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TOWN OF CHARLOTTE
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
NOVEMBER 18, 2015

DRAFT

MEMBERS PRESENT: Frank Tenney, Chair; Jonathan Fisher, Matt Zucker, Andrew
Swayze. ABSENT: Stuart Bennett.

ADMINISTRATION: Britney Tenney, Zoning Clerk.

OTHERS PRESENT: Alexander LaRosa, Fritz Tegatz, Jenny Cole, Sue Smith, Mark
Smith, Larry Hamilton, Janet Smith, Mark C Smith, Evan Metropoulas, Gregor
Masefield, Martha Hunt, Tim Hunt, Lynne Jaunich, Scott Jaunich, Chris Berg, Karl
Washburn, Jeannine McCrumb, Jacob Spell, Sam Ruggiano, Kevin Brown, Jeff Hill,
Matthew LaFiandra, Suzanne Hinsdale, Dorothy Hill, Tom Cosinoke, Anne Kelton,
Catherine Metropoulas, and others.

Minutes subject to correction by the Charlotte Zoning Board of Adjustment. Changes, if any, will be
recorded in the minutes at the next meeting of the Board.

AGENDA:

7:00 PM: CONTINUATION: ZBA-15-06: Edgewater Center, LLC - Conditional
Use Review for a proposed event barn under the adaptive reuse provision. The
property is located at 1046 Ethan Allen Highway, and is owned by Edgewater
Center, LLC.

CALL TO ORDER
Mr. Tenney, Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

ZBA-15-06: CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW TO TURN AN EXISTING BARN
INTO AN EVENT FACILITY UNDER SECTION 4.3 ADAPTIVE REUSE OF AN
EXISTING HISTORIC STRUCTURE. THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 1046
ETHAN ALLEN HIGHWAY, IS OWNED BY EDGEWATER CENTER, LLC,
AND IS LOCATED IN THE ROUTE 7 SCENIC OVERLAY DISTRICT.

Tim Hunt and Martha Hunt, Edgewater Center, LLC, and Sam Ruggiano, architect, and
Gregor Masefield, landscape architect, appeared on behalf of the application.

STAFF NOTES
Mr. Tenney reviewed staff notes. A ZBA letter with questions from the 10/14/2015
hearing had been sent to the applicant.

Sworn in:

Mark Smith, RSG; Karl Washburn, RSG; Jeannine McCrumb, Charlotte Zoning
Administrator; and Kevin Brown, Langrock, Sperry and Wood, attorney for Edgewater
Center, LLC.

APPLICANT COMMENTS
Mr. Brown addressed questions as noted in the ZBA letter, dated 11/10/2015 as follows:



48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93

CHARLOTTE ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 11/18/2015 PAGE 2

e Asoutlined in a letter from Mr. Hunt to the Town, dated 11/18/2015, Edgewater
Center, LLC and Claussen’s would enter an agreement to grow vegetables, fruits,
herbs and flowers on 5+ acres. Catered events would be required to spend a
minimum of $1,000 on farm grown products and whatever was not used would be
sent to local food shelves. Product would be grown on-site year round and that
would tie into the adaptive re-use related agriculture. Two or three people would
be hired seasonally to run the farm operation. There would be no greenhouses on
the site.

e The barn would be available for all types of events and would be catered.

e The caterers would work out of the on-site kitchen.

e Overflow parking would be provided at the Teddy Bear Factory as per an
agreement. Guests would be bussed from the parking lot to the event center and
dropped off. Staff would be hired to monitor the parking lots.

e On-site parking would be screened from the Route 7 view by dwarf apple trees,
low growing arborvitae on the north and south sides, and by landscaping on the
east side.

e The number of events proposed as: 45 on Friday’s ending by 10:00 p.m., 45 on
Saturdays ending at 10:00 p.m., and 45 events on Sundays ending by 10:00 p.m.
yearly, and up to 30 events during the week days Monday through Thursday, for a
total of 165 events annually, which was a reduction from a previous proposal.

e A noise study was conducted by a qualified engineer. The barn would be
insulated. It was unlikely that the two sets of primary vestibule doors on the east
side of the barn would be opened.

e The outside doors to the deck on the west side of the barn would be closed after
9:00 p.m.

e A landscaping plan included screening of the east side of the barn and on-site
parking lot.

e RSG had conducted a traffic study.

Mark Smith, RSG representative, explained that a traffic study was conducted. Issues
identified were safety issues and proposed driveway capacity. The study included Route
7 sight distances, stopping sight distances, corner sight distances, estimated peak traffic
and time of day for Friday, Saturday and Sunday afternoons. Most guests would be
bussed from an off site parking lot for minimizing ins and outs at events. For on site
parking, it was estimated that everyone would arrive one hour before and leave within
one hour after an event. There should be little delay for vehicles traveling on Route 7, and
little delay for cars leaving the property onto Route 7, which would be below standards
normally applied, said Mr. Smith.

ZBA QUESTIONS/COMMENTS
Mr. Tenney stated that the applicant’s information was just received and would require
further study.

Mr. Swayze noted that the traffic study identified that 4-5 percent car trips would be
added to the existing traffic. What was the key take away, asked Mr. Swayze. Mr. Smith
replied that the hourly traffic volume comparisons for entering or exiting events onto
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Route 7, page 4, Table 2, worst case was that the highest number would occur on
Saturdays, from 3-5 p.m.

Mr. Swayze asked for clarification regarding trips back and forth on Route 7 for Fridays
after 6:00 p.m. Mr. Smith explained that there were 64 on-site parking spaces, of which
10 would be used for staff, leaving 54 parking spaces for guests. That would be a 5
percent increase for that time frame, said Mr. Smith. Mr. Tenney said that if 5:00 p.m. to
6:00 p.m. was a 100 percent peak hour, then car traffic would drop to 69 percent after
that. That would add 5 percent to after 6:00 p.m. theoretically, said Mr. Tenney.

Mr. Swayze asked for clarification of the reference phrase “design hourly volume”. Mr.
Smith replied that design hourly volume was what the ruling authorities have created as a
threshold of when to study traffic. Cars are counted year round and when these studies
are done it is assumed to be the 30™ highest hour of the year. It is a design standard for
traffic control to the 30™ highest hour, clarified Mr. Smith.

Mr. Fisher asked for clarification of an error noted on the VTrans map as submitted by
the applicant, which should be Church Hill Road, not Route 7.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Ms. Jaunich, neighbor, said that she had two questions:

e The traffic study was done based on the number of cars to be parked on-site. Did
the study account for people dropping guests off at the event center and then
going to park at the Teddy Bear Factory.

e A passing lane on Route 7 at the top of the hill was dangerous for cars turning
into or out of the Varney Farm. Was that a part of the traffic study, asked Ms.
Jaunich.

Mr. Smith replied yes. The overflow parking was designated. A conservative number of
cars going and leaving the events was used. Drop offs wouldn’t change the calculations.
There were no concerns regarding capacity of the driveway. Regarding the passing zone,
he did look at existing crash history of Route 7. In the last 5 years there were no crashes
in that zone. There was one crash 150’ to the south and another further down from there,
said Mr. Smith.

Mr. Metropoulas, abutting neighbor, asked who would determined who parks in the on
site lot. Many of us have been stuck behind a farmer’s tractor, which happens about once
a month. Regarding bussing, Charlotte Central School tries to keep school busses off
Route 7. He has had 32 years of experience regarding accidents there. The worse were
speeding vehicles coming up the hill from the south. Why suggest 5 percent. Friday,
Saturday and Sunday nights were the busiest travel times. Busses entering and leaving
would create a bottle neck and cause delays, said Mr. Metropoulas.

Mr. Smith explained that the traffic study data came from continuous counting. He
followed the standards for traffic studies, and had good data on crashes, said Mr. Smith.
Mr. Brown said that there would be security people to monitor the 54 on site parking
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spaces. At the time of a booking the person could be told that an event of 150 people, or
more, would need to park at the overflow lot and bus in, said Mr. Brown.

Mr. Tenney asked if the overflow parking would increase the in and out trips. Mr. Hunt
explained that he would have an understanding built into the event agreement. Using
busses would limit the number of ins/outs. For example, 135 guests and 15 staff would
take three busses and very few cars, said Mr. Hunt.

Mr. LaRosa, Murphy, Sullivan and Kronk representative, said that the RSG traffic study
says that 75-90 percent of the cars would be coming from the north. That may not be true
since cars come from the south and from NY by ferry, for example, said Mr. LaRosa. Mr.
Smith replied that would not materially change the study. Mr. LaRosa suggested
modeling traffic from both the north and south. Mr. Smith said he would re-examine it
again.

Mr. LaRosa asked what the impact on Shelburne would be if the use of overflow parking
at the Teddy Bear Factory was lost. Mr. Brown stated that the applicant has permission to
use the Teddy Bear Lot. Mr. Tenney said the ZBA had no jurisdiction regarding off site
parking in Shelburne, - where it is, or how they do it.

Mr. LaRosa asked if there was no off site parking then could they tell people to park on
Ferry Road. You just can’t just tell someone to park elsewhere, said Mr. LaRosa. Mr.
Brown reiterated that the applicant has an agreement with the Teddy Bear Factory, has 54
on-site parking spaces. It doesn’t take may shuttle buses for 150 people. The applicant
has submitted a letter from Charlie Baker, Chittenden County Regional Planning
Commission Executive Director. Uniformed police officer(s) could be hired if the ZBA
would like to impose a condition at the event property, suggested Mr. Brown.

Ms. Hill, neighbor, expressed concern regarding vehicles traveling at a high rate of speed
north and south on Route 7. Stopping distances would be difficult and a two-lane passing
zone coming up the hill from the south merged into one lane around that area. Cars would
suddenly have people turning in front of them. There never has been a venue there and
you can’t compare data, stated Ms. Hill. Mr. Ruggiano said the applicant has submitted a
letter of intent to VVTrans for the ZBA records, and VTrans was fine with it.

Ms. McCrumb asked if events could be booked other than the 6:00 p.m. hour. Mr. Smith
replied on Friday after 6:00 p.m. and on Saturday afternoons.

Ms. McCrumb noted that a 6:00 p.m. peak hour time was used in the traffic study, and
asked what non-peak hours an event could start. For example, so that people don’t show
up until 6:00 p.m. on a Friday, said Ms. McCrumb. Mr. Hunt said that someone might
want to have a daytime business meeting. Controls were put in agreements not to exceed
evening hours, which seemed to be the biggest concern, said Mr. Hunt. Ms. McCrumb
said that the point was that the traffic study was based on the peak hour and the Town
would hold him to this hour. If there was a wedding starting at 6:00 p.m. cars arriving
would run into the peak hour. A concern was that 100 percent would go up to 105
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percent. VTrans doesn’t conduct traffic analysis anymore and relies on an applicant to
provide the information now. The Town can’t rely on the VVTrans letter of intent.
Regarding crash data, how was the crash data logged. Her experience in the two years
working for Charlotte was that there have been two crashes in two years on that section
of Route 7. Is there a criteria level a crash has to be, asked Ms. McCrumb. Mr. Smith
explained that if an injury occurs that has to be logged in, or there has to be a minimal
amount of damage to be logged in. Crashes are logged by the State Police for calls, local
police calls, fire department calls, etc. There may be a certain number of altercations not
involving authorities that may not get logged in, said Mr. Smith.

Mr. Swayze asked if there was a professional bench mark - would adding 50 more cars
turning into or out of Route 7 make it not feasible. Mr. Smith said he would review the
number of crashes near the property, and at sight distances for a ‘driver to react’. If there
were a lot of left turns into the property that may warrant creating a left turn lane.
Standards for delays were: 60 seconds for a non-signalized intersection, and 80 seconds
for a signalized intersection. There were more qualifications for a low volume driveway.
VTrans doesn’t apply standards to low volume driveways. Capacity for VTrans means if
cars would continue to stack up to get out, clarified Mr. Smith.

Mr. Swayze asked if the numbers account for turning out of the property with cars
coming north and south on Route 7. Mr. Smith said that was ‘intersection sight
distances.’

Mr. Hamilton asked if people would conduct a preparatory inspection of the facility for
events as noted in the 45 number, and if the study took into account an event that would
happen ‘out of the blue’. Mr. Tenney clarified the question as: if there might be 1, 2 or 3
cars going to the property to inspect the barn. Mr. Smith said that the study looked at the
worst case scenario and gave peak hour comparisons. If 10 cars were leaving that was not
a concern, said Mr. Smith. Mr. Brown said that there was no way to control inspections
of the property, which would be negligible at most.

In response to a question regarding impaired drivers leaving an event, Mr. Brown said
that the study looked at averages over peak hours and compared that to the standards.
Regarding alcohol service, there are restaurants with the same issue. It was assumed that
a client would follow the law, said Mr. Brown.

Mr. Brown said that caterers have licenses. People can drink too much alcohol; it happens
at every restaurant and was not a part of the traffic study.

Mr. Fisher asked if VTrans considered the Church Hill Road/Route 7 the most dangerous
intersection. Mr. Smith replied no; and pointed to other intersections that VTrans
considered more dangerous in the area.

Mr. Metropoulas asked if the agricultural use allowed for the barn adaptive reuse. Mr.
Tenney explained zoning regulations regarding an adaptive reuse of an historic structure,
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and criteria to allow other uses. An event barn was not listed in the criteria, but it was
comparable to the listed uses as per Section 4.3, Zoning bylaws.

Regarding parking at the Varney farm for access to the Charlotte Park and Wildlife
Refuge as per an easement agreement, Mr. Hunt said it was addressed during a site visit.
The entire site was walked and had offered restricted parking for eligible Town people to
Dean Bloch, Town Administrator. Parking to the Park would co-exist with his parking
lot. He had asked Dean to come up with what the Town would like. There was concern
regarding the topography. Dean would consult with him regarding an access path to the
Park. A concern was a path location. He would like to be notified if someone wanted to
park on the lot to access the Park to avoid conflicts with events, said Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Tenney asked if Mr. Hunt wanted Town’s people to schedule a time to park for
access. Mr. Hunt replied that was part of the control. VLT and Mr. Bloch would consider
issuing a ‘permit’ to use the lot and would like to meet regarding what controls would be.
If the Town used his parking lot that he was paying to build, then it would be reasonable
to have a Town’s person arrive well before a scheduled event. It was parking for free,
said Mr. Hunt. Mr. Tenney clarified that parking could happen ‘when there were no
events.” Mr. Brown said yes; or what works best for the Town. There has to be controls,
said Mr. Brown.

Ms. Cole, Park Oversight Committee member, said it would be helpful to include the
Park Oversight Committee in the discussions regarding a parking and path easement.

Mr. Tenney asked if there had been a proposed parking area and access entry before this
plan. Ms. Cole explained that an easement was granted to the Town when the property
was sold for a number of uses: agricultural access, park maintenance, equestrian access,
emergency access, and handicap access. A proposed driveway access went straight out
with parking behind the Varney barn. When the Hunt’s purchased the property he wanted
the easements moved in order to relocate the existing house. A concern was that we don’t
lose the parking and path easements. A number of uses have already been lost, and the
Town might end up with limited public and Park use, said Ms. Cole.

Mr. Fisher asked if the parking lot use was taking into account horse trailers. Mr. Hunt
said regarding the letter from Dean Bloch busses were taken into account and a
turnaround. Horse trailers would have to go to a different parking lot. There was plenty of
land left if the Town wanted it for horse trailers. Horse trailers were not conducive to
parking there. Farmers have access around the barn to the fields. He told Dean that an
emergency access could go on an existing farm road off the south end of the parking lot
and west to the Park. He was paying to build the parking lot and was not obligated to
build parking for the Town, said Mr. Hunt.

Ms. Cole said that the Town has recognized some uses allowed in an earlier agreement
wouldn’t remain. She would like to protect the uses that could happen, said Ms. Cole.
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Ms. Hill read a section from a VLT letter dated in October that stated ““...no parking
outside the complex..” There are a lot of encumbrances on this property, stated Ms. Hill.

Mr. Tegatz, Selectboard member, noted that he was not sworn in, and reviewed that the
Selectboard heard an application for the Varney property easement relocation, and a
presentation for moving the house. There was no mention for an event barn, which would
mean a whole new site visit, said Mr. Tegatz. Mr. Tenney responded that it was a
Selectboard issue regarding access and not a ZBA issue.

Mr. Ruggiano said that the State police and Shelburne Police were notified of the parking
plan. He sent a letter 2 months ago to the State Police and had received no reply. He
called Lt. Whitcomb, who said it was no problem, and would send out a letter today. He
has left several messages at the Shelburne Police Department, said Mr. Ruggiano.

Mr. Brown suggested that the ZBA could approve the application conditioned upon
receipt of a State Police letter.

Mr. Ruggiano noted that the VLT had sent the Town a letter, dated November 17, 2015,
regarding the Demeter Fund, which did not transfer the property to the VLT. Mr. Brown
clarified that the Demeter Fund no longer existed. The VLT was given a conservation
easement. The Varney Farm was private property and the ZBA has no jurisdiction. VLT
approved the uses of the barn, said Mr. Brown.

Mr. Zucker clarified that it gives a conditional approval under the terms of the agreement.
Under Rural Use, Section 3.7, was an event barn considered a rural use as the principal
use of the barn and farm, asked Mr. Zucker. Mr. Hunt replied yes. He would hire people
to manage the farm. The event barn is a secondary use. Hired staff would manage the
event barn. He would oversee the farm and event barn. He lives in the house on-site, said
Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Brown said the VLT is aware of the proposal for a working farm and maintaining the
structure. The farm would grow as much produce as possible, said Mr. Brown.

Mr. Swayze asked if the agricultural ‘use’ was beyond the ZBA’s scope. Mr. Brown
replied yes. It was not a Zoning Board matter if the applicant was going beyond the use.
It is a civil court matter, and Mr. Hunt, as property owner, is fine with that use, said Mr.
Brown.

Mr. Hunt explained that the lower part of the barn was exclusively for agricultural use.
The agricultural function would require more time and energy than the events proposed,
said Mr. Hunt. Mr. Brown said the agricultural use would be on the lower barn level and
the event use on the upper level.

Ms. McCrumb agreed with the purview aspect as discussed it is civil issue. She would
suggest to the Selectboard that it was something they should look into. The Town is
aware of the issue, said Ms. McCrumb.
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In response to a comment, Mr. Tenney said that the ZBA was not looking at the
agricultural aspect.

Ms. Hill stated that the area was currently zoned rural/agricultural. This is a commercial
use. The agricultural use and residential uses is under the ZBA review, said Ms. Hill.

Mr. LaRosa said that he agreed with Mr. Brown that the ZBA can’t review specific
language of the agreement. As per the Zoning regulations a proposal can’t have undue
adverse impacts. A first step is how the use fits into the neighborhood. There was no
other facility in the neighborhood. Security, uniformed officers, etc, points to a
commercial facility. An agricultural charge of $1,000 to feed the event says this is not a
farm. The ZBA has to look at what this is, said Mr. LaRosa.

Mr. Brown said he agreed. The ZBA does have to look at how it fits. There are 33
permissible conditional uses and most are commercial uses. The applicant can do event
facility when tailored with appropriate conditions, said Mr. Brown.

Mr. LaRosa said that an event facility would have adverse impacts on the Park, which
closes at dusk and no alcohol was allowed.

Ms. Cole expressed concerns on how amplified sounds/music would affect the Park
during events on Friday, Saturday and Sundays year round. The Park trails are right
behind the VVarney property. The Town has a significant investment in the Park, said Ms.
Cole.

There was discussion regarding the RSG sound study; what the dBa was at the Varney
Farm south border and to the west behind the barn where it abuts the Park. Mr. Washburn
explained sound levels at the property lines, page 11 of the report and page 10, that with
the barn doors closed the sound level was 45 dBa (yellow line), 39 dBa at the west
property line, and reduces the further west. Mr. Tenney repeated that sound could be up
to 45 dBa at the south boundary. A question was how that affects the Park, said Mr.
Tenney. Mr. Washburn replied that for example, in the traffic analysis, most hours of the
day car noise would be 40-45 dBa, and the sound would be the same.

Mr. Washburn explained that sound spreads out the further out it goes and gets lower as it
goes out. For example, 35 dBs would be like sitting in a quiet office, and 45 dBs would
be sitting in that office with some hub-bub going on, said Mr. Washburn.

Mr. LaRosa asked if it was an average. Mr. Washburn explained that maximum levels
inside the building would reach 100-105 dBa as reflected in the study report. This was
corrected from the original report that said it was ‘averaged’. Appendix B, explained SIP
materials that would be used inside the barn for thermal insulation and strength. He had
estimated how much sound would get blocked with SIP’s, said Mr. Washburn.
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Mr. Washburn explained how data was entered for the roof materials in order to compute
sound loss through the roof. Other items were doors and windows that were accounted
for. Windows are proposed as double pane E glass. Open windows were not accounted
for; open doors were accounted for. Second addendum looked at both deck doors. He
didn’t think that the windows were operational since they were not double hung
windows, said Mr. Washburn.

Mr. Masefield said that windows were awning style to look like a barn sash, and could
open 45 degrees.

Mr. Hill asked if the intention was to have music bands inside the barn.

Mr. Cosinoke, Sanctuary Ridge, stated that he was not sworn in, and suggested inviting
the Selectboard to hear a sound test equivalent to 100-105 dBs. Mr. Washburn said that
there were technical means to do so. He was not aware of any zoning hearings where this
was done however, said Mr. Washburn.

Mr. Metropoulas said that he would prefer no outside activities - 50-60 people outside in
a field would make a lot of noise.

Mr. Washburn said that Addendum 2, page 10, summary, assumed 50 voices to the 5
closest addresses. Amplified music in the barn with insulation would be 30 dBa. The 3"
column - 50 people with raised voices on the west side where a tent had been proposed
goes up to 34 dBa, which was well below 70dBa allowed at the property line, said Mr.
Washburn.

Mr. Tegatz asked if the sound study considered the entire range. Mr. Washburn relied
yes.

Mr. Cosinoke said he could hear cars from Route 7 traveling 50-60 mph at 70dB. Mr.
Washburn explained Addendum 1, traffic noise. The study measured car noise that
peaked at 73 dBa at 50” away, page 2, placed sound in the far north-west parking spot of
a paved lot and calculated to the same 5 homes. It was quieter then music in the barn, at 1
dB less, said Mr. Washburn.

Mr. (Mark C) Smith, neighbor, said he could hear the Shelburne Museum concerts 2
miles away. Mr. Washburn replied that nature has interesting ways of carrying sound.

Mr. Cosinoke asked who paid for the traffic and sound studies. Mr. Washburn replied the
applicant.

Mr. Masefield, landscape architect, reviewed a landscaping plan for the parking lot to
include dwarf apple trees, and white cedars along the east barn structure. In the winter the
lot would be plowed and that would screen the parking lot from Route 7, said Mr.
Masefield. Mr. Brown said that low growing yews could be used to screen the parking lot
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area from Route 7 if necessary. The apple trees would provide produce for event use,
pointed out Mr. Brown.

Mr. LaRosa expressed concern that more screening of the parking lot would block the
Route 7 view. Mr. Brown replied that was why he suggested low growing evergreens, at
the height of a car. That wouldn’t materially block the view, stated Mr. Brown.

In response to a question on the removal of existing trees and replacing them with little
dwarf trees, Mr. Masefield explained that in order to create the parking lot the large trees
would need to come down.

Mr. Fisher asked if the VLT and Preservation Trust had commented on the view impacts
and tree heights. Mr. Hunt said that the Preservation Trust looked at the site plan and said
it met their interests. The existing trees in the original front yard were crab and apple
trees, said Mr. Hunt.

Ms. Jaunich asked if the busses would drop guests off and leave. Mr. Hunt replied
correct.

Mr. Swayze asked if the initial relocation of the house was a permitted use as a resident.
Mr. Brown replied yes; it was not a change of use.

Mr. Swayze asked if the applicant’s hearing tonight was a review of a residential farm as
an adaptive reuse of a barn, or as a residential and potential re-adaptive use of a barn as
one application. Mr. Brown said if fell within the Conditional Use list and the ZBA
would review it entirely as site plan.

Mr. Fisher asked if the septic system was still proposed as off the lot. Mr. Ruggiano
replied no; it is a mound system at the west border below the ridge line.

Mr. Cosinoke said that the barn and house look beautiful. When the house was moved
was it placed higher off the ground then at the original site, asked Mr. Cosinoke. Mr.
Tenney said that was not what the ZBA was reviewing, which was an adaptive reuse of
the barn.

Ms. McCrumb explained that the house was reviewed by the Planning Commission under
subdivision review. She could look into the Planning Commission discussion notes.

Mr. Metropoulas said that the barn looks more exposed, higher then before. Mr. Tenney
reiterated that the structure went through review and the ZBA has no purview at all.

The ZBA accepted the following submittals:

Exhibit C: Vermont Land Trust letter, dated 11/14/2015, to Tim Hunt.
Exhibit D: Preservation Trust letter to Tim Hunt, dated 5/26/2015.
Exhibit E: Letter to the ZBA from the Town Administrator, regarding the
easement, dated 10/13/2015.
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Exhibit F: Staff Report regarding the easement.

Exhibit G: Letter from Douglas Webster, dated 10/19/2015.

Exhibit H: letter to the ZBA from Murphy, Sullivan and Kronk, attorneys, dated
11/12/2015.

Exhibit I: Letter from David Cray, dated 11/14/2015.

Exhibit J: Second Vermont Land Trust letter, dated 11/17/2015.

Exhibit K: RSG traffic study report, dated 11/18/2015.

Exhibit L: Response from Tim Hunt regarding ZBA questions, dated 11/18/2015.
Exhibit M: Letter from Clark Hinsdale 111 regarding a previous hearing, dated
11/20/2014.

Exhibit N: Addendums 1 and 2, dated 11/17/2015 and 11/16/2015.

Ms. Jaunich asked if the VVarney Farm neighbors could have copies of the new traffic and
sound studies for review and comment. Mr. Brown said that he would allow comments
submitted in writing.

Ms. McCrumb outlined options that the ZBA could continue the hearing with a deadline
to accept neighbor comments, or close the hearing pending receipt of comments by a date
certain.

Ms. Cole asked if the ZBA would ask for a sound test. Mr. Tenney replied the ZBA has
not discussed that.

There was further discussion to continue the hearing to December 16, 2015, continue the
hearing for the purpose of taking comments regarding the traffic and sound studies, and if
a sound test should be done within two weeks where area residents could participate, and
concerns that the barn was not yet insulated, and part of the barn was not yet built.

MOTION by Mr. Swayze, seconded by Mr. Fisher, to continue the hearing
regarding ZBA-15-06, Edgewater Center, LLC, for a Conditional Use review for a
proposed event barn under the adaptive reuse provision, property located at 1046
Ethan Allen Highway owned by Edgewater Center, LLC., to December 16, 2015, at
7:00 p.m., and limited to testimony related to the RSG traffic and noise studies, tree
planting/landscaping plan(s), easement updates, and Selectboard actions.

VOTE: 4 ayes, 1 absent (Mr. Bennett); motion carried

DELIBERATIVE SESSION
The ZBA entered Deliberative Session at 9:30 p.m.

ADJOURNMENT
The ZBA adjourned the meetingat  p.m.

Minutes respectfully submitted, Kathlyn L. Furr, Recording Secretary.



