TOWN OF MANCHESTER, VERMONT

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD DRAFT MINUTES
January 3, 2024
KILBURN MEETING ROOM

Board Attendees: Tim Waker, John Watanabe, Ray Ferrarin, Catherine Stewart
Absent: Mary Shoener

Staff Attendees: Zoning Administrator Peter Brabazon & Assistant Zoning Administrator Elias
Schroeder

Public Attendees: Hanna Sotak, Christopher Sheldon, Frank Crane, Stan Wiener, Karen Geriak & Adam
Dworkin.

Brabazon initiated zoom recording. Waker called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.

1. Minutes of the December 6, 2023 Meeting.
Motion to approve as submitted by Ferrarin seconded by Stewart motion carried 4-0.

2. Todd C. Beyer, 5261 Main Street, Hearing continuation from November 1* meeting.
Applicant wishes to build within a Town Right of Way.
Application 2023-09-082 Tax Map ID 32-50-20.00

The applicant was contacted prior to the meeting and they have not responded with any new
information. The applicant was advised that it was anticipated that the hearing would then be
closed and a determination made based on existing testimony and evidence received to date.

Watanabe made a motion to close the hearing. The motion was seconded by Ferrarin. The
motion carried 4-0.

Creative Process Runway, LLC 230 Natural Form Way. Public Hearing. Applicant to
renovate existing airport hangar to a 136 seat event space. Addition of bedroom to hanger
building addition to Pilot House; new parking.

Application 2023-10-096 Tax Map 1D 6-01-18.02.00

Frank Parent of Long Trail Engineering has asked for a continuation of the hearing until February 7%
as no new information was available due to the Holiday period.

Watanabe made a motion to continue the hearing until February 7™ and the motion was seconded by
Stewart. The motion carried 4-0.



Christopher Sheldon 100 Jennifer Lane Public Hearing Applicant is requesting a front
set back waiver to allow for a new 10’ X12’ entry with new 10’ X12’ deck.

Application 2023-11-100 Tax Map ID 39-50-10.00

The applicant requests a waiver for a setback on two sides of their home on Jennifer Lane. They
are adding a 12° X 10’ room to serve as a new entry. Additionally, they are requesting a new deck
measuring 10’ X 20°. The original request has been amended to these dimensions and locations.
There will be no additional bedrooms or bathrooms. The home is in the Residential-1 and setback
for the front is 30 feet, side and rear set back are 15 feet and 20 feet respectively.

The applicant is seeking a waiver for the front as it is a pre- existing non- conforming structure and
the distance from the front boundary line to the home is 27 feet. The new addition proposed will
reduce that distance to 17 feet.

The applicant provided additional information regarding the project. The front of the house as
referred to by staff, is actually the side of the house where the new entry will be located. The front
of the house is where they intend to construct the new deck. This new addition to the front will
reduce the setback distance to 10°. The applicant has requested relief from the set backs to allow
for these new modifications to the home to allow her better use of the home. She has said that she
has a visual handicap and these modifications will improve quality of life for her.

The applicant has explained that the Town of Manchester owns a section of land between the
property boundary line and the edge of the road which the applicant says they have been
maintaining.

Waker asked what a red line on the map was indicating? The applicant believed it referred to the
ROW by the Town and the jog would be where the water service line is located.

The parking area for the applicant is located on the back side of the house and accommodates at
least two cars.

The ROW area has been known by the applicant to be used periodically by others who may be
dropping off items to the front door of 100 Jennifer Lane. It has also been used by other residents
of the area when picking up their children from the school bus drop off.

Waker proceeded to move through the waiver criteria with the applicant to determine if a waiver
could be granted.

1) The proposed land development will not alter the essential character of the area or district in
which the property is located.

2) The proposed land development will not substantially or permanently impair the lawful use or
development of adjacent property.

3) The proposed land development will not be detrimental to public health, safety or welfare.

4) The proposed land development is beneficial or necessary for the continued reasonable use of
the property.

The applicant has a vision loss disability and the improvement will allow for a better life.

The outdoor deck will add a quality of life in an outdoor space which is important to the applicant.
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5) The applicant is proposing adequate mitigation of any dimensional encroachment through
design, screening or other remedy.

Ferrarin said that some landscaping component for mitigation may be appropriate. The applicant
is knowledgeable in invasive plant species and is willing to add additional screening. The
applicant has no plan to add anything until the project is completed but happy to add green space.

The sidewalk will be removed on the fireplace side.

Watanabe asked what the parking area material is made up of, is it gravel? The applicant is
looking to add additional top soil and eventually to add some gravel to the existing parking lot.

The question was asked as to where the leach field is located in relationship to the parking lot?
The parking lot is not able to move any further back due to the location of the existing leach field.
The applicant said that the area between existing parking lot and the existing leach field would be
adequate to support a replacement field if necessary at some point in the future.

The applicant said that they had an issue which they thought may have been a failure of the
leaching bed but turned out was a stuck flapper valve.

Waker, asked the Board and members of the audience if there were any question related to the
applicant’s proposal? Having no additional questions, the Chair asked if there is a motion to close
the hearing?

Watanabe made a motion to close the hearing seconded by Ferrarin. The motion carried 4-0

Other Business

Karen Geriak & Adam Dworkin had questions for the Development review Board regarding the issuance
of a Certificate of Compliance.

Adam Dworkin was asking about the application for the Certificate of Compliance and referring to a 30
day provision for the Zoning Administrator to act on the application. The Zoning Administrator has 30
days to act on a completed application. According to the Zoning Administrator that provision was
fulfilled and found that there were items in question left incomplete according to the Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law.

For example, the Findings called for the installation of a rain garden on the property to mitigate the
increased impervious surfaces due to a change in the site plan. The findings also require an as-built site
plan to be provided at the conclusion of the work to certify all of the conditions have been met. This was
communicated to the applicant at a meeting held on site September 28™ 2023. The conversation was to
allow further review and to seek voluntary compliance until such time as the conditions are met or a
waiver of the conditions could be allowed by the DRB. The Board will put the matter up for discussion at
the next meeting.

Having no further business, the motion was made to adjourn by Watanabe and seconded by Ferrarin. The
motion carried 4-0. Meeting adjourned at 8:56

For the Development Review Board Date
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