
 

 

WAITSFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD 1 

Draft Meeting Minutes 2 
Tuesday, March 27, 2018 3 

 4 

1. CALL TO ORDER: The meeting was called to order at 7pm.  5 

    MEMBERS PRESENT: Chris Cook, Gib Geiger, Rudy Polwin, and Brian  6 

    Shupe. 7 

    MEMBERS ABSENT: John Donaldson, Chris Jernigan, and Mike Kingsbury. 8 

    STAFF PRESENT: Planning & Zoning Administrator Susan Senning. 9 

    OTHERS PRESENT: Rebecca Diehl, Lauren Dennis, Charlie Goodman IV, Duncan Brines,  10 

    Elizabeth Cadwell, Ben Loveless, Genevieve Law, Tom McCarthy, Marie MacLeod, Eve  11 

    Frankel, Gary Frankel, Matt Riven, Ron Graves, Derrick Martens. 12 

 13 

2. REVISIONS TO AGENDA, IF ANY – None. 14 

 15 

3. PUBLIC FORUM – None. 16 

 17 

4.  Continue application #3797-CU by Ryan & Rebecca Diehl, dba Wilder Farm Inn, at 1460 18 

Main Street to revise the parking plan for the bed and breakfast. The accessory dwelling was 19 

converted from an artist studio to a single-family dwelling, and requires only two parking spaces. 20 

The eight parking spaces required for the bed and breakfast are proposed in an existing 4-space 21 

section of gravel and underneath the solar facility structure. The property is identified as 22 

#99013.000 in the Agricultural-Residential Zoning District. 23 

 24 

The members visited the site at 6:30pm; Chris Cook, Gib Geiger, Rudy Polwin, Brian Shupe, 25 

Susan Senning, Rebecca Diehl, and Lauren Dennis were all present to observe the conditions of 26 

the property. They relocated some stakes identifying where the proposed hemlocks would be 27 

planted for optimal screening.  28 

 29 

The members continued the hearing at 7pm. Mr. Polwin asked what the planter boxes along the 30 

Route 100 side of the driveway would look like, and Ms. Diehl replied that she did not know but 31 

would take guidance from the members. Mr. Polwin asked if the proposed hedge of hemlocks 32 

would meet the Bylaw standard of a diverse, naturalized appearance according to Section 33 

5.03(D)(7)(c). Ms. Cook pointed to the Maclay Architect property as an example of a carport 34 

screened by a hedge of hemlocks. She also noted that this is the proposal before the board; if the 35 

applicant wanted to revise it, then it would be up to her to propose alternative species. Mr. 36 

Geiger thought hemlock, as a year-round tree, would satisfy the screening requirement and other 37 

seasonal brush would fill in. This is a plowing area which also necessitates some consideration. 38 

Mr. Shupe thought that the Bylaw standard Mr. Polwin noted was achieved, as this is a limited 39 

area to be screened with a larger forest backdrop. 40 

 41 



 

 

Ms. Senning wondered what a final site plan would look like for future reference in the file. Mr. 1 

Shupe noted that there were 7 hemlock plantings proposed on the site plan but eight stakes were 2 

placed on the property at the site visit. Ms. Diehl agreed to plant eight hemlocks, located in the 3 

positions agreed upon at the site visit. Ms. Cook suggested that the applicant measure from the 4 

end posts of the northern side of the carport to each hemlock to get precise locations, and 5 

translate that to paper for the file.  6 

 7 

The board agreed to close the hearing and issue a written decision, and requested that the 8 

applicant submit the final measurements of the hemlock stakes as soon as possible. 9 

 10 

MOTION: Mr. Geiger moved to adjourn the hearing. Mr. Shupe seconded and all voted in 11 

favor. 12 

 13 

5.  Application #3807-CU by Charles Goodman IV at 441 Riverview Road. The applicant 14 

proposes to construct a 40’ x 30’ x 24’ tall accessory structure (garage) to serve as home 15 

business and residential storage. The applicant requests a second access for the property because 16 

of a stream running the length of the property. The property is identified as #47027.036 in the 17 

Agricultural-Residential Zoning District. 18 

 19 

The applicant presented his proposal. Mr. Goodman stated that there is an expense associated 20 

with growing a business and he could not afford to purchase a separate property in town for the 21 

sole purpose of storing his construction trailer in-between jobs. There is a flat spot on his 22 

property which was an ideal location to neatly contain his equipment, including a 28-piece 23 

scaffolding set, and trailer. The use is for storage only; some winter painting or other activity 24 

may occur but it will not be different or more than is done on the property currently. Mr. 25 

Goodman clarified that this is not an office space and not for daily use. The intent is to remove a 26 

potential eye-sore of outdoor storage on his property and organize his business supplies. 27 

 28 

The garage will be painted barn red with white trim. The stream obstructs entry from the 29 

driveway which is why the applicant proposed a curb cut off of Wallis Woods. Mr. Polwin 30 

wondered if the property was forested, and Mr. Goodman said there are mostly hemlocks in this 31 

area. Mr. Shupe wondered if there is wastewater or water capacity, and Mr. Goodman said there 32 

are no plans for either in this garage. The use will be primarily storage, some board painting, and 33 

hold vehicles and the trailer for access about 3-4 times per year. Ms. Cook asked if employees 34 

will acess the garage and the applicant stated that they would bring extra equipment to the garage 35 

for storage between jobs which is hopefully rare. 36 

 37 

Mr. Shupe asked if this garage would eliminate outdoor storage and Mr. Goodman confirmed it 38 

would. The applicant’s house has the primary view of the garage so he and his wife want it to 39 

look clean; feasibility is the main issue for locating the business at his home. Mr. Polwin 40 



 

 

clarified that this is a flat area, and Mr. Goodman confirmed that there are no erosion concerns. 1 

There is a 90-foot setback to the top of the streambank, and a low slope/grade in this buffer area 2 

so only a 50 foot stream setback would be required. Mr. Shupe stated that the application 3 

includes one exterior light near the door and a floodlight for safety. Mr. Goodman plans to have 4 

all exterior lighting downcast and shielded, with low LED lightbulbs; he again clarified that no 5 

outdoor use would increase over what is happening on-site now. 6 

 7 

Ms. Frankel had environmental concerns related to potential stormwater issues. On the north-8 

western side of the stream, the applicant cleared trees so there is no riparian buffer. The stream is 9 

a tributary to the Mad River so there are impacts such as gas/oil runoff to address. She asked if 10 

the area would be paved and if there are plans to further clear trees within the buffer? Mr. 11 

Goodman reiterated that the garage would be set back 90 feet from the top of the streambank. 12 

There would be removal of some trees in the building location, but not within that buffer. 13 

 14 

Ms. Cook clarified that the gable end of the garage faces the driveway so the runoff would not be 15 

directed toward the stream. Mr. Goodman stated that the area would be surface gravel or staymat 16 

with a stone dripline around the perimeter. Mr. Shupe suggested that the runoff would be the 17 

same as other houses adjacent to the stream. Mr. Goodman stated that he constructed many of the 18 

surrounding houses and the drainage empties into a ditch along the road, which would be the 19 

same here.  20 

 21 

Ms. MacLeod was concerned with the applicant’s plans to clear trees because of his prior actions 22 

and clearing along the stream for a lawn. Mr. McCarthy shared the concern and said no silt 23 

fencing was installed; he said there is a lack of trust in the applicant’s representations because of 24 

his prior actions. Mr. Goodman expressed that he was happy to tag the trees prior to removal so 25 

it would be clear which ones he proposes to cut, which the members accepted his offer. Mr. 26 

McCarthy requested copies of all permits relevant to this property and any prior complaints or 27 

violations issued to the applicant for his tree cutting. The PZA asked Mr. McCarthy to email her 28 

a records request so she could follow up with him after the hearing. 29 

 30 

Ms. Cadwell is a neighbor on Riverview. She shared concerns about the lawn and prior clearing, 31 

and said the temperature was noticeably different after the applicant cleared the stream buffer. 32 

She said it would be nice to have a riparian buffer on the north side of the stream. Aesthetically, 33 

she thought the proposal was all good but that perhaps this gave the applicant an opportunity to 34 

address the buffer issue on the north side. Mr. Goodman reiterated that a 70-75 foot buffer on the 35 

south side of the stream, where the garage is constructed, will remain. 36 

 37 

Mr. Riven supported the applicant as a good neighbor. He appreciated the attempt to mitigate the 38 

impacts this proposed garage would have on the area, but noted that this is a commercial use in a 39 

residential area. The values that exist in this neighborhood would likely be negatively affected. 40 



 

 

Wallis Drive gets rough with the existing use so adding commercial vehicle use would impact 1 

the road condition. Mr. Goodman clarified that no large vehicles would use this access; only 2 

pickups and the equipment trailer which is the same as the current use. 3 

 4 

Mr. Riven asked about enforcement of the use limitations, if this is approved. The PZA 5 

explained that this owner and any future owner of the property is limited to the terms of the 6 

application and approval, and any conditions that might be placed on an approval. If the terms 7 

are not complied with, by anyone, then the Zoning Administrator would notify the owner that 8 

he/she is in violation of the approval. If any change or increase in use is proposed, then the 9 

owner would have to apply for prior conditional use approval and abutting property owners 10 

would receive notice of any application and hearing. Mr. Shupe stated that the Bylaws allow for 11 

a home business in an accessory structure if it meets the standards, and a home occupation is a 12 

permitted use. 13 

 14 

Mr. Brines said there are only 2-3 trips a week now to the property, which is insignificant in light 15 

of the other residential use. Mr. Loveless is a neighbor with young kids and he is worried about 16 

the integrity of the road, traffic, and noise. For him, Mr. Goodman’s current use is not a concern 17 

but any increase in the future would be a question. Mr. Goodman clarified that he is basically 18 

going to divert/shift the truck traffic that is coming to his house to this structure. It will produce 19 

less traffic than currently experienced from the residential houses. 20 

 21 

Ms. Cook suggested a site visit, and Mr. Goodman welcomed the opportunity. He thought it was 22 

a good idea and he could tag the trees he plans to cut. He would also be sure the curb cut 23 

flagging is maintained until the site visit. Ms. Cadwell wondered about future notices; the PZA 24 

said this is now a continued hearing so the verbal notice and agenda to be posted 48-hours before 25 

the meeting is all that would happen. Ms. Cadwell did not receive notice in the mail of this 26 

hearing because she is not an actual abutter to his property. Ms. Cook requested that the 27 

applicant stake out the proposed garage dimensions, the curb cut, and trees to be removed for the 28 

May 8, 2018 site visit at 6:15pm. Ms. Frankel asked whether it was up to the applicant or the 29 

board members to assess environmental impacts. Ms. Cook clarified that the board members 30 

assess them, based on evidence and the standards in the Bylaws. 31 

 32 

MOTION: Mr. Geiger moved to continue the hearing to May 8, 2018, with a site visit prior to 33 

the hearing at 6:15pm. Mr. Shupe seconded and all voted in favor. 34 

 35 

6.  Application #3808-CU by Ron Graves, on behalf of DR Investments, at 5274 Main Street. 36 

The applicant proposes to convert a former retail unit into a personal service unit (optometrist 37 

office) and convert the existing singe business sign into a multi-business sign to accommodate 38 

both condominium units. The property is identified as #99158.000 in the Irasville Village 39 

Zoning District. 40 



 

 

 1 

The applicant presented his proposal. Ms. Cook asked if the trees to be removed were part of a 2 

prior plan, and the PZA shared that the site plan was from a prior permit file. Mr. Shupe asked 3 

if the applicant would agree to defer the tree removal proposal to the next hearing on the Unit 2 4 

change of use, to provide an opportunity for members to visit the site and observe the 5 

conditions. Mr. Graves agreed and reiterated that the trees pose a threat to the foundation and 6 

the structure. Big limbs have already fallen on the roof, and the trees obstruct use of approved 7 

parking spaces.  8 

 9 

The board wanted clarity on the boundaries of this property, and determined that parking 10 

requirements would not change with this new use from the amount required for the prior use. 11 

For a retail use, 15 spaces were required. For personal service for 2 units, this was about the 12 

same requirement. 13 

 14 

Mr. Graves discovered that a multi-business sign approval existed for the sign support structure 15 

on the north end of the property. The PZA clarified that this means only a zoning permit is 16 

required to identify the two businesses in the units, plus a plank to name the building and 17 

identify its E-911 address. The PZA would deem the glasses a wall graphic, which the 18 

applicant has 33 square feet of to apportion between tenants (based on a 69’ lineal frontage 19 

building). 20 

 21 

MOTION: Mr. Polwin moved to adjourn the hearing. Mr. Shupe seconded and all voted in 22 

favor. 23 

 24 

7. Application #3809-CU by Genevieve Law, on behalf of Yestermorrow Design/Build School, 25 

at 7869 Main Street. The applicant proposes to construct several wood storage sheds in the 26 

approved building envelope from #SUB 12-02. A condition of the decision requires prior 27 

conditional use approval for the design of structures within the envelope. The property is 28 

identified as #99222.000 in the Agricultural-Residential and Adaptive Redevelopment Overlay 29 

Zoning Districts. 30 

 31 

The applicant presented her proposal. The concept, framing, and dimensions are final but the 32 

sheds would be designed by a class. The structure will not be visible from Route 100; it will be 33 

located on the asphalt area (former tennis courts). No lighting or electrical will be wired to this 34 

structure. The roof is corrugated fiberglass which acts as a kiln to dry the wood. The proposed 35 

square footage meets the allowable size per the prior Master Plan approved building envelope. 36 

 37 

MOTION: Mr. Shupe moved to adjourn the hearing. Mr. Geiger seconded and all voted in 38 

favor. 39 

 40 



 

 

8.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES – The members reviewed the March 13, 2018 meeting minutes 1 

and made no changes. 2 

 3 

MOTION: Mr. Geiger moved to approve the minutes, as amended. Mr. Shupe seconded, and all 4 

voted in favor. 5 

 6 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – Two members of the board signed the Lawson’s Finest Liquid PUD 7 

site plan revision Mylar slides to be recorded. The PZA shared the wastewater pretreatment 8 

control shed design proposal with the board which Lawson’s submitted per the PUD revision 9 

approval. The board had no suggested changes to the proposed design for the shed. 10 

 11 

9. ADJOURNMENT- The public portion of the meeting was adjourned at 8:35pm to move into 12 

deliberations. 13 

 14 

MOTION: Mr. Geiger moved to adjourn the meeting for deliberations. The motion was 15 

seconded by Mr. Polwin. All voted in favor.  16 

 17 

10. DELIBERATIONS  18 

 19 

Respectfully submitted,  20 

Susan Senning, PZA 21 


