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GEORGIA PLANNING COMMISSION

MEETING MINUTES
September 24, 2019

(Approved)

Board Members Present: Suzanna Brown, Greg Drew, David Vincent, George Bilodeau, Tony
Heinlein

Board Members Absent: Maurice Fitzgerald
Staff Present: Larry Lewack, Planning Coordinator.

Others Present: Taylor Newton, Northwest Regional Planning Commission; Jim Jones, LCATV
videographer

Suzanna Brown, Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.

Suzanna stated that the only public appearance this evening is Taylor Newton from Northwest
Regional Planning Commission. Taylor is here to continue reviewing and marking up his draft of
Georgia River Corridor Regulations and Flood Plain development ordinance amendments he
prepared, continuing this topic from Aug. 24" meeting. He has done some analysis of properties that
would be potentially affected by more stringent regulations, which are noted on a new map & a
spreadsheet he shared prior to the meeting.

Taylor indicated location & extent of inventoried properties in the flood plains and in river corridors
on the large-format map. Most of the floodplain properties are along the Georgia shore. There are
10 single family homes and approximately 25 other structures (primarily seasonal camps, sugar
houses and sheds) in these zones. Mill River, Deer Brook and Rugg Brook are the primary river
corridors, with a few structures along the Lamoille River. Our proposed regs don’t impact current
use for these structures; their current use is ‘grandfathered.” The regs would more severely constrain
future development on those lots: building additions, replacements etc.

Larry asked if the town could allow such construction in these zones as a conditional use, with
appropriate flood-proofing measures per federal standards. Taylor said these are approved for
rebuilding within the flood hazard zones, but state regs are silent about if that is allowed in river
corridors. He will inquire to ANR if we’re able to write regs to allow the town to set this standard
for ourselves.

Suzanna and Greg are skeptical about that; they don’t think it’s a good idea to allow much (if any)
infill development in flood zones, due to high risk of repeated property losses during later flood
events on those at-risk properties. Tony asked if changing regs to restrict development on these lots
will reduce their market value; the answer is very likely yes, but it’s difficult to quantify because
many of the affected properties are low-density or undeveloped. Greg is concerned about the risk of
low-lying sheds or barns that contain fuel tanks, vehicles, etc. that contain hazardous materials
which could contaminate downstream properties & asked that the regulations address that risk; these
structures should only be allowed over the base flood elevation. Taylor commented that federal
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flood hazard regs already prohibit this; but, it only comes up when homeowners apply for a zoning
permit. We can’t feasibly enforce this in existing structures, other than educating resident with
affected properties about the risks via public outreach.

Taylor said he’d follow up with additional refinements to Sec. 9 to remove the option of building
new structures in river corridors, and check to see if we can add language mirroring flood hazard
zone rebuilds/repairs in those zones. He also briefly discussed vernal pools and minor wetlands draft
language in sec. 5.11. In general, these rules continue to give ANR regulations a priority over local
review. He doesn’t feel we can go further to restrict wetland crossings that meet ANR criteria.
Suzanna and Greg commented that ANR regulations for wetland crossings with driveways and
utility lines are applied rather loosely & applicants can mostly do what they want.

Our preference would be that applicants avoid wetland crossings altogether, if there is another viable
option to access the part of the property they want to develop. On the other hand, such rules could
make some lots too expensive to develop. Taylor will work to integrate these concepts into the
language of this section, but cautioned that state septic regs generally trump local municipality
jurisdiction in most cases. He suggested that we have this draft reviewed by the town attorney for
conformance with statute. He also suggested we exempt South Village district from this
requirement, as that area is laced with low-lying areas (including Class 2 wetlands) that would
become unbuildable if we adopt this as a town-wide standard.

Next, Taylor brought up Sec. 3 rewrites, which address scope of DRB authority and Zoning
Administrator’s ability to approve conditional uses and site plans administratively (without bringing
them to the DRB), and standards for what types of development are exempt from permitting. ZA
already can determine when applications are complete, to trigger 30-day review period, without
getting into what defines a complete application. We discussed some of these exemptions, including
how much earth can be moved without a permit. Current regs stipulate moving more than 100 cubic
yards needs a permit. Also discussed if limit of 35 new units a year should still apply; we agreed
South Village district should be exempt from this rule. Taylor has proposed eliminating the current
conditional use table, as it’s redundant. We also discussed standards for determining ‘no adverse
impact’ standard for allowing conditional uses. Taylor proposes a simple test in Figure 2A on p. 28.
ZA would apply this standard, then hand off to Planning if it requires DRB approval. On page 29,
discussed ZA discretion in determining which changes to a permitted site plan are considered
‘minor’ vs. which must be brought to DRB for approval. Need to tie % increase in size, or moving
an approved structure, to determine what is significant enough to bring to DRB for review &
approval. Under ‘Review & Notice’ section, add a 15-day appeal period and notify abutters if ZA
grants admin. approval for a minor change; this follows statute in providing notice and the right to
appeal for abutting property owners who may want the chance to appeal an administrative approval.

Next steps: Taylor will continue working on refining exemptions & scope of DRB/ZA roles in
Avrticle 3. Will return with additional revisions next month. Taylor left the meeting at 9:10.

Change in PC meeting schedule: Suzanna brought up town’s desire to address current backlog of
site plan & subdivision regs. Our current practice of devoting our 4" Tuesday meeting agenda to
these bylaw reviews limits us to reviewing just two site plans a month; we currently have 4
applicants waiting for a hearing date, which (if we don’t change this pattern) won’t be heard until
November or December. Staff proposed taking this work off our regular meeting agendas & adding
a monthly daytime meeting of a subcommittee that would work with Taylor to continue framing
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drafts and move this amendment process forward. This would free up our 4™ Tuesday meetings to
schedule site plan reviews & address our backlog.

Members agreed this was a good idea. Greg Drew and Tony Heinlein volunteered to serve with
Suzanna on this committee, which would be staffed by Cindy and Larry. Taylor has already agreed
to meet with this committee on whatever schedule works for us. We discussed possible dates &
came up with 9:00 a.m. on Oct. 15" and Nov. 19", Larry will follow up with Taylor to confirm his
participation on those dates. Larry noted that we need to provide public notice of these meetings on
town website & that their meetings would be open to the public. But detailed minutes won’t be
needed, as this group will not be making any decisions, just discussing drafts that will come back to
PC for action. Meanwhile, Larry will schedule site plan hearings for the Oct. 22 PC meeting.

Sept. 10 meeting minutes: The commission reviewed the draft minutes from the September 10,
2019 meeting. George made a motion made to accept the minutes with minor amendments as noted,
seconded by Tony. Approved unanimously.

Draft applicant site plan follow-up letters: Next, the Commission discussed draft letters to outline
next steps for Gilmond and Thweatt applications we heard on Sept. 10. Minor changes to Gilmond
draft were discussed. No changes to Thweatt draft. Greg Drew moved to approve the drafts as
amended, seconded by Tony. Approved unanimously.

Adjourn: Motion made to close the meeting at 9:38 p.m. made by George, seconded by Greg Drew.
The ayes were unanimous, the motion carried. The meeting was closed. Next mtg.: October 8.

FYI: Larry mentioned that the town will pay for Commission members to attend a VCLT workshop
for planning and zoning commission members in South Burlington on Oct. 23, if anyone’s interested
in going. David, Greg, Suzanna are interested. Larry will follow up to confirm registrations.

Selectboard Concerns: None for now, although the 35-unit annual permit limit should be discussed
with Selectboard if we decide to change that in the bylaws.

Also noted, for SB: Maurice Fitzgerald has given verbal notice to the town of his resignation from
the Planning Commission. He may or may not write a letter to this effect. As of October 1, he will
no longer be included as a PC member in our minutes. The Selectboard may wish to advertise for
&/or appoint a replacement or alternate to serve as the 7" member until the next Town Meeting.

Respectfully submitted,
Larry Lewack, Planning Coordinator



