
First Public Forum concerning revisions in Town Zoning ByLaws January 12, 2016 
 

Attending: 
 
Members of the Planning Commission: Matt Tell, Staley McDermet, Patti Smith, Bennett Grout, Tim 
Segar, Edie Mas, Kate Buttolph 
 
Public:  Mary Sargent , April Weeks, Nancy Anderson, Bob Anderson, Sunny Tappan, Nat Waring, Brent 
Seachrist,  Alain Ratheau,  Jerry Lundsted,  Dave Matt, Timothy Haineswood,  Ashley Bies,  T. Wilson,  
Jean Boardman,  Jim Herrick,  Francie Marbury,  Gail MacArthur,  Dan MacArthur, Forrest Holzapfel,  
Matthew Hoffman, Brian Whitehouse.  
 
Matt opened the meeting, turning it over to Staley, who reviewed the status to-date, using the 
overhead projector. He emphasized the proposed zoning was a work in progress, and that the purpose 
of the forum was to listen to comments, concerns, and questions. He  reviewed the various maps, 
including the five overlay districts, referring to the maps that had been posted on easels in the back of 
the room. He went over the importance of the difference between “shall” and “should” where written 
in the Bylaws.  
 
Kate recorded the comments made on a large pad; this is the report from her (with numbers added):  
Questions and issues for follow up  
 
1). Impact of lengthy administrative review on landowner activities;  Future bureaucracy vs 
landowner “sovereignty”; Changes are too much too fast. Simplify.  Overly process-oriented. 
 
2). Concern about administrative burden on DRB.  Can Zoning administrator handle some 
applications?  Beware of overburdening applicants with expensive requirements. 
 
3). Need to define development as structures, not non-structural (e.g. clearing a field, clearing land).  
Think about distinction between development with structures and land cover changes.  Consider 
extent of land cover changes and location of land cover change. 
 
4). Distinguish between forest edge and forest interior in Wildlife Overlay District activities.  There is 
less negative impact when next to existing development and therefore less need for administrative 
process. 
 
5). Consider impact of clear-cutting or selective cutting for habitat. 
 
6). Is Logging regulated? Trail building? Is there any consideration or exemption for land in Current 
Use? 
Clarify impact of new rules on agriculture. 
 
7). Village lot size of ¼ acre is dramatic change from current 2-acre size.  Is ¼ acre feasible for 
house/septic/well 
 
8). Provide for homeowner to use GPS to demonstrate distance (500’) from road.   
 
9). Change in lot size restricts landowner ability to subdivide.  Is landowner compensated for this?  
What about variable lot size and using density with lot size. 
 
The public forum ended at about 7:45. The PC met briefly afterwards and agreed to begin to discuss 
comments before the next Forum on January 26th. 
 
Meeting adjourned 8:00 pm      Respecfully submitted, Edie Mas 


