FAYSTON DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
MINUTES
TUESDAY JULY 8, 2014 


Attending: DRB Members: Chair: Jon Shea, Chuck Martel, Kevin Wry, Mike Quenneville, and Leo Cohen. ZA: John Weir. Public: Scott Johnson, Ray Munn, Paul Fitzgerald

A site visit was had at 5:00pm at Lot #2 Pleasant Lane for Applications #3295 and #3296.

The meeting opened at 6:00pm.  

Jon Shea opened the hearing for applications #3295 and #3296 (parcel ID #08-016.002, Lot #2 Pleasant Lane).  Applicant Scott Johnson seeks conditional use approval under Section 3.4(D) (Standard 2) and approval of a variance pursuant to Section 9.6 of the Fayston Land Use Regulations to construct a single family residence and garage.  Conditional use is required due to construction on slopes between 15-25% and a waiver is requested to build the driveway within the 50 foot stream buffer zone.

Jon Shea inquired as to whether the requirements of Section 5.2 (A) had been met.  John stated that those requirements, including proper notification of abutters, was in hand on file.  Kevin moved to find the application complete, and Chuck seconded.  All were in favor and the motion passed.  

Chair Shea stated that there appeared to be no interested parties present to the proceeding.  

Applicant Scott Johnson stated that the house would be built in to the slope of the land.  The plans call for a one-story house with a walkout basement and a three-car garage.  The driveway will wrap around the house on approach.  

Chair Shea proceeded to review the plans pursuant to Section 3.4 (D) Standard 2 (Development on Steep Slopes).  Such review is triggered here because the project concerns development on slopes in excess of 15% in grade (but less than 25% in grade).  According to the plans submitted by engineer Mark Bannon, the existing slope of the land rises to 21.3% at its highest point.  The Board found the guidelines under Section 3.4 (D) Standard 2 to be satisfied.  More specifically, the Board found that the house site and subsurface sewage system to be located on the flattest portion of the site (Guideline A).  Similarly, the Board found that the plans minimized crossing steeper slopes with the driveway and that the drive was laid out in a satisfactory manner, following topographic contours, thereby minimizing soil and vegetation disturbance.  The Board also found that, because the driveway does not extend close to 500 feet in length, an emergency pull off as required under Section 3.1 (B) (5) is not necessary.

Chair Shea then proceeded to review the plans pursuant to Section 3.13 (A).  This review is triggered because the proposed driveway sits within the required 50-foot buffer strip from a seasonal stream that runs along the edge of the property.  This review is necessary despite the fact that the proposed drive would be moved farther away from the existing road which had been approved in Ray Munn’s 1989 subdivision hearing.  The Board found that the proposed drive meets the exception set forth in Section 3.13 (A) (1).  That exception allows for clearing and associated site development within the 50-foot buffer strip if necessary to accommodate stream crossings by roads and driveways.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Discussion pursued as to runoff and erosion control measures concerning the drive.  Mike Quenneville inquired as to whether the proper measures had been outlined in the plans.  Culverts would be necessary to divert water away from the road as well as runoff from the stream.  It appears from page three of the plans that there are runoff and erosion control measures.  The plans depict measures labeled as “permanent diversion” and “energy dissipator.”  Members, however, were unsure of what exactly these meant and engineer Mark Bannon was unavailable to be in attendance.  At this point, attempts were made to reach Mr. Bannon by telephone so that he might clarify these runoff and erosion control measures.  Those attempts were unsuccessful.  

Chair Shea inquired of the applicant whether any vegetation would be placed in the area where the proposed drive would cut away from the drive already approved.  Scott stated that he would be amenable to placing any such vegetation where deemed necessary.  

At the request of Jon Shea, John Weir read aloud a letter submitted by adjoiner Robin Stone.  Ms. Stone could not attend the hearing because she was away and could not be deemed an interested party for the proceeding, thus foreclosing any right to appeal.  In her letter, Ms. Stone raised concern as to her septic line, as it lays along the existing drive.  Because that land would be disturbed by the proposed development, she wanted to the applicant to be responsible for any damage caused via construction.  Also, Ms. Stone wanted to ensure that she would retain access to the spring that lies above her house.  The Board would take her concerns in to advisement.  

Members agreed that clarification is needed as to the runoff and erosion control measures depicted on page three of the plans.  Measures do appear to be in place, but exactly what those measures are need to be explained by engineer Mark Bannon.  Specifically, the Board would like to know what is meant by “energy dissipator” and “permanent diversion.”  In addition, members would like to know what measures plan to be taken with regard to keeping erosion out of the stream.

Kevin moved to close the hearing subject to additional testimony from engineer Bannon clarifying the runoff and erosion control measures as depicted on page three of the project plans.  Mike seconded.  All were in favor and the motion passed.

The Board then discussed the Minutes of May 6, 2014.  Chuck moved to accept the Minutes, and Leo seconded.  All were in favor and the motion passed.

Leo moved to adjourn the meeting and Chuck seconded.  All were in favor and the motion passed.

The meeting adjourned at 7:11p.m.
