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Town of Dorset Planning Commission 

December 6, 2016 
       

   

   

Members Present: Gay Squire (Vice Chairperson), Brent Herrmann, Carter Rawson, Dick 

Coss, Kit Wallace, Scott Thompson, Adam Danaher, Charlie Wise,  

 

Members Absent: Brooks Addington (Chairman) 

 

Also Present: Tyler Yandow (Zoning Administrator), Lindy Bowden, Arnie Gottlieb, D. 

Green, Ruth Tanenhaus, C. Lennox, Bo Thorn, Megan Thorn, Merrill Bent 

(G. & L. Callen), Laura & Glen Callen, Rosalie Fox, Ken Gilbert, Linda 

McGinnis 

 

Gay Squire, Vice Chairperson, opened the meeting at 7:02 p.m.  

 

Chair to Note Any Changes in Agenda 

None 

 

Disclosure of Any Conflicts of Interest 

K. Wallace was unclear on whether she should vote or recluse herself on the approval of the DRB 

October 17th minutes with regard to the Callen sign application.   The Board felt that K. Wallace 

should not be limited in her duties for the PC Board and the issue did not personally pertain to her, 

therefore, allowing her to vote. 

 

Have Board Members Introduce Themselves.  Invite Other Attendees to Do the Same and 

State Why They Are Attending 

 

 

Approve Minutes of October 4, 2016 
B. Herrmann moved and D. Coss seconded to approve the October 4, 2016 minutes as amended to 

note that C. Rawson was not present at this meeting.  Motion carried 5-0 (G. Squire, C. Wise & C. 

Rawson abstained). 

 

The November 1, 2016 were tabled until the next meeting due to a lack of the required number of 

Board members to vote. 

 

Report from the Zoning Administrator 

T. Yandow’s report covered: 

 Act 174 ~ a presentation by J. Sullivan of the BCRC will be held December 15, 

2016 at 5:30 p.m. in Arlington to discuss the standards/criteria of the Pubic Service 

Board in more detail for Act 174 

 The VLCT Fall Planning & Zoning Forum was attended by T. Yandow and the 

written report covered:  Energy; Municipal Roads General Permits; and Required 

Agricultural Practices 

Approved by the PC        /     /16 
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 No permits were issued from October 27 to November 29, 2016 

 

 

Report from Representative to BCRC 
T. Yandow included in the packet an email from N. Faesy which summarized the work of the 

Energy Committee on transportation and energy issues.  A report will be forthcoming after the 

Committee discusses these issues in more detail. 

 

Report from the Design Review Board 
G. Squire noted that the approval or disapproval of the October 17, 2016 DRB minutes was 

continued from the last PC meeting until this meeting.  G. Squire asked if the applicant could agree 

that the location for the sign is a single family residence which was purchased and renovated with 

a plan for rental.  L. Callen responded yes, but that her family also personally uses this house and 

G. Callen noted that his children will sometimes go to the house after school.  G. Squire felt that 

the application for a sign was for a single family home in the Village Residential zone which allows 

for a residential sign for identification of 1.5 SF and also permitted is a real estate sign which is 

not permanent and removed when rented.  It should not be a business sign as the business is not 

located in the house.  M. Bent stated that the DRB approved the originally designed sign which 

the Callen’s want to put up, but have also submitted an alternative sign after discussion with the 

Zoning Administrator.  All agreed that the October 17th minutes needed to be dealt with first.   R. 

Fox commented that if the Board approved the original sign submitted, it would set a precedent in 

the Historic District.  Discussion of AirBnB’s and signage was initiated.  M. Bent stated that the 

Dorset Sign Ordinance, page 8, Section F, #3 does not say that a sign has to be removed upon 

completion of a lease/rental, but does have to be removed upon completion of construction or sale.  

The Callen’s will continue to look for rental tenants, so it should not require removal.   

 

Discussion ensued covering: 

 the necessity of having the web site and/or phone number on the sign;  

 local tourist traffic which would see the sign; 

 sign being too big & the issue of continuous short term rentals in a Village setting not being 

a permitted use  (can be appealed to the ZBA); 

 C. Wise noted that approving the sign is not tacit approval of the use; 

 The DRB decision was not unanimous – concern was expressed about precedent; 

 C. Rawson recused himself from the vote; 

 Sign ordinance language versus what can be implied – sign ordinance was read aloud; 

 M. Thorn noted that the ordinance does not say that a real estate sign is permanent upon 

lease either in answer to M. Bent’s interpretation.   M. Bent said that this is not reflected in 

the ordinance and the sign complies with the criteria as written and it is subjective to imply 

something; 

 Length of time to approve the alternate sign; 

 C. Wise felt that it is appropriate for the Boards to interpret what is written; 

 Real estate sign using a post to hang from versus a type of ground real estate sign 

 Feasibility of taking the real estate portion of the sign down after each rental 
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B. Herrmann moved and D. Coss seconded to not approve the October 17, 2016 DRB minutes as 

presented with regard to the Callen sign application.  Motion carried 7-0 (C. Rawson abstained).  

The Board encouraged the Callen’s to resubmit their alternate sign design to the DRB. 

 

C. Wise noted that he hoped the Callen’s could appreciate that the PC Board members were 

grappling with the implications of precedents; the broader issues of signage in residential areas 

and trying to be respectful of impacting a historical zone.  It was suggested to make the second 

portion of the alternate sign a little smaller than the residential name sign.  A. Danaher felt that the 

Sign Ordinance language should be clarified and T. Yandow noted that the ordinance was 

originally done by the Select Board.  

 

Bylaw Discussion ~ Formula Based Businesses; Commercial/Industrial Zones (CI-1 & CI-2) 
T. Yandow explained that his memorandum of December 6, 2016 included the language from the 

January 6, 2015 Municipal Bylaw Amendment for Formula Based Businesses: 

 

 Formula Based Businesses: Stores and restaurants that have standardized services, decor, 

methods of operation, and other features that make them virtually identical to businesses 

elsewhere. Such establishments would be one of 5 or more branches worldwide, and 

provide a standardized menu, array of merchandise, signage, and require standardized 

uniforms for staff members. 

 

It was recommended that this paragraph be added to the Bylaws in Appendix A ~ Definitions and 

to consider adding “Formula Based Businesses are not permitted in any zoning district in the Town 

of Dorset.”   T. Yandow noted that there is currently only one Formula Based Business in Town 

in East Dorset and it would be detrimental to lose it.  He suggested “grandfathering” all formula 

based businesses existing prior to the adoption of a prohibition of them.  He asked the Board to 

think about what level of review they would require for a proposed expansion to a pre-existing, 

non-conforming formula based business – site development plan or conditional use (ZBA).   B. 

Herrmann questioned what would happen to a local hotel/lodging establishment that could be 

purchased by a larger corporation who would be willing to live by Dorset regulations, but would 

be stopped by this amendment.   A. Danaher felt that there could be a creative way to retain the 

look and feel of current lodging establishments with the correct wording and allowing corporate 

purchases.  T. Yandow commented that the goal was to eliminate “cookie cutter” businesses and 

K. Wallace said that the owner was less important than retaining historic quality.   C. Wise and A. 

Danaher are to work on the language of the amendment to be more specific about the protection 

of the right of owners to sell their businesses to corporate entities while still protecting Dorset from 

strip development. 

 

Discussion of the Commercial-Industrial zones is tabled until the maps are received from J. 

Henderson.   The Board is to think about how to create a commercial environment similar to Tennis 

Way so as to pre-plan for future development of commercial areas.   

 

Other Business 

None  
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Public Comments Taken 

 C. Lennox felt that planning for industrial parks was a superior idea. 

 R. Fox thought that the history of the defeat of the 2015 Formula Based Business 

amendment should be known – that many people did not want to include the three other 

districts listed and the amendment had to be accepted as a whole so the document was 

rejected.   She also noted that she was offended by the use of the words “certain people” 

during a discussion which was disparaging, divisive and unprofessional.   

 D. Green commented that farm stand zoning should be reviewed. 

 

Adjournment 
D. Coss moved and C. Wise seconded to adjourn the meeting at 9:05 p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Nancy Aversano 
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