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Montpelier Planning Commission

September 29, 2003

Mem orial R oom , City H all

Subject to Review and Approval

DRAFT MINUTES

Present:   Chair David Borgendale, Members Irene Facciolo, Carolyn Grodinsky, Bryan Mitofsky, Anne

Campbell, Planning Director Valerie Capels, and  Planner Stephanie Smith.

Others: Principal Burnt Rock Brian Shupe, and DRB m ember Ken Matzner, Parks Director Geoff Beyer

Call to Order

The Planning Commission began the meeting at 7:10 p.m.

Approval of Minutes and Review of the Agenda

There were no minutes to approve at this time.

General Appeara nces

There we re no general ap pearances. 

Discussion of zoning tools for land conservation

Ms. Capels introduced Mr. Shupe as a principal planner with Burnt Rock, who in the past worked as the

Director of Plan ning for the M ad River V alley and Stow e.  

Mr. M itofsky asked wh en a Plann ing Com mission ma kes a new zo ne what can  get you into trouble?   Mr.

Shup e said that the qu estion was gen eral.  Many pro blems can a rise with the creation  of a new district. 

Mr. Shupe stated that the PC should look to the master plan and make zoning decisions based on that

document.  If land conservation is a goal in the master plan, the commission should outline the objectives

for conservation  and then d evelop app licable zoning fro m there.  

It was mentioned that large lot zoning is not an effective protection for land.  An important way to protect

community character is to create development standards that define community character, and that

regulation of de nsity is only one piece to d efining com munity charac ter.

Some communities adopt development standards for conservation subdivisions (a conservation

subdivision is a housing development that is characterized by compact lots and common open space, and

where th e natura l features of  land are m aintained  to the grea test exten t possible 1. Conservation design

principles can also be incorporated in other local ordinances to help ensure that developments that do not

constitute a Asubdivision@ meet conservation design principles.  Generally, conservation subdivisions

allow for an adjustment in the location of residential dwelling units on a parcel of land so long as the total

num ber of dw elling un its does n ot exceed  the num ber of un its otherw ise perm itted in the  zoning  district.

The dwelling units are grouped or Aclustered@ on only a portion of a parcel of land.  The remainder of

the site is pre served as  open sp ace, farm land, or a s an env ironme ntally and  culturally sen sitive area.  T his

clustering of the dwellings into a small area is made possible by reducing the individual lot sizes.  The

open space is permanently protected and held in common ownership.  Sometimes additional dwelling

units may be permitted if certain objectives are achieved.  Conservation subdivisions are an alternative

approa ch to the c onven tional lot- by- lot d ivision of la nd in ru ral areas w hich sp reads de velopm ent even ly

throughou t a parcel with little regard to im pacts on the n atural and cu ltural features of the area. 

Conservation subdivisions enable a developer to concentrate units on the most build-able portion of a site,

preserving n atural drainage system s, open spac e, and enviro nmentally and  culturally sensitive areas.)  
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Conservation subdivisions can  be required to protect mapped  physical features including, wetlands,

slopes, habitat, etc...  The development standards should be zoning district specific, because different

areas have different characteristics: HDR is a urban area, and LDR is predominantly rural.  The zoning

regulations cou ld also include  incentives to cluster u nits and prese rve greater amou nts of open sp ace. 

Some incentives include density bonus for preservation of a particular percentage of open space.

Currently it is unce rtain whethe r commu nities can requ ire conservation su bdivisions u nder state statute. 

However, if the Chapter 117 rewrite is approved this legislative session it will be allowed.

Other tools communities can use include TDR=s.  Mr. Shupe explained a that the city=s roll in such a

transaction  is the adm inistration  of the pro cess.  It is a difficu lt thing to ac comp lish beca use you u sually

need tw o willing la nd ow ners: a w illing land owner  in a desig nated d evelopm ent area an d anoth er who is

willing to sell their development rights. The parcels can be contiguous or non-contiguous.   Communities

in other sta tes, have h ad greate r success th en those  in Verm ont.  An  examp le of a succ essful T DR is in

Stowe (or W aitsfield).  

Geoff brought the issue of land being given to the city as a form of protection.  It could create a

disconnec ted collection of pa rks througho ut the city.  Mainten ance of this park  system could b e difficult. 

It was mentioned by Valerie that another option for protection a developer could pursue includes home

owners assoc iation, or land trust.  

The commission discussed Atakings@ and any changes in the zoning regulations need to show a clear

public benefit only and not deny someone reasonable use of ones land; however, reasonable use could be

a single house.

Dave is f rustrated  when  the com mission  talks abou t Mon tpelier in a ru ral contex t.  Mon tpelier is no t rural,

not even the fringes, once one looks outside its boundaries to communities like East Montpelier, and

Middlesex.  He feels that Montpelier should absorb development pressures that other communities

experience.  Another member thought that it is difficult keep development in check regionally, other

commu nities have their ow n set of develop ment regulation s that Mon tpelier has no con trol over.  

A mem ber asked ab out resources on  site design tools that the  PC cou ld integrate into the reg ulations. 

Brian suggested the PC look at Burlington and Bennington.  Williston and the Mad River Valley have

good m echan isms for p rotecting rid ge lines.  T hese com mun ities addre ss develo pmen t issues tha t would

not allow for the rid ge line to be obs cured by dev elopmen t. 

The commission discussed floor area ratio (FAR) vs. Units/ acre ratio for calculating density.  It was

decided that FAR is n ot a usefu l tool in M ontpelie r to analyze d ensity.  It could  be usefu l to  regulate

multi-story developm ent in the dow ntown. 

Some com munities regu late parking as a p ublic utility (like water and  sewer). 

Anne asked Brian if he was familiar with Smart Code.  Brian stated that he was familiar with the

principals behind Smart Code.  It is primarily an urban zoning code which is based on design and

dimensional standards.
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There was a brief discussion on impact fees.  They are strictly prescribed by the courts.  Our impact fee

schedule may be outdated.

The  com mission than ked Brian  Shupe  for his time.  

The planning commission briefly looked at the Re-zoning for the Zorzi land and the work plan.  They

have ad dressed  a num ber of the  items listed  in the wo rk plan.  M r. Borge ndale p roposed  attendin g a City

Coun cil meetin g to upd ate the cou ncil and  asked V alerie if she sc hedu le him on  a City Co uncil ag enda, to

give them an upd ate of th Planning Com mission=s activities.

The fix-it list was bumped to another meeting to be decided.

Adjournment

Mr. Mitofsky moved that the meeting be adjourned, seconded by Ms. Grodinsky.  The motion carried

unanimously.  The meeting adjourned at 9:30p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Stephanie Smith, Planner

These  minu tes are su bject to a pprov al by the  Plann ing Co mmis sion.  C hang es, if any, w ill be reco rded in

the minutes of the meeting at which they were acted upon.


