total increased distance now to be 
deducted from the total lot coverage calculations? Is maintenance of 
existing areas now requiring a permit/waiver/variance? (See Section 
1303 – Non-conforming lots and Figure 4-02 Criteria 8 regarding the 
inability to issue.)

Grading, excavation and fill would be allowed within the front setback for the very purpose of 
accommodating driveways. Driveways would have to be located outside side and rear setbacks under 
the proposed regulations unless they were shared between adjoining properties.

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?
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218 3014.E Walker, 9/24 Everything is a drainage pattern/feature. I direct drainage swales on our 

land to flat areas to slow down water flow and to allow the water to be 
absorbed and add to the ground water tables. Perhaps better wording 
might be ‘any significant drainage patterns’ as an alternative?

No change recommended. The intent, when combined with the stormwater standards, is to ensure that 
changes on one property do not alter the quantity and pattern of drainage on adjoining property.

219 3014.F Walker, 9/24 Again, a disconnect for lots smaller than 5 acres. See 1101. C (5) (a) and 
3014 A above.

No change recommended. See response in #215 regarding exemptions.

220 3016.A Walker, 9/24 Confirming this means a principal dwelling structure??? No. This section allows a property owner to obtain a zoning permit to construct a building on a lot that 
does not have a dwelling on it to be used for non-commercial, personal storage.

221 3018.A(1) Walker, 9/24 Was this to mean unregistered trailers? (See 3021). Fully understand 
containers and unregistered vehicles that are used for storage but 
should not include trailers. We have a 22-foot cargo trailer for 
boat/marine supplies and tools for my business, a boat trailer to store a 
dingy, a utility trailer to haul a tractor or supplies, and a garden tractor 
trailer, which I admit is unregistered, of which all are ‘stored and used 
for storage’ on our property during various seasons or times. This seems 
excessive to broadly include trailers, especially if they are not visible 
from off the property.

The trailer could be registered or unregistered. The criteria that matters is whether it is being used as a 
storage structure. A zoning permit can be obtained for locating a trailer on the property and using it for 
storage. The AO would have to determine whether a trailer is being used as a storage structure if there 
was a complaint. A trailer containing supplies and tools that is regularly on the road would not be a 
structure. One that is permanently parked on the property would be.

222 3018.A(2) Walker, 9/24 This might be reasonable if the items were viewable from off the 
property but not if hidden from view. Will a tarp over my garden 
tractor, which we store outside, be considered a ‘shelter canopy’ and 
therefore a portable structure now?
I want to have a gardening cart to store my supplies and haul it where 
necessary for gardening and paying attention to fruit plants on the 4.5 
acres. Not sure of the benefit to the town to require a permit for this.

Do not see why any of the above would be needed or required for 
anything that would/is not visible from off the property.

No change recommended. The examples given would meet the exemption for accessory structures in 
1101.C(13).

223 3021 Walker, 9/24 I believe this should read ‘…to store unregistered vehicles or trailers, or 
junk as defined by state statue…’ Appears the intent is to address 
unregister vehicles and unregistered trailer. Do not see any meaningful 
reason why unregistered vehicles or trailers that are not visible from off 
site would need a permit? What benefit is this requirement to the 
town? What is achieved by permitting these items and then having 
them stored …. not to be visible from beyond the property lines …’ 
There are a few properties that have trailers that will be unable to get a 
permit as they have no place to store them where they would not be 
visible.

Revise to read, "Property owners must obtain a zoning permit to store unregistered vehicles, 
unregistered trailers, or junk outside an enclosed building for more than 30 days."

The PC discussed these policy issues at length during the review of Chapter 3. There is no statutory 
requirements and the decision whether to require a permit is a matter of town policy.

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?
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224 3021 Walker, 9/24 If this is to address ‘Junk Motor Vehicles’ it should be limited to that 

(Section 5003. J (2)) As written and including Section 5003.J (2) it 
appears you can have ‘Junk Motor Vehicles’ if you get a town permit. Is 
the intent to make a permit prohibitively expensive to force removal of 
junk vehicles?
As written, it will now require a landowner who is traveling for longer 
than 90 days, such as spending the winter in Florida and either 
forgeting to register or not getting back in time, will need a town 
permit to leave their vehicle on their property even if it is insured?
The junk definition should not to be left open to interpretation. 

No change recommended. Junk is defined in Chapter 5. The definition of junk is broader than just 
motor vehicles and aligns with the state's definition of the term.

225 3022 Walker, 9/24 Which means any construction on an existing property including 
minor improvements. Minor work should be defined and exempted.

As with erosion control, the intent is that the stormwater standards apply to all development that 
creates impervious surface. As noted above, if the development activity is exempt under 110, then it is 
exempt from all provisions of the regulations including this one.

226 3022.F Walker, 9/24 Is this implying any small projects now need to submit engineered 
drawings? See (1) below.
Many municipalities have a minimum level to require the above, often 
400 sq ft or even more. Has Warren developed one yet? (For example, 
Burlington Department of Public Works Stormwater Program) 
Recommend having a minimum amount of square foot, not just ‘less 
than 2,500 sq ft’.

If a property owner needs a permit and will be creating less than 2,500 square feet of impervious surface 
then they can complete a checklist and submit that with the application.

PC should consider whether the exemptions in 110 address this concern.

227 3102 Walker, 9/24 This applies to all and any outdoor lighting. Yes except for low-intensity residential lights that are exempted in 110.
228 3102.C(9) Walker, 9/24 What is light trespass and how is it governed and measured? Light tresspass is not defined in Chapter 5. It is commonly understood to mean any light that falls onto 

adjoining property. The PC could add a definition if deemed useful.
229 3102.C(11) Walker, 9/24 We use sensors so it’s not on all the time but animals travel at night!

Is this all lights including parking lots and walkways or meant to be just 
signage?

No change recommended.The provisions of this section do not apply to existing lighting.

The provision would apply to all lighting subject to this section, not just sign lighting. The DRB can 
allow lights to be on later if needed for safety and security.

230 3105.A Walker, 9/24 This section states it applies to ‘proposed development’ but then 
applicability is expanded by the next one.

No change recommended.The purpose statement is general and non-regulatory. It is the applicability 
provision that governs what development the standards apply to.

231 3105.B Walker, 9/24 Many sections now require site plan approval, such as requesting 
alternative land uses, which would trigger all areas of this section. If 
this is just for site plan approval of new construction it should state 
that. Should it be for development deemed minor site plan?

No change recommended. The intent is for these standards to apply to all development other than one 
and two unit residences and farming or forestry.

There is no increased requirement for site plan review. Site plan approval continues to be required for 
all uses other than one and two unit residences and farming or forestry. The adopted regulations make 
all uses other than one and two unit residences and farming or forestry conditional so they require 
conditional use approval, which includes site plan review. The draft regulations separate site plan 
review from conditional use review. So now there are permitted uses that require site plan review and 
do not require conditional use approval.

232 3105.C Walker, 9/24 How is this going to be measured. How does farm and construction 
equipment comply, the airport, chainsaw work, lawnmowers, etc.? 
Should there be allowable daytime hours?

If there was a complaint, the AO would investigate. Enforcement action could be taken if the AO 
believes the standard is being violated. The AO's decisions and actions can be appealed to the DRB. 
These standards, like the other provisions of these regulations, apply going forward with new 
applications not retroactively on pre-existing development. They do not effect the airport or property 
maintenance activities.

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?
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233 3105.D Walker, 9/24 This would be difficult if not impossible to comply with. Will this mean 

I cannot have someone on my property to perform repairs utilizing 
these methods. Should there be daytime hours where it is permitted 
along with ‘efforts to minimize glare or light trespass’?

The LUDRs apply to development as defined in the regulations. They do not apply to the type of repair 
work described. 

234 3105.E Walker, 9/24 What about farming? Farming is not subject to site plan review and therefore is not subject to these performance standards.

235 3105.F Walker, 9/24 How is this to be enforced? When an inversion layer hits the Town of 
Warren, whose wood burning system cause it? When the smoke from a 
fireplace or burn pile blows towards a neighbor on one day but not 
another?

See response #232.

236 3108.A Walker, 9/24 Again, many areas are now requiring site plan approval which triggers 
application to this section. If only for new development needs 
clarification.

See response #231.

237 3307.C Walker, 9/24 The description states this is for a proposed lot and must be in 
accordance with the following: But then the following is placed within - 
(3) … for existing lots… 
Does this mean all the following conditions then apply to existing lots? 
If not, needs clarification for intent. Not sure why a single reference to 
an ‘existing lot’ is located here?
Should ‘building envelope’ be listed in the definition section and this 
section be referenced?

No change recommended. Building envelope is defined in Chapter 5.

Building envelopes are required for new lots. There are circumstances when a development envelope 
may be required before an existing undeveloped lot may be developed (those are specified in the zoning 
district language).

238 4001.C Walker, 9/24 While there does need to be guidelines and flexibilities in order to have 
the ability to fairly interpret the regulation, ambiguities must be 
avoided that would allow the administrative officer from being 
brought into neighbor disputes.

No change recommended. The provision is statutory.

239 4101 Walker, 9/24 what are the suggested new fees? The fee schedule is a separate document and approved by the Selectboard. It would likely be updated 
after new regulations are in place.

240 4201.B(3)(b) Walker, 9/24 Wording – should it be – Award reasonable attorney’s fees and costs to 
anyone who as has incurred attorney’s fees and costs….

No change recommended. The language is statutory.

241 5003.D(10) Walker, 9/24 D (10) DRIVEWAY means a vehicular travel way that provides access to 
no more than 3 lots or principal uses. Grammar.

Revise to read, "DRIVEWAY means a vehicular travel way that provides access to not more than 3 lots or 
principal uses."

242 5003.G(1) Walker, 9/24 G (1) GLARE means light entering the eye directly from a light source or 
indirectly from reflective surfaces that causes physical discomfort or 
reduced visibility to the average person. Clarification

No change recommended.

243 5003.J(2) Walker, 9/24 J (2) …. utility vehicle unregistered and remaining for 90 days.? 
This would appear to prevent individuals who have long driveways 
from having an unregistered utility vehicle to use for plowing, which 
many do, and require them to buy a tractor or hire a contractor. When 
I first lived in my home I had an old 4 wheel-drive that I used to collect 
wood and plow my driveway and it was never registered. Would this 
now be considered ‘….an on-premise utility vehicle…’? If so, should 
there be a clearer definition. What about utility vehicles that are not 
visible from off-site? What about individuals who travel for an 
extended period of time and leave one of their vehicles onsite 
unregistered but insured? Needs a better definition for abandoned 
vehicles.

No change recommended. This definition is consistent with the state's regulatory definition of a junk 
motor vehicle.

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?

Approved ?
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244 5003.O(5) Walker, 9/24 OUTDOOR STORAGE means the keeping of any merchandise, goods, 

materials, vehicles, equipment, junk or waste in an unenclosed area 
and in the same place for more than 24 hours.

Comment on this provision is not clear.

245 Figure 4-02 In–regarding the ability for the DRB to issue a Waiver or Variance it 
states:
Figure 4-02. Criteria 8 - There are unique physical circumstances or 
conditions,… These conditions, and not the circumstances or 
conditions generally created by the provisions of these regulation in 
the district in which the property is located, have created an 
unnecessary hardship for the applicant…
The conditions were created by these new regulations and it appears 
neither a Waive nor a Variance is now allowed!

No change recommended. Criteria 8 is statutory and cannot be changed. Waivers do not have to meet 
criteria 8 but variances do.

Approved ?

Approved ?



246 :>ning District

lap

orto^9/28 have two comments regardingthe impact on my property at 330 Rice

lountain Rd:

). My wife and I own 76 acres in the new conservation district.

pproxlmately 20 acres of my property used to bein the rural

esidentlal district (below 2000' elevation) but now none of it is

lecausethe new district boundary has been drawn to follow property

Ines.Sincethere are properties adjacent to mine which remain in the

ural residential district it seemsthat 1 have been unfairly

lisadvantaged in that 1 cannot now subdivide my property to keep a

lortion in rural residential with the attendant additional

)pportunities for development.

QI can find no referenceto the potential or to guidanc for planned

jnit development. On my higher elevation land where slopes are less

iteep and soils are deeperthe LUDR appearto require minimum lot

;izesof25 acres which would exacerbatethe development impact due

:o longer driveways, greater habitat disruption etc. I would much

Drefer clustering three house sites on fewer acres but I not seethat this

approach Is supported bytheLUDR.

ne76-acre parcel at 330 Rice Road is currently zoned with roughly? acres in the Rural Residential

istrict and 69 acres in the Forest Consen/ation District as measured based on the adopted Zoning Map.

he house is located in the Forest Conservation portion ofthe parcel. Underthe adopted zoning, it

ould betheoretically possibleto subdivide up to 3 lots out ofthethe rural residential portion ofthe

arcelassumingthe existing 1,800'driveway can meet requirements for serving more than one

esidence and that natural resource protection standards like stream setbacks can be met. The 69 acres

-} Forest Conservation could theoretically besubdivided intotwo lots-one ofwhich would contain

he existing house.

'he proposed zoning district map places this parcel entirely in the proposed Conservation District. The

f6 acre parcel could besubdivided into a maximum of 3 parcels-one of which would contain the

ixisting house. A PUD would be posslbleto cluster the lots in a conservation subdivision (see

>ubchapter340).

Approved
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