
Salisbury Planning Commission 

Minutes of the November 3, 2025 Meeting – Draft 

 

Ariell called the meeting to order at 7 pm, although it seemed to have started itself with a discussion of 

demolition, and the town’s role. The proposed regs state: “Immediately following demolition, all 

materials shall be disposed of according to Addison County Solid Waste District standards, the site shall 

be restored to a normal grade, and ground cover shall be established sufficient to prevent erosion.” The 

discussion brought up the difficult position of the town: a zoning permit cannot be conditioned on a 

state permit or proof of compliance with state laws (with the exception of water/wastewater) and it is 

the state, not the town, that regulates solid waste.  

 

The main purpose of the meeting was to consider the comments received from the select board and 

other residents, and to recommend changes to the draft regulations.  

 

Before dealing with the district boundaries, members discussed changes to the other parts of the 

document as noted in the attached document.  

 

Minutes of the October 25 meeting were approved by consensus. 

 

Correspondence from GMP announced the Salisbury portion of the removal of a line is beginning this 

fall.  

 

The planning commission will pull together its responses to the points raised during various meetings 

about the proposed regulations. Morgan will make a large copy of the districts as proposed so we can 

mark up our recommended changes and show the two maps, side by side. These will be ready for the 

select board’s next meeting, Tuesday November 11.  

 

Next Planning Commission Meeting Tuesday December 2. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:30 

Submitted by Deb Brighton 

 

 

  



Comments on Draft Regulations 

Planning Commission Responses and Recommendations 

 

Density bonus. It seemed clear that people did not understand the density bonus and PUD provisions. 

Members agreed to introduce the concept in the front of the document; to explain the option more 

clearly in the standards for each district; to add it to the definitions; to give examples in Section 4.7; and 

to make it clear that the process would begin with an informal discussion with the DRB (without 

requiring any engineers or lawyers). 

 

Rural Ag districts: Calculating density for lots that include acres in both RA1 and RA2 needs to be 

clarified. 

 

ADA: Need to clarify that it is only allowed on an “owner-occupied lot” and that it can’t be built if there 

is no primary residence to which it is accessory.  

 

Violations: Add statement that people can report violations to the Zoning Administrator 

 

Conversions: DRB approval not needed for conversion from seasonal to year-round residence.  

 

Permit and Application conditions: The VLCT legal team told us that we cannot require state permits 

either for the application or as a permit condition. The exception is the state water/wastewater permit 

which the statutes enable us to require before issuing a zoning permit. Instead, we should point out that 

the proposed development is subject to state laws, and that it would save the applicant time and money 

to get the state permits first, as they may require modifying the application. State permits can also 

demonstrate compliance with sections of the zoning regs. We can recommend the permit navigator, but 

we can’t require it.  

 

Exemptions: The draft regulations exempt steps to the lake that cover less than 100 ft2. Members 

considered a suggestion to change that to 125 ft2, as that is the size of an exemption for a woodshed. 

However, because the exemption for steps in the Shoreland Protection Program is 100ft2, members 

decided to leave the current exemption as it is to be consistent with the state regulations.  

 

Shoreland Protection Criteria: The state program applies to areas within 250’ of the Lake or between the 

Lake and a road, whichever is less. Members agreed to apply the same criteria to all areas within 250’ of 

the Lake, regardless of a road.  

 

Building Height: Members considered a suggestion to increase the maximum height in the Lake District 

from 25’ to 30’, which is the maximum in the village. After a lot of discussion, members agreed not to 

make the change because increasing height of buildings around the lake is probably the most frequent 

objection that the DRB hears—even with the 25’ maximum.  

 

Lot Coverage: Although the standards in each district include a maximum lot coverage ratio, it doesn’t 

effectively limit the potential for large impervious surfaces in large parcels. Members agreed to include 

language, similar to that in the Shoreland Protection rules, that requires an erosion control plan (or 



information sufficient to demonstrate adequate provisions for the control of runoff and erosion) for an 

impervious surface area of 10% of any acre (4356 ft2 ).   

 

Pre-existing small lot: The provisions should apply to lots with less than the minimum acres and also to 

lots with less than the minimum feet of frontage.  

 

Fences: The exemption for fences in LS districts should be the same as in any other district, except for 

solid fences that run generally parallel to the lake, which are exempt if less than 3 feet high.  

 

Map/District changes: 

 

LS2: The area along the lower part of West Shore Road that is currently zoned MDR will be changed 

from the proposed LS2 to Rural Mixed. The boundary will separate the part draining into the Lake from 

the eastern part. 

 

Forest The area along the east side of Upper Plains Road that is opposite the Rural Mixed district should 

be changed to Rural Mixed, with a building envelope within 300’ of the road.  

 

The area between RT 7 and Lower Plains Road should be changed from Forest to Rural Ag.  

 

Minimum Lot Sizes: Lowering the minimum lot sizes in forest, lake, and rural ag districts was discussed, 

but not supported.  

 

 


