
                             Plainfield Planning Commission Hearing Minutes 
 

                                                         Monday March 24th 2025 
 

 

Present: Will Colgan, Karen Storey, and Jesse Cooper 
 
Will opened the hearing on the proposed amendments to the recently passed zoning bylaw. 
There were no attendees from the public. These items had already been discussed in public hearings but were 
not able to make the warning notice for the ballot item on Town Meeting Day. 
Will asked if Jesse and Karen had a chance to review the amendments as written into the zoning documents.  

That draft has the changes in red and are only on a few pages. Will said the only change he made was to list the 
acreage descriptions as words (one-tenth/one-fifth) instead or numbers. This was to have it in keeping with the 
rest of the descriptions. Jesse and Karen agreed with that change. 
 
Karen said putting the 30% of lots be 1/10th or larger in a major subdivision be a conditional use adds one more 
layer of complexity to the process. Will agreed and would make the change so it wasn’t a conditional use.  

The text would just say up to 30% of  the lots in a major subdivision can be 1/10th acre or larger in the minimum 
lot size section in the Village District dimensional standards. 
 
Karen asked should it be for a major subdivision and PUD also? Will said he thought the density bonus of a PUD 
allows for lot sizes to be flexible based on the addition of conserved land and affordable options as long as the 
overall density equals the allowed density in the zone that the PUD is created. Having the 30% requirement 

could limit the discretion of the DRB to modify lot size or house sites. 
 
Jesse wanted to clarify the PUD flexibility which was discussed. Karen wondered about if applying it the PUD 
would change the Village Expansion Project which has already started a review process with the DRB. Will 
thought that since the public input was for a major subdivision and that the PUD has it’s own requirements for 
density in exchange for common land and affordable options, leaving the 30% requirement out of the PUD 
section made the most sense 

  
Jesse wondered if some language could be added saying the 30% requirement does not apply to PUDs. Will said 
he didn’t think that was necessary and in all the public meetings before there was no mention of PUDs so it 
might be best to leave it as is. He would be more comfortable making the amendments reflect the public input 
and let the DRB use its discretion for the density in PUD applications. 
 
Will said it would be good to set up a meeting with the DRB and the Planning Commission soon to work out 
some of the conflicts in the subdivision and PUD sections in the zoning bylaws. He suggested getting help from 

the CVPRC for current practices. 
Karen pointed out that the new definition of Residential homes in Section 4.9 as well as in the definitions. Will 
said he would make that change. 
 
Will called the hearing to a close. 
 
After the hearing was closed Karen had a few questions about language in the subdivision section and how it 

was complicating the application for the Village Expansion permit. Will said the subdivision language was at 
least 30 years old and was not updated with the new bylaw. He said that the proposal to meet jointly with the 
DRB and get advice and possible sample language from the CVRPC that reflects current best practices would be 
useful and worth starting. He will contact the DRB to pick a time to have that preliminary meeting and contact 
the CVRPC to get sample language. 
 
The hearing was closed at 7:30 


