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BURLINGTON DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD 

Tuesday, July 5, 2022, 5:00 PM 

PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE 

 

 Remote Meeting 

 

Zoom: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83225696227?pwd=SGQ0bTdnS000Wkc3c2J4WWw1dzMxUT09 

Webinar ID: 832 2569 6227 

Passcode: 969186 
Telephone: US +1 929 205 6099 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 669 900 6833 or +1 253 215 8782 or 

 +1 346 248 7799 

 

 

1. ZAP-22-2; 203 South Cove Road (RL-W, Ward 5S) Stanley Weinberger / Christine Weinberger 
Appeal of zoning permit: ZP-22-148 application decision denial to demolish existing garage, enlarge 

footprint and construct two-story structure in its place with a new mudroom and storage shed below 

with a master suite above. 
 
 
Plans may be viewed upon request by contacting the Department of Permitting & Inspections between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 
4:30 p.m. Participation in the DRB proceeding is a prerequisite to the right to take any subsequent appeal.  Please note that 
ANYTHING submitted to the Zoning office is considered public and cannot be kept confidential. This may not be the final order in 
which items will be heard. Please view final Agenda, at www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpi/drb/agendas or the office notice board, one week 
before the hearing for the order in which items will be heard. 
 
The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious affiliation, race, color, 
national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status, veteran status, disability, HIV 
positive status, crime victim status or genetic information. The City is also committed to providing proper access to services, facilities, 
and employment opportunities. For accessibility information or alternative formats, please contact Human Resources Department at 
(802) 540-2505. 



June 22, 2022 
File Number: ZP-22-217 
 

Dear Burlington Development Review Board, 

 

I appreciate your valuable time reviewing my application on June 7th, 2022, for my request 

of changing use from a single-family home to a Bed and Breakfast at 69 Orchard Terrace. I 

spoke with Mary O’Neil about the process for amending the concerns you suggested for the 

stacked parking driveway and garage that can accommodate 3 parking spaces. 

The requested change of use to a bed and breakfast consists of two scenarios while I am 

utilizing the home for my primary residence at minimum 6 months and 1 day each year. 

• Scenario 1 

o 1 bedroom Bed and Breakfast rental with me being present on the property 

as I can work from home and would serve as the acting attendant in the event 

a vehicle needed to be moved. 

• Scenario 2 

o In the event I am not present on the property and am away for work or 

vacation, given I would be renting out 2 of the bedrooms, I would be able to 

guarantee an attendant on the premises throughout the duration of a 

guest’s stay (by providing them with accommodations in one of the unused 

bedrooms).  

o I intend to have someone immediately present to move vehicles as 

necessary and am in full agreement to work with the city of Burlington 

and Burlington Development Review Board to ensure this obligation is 

met to be in accordance with the rules previously outlined. 

I hope this proposed resolution addresses your concerns to meet the Stacked Parking Valet 

requirements outlined in the June Development Review Board meeting. Given I intend to 

have an attendance present in both Scenario 1 and 2 outlined above, I hope you can 

reconsider my application and recommend approval for a change of use from a single-

family home to a bed and breakfast. 

 

Thank you for your valuable time in reviewing my application. 

 

Best, 

Brandon Salimi 
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                                                                                                                Burlington Development Review Board 

                                                                                                                      Findings of Fact 

                                                                                       Deliberative Hearing Tuesday June 7, 2022  

 

Board Members Present:  Brad Rabinowitz (Chair), Alexander LaRosa, Brooks McArthur, Chase 

Taylor, Caitlin Halpert, Geoff Hand, Leo Sprinzen. 

Absent:  Sean McKenzie, alternate. 

Staff members present:  Scott Gustin, Mary O’Neil, Ryan Morrison and Joseph Cava. 

File Number: ZP-22-217 

Zone: RH     Ward:  8E 

Date application accepted: April 5, 2022 

Applicant/ Owner: Brandon Salimi 

Request:  Change of use from single family home to Bed and Breakfast. 

 

Evidence Presented: 

The Board examined the materials submitted in support of this request. 

 

I. Findings 

 

Background: 

 Zoning Permit 21-0441CA; Building a raised patio/deck.  December 2020. (Lot coverage 

maximized at 80 %.) 

 Zoning Permit 20-0419CA; replace front and back doors.  Replace attic window with egress 

window.  Add habitable space in attic.  Add storm windows on back of the house.  Use remains a 

single family home.  October 2019. 

Overview:  

69 Orchard Terrace is a five bedroom single family home.  The applicant wishes to short-term rent 

bedrooms, including when he travels for business.  Bed and Breakfast use requires owner occupancy.   

The limited parking area (one driveway, approximately 12’ wide, leading to a single car garage) limits the 

opportunity for room rental, which requires one parking space for each room rented.  The single family 

home has a two parking space obligation; with stacked parking the driveway/garage can accommodate 3 

parking spaces.   

 

Article 2:  Administrative Mechanisms 

Section 2.7.8 Withhold Permit 

Bradford L. Rabinowitz, Chair 

Geoffrey Hand 

Chase Blackstone Taylor 

Leo Sprinzen 

Caitlin Halpert 

Alexander J. LaRosa 

Brooks G. McArthur 

Vacant (alternate) 
                                                                                                                                               Sean McKenzie, (alternate) 

 

Burlington Development Review Board 
645 Pine Street 

Burlington, VT 05401 

https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPI/DRB 

Telephone: (802) 865-7188 

  (802) 865-7195 (FAX) 
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Per this standard, the applicant is required to remedy all violations and close out all zoning permits 

issued after July 13, 1989.   

Affirmative finding as conditioned. 

 

Article 3:  Applications, Permits and Project Reviews 

Part 5, Conditional Use & Major Impact Review Section 

3.5.6 (a) Conditional Use Review Standards 
Approval shall be granted only if the DRB, after public notice and public hearing, determines that 
the proposed conditional use and associated development shall not result in an undue adverse 

effect on each of the following general standards: 

 
1. Existing or planned public utilities, facilities or services are capable of supporting the proposed use 

in addition to the existing uses in the area; 

Utilization of a bedroom to Bed and Breakfast use would not appreciably alter the current impacts of the 

single family home.   Affirmative finding. 

 
2.  The character of the area affected as defined by the purpose or purposes of the zoning district 

within which the project is located, and specifically stated policies and standards of the municipal 

development plan; 

The property is located within the residential – high density zone.  The neighborhood consists of single- 

and multi-family homes within buildings of similar scale.  No exterior modifications are proposed.  

Residential density will remain unaffected.  If room rental is limited to available on-site parking, the 

property will remain in character with the zoning district.  Affirmative finding. 

 
3.   The proposed use will not have nuisance impacts from noise, odor, dust, heat, and vibrations 

greater than typically generated by other permitted uses in the same zoning district; 

There is nothing within the application that includes a change to the existing residential structure. The 

use application will provide bedroom rental for guests on a short term basis.  With a limitation on room 

rental and concomitant parking limitation, the less-than-30 day rental is not expected to generate 

nuisance impacts from noise, odor, dust, or similar.  Affirmative finding. 

 
4.   The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition to the existing uses 

in the area. Evaluation factors include street designations and capacity; level of service and other 

performance measures; access to arterial roadways; connectivity; transit availability; parking and 

access; impacts on pedestrian, bicycle and transit circulation; safety for all modes; and adequate 

transportation demand management strategies; 
Little, if any, change in traffic is expected.  Short term guests will arrive and depart within established 
timeframes.  Guests will be within easy bike or walking distance to the downtown and area attractions.  
Affirmative finding. 

 
5.   The utilization of renewable energy resources 

Nothing in this application would preclude the use of wind, water, solar, geothermal, or other renewable 

energy resource.  Affirmative finding. 

 

6.  Any standards set forth in existing City bylaws and city and state ordinances: 
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The bed and breakfast must adhere to applicable life safety standards and provide payment of rooms and 

meals taxes as per the State of Vermont relative to short term rentals.  Affirmative finding as 

conditioned. 

 

(b)  Major Impact Review Standards 

Not applicable. 

 

(c) Conditions of Approval 

In addition to imposing conditions of approval necessary to satisfy the General Standards specified in 

(a) and (b) above, the DRB may also impose additional conditions of approval relative to any of the 

following: 

1. Mitigation measures, including but not limited to screening, landscaping, where necessary to 

reduce noise and glare and to maintain the property in a character in keeping with the surrounding 

area. 

The applicant intends to rent his own room while traveling for business.  With parking in a stacked 

arrangement, it is required to have someone immediately present to move vehicles as necessary.  The 

applicant has offered to arrange for someone “on-call” to move vehicles within a 15 minute window, 

however the Board does not view this option as meeting the standard for being “present” to move cars. 

Adverse finding. 

 
2. Time limits for construction. 

No construction timeline or phasing is included in this proposal. Affirmative finding. 

 
3. Hours of operation and/or construction to reduce the impacts on surrounding properties. 

Guest check-ins will be limited to 7:00 am – 10:00 pm to minimize noise, traffic, and 

neighborhood nuisances. Affirmative finding as conditioned. 

 
4. That any future enlargement or alteration of the use return for review to the DRB to permit the 

specifying of new conditions;  

Any future enlargement or alteration will be reviewed under the zoning regulations in effect at that 

time. Affirmative finding as conditioned. 

 

and, 

 
5. Such additional reasonable performance standards, conditions and safeguards, as it may deem 

necessary to implement the purposes of this chapter and the zoning regulations. 

Stacked parking will require an attendant to move vehicles as necessary, due to the constriction of 

parking in the driveway.  The Board does not find the applicant’s offer to have someone “on call” to 

move cars within a 15 minutes window to meet the requirement of being “present” to facilitate valet 

parking of the stacked cars.  Adverse finding. 

 

Article 4: Zoning Maps and Districts 

Section 4.4.5 Residential Districts 

(a) Purpose: 
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The Residential Districts are intended to control development in residential districts in order to create a 

safe, livable, and pedestrian friendly environment. They are also intended to create an inviting 

streetscape for residents and visitors.  Development that places emphasis on architectural details and 

form is encouraged, where primary buildings and entrances are oriented to the sidewalk, and historic 

development patterns are reinforced. 

Parking shall be placed either behind, within, or to the side of structures, as is consistent with the district 

and/or the neighborhood.  Building facades designed for parking shall be secondary to the residential 

aspect of a structure.   

 

5. The Residential High Density (RH) district is intended primarily for high density attached multi-family 

residential development.  Development is intended to be intense with high lot coverage, large buildings, 

and buildings placed close together.  Parking is intended to be hidden either behind or underneath 

structures. 

 

69 Orchard Terrace is an existing single family home. No exterior changes are included in this 

application.  A 2000 approved site plan illustrated an existing single wide driveway with a single car 

garage at its terminus.  Lot coverage is maximized at 80%. The requirement to provide one parking space 

for every bedroom rented significantly influences the number of bedrooms that may be rented:  With the 

requirement for 2 parking spaces for the single family home, there is room only for one additional parking 

space if parking is stacked in the driveway.    This will allow a total of three parking spaces, and the 

allowance for a one bedroom rental.  If the applicant himself is traveling, his own room may be rented and 

the two parking spaces associated with the single family home utilized.  The plan is reliant on attendant 

movement of vehicles; the Board finds deficiency in the plan to provide valet movement of the stacked 

cars by someone off-site. 

 Adverse finding. 

 

(b) Dimensional Standards and Density 

Table 4.4.5-3 Residential District Dimensional Standards 

No exterior changes or changes to lot coverage are included.  The last approval (ZP21=-441CA) 

confirmed lot coverage at 80% on a 2,541 sf lot.  Affirmative finding. 

 

(c) Permitted and Conditional Uses 
The “bed and breakfast” (short term rental) use is conditional in the RH zone.  Owner occupancy is 
required, and up to 5 rooms may be let.  The applicant intends to take up residency in June after 
completion of graduate school.    Owner occupancy is a prerequisite for consideration of a Bed and 
Breakfast. The bed and breakfast / short term rental would have been limited to one room rental due to 
the limitation of on-site parking.  The owner may rent his own room when traveling, although owner 
occupancy is defined as residency 50% of the year. The Board finds the applicant’s plan for moving 
vehicles by an off-site party failing to meet the Stacked Parking Valet requirement. 
Adverse finding.  

 

(d) District Specific Regulations 
Not applicable. 

 

Article 8:  Parking 
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Section 8.1.8 Minimum Off-Street Parking Requirements 
The property is located within the Neighborhood Parking District.  Each unit requires 
2 parking spaces.  “Bed & Breakfast” uses require 1 parking space per bedroom.   The existing 

driveway/garage accommodates the required 2 spaces for the single family home; it is possible to stack 

parking to provide for a third parking space = 1 room rental.  All required parking must be on-site and 

off street.  To achieve success with this plan, an attendant must be available to move vehicles. The Board 

finds the plan fails on the obligation to provide someone “present” to move vehicles. 

Adverse finding. 

 

Section 8.1.14 Stacked and Tandem Parking Restrictions 

Except as otherwise provided below, all parking facilities in all Parking Districts shall be designed so 

that each motor vehicle may proceed to and from the parking space provided for it without the moving of 

any other motor vehicle.  The requirements for minimum or maximum spaces continue to apply for 

stacked and Tandem parking. 

(a) Stacked or valet parking may be allowed if an attendant is present to move vehicles.  If stacked 

parking is used for required parking spaces, a written guarantee must be filed with the City ensuring 

that an attendant will always be present when the lot is in operation.   

(c) Stacked parking shall be allowed for single-family detached dwelling units and Accessory Dwelling 

Units with no requirement for an attendant to be present. 

The proposal includes stacked (three in a row) parking.  The request is for a change-of-use to a Bed and 

Breakfast, so (c) does not apply.  Stacked parking requires an “attendant to be present”, which is not met 

in this application. 

Adverse finding. 

 

Article 13:  Definitions 

Bed and Breakfast:  an owner-occupied residence, or portion thereof, in which short-term lodging rooms 

are rented and where only a morning meal is provided on-premises to guests. 

The property owner asserts he will take up residency in June 2022.  Affirmative finding. 

 

 

 

II. Minutes 

The meeting minutes will be distributed separately upon review and approval by the Development Review 

Board.   

 

III. Motion by Geoff Hand: 

In the matter of ZP-22-217, 69 Orchard Terrace, I move we deny the application as the applicant cannot 

provide assurance to meet that requirement of being present and available to move vehicles as demanded 

for stacked parking. 

 

Second: Brooks McArthur  

Vote:  6-1 (BR) 

Vote: motion carried 
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Dated at Burlington, Vermont, this ____ day of June, 2022. 

 

Respectfully Submitted,  

 

 

_______________________________________ 

Bradford L. Rabinowitz, Development Review Board Chair 

 

 

Please note that an interested person may appeal a decision of the Development Review Board to the 

Vermont Superior Court, Environmental Division.  (Comprehensive Development Ordinance Article 

12, Section 12.2.3 Appeals of Development Review Board Decisions:  An interested person may appeal 

a decision of the Development Review Board to the Vermont Environmental Court within 30 days of 

the date of the written decision as follows: 

(a) Notice of Appeal:  The appeal shall be taken in such a manner as the Supreme Court or the 

environmental court may by rule provide for appeals from state agencies governed by Sections 801 

through 816 of Title 3, Vermont Statues Annotated.  Notice of the appeal shall be sent by mail to 

every interested person appearing and having been heard at the hearing before the DRB, and, if any 

one or more of those persons are not then parties to the appeal, upon motion they shall be granted 

leave by the court to intervene.)   

 

16th



 

 

The programs and services of the City of Burlington are accessible to people with disabilities. 
Individuals who require special arrangements to participate are encouraged to contact the Zoning Division at least 72 hours in advance 

so that proper accommodations can be arranged. For information call 865-7188 (TTY users: 865-7142). 
Printed on 100% Recycled Paper 

Burlington Development Review Board 
Department of Permitting & Inspections 

645 Pine Street 

Burlington, VT 05401 

www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPI/DRB 

Telephone: (802) 865-7188 

Fax   (802) 863-0466 

 

Brad Rabinowitz  
AJ LaRosa 
Geoff Hand 

Brooks McArthur 
Caitlin Halpert 
Chase Taylor 
Leo Sprinzen  

Sean McKenzie, (Alternate) 
 

   

 

 
 

BURLINGTON DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD 
Tuesday, July 5, 2022, 5:00 PM 

AMENDED AGENDA 
 

Remote Meeting 
 

Zoom: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83225696227?pwd=SGQ0bTdnS000Wkc3c2J4WWw1dzMxUT09 

Webinar ID: 832 2569 6227 

Passcode: 969186 
Telephone: US +1 929 205 6099 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 669 900 6833 or +1 253 215 

8782 or +1 346 248 7799 
 

I. Agenda 

II. Communications 

III. Minutes 

IV. Consent 

 

1. ZP-22-354; 160 Flynn Avenue (E-LM, Ward 5S) The Switchback Beerworks, Inc. / Tyler 

Barnard 

Construction of a concrete pad for two external grain silos, expansion of the paved parking area for 

grain delivery trucks, renovations to the exterior of the building including window installation, and 

site work for the construction of a gravel wetland to manage the storm water runoff generated from 

the expanded impervious surfaces. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

 

V. Public Hearing 

 

1. ZP-22-171 ZP-22-175; 58 Hyde Street (RM, Ward 2C) Robert Atkins / Macallan Atkins 

Convert one duplex unit within existing residence to establish a bed and breakfast (short-term 

rental). Continued hearing rescheduled from June 7, 2022. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

 

2. ZP-22-17; 139 Foster Street (RL, Ward 5S) Paul O’Brian 

Establish a bed and breakfast (short-term rental) within existing residence. Deferred hearing 

rescheduled from April 5, 2022. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

 

3. ZAP-22-2; 203 South Cove Road (RL-W, Ward 5S) Stanley Weinberger / Christine 

Weinberger 

Appeal of zoning permit: ZP-22-148 application decision denial to demolish existing garage, enlarge 

footprint and construct two-story structure in its place with a new mudroom and storage shed below 

with a master suite above. (Project Manager, Ryan Morrison) 

 

VI. Other Business 

 

1. ZP-22-217; 69 Orchard Terrace (RH, Ward 8E) Bijan Salimi / Brandon Salimi 

Request to reconsider change use of existing residence to short-term rental. (Project Manager, Mary 

O’Neil) 

 



VII. Adjournment 

 
Plans may be viewed upon request by contacting the Department of Permitting & Inspections between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 

4:30 p.m. Participation in the DRB proceeding is a prerequisite to the right to take any subsequent appeal.  Please note that 

ANYTHING submitted to the Zoning office is considered public and cannot be kept confidential. This may not be the final order in 

which items will be heard. Please view final Agenda, at www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpi/drb/agendas or the office notice board, one week 

before the hearing for the order in which items will be heard. 

 

The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious affiliation, race, 

color, national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status, veteran status, disability, 

HIV positive status, crime victim status or genetic information. The City is also committed to providing proper access to services, 

facilities, and employment opportunities. For accessibility information or alternative formats, please contact Human Resources 

Department at (802) 540-2505. 



 
 

Department of Permitting & Inspections 
Zoning Division 

645 Pine Street 

Burlington, VT 05401 

Telephone:(802) 865-7188 
 

William Ward, Director 

Scott Gustin, AICP, CFM, Principal Planner 
Mary O’Neil, AICP, Principal Planner 

Ryan Morrison, Associate Planner 

Joseph Cava, Permit Technician 
Ted Miles, Code Compliance Officer 

Charlene Orton, Permitting & Inspections Administrator  

 

 

TO:  Development Review Board 

FROM: Scott Gustin 

DATE: July 5, 2022 

RE:  ZP-22-17; 139 Foster Street 

====================================================================== 

The applicant has withdrawn this application.   
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160 Flynn Avenue
Burlington, VT

SWITCHBACK
BREWING COMPANY

New England Air Systems Inc.
P.O. Box 525
43 Krupp Drive
Williston, VT 05495
Phone:(802)864-3800

ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR:
Benoit Electric
254 Industrial Lane
Bare, VT 05641
Phone: (802)229-1955

MECHANICAL ENGINEER:

ARCHITECT:
S2 Architecture
5224 Shelburne Rd.
Shelburne, VT 05482
Phone:(802)985-5595

DESIGN-BUILDER:
ReArch Company
55 Community Drive
Burlington, VT 05403
Phone:(802)863-8727

SWITCHBACK BREWING CO.
OWNER:

Engineering Ventures P.C.
228 Flyn Avenue
Burlington, VT 05401
Phone:(802)863-6225

CIVIL ENGINEER:

Engineering Ventures P.C.
228 Flyn Avenue
Burlington, VT 05401
Phone:(802)863-6225

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER:

DATE: 5.24.16

REVISIONS

ISSUED
FOR

PERMITTING

EAST ELEVATION
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1
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Zoning Division 

645 Pine Street 

Burlington, VT 05401 

Telephone:(802) 865-7188 
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Mary O’Neil, AICP, Principal Planner 
Ryan Morrison, Associate Planner 
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Ted Miles, Code Compliance Officer 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  Development Review Board 

FROM: Ryan Morrison, Associate Planner 

DATE: July 5, 2022  

RE:  ZP-22-354; 160 Flynn Avenue 

======================================================================

Note:  These are staff comments only; decisions on projects are made by the Development 

Review Board, which may approve, deny, table or modify any project.  THE APPLICANT 

OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST ATTEND THE MEETING.  

 

Zone: E-LM Ward: 5S 

 

Owner/Applicant: Switchback Beerworks, Inc. / Tyler Barnard 

 

Request:  Construction of a concrete pad for two external grain silos (with space for a third silo), 

expand the paved parking area for grain delivery trucks, install new windows, and construct a 

gravel wetland to manage stormwater runoff.   

 

Applicable Regulations: 
Article 4 (Zoning Maps and Districts), Article 5 (Citywide General Regulations), Article 6 

(Development Review Standards) 

 

Background Information: 
The applicant proposes to construct a concrete pad for up to three external grain silos, along with a 

gravel-based wetland to manage stormwater runoff, at the front of the existing brewing company 

building.  Other improvements include new windows at the southeast corner of the existing 

building, and an area of expanded pavement for delivery trucks.  The project will result in 1,160 sf 

of new impervious surface. 

 

Previous zoning actions for this property: 

 6/4/19, Approval for a 7500 gallon waste tank 

 4/9/18, Approval to increase the height of the loading dock opening, and new garage door 

 7/1/16, Approval to build an outdoor terrace, new driveway access, and new windows 

 9/3/14, Approval to install a projecting sign 

 2/24/14, Approval to install new windows, sunshade and siding 

 3/11/13, Approval to increase the height of a roof section (south side) 

 10/8/12, Approval to install 2 new windows 

 12/27/11, Approval to replace window 

 5/11/11, Approval to add concrete pad for CO2 tank 

 7/31/09, Approval to install two parallel signs 

 11/17/08, Approval to increase the height of a section of roofing to accommodate brewing 

equipment 
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 11/2/07, Approval to install 2 parallel signs 

 5/8/06, Approval to install parallel sign 

 4/22/02; Approval to install new overhead door and man door, additional driveway area 

 7/16/96, Approval to install 2 parallel signs 

 3/23/89; Approval to construct a garage 

 9/12/96; Approval to construct a single story addition to the meat packing facility 

 4/3/96; Approval to construct a single story addition to the meat packing facility 

(superseded) 

 8/21/90; Approval to construct rear office building addition 

 6/24/82; Approval to construct a storage shed 

 4/23/87; Approval to construct an addition to the meat packing facility 

 4/22/86; Approval to erect fencing 

 8/27/80; Approval to construct a new processing plant and rehab existing single story 

building for offices 

 

Recommendation:  Consent approval as per, and subject to, the following findings and 

conditions. 

 

I. Findings 

 

Article 4:  Zoning Maps and Districts 

Sec. 4.4.3 Enterprise Districts 

(a) Purpose: 

The 2 Enterprise districts as illustrated in Map 4.4.3-1 are described as follows:  

The Light Manufacturing (E-LM) district is the primary commercial/industrial center of 

Burlington, and is intended primarily to accommodate enterprises engaged in the 

manufacturing, processing, distribution, creating, repairing, renovating, painting, 

cleaning, or assembling of goods, merchandise, or equipment without potential conflicts 

from interspersed residential uses.  Other accessory commercial uses are allowed to 

support a wide range of services and employment opportunities. This district is intended to 

ensure that sufficient land area is appropriately designated within the city to provide an 

adequate and diversified economic base that will facilitate high-density job creation and 

retention. This district is primarily intended to provide for industrial uses suitable for 

location in areas of proximity to residential development. Development is intended to 

respect interspersed historic industrial buildings, and reflect the industrial aesthetic of the 

district’s past. Parking is intended to be hidden within, behind, or to the side of structures. 

160 Flynn Avenue is an industrially developed lot that has operated as such since circa 1981.  The 

proposed grain silos, expanded driveway area and new windows are accessory to the existing food 

and beverage processing (brewery) use, and are consistent with the intent of the E-LM zoning 

district.  Affirmative finding. 

Table 4.4.3 -1 Dimensional Standards and Density 

 

Districts 

 

Max. 

Intensity 

 

Max. Lot 

Coverage1 

 

Minimum Building Setbacks1 (feet) 

Front            Side              Rear3 

 

Max. 

Height1 

(feet) 



22-354 pg. 3 of 6 

(c) Permitted and Conditional Uses: 

The principal land uses that may be permitted, or conditionally permitted pursuant to the 

requirements of Article 3, within the Enterprise districts shall be as defined in Appendix A 

– Use Table.  

The existing Food and Beverage Processing use is a permitted use in the E-LM zoning district per 

Appendix A.  Affirmative finding. 

(d) District Specific Regulations: 

1. Convenience Stores. Not applicable. 

2. Drive Thrus are not permitted. Not applicable. 

 

Article 5: Citywide General Regulations 

Sec. 5.2.3, Lot Coverage Requirements  

See Article 4 above. 

 

Sec. 5.2.4, Buildable Area Calculation 

Not applicable 

 

Sec. 5.2.5, Setbacks 

See Article 4 above. 

 

Sec. 5.2.6, Building Height Limits 

See Article 4 above. 

 

Sec. 5.2.7, Density and Intensity of Development Calculations 

Not applicable. 

 

Sec. 5.5.3, Stormwater and Erosion Control 

The proposal already received Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control (EPSC) plan approval on 

June 22, 2022.  Affirmative finding. 

 

 

 

(floor area 

ratio1) 

Light 

Manufacturing 

2.0 FAR 80% 5 min 

 

02 10%2 

 

45’ 

Proposed 160 

Flynn Avenue 

N/a 57.5% 51 ft N/a N/a Silos are 

approx. 

32 ft tall 
1 – Floor area ratio is further described in Art 5.  Measurement of and exceptions to coverage, setback, and height 

standards are found in Art 5. Actual maximum build out potential may be reduced by site plan and architectural design 

considerations of Art 6. 

2 – Structures shall be setback a minimum of 25-feet along any zoning district boundary line that abuts a residential 

zoning district. Lots of record existing as of September 9, 2015 that are split by enterprise and residential zones are 

exempt from this district boundary setback.   

3 – Percentage of the lot depth. 

Affirmative finding. 
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Article 6:  Development Review Standards 

Part 1:  Land Division Design Standards 

Not applicable. 

 

Part 2:  Site Plan Design Standards 

Section 6.2.2 Review Standards 

(a) Protection of Important Natural Features 

Not applicable. 

 

(b) Topographical Alterations 

Not applicable. 

 

(c) Protection of Important Public Views 

Not applicable. 

 

(d) Protection of Important Cultural Resources 

Not applicable. 

 

(e) Supporting the Use of Renewable Energy Resources 

No part of the application precludes the use of wind, solar, water, geothermal or other 

renewable energy resource.  Affirmative finding. 

(f) Brownfield Sites 

Not applicable. 

 

(g) Provide for Nature’s Events 

An Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Plan for the proposal was approved by the 

Stormwater Engineering program on June 22, 2022  Affirmative finding. 

(h) Building Location and Orientation 

The new grain silos will locate along the front wall of the existing manufacturing building.  

Given the underlying zoning district, these silos will prove to be an appropriate addition to 

the existing development.  Affirmative finding. 

(i) Vehicular Access 

No changes to vehicular access are proposed.  Not applicable.  

(j) Pedestrian Access 

No changes to pedestrian access are proposed.  Not applicable. 

(k) Accessibility for the Handicapped 

No changes to handicap accessibility are proposed.  Not applicable. 

(l) Parking and Circulation 

No changes to the existing parking layout are proposed, nor required.  The project will 

improve the loading dock area however, with an expanded pavement area (470 sf new) to 

ease delivery truck maneuverability.  Affirmative finding. 

 

(m) Landscaping and Fences 

Not applicable. 

(n) Public Plazas and Open Space 
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Not applicable. 

(o) Outdoor Lighting 

No new lighting is proposed.  Not applicable. 

 

(p) Integrate Infrastructure into the design: 

Not applicable. 

 

Part 3:  Architectural Design Standards 

Section 6.3.2 Review Standards 

(a) Relate development to its environment 

1. Massing, Height and Scale 

The proposed grain silos will be similar in height to the existing manufacturing building, 

and will only occupy a small percentage of the building’s front façade.  Affirmative 

finding. 

2. Roofs and rooflines 

Not applicable. 

3. Building Openings 

The new building opening at the southeast corner of the existing building is appropriate to 

the intended function and overall design of the building.  Affirmative finding. 

(b) Protection of Important Architectural Resources 

Not applicable. 

 

(c) Protection of Important Public Views 

Not applicable. 

 

(d) Provide an active and inviting street edge 

The grain silos will occupy only a small percentage of the building frontage.  The silos are 

appropriate and consistent with overall development in the underlying E-LM zoning.  

Affirmative finding. 

(e) Quality of Materials; 

The proposed windows will be commercial grade, consistent with window types typically 

seen in commercial/industrial buildings.  Affirmative finding. 

(f) Reduce energy utilization; 

All development is required to meet the Guidelines for Energy Efficient Construction 

pursuant to the requirements of Article VI. Energy Conservation, Section 8 of the City of 

Burlington Code of Ordinances.  Affirmative finding as conditioned. 

(g) Make Advertising features complementary to the site; 

Not applicable.  No signage is proposed. 

(h) Integrate infrastructure into the building design; 

Not applicable. 

 

(i) Make spaces secure and safe. 

Development shall adhere to all applicable building and life safety code as defined by the 

building inspector and fire marshal.  Affirmative finding as conditioned. 
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II. Conditions of Approval 

   

1. The Applicant/Property Owner is responsible for obtaining all necessary Zoning Permits 

and Building Permits through the Department of Public Works as well as other permit(s) as 

may be required, and shall meet all energy efficiency codes of the city and state as 

required.  

2. Vermont Commercial Building Energy Standards apply to this project. Compliance with 

the standards is the Owner’s responsibility. For more information, see 

http://publicservice.vermont.gov/energy_efficiency. 

3. Standard permit conditions 1-15. 

 



 
 

Department of Permitting & Inspections 
Zoning Division 

645 Pine Street 

Burlington, VT 05401 

Telephone:(802) 865-7188 
 

William Ward, Director 

Scott Gustin, AICP, CFM, Principal Planner 
Mary O’Neil, AICP, Principal Planner 

Ryan Morrison, Associate Planner 

Joseph Cava, Permit Technician 
Ted Miles, Code Compliance Officer 

Charlene Orton, Permitting & Inspections Administrator  

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  Development Review Board 

FROM: Scott Gustin 

DATE: July 5, 2022  

RE:  ZP-22-175; 58 Hyde Street 

======================================================================

Note:  These are staff comments only; decisions on projects are made by the Development 

Review Board, which may approve, deny, table or modify any project.  THE APPLICANT 

OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST ATTEND THE MEETING.  

 

Zone: RM  Ward: 2C 

 

Owner/Applicant: Mac Atkins 

 

Request:  Establish a bed and breakfast (short term rental) within existing residence.  Convert 1 

duplex unit.   

 

Applicable Regulations: 
Article 3 (Applications, Permits, & Project Reviews), Article 4 (Zoning Maps and Districts), 

Article 8 (Parking) 

 

Background Information: 
The applicant is requesting approval to convert one unit within the existing duplex into a bed and 

breakfast (short term rental).  No alterations to the building or site are proposed. 

 

This application was initially reviewed by the DRB on June 7, 2022.  At that meeting, it was 

pointed out that the site plan submitted did not accurately depict current parking conditions at the 

property.  The public hearing was continued to allow the applicant time to correct the site plan.  A 

revised site plan has been submitted and appears to be consistent with current on-site conditions.   

 

Previous zoning actions for this property: 

 9/19/16; Approval to replace rear window with new window 

 11/25/03; Approval for replacement windows and new roof 

 11/14/02; Approval for rear addition 

 

Recommendation:  Conditional use approval as per, and subject to, the following findings and 

conditions. 

 

I. Findings 

 

Article 3: Applications, Permits, and Project Reviews 

Part 5, Conditional Use & Major Impact Review: 

Section 3.5.6 (a) Conditional Use Review Standards 
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Approval shall be granted only if the DRB, after public notice and public hearing, determines that 

the proposed conditional use and associated development shall not result in an undue adverse 

effect on each of the following general standards:   

 

1. Existing or planned public utilities, facilities or services are capable of supporting the proposed 

use in addition to the existing uses in the area;   

The use of one, 1-bedroom unit within the existing duplex as a bed and breakfast (short term 

rental) has no appreciable impacts on existing or planned public utilities, services, or facilities.  

With no change in bedroom count, no state wastewater permit is needed. (Affirmative finding) 

 

2.  The character of the area affected as defined by the purpose or purposes of the zoning district 

within which the project is located, and specifically stated policies and standards of the 

municipal development plan; 

The property is located within the residential – medium density zone.  The neighborhood consists 

of a variety of multi-family apartment buildings of various sizes and configurations.  The subject 

rental will continue to serve as a place for people to stay, except that it will serve occupants on a 

short term basis rather than long term.  The owner/applicant lives onsite in the other duplex unit. 

(Affirmative finding) 

 

3. The proposed use will not have nuisance impacts from noise, odor, dust, heat, and vibrations  

greater than typically generated by other permitted uses in the same zoning district;  

As noted above, the short term rental will continue to serve as a place for people to stay within the 

neighborhood, albeit on a short term basis.  The short term rental is not expected to generate 

nuisance impacts from noise, odor, dust, and the like. (Affirmative finding) 

 

4. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition to the existing 

uses in the area. Evaluation factors include street designations and capacity; level of service  

and other performance measures; access to arterial roadways; connectivity; transit  

availability; parking and access; impacts on pedestrian, bicycle and transit circulation; safety  

for all modes; and adequate transportation demand management strategies; 

Little change in traffic is expected.   The unit configuration remains unchanged.  Rather than 

residents arriving and departing, short term guests will arrive and depart within established 

timeframes.  The property is close to the mixed use corridor along North Winooski Avenue and 

alternative means of transportation. Guests will be located within easy biking distance of 

downtown and nearby parks.  (Affirmative finding) 

 

5. The utilization of renewable energy resources; 

No part of this application would prevent the use of wind, water, solar, or other renewable energy 

resources. (Affirmative finding) 

 

6. Any standards set  forth in existing City bylaws and city and state ordinances; 

The short term rental must adhere to the life safety standards, and provide payment of applicable 

rooms and meals taxes, as per the State of Vermont. (Affirmative finding as conditioned) 

 

(b) Major Impact Review Standards 

Not applicable. 

 

(c) Conditions of Approval:  
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In addition to imposing conditions of approval necessary to satisfy the General Standards 

specified in (a) or (b) above, the DRB may also impose additional conditions of approval relative 

to any of the following: 

 

1. Mitigation measures, including but not limited to screening, landscaping, where necessary to 

reduce noise and glare and to maintain the property in a character in keeping with the 

surrounding area. 

The short term rental is not expected to produce adverse effects in need of mitigation. 

(Affirmative finding) 
 

2. Time limits for construction. 

No construction timeline or phasing is included in this proposal. (Affirmative finding) 

 

3. Hours of operation and/or construction to reduce the impacts on surrounding properties. 

It is recommended that guest check-ins be limited to 7:00 am – 10:00 pm to minimize noise, 

traffic, and neighborhood nuisances. (Affirmative finding as conditioned) 

 

4. That any future enlargement or alteration of the use return for review to the DRB to permit the 

specifying of new conditions; and, 

Any future enlargement or alteration will be reviewed under the zoning regulations in effect at that 

time. (Affirmative finding) 

 

5. Such additional reasonable performance standards, conditions and safeguards, as it may deem 

necessary to implement the purposes of this chapter and the zoning regulations.   

Not applicable.   

 

Article 4: Maps & Districts 

Sec. 4.4.5, Residential Districts: 

(a) Purpose 

(3) Residential Medium Density (RM) 

The Residential Medium Density (RM) district is intended primarily for medium density 

residential development in the form of single and multi-family attached dwelling units.  Limited 

special residential (like bed & breakfast) and non-residential uses are allowed.  Use of 1 duplex 

unit as a short term rental does not adversely affect the residential character of the neighborhood 

and remains consistent with the intent of the zone. (Affirmative finding) 

 

(b) Dimensional Standards and Density 

Not applicable.  No changes to the density or site are proposed. 

 

(c) Permitted and Conditional Uses 

The “bed and breakfast” (short term rental) use is conditional in the RM zone.  Owner occupancy 

is required, and up to 5 rooms may be let.  In this case, the applicant is the owner and lives in one 

of the two duplex units.  The other duplex unit will serve as the short term rental.  (Affirmative 

finding) 

 

(d) District Specific Regulations 

1. Setbacks 

Not applicable. 
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2. Lot Coverage 

Not applicable. 

 

3. Accessory Residential Structures, Buildings, and Uses 

Not applicable. 

 

4. Residential Density 

Not applicable. 

 

5. Uses 

Not applicable. 

 

6. Residential Development Bonuses 

Not applicable. 

 

Article 8: Parking 

Sec. 8.1.8, Minimum Off-Street Parking Requirements 
The subject property is located within the neighborhood parking district.  Within that district, 

duplexes require 4 onsite parking spaces (2 per dwelling unit).  The proposed short term rental 

requires 1 parking space under the bed and breakfast parking standard of 1 space per bedroom.  

The minimum onsite parking requirement will drop from 4 to 3 spaces.  The current driveway 

configuration allows for two pairs of tandem spaces for a total of 4 onsite parking spaces.  Onsite 

parking is adequate.  (Affirmative finding) 

 

II. Conditions of Approval 

 

1. The subject property must be, and remain, owner occupied as long as the bed and breakfast 

(short term rental) remains in operation. 

2. The short term rental must adhere to the life safety standards, and provide payment of 

applicable rooms and meals taxes, as per the State of Vermont. 

3. It is recommended that guest check-ins be limited to 7:00 am – 10:00 pm to minimize 

noise, traffic, and neighborhood nuisance. 

4. All guest parking shall be on-site and off-street. 

5. Any additional B&B room, or physical alteration, will require a new zoning permit, subject 

to regulations in effect at the time of permit application submittal. 

6. The Applicant/Property Owner is responsible for obtaining all necessary Zoning Permits 

and Building Permits through the Department of Public Works as well as other permit(s) as 

may be required, and shall meet all energy efficiency codes of the city and state as 

required.  

7. Standard permit conditions 1-15. 
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Zoning Division 

645 Pine Street 
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Ted Miles, Code Compliance Officer 
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MEMORANDUM  

 

To:  Development Review Board 

From:  Ryan Morrison, Associate Planner 

Date:  July 5, 2022 

RE: ZAP-22-2; 203 South Cove Road 

Note:  These are staff comments only.  Decisions on projects are made by the Development 

Review Board, which may approve, deny, table or modify any project.  THE APPLICANT 

OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST ATTEND THE MEETING. 

 

File: ZAP-22-2 Appeal 

Location: 203 South Cove Road 

Zone: RL-W  Ward: 5S 

Date appeal accepted:  May 31, 2022 

Date of administrative decision:  May 24, 2022 

Appellant / Owner: Stanley & Christine Weinberger 

Request:  Appeal of Administrative Denial of a request to demolish the existing garage and slab 

and replace with a new, 2-story garage structure with an enlarged footprint, incorporating a storage 

shed, mudroom, and habitable space in the second floor. 

Background: 

 Zoning Permit ZP-22-148; demolish the existing garage and slab and replace with a new, 

2-story garage structure with an enlarged footprint, incorporating a storage shed, mudroom, 

and habitable space in the second floor. Denied May 24, 2022. (Subject of this appeal.) 

 Zoning Permit 14-1046CA; finish additional habitable space within basement, install two 

new egress windows. Approved June 16, 2014. 

 Zoning Permit 14-0069FC; install chain link fencing. Approved July 19, 2013. 

 Zoning Permit 11-0732CA; install new AC condenser. Approved April 12, 2011. 

 Zoning Permit; enclose existing patio with a roof and screening. Approved June 18, 1974. 

Overview:     

ZP-22-148, to demolish the existing garage and slab and replace with a new, 2-story garage 

structure with an enlarged footprint, incorporating a storage shed, mudroom, and habitable space in 

the second floor, was denied on May 24, 2022 for reasons outlined below.  On May 31, 2022, the 

appellants filed a timely appeal within the 15-day appeal period. 

 

Recommendation: Uphold zoning permit denial based on the following findings. 

 

I.  Findings 

Timeline: 

o March 14, 2022 – Application ZP-22-148 submitted. 

o March 26, 2022 – Application ZP-22-148 application fee paid. 
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o April 22, 2022 – Application ZP-22-148 deemed complete. 

o May 24, 2022 – Decision of Denial for ZP-22-148. 

o May 31, 2022 – Appeal of administrative denial submitted. 

 

Reason for Denial: 

The single-story (with finished basement) residence was built circa 1962.  The 26,325 sf lot is 

located in the RL-W zoning district, the South Cove Large Lot Overlay District, and the Design 

Review Overlay District.  The attached garage, which sits at the front of the home, pre-dates the 

Design Review Standards of Article 6, which currently requires garages, either attached or 

detached, to be setback behind the longest street facing wall of the principal structure.  

 

The front yard setback average was determined from 3 neighboring homes (185, 191, and 215 

South Cove Road).  227 South Cove Road is vacant, so only three homes could be used to 

determine this setback.  Given the road’s curve in this section, existing front yard setbacks vary, 

particularly 185 South Cove Road’s setback (210 ft).  Of interest here is that the two homes on 

either side of the subject property (191 & 215) are more in character with typical front yard 

setbacks of the neighborhood, as opposed to 185 South Cove Road.  If we were to take the average 

setback of 191 & 215 South Cove Road (73 ft measured to the street edge) and apply that to the 

appellant’s property (with the +/- 5 ft allowance), the closest any development on the appellant’s 

property could get would be 68 ft to the street edge.  The replacement garage is proposed to be 

49.5 ft from the street edge.  Further, if we were to base the front yard setback strictly off of 191 

South Cove Road’s setback (66’ 9” to the street edge), which happens to share a straight section of 

the road with the appellant’s lot, the closest that the replacement garage could get to the street 

edge, while utilizing the +/- 5 ft allowance, would be 61’ 9”.  Again, the appellant’s propose a 49.5 

ft setback from the street edge.  With the front yard setback issue, combined with the Article 6 

design review standard requiring the proposed garage replacement structure to be setback behind 

the longest street facing wall of the principal structure, denial of the application was warranted.   

 

Below is the administrative denial language and the appellant’s reasoning on why they believe the 

administrative denial should be overturned. 

 

Application ZP-22-148 (subject of this appeal) was denied May 24, 2022 for the following 

reasons: 

 

Table 4.4.5-3: Residential District Dimensional Standards 

 

Zoning 

District 

Max. Lot 

Coverage1 

Setbacks1, 3, 4, 5, 6 Max. 

Height1 

Front2 Side3 Rear Waterfront 

RL; 

WRL 

35% 
 

Min/Max: 
Ave. of 2 

adjacent lots on 

both sides  +/- 

5-feet 

Min: 
10% of lot 

width Or 

ave. of side 

yard setback 

of 2 adjacent 

lots on both 

sides 

Min: 
25% of lot 

depth but 

in no event 

less than 

20’ 
 

Max 

required: 

Min: 
75’ feet from 

the ordinary 

high water 

mark of Lake 

Champlain 

and the 

Winooski 

River 

35-feet 
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Zoning 

District 

Max. Lot 

Coverage1 

Setbacks1, 3, 4, 5, 6 Max. 

Height1 

Front2 Side3 Rear Waterfront 

Max 

required: 

20-feet 

75-feet  

 

The neighboring property’s front yard setbacks are as follows (as measured from the street edge): 

 

From the street edge 

 185 South Cove Road – 210’ (or 174’ from front property line)  

 191 South Cove Road – 66’ 9” (or 50’ from front property line) 

 215 South Cove Road – 80’ (or 50’ from front property line) 

 227 South Cove Road - vacant 

 

Based on these averages, the average front yard setback to the street edge is 118.9 ft (or 91.3 ft 

from the front property line).  Given the +/- 5’ allowance to the average front yard setback, 203 

South Cove Road’s minimum front yard setback is 113.9’ to the street edge, or 86.3 ft to the front 

property line.  The proposal requests a front yard setback of 49 ½’ to the street edge, well within 

the required front yard setback. 

 

Section 5.3.5: Nonconforming Structures 

(a) Changes and Modifications 

 

Any change or modification to a nonconforming structure, other than to full conformity under this 

Ordinance, shall only be allowed subject to the following:  

1. Such a change or modification may reduce the degree of nonconformity and shall not increase 

the nonconformity… 

 

As outlined in Sec. 6.2.2 (h) below, and in Table 4.4.5-3 above, the existing garage (20.5’ x 20.5’) 

is an existing nonconforming structure.  It is situated well within the minimum front yard setback, 

and it is the foremost feature of the principal structure.  The proposal involves demolishing the 

existing garage and rebuilding with a larger structure (26’ x 26’).  By rebuilding with a larger 

structure, it creates a greater nonconformity within the required front yard setback.  Additionally, 

even though there is habitable space proposed in the second floor, the fact remains that the garage 

will still be the foremost feature of the principal residential structure, which is in conflict with Sec. 

6.2.2 (h) below. 

 

Article 6: Development Review Standards 

Part 2: Site Plan Design Standards 

Section 6.2.2 Review Standards 

(h) Building Location and Orientation 

In residential areas, accessory buildings shall be located in such a way so as to be secondary and 

subordinate in scale and design to the principal structure.  A parking structure – either attached or 

detached – shall be setback from the longest street-facing wall of the principal structure and be 

deferential yet consistent in character and design. 
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The garage is the foremost feature of the principal residential structure, which represents an 

existing nonconformity.  The proposed 2-story garage replacement (with habitable space in the 

second floor) will be larger than the existing garage, and still will not be setback from the longest 

street-facing wall of the principal structure.  This also represents an increase of nonconformity to 

both building volume and footprint within the front yard setback. 

 

Appellant’s Arguments and City Responses: 

Appellant’s arguments are in italics, the City responses are not. 

 

1. There are unique physical circumstances based on our location on South Cove Road.  The 

residential district dimensions note that the front setback be the average of 2 adjacent lots 

on both sides.  However, two of our adjacent neighbors have the two longest setbacks on 

South Cove Road due to the shape of their lots at the curve of the road.  One neighbor in 

particular has a driveway that extends to the lake, making their particular distance an 

outlier in the overall neighborhood.  Finally, the last lot is not yet developed, so there is no 

additional ‘normal’ figure to amend the average setback. 

 

Relief requested: to include multiple properties beyond our 4 neighbors, including those 

across the street, to arrive at a more fair setback figure for our street.  (Just a few that are 

as close or closer to the road are the following: #140, 150, 170, 177, 169, and 228). 

 

Among the four neighboring properties (two on either side of subject property), three have 

homes on them, with front yard setbacks that average greater than the appellant’s existing 

garage.  The zoning ordinance is very clear that the front yard setback is to be based on the 

‘Ave. of 2 adjacent lots on both sides +/- 5-feet’.  In this case, because there are only 3 

homes on the adjacent 4 properties (2 on either side of the subject property), the average 

front yard setback of those 3 homes is applied.  The appellant is requesting to include into 

the average front yard setback equation lots that go beyond the adjacent 2 lots on either 

side of their property, as well as lots on the opposite side of the street.  The CDO does not 

have provision for including such additional lots into the average front yard setback 

calculation.   

 

2. We do not believe our proposed renovation would be a nonconforming structure as we are 

proposing to develop substantial living space above the garage, which would include 

bedroom/bathroom.  Additionally, our current first floor footprint also includes non-garage 

space, including a mudroom and storage.  We also feel that this modification would be 

compatible with the character and scale of surrounding homes in our neighborhood.  In 

fact, a significant percentage of the properties on South Cove Road include garages that 

are in front of the principal structure. 

 

Relief requested: to consider the proposed renovation a conforming structure as it is not 

principally a garage, but rather an expansion of primary living space. 

 

Sec. 6.2.2 (h) – A parking structure – either attached or detached – shall be setback from 

the longest street-facing wall of the principal structure.  Even with the proposed 2-story 

garage replacement (with habitable space in the second floor), the longest street facing wall 

of the principal structure is, in fact, behind the full footprint of the existing and proposed 

garage.  Even if the replacement structure saw the ground level garage setback a foot or 
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more behind the front wall of the second story habitable space, the entire replacement 

structure will still be forward of the longest street facing wall of the existing principal 

structure.  The finished 2nd level only affects provisions for the width of the garage – not its 

placement relative to the longest street-facing wall of the residence. 

 

A similar request was made at 125 South Cove Road to demolish an existing home with an 

attached garage and rebuild new with an attached, 2-story garage at the forefront of the new 

structure.  The upper story was planned to be unfinished space.  The application, ZP 21-

0910CA, was denied by the DRB because the new garage was not setback behind the 

longest street-facing wall of the principal structure.  Front yard setbacks, however, were not 

an issue for that decision.  Similar to that decision however, and as noted above, the 

appellant’s longest street facing wall, both under the existing and proposed building 

configuration, is actually entirely behind the existing/proposed garage portion.  While the 

second floor of the replacement garage will be finished, it is in fact not the longest street 

facing wall of the principal structure.  Therefore, the ground level garage space conflicts 

with this provision of Sec. 6.2.2 (h) – A parking structure – either attached or detached – 

shall be setback from the longest street-facing wall of the principal structure. 

 

3. This would not have an undue impact on our neighbors.  We have spoken to all of our 

direct neighbors and many more in our neighborhood, who are in favor of our plans and 

are willing to give this approval in writing.  A larger scale project which would lead to 

demolition to the back of the house and reconfiguring our current living space – should this 

more modest project be declined – would likely take much longer and be more disruptive to 

the neighborhood. 

 

The zoning ordinance sets clear requirements.  Unfortunately, neighbor support of projects 

is not one such requirement, or means for consideration.   

 

Summary 

 

The existing garage is noncompliant with front yard setbacks and the requirement that it be set 

back behind the longest street facing wall of the principal structure.  If the proposal were to simply 

rebuild the garage in the same footprint and with the same volume, then it could likely be 

approved.  The proposal to rebuild the garage with a larger structure increases the existing 

nonconformity within the front yard setback, as well as the nonconforming garage 

location/orientation in relation to the longest street-facing wall, and cannot be approved.   

 

II. Recommended Motion: 

Uphold the denial of zoning application ZP-22-148. 
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City of 

Burlington, Vermont 

645 Pine Street 

 

Zoning Permit – Reasons for Denial 

ZP #: 22-148 Tax ID: 059-1-032-000 

Issue Date: May 24, 2022 Decision: Denied 

Property Address: 203 South Cove Road 

 

Description: Demolish existing garage and slab and replace with a new, 2-story garage structure with an 

enlarged footprint, incorporating a storage shed, mudroom, and habitable space in the second floor. 

 

Reason for Denial: 

 

Table 4.4.5-3: Residential District Dimensional Standards 

 

Zoning 

District 

Max. Lot 

Coverage1 

Setbacks1, 3, 4, 5, 6 Max. 

Height1 

Front2 Side3 Rear Waterfront 

RL; 

WRL 

35% 
 

Min/Max: 
Ave. of 2 

adjacent lots on 

both sides  +/- 

5-feet 

Min: 
10% of lot 

width Or 

ave. of side 

yard setback 

of 2 adjacent 

lots on both 

sides 

Max 

required: 

20-feet 

Min: 
25% of lot 

depth but 

in no event 

less than 

20’ 
 

Max 

required: 

75-feet 

Min: 
75’ feet from 

the ordinary 

high water 

mark of Lake 

Champlain 

and the 

Winooski 

River 
 

35-feet 

 

 

The neighboring property’s front yard setbacks are as follows (as measured from the street edge): 

 

From the street edge 

 185 South Cove Road – 210’ (or 174’ from front property line)  

 191 South Cove Road – 66’ 9” (or 50’ from front property line) 

 215 South Cove Road – 80’ (or 50’ from front property line) 

 227 South Cove Road - vacant 

 

Based on these averages, the average front yard setback to the street edge is 118.9 ft (or 91.3 ft from the 

front property line).  Given the +/- 5’ allowance to the average front yard setback, 203 South Cove Road’s 

minimum front yard setback is 113.9’ to the street edge, or 86.3 ft to the front property line.  The proposal 

requests a front yard setback of 49 ½’ to the street edge, well within the required front yard setback.  
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Section 5.3.5: Nonconforming Structures 

(a) Changes and Modifications 

 

Any change or modification to a nonconforming structure, other than to full conformity under this 

Ordinance, shall only be allowed subject to the following:  

1. Such a change or modification may reduce the degree of nonconformity and shall not increase the 

nonconformity… 

 

As outlined in Sec. 6.2.2 (h) below, and in Table 4.4.5-3 above, the existing garage (20.5’ x 20.5’) is an 

existing nonconforming structure.  It is situated well within the minimum front yard setback, and it is the 

foremost feature of the principal structure.  The proposal involves demolishing the existing garage and 

rebuilding with a larger structure (26’ x 32’).  By rebuilding with a larger structure, it creates a greater 

nonconformity within the required front yard setback.  Additionally, even though there is habitable space 

proposed in the second floor, the fact remains that the garage will still be the foremost feature of the 

principal residential structure, which is in conflict with Sec. 6.2.2 (h) below. 

 

Article 6: Development Review Standards 

Part 2: Site Plan Design Standards 

Section 6.2.2 Review Standards 

(h) Building Location and Orientation 

In residential areas, accessory buildings shall be located in such a way so as to be secondary and 

subordinate in scale and design to the principal structure.  A parking structure – either attached or 

detached – shall be setback from the longest street-facing wall of the principal structure and be 

deferential yet consistent in character and design. 

The garage is the foremost feature of the principal residential structure, which represents an existing 

nonconformity.  The proposed 2-story garage replacement (with habitable space in the second floor) will 

be larger than the existing garage, and still will not be setback from the longest street-facing wall of the 

principal structure.  The proposed addition will project further in front of the longest street facing wall of 

the residence than the existing nonconforming garage.   

 

Conclusion: 

Based on increases to existing nonconformities (minimum front yard setback requirements of Table 4.4.5-

3, and garage location/orientation design standards of Sec. 6.2.2 (h), the proposed garage replacement 

cannot be approved. 

 

 



We would like to formally request a variance for our permit (ZP #: 22-148 for 203 South Cove 

Road) which was denied on May 24th , 2022. 

 

The property is in residential zoning district WRL (waterfront residential – low density). It is a 

one story ranch house with attached garage built in 1962. The goal of the permit request was to 

replace the existing garage with a new two story structure that includes the garage and 

increased living space above and alongside the garage, including mudroom, bedroom/bathroom 

and storage. 

 

There are a couple of regulatory provisions cited in the denial: 

1. Table 4.4.5-3 Residential District Dimensional Standards 

2. Section 5.3.5: Non-conforming structures (a) Changes and modifications 

3. Section 6.2.2 Review Standards (h) Building location and orientation 

 

Our response to #1:  There are unique physical circumstances based on our location on South 

Cove Road. The residential district dimensions note that front setback be the average of 2 

adjacent lots on 

both sides.  However, two of our adjacent neighbors have the two largest setbacks on South 

Cove Road due to the shape of their lots at the curve of the road.  One neighbor in particular 

has a driveway that extends to the lake, making their particular distance an outlier in the overall 

neighborhood. Finally, the last lot is not yet developed, so there is no additional 'normal' figure 

to amend the average setback.   

Relief requested: To include multiplle properties beyond our 4 neighbors, including those across 

the street, to arrive at a more fair setback figure for our street. (Just a few that are as close or 

closer to the road are the following: #140, 150, 170, 177, 169 and 228). 

 

Our response to #2:  We do not believe our proposed renovation would be a 

nonconforming structure as we are proposing to develop substantial living space 

above the garage, which would include bedroom/bathroom. Additionally, our 

current first floor footprint also includes non-garage space, including a mudroom 

and storage.   We also feel that this modification would be compatible with the 

character and scale of surrounding homes in our neighborhood.  In fact, a 

significant percentage of the properties on South Cove Road include garages that 

are in front of the principal structure.   

Relief requested: To consider the proposed renovation a conforming structure as it 

is not principally a garage, but rather an expansion of primary living space.  

 

Finally, this would not have an undue impact on our neighbors.  We have spoken to 

all of our direct neighbors and many more in our neighborhood, who are in favor of 

our plans and are willing to give this approval in writing.   A larger scale project 

which would lead to demolition to the back of the house and reconfiguring our 

current living space- should this more modest project be declined- would likely take 

much longer and be more disruptive to the neighborhood. 

 

Thank you for your consideration,  

Stanley and Christine Weinberger 





















 

July 5th, 2022 

Stanley and Christine Weinberger 

203 South Cove Road 

 

File: ZAP-22-2 Appeal 

 

Thank you, members of the Design Review Board for hearing our appeal.  

 

We have a zoning permit (ZP: 22-148) which was denied.  

Briefly, we were planning: a renovation which would expand our 2 car garage and add living 

space with an attached mudroom to and storage area to the side/behind and a master bedroom 

above the garage (see drawing attached).   

 

Specifically, we wanted to appeal 2 factors in the denial.  .  

1. The first deals with the set-back measurement.  Our renovation proposal moved the garage 

border about 5 feet closer to the curb (setback of 49-50 feet).   This does not fit when 

calculating the average of the 2 neighbors on either side of us.  (per zoning table 4.4.5-3: 

Residential District Dimensional Standards; we are low density residential – waterfront 

zoning).  

We feel that there are unique physical circumstances in the measurement peculiar to where our 

house is situated that make it: 1) very difficult to address our needs and 2) are not in keeping 

with the setbacks in the neighborhood at large.   

- Our location on the corner means that 2 of the neighboring houses have some of the 

longest setbacks in the entire neighborhood due to their corner lots.  One house (#185) 

had a calculated setback well over twice as long as any other in the neighborhood.  

Furthermore, this included an undeveloped lot, meaning the calculation includes only 3 

houses.  

- The calculated average setback noted by the zoning commission is 119ft, which is further 

back than the rear of our house.  

- One of the homes (#185) had a setback of 210 ft calculated from their house.  We believe 

the setback would be more accurately calculated from their detached garage which is well 

in front of their house.  Also, it has come to our attention, that this setback was the result 

of a DRB-granted variance in 2002 due to a desire to build a house closer to the water 

and therefore should not be considered in the average.  

- If (as in staff comments), the 2 corner lots are considered non-representative, it does not 

seem appropriate to take an “average” of one house to determine setback, particularly 

when there are houses along representative straight sections all along South Cove Rd.   

- Looking more broadly at the 43 houses in the circular block around South Cove/Austin 

Drive, the average setback is 55.8 ft, meaning that current house and proposal are much 

more in the essential character of the neighborhood.   

- Even more broadly, our zoning ordinance recognizes the unique nature of an (outside) 

corner lot. It does not recognize the unique circumstance of an (inside) corner lot. By 

using the inside corner lot setbacks as part of the calculation, it forces your setback to be 

much further than most of the homes on the street, which isn't the goal of the ordinance. 

The goal of the ordinance is to enforce a regular character to each street.  



- Given this, we feel the DRB should allow for some flexibility in this case. 

 

2. The second issue we would like to discuss is that our garage was noted to be a “non-

conforming structure” because it extends in front of the primary house structure (zoning 

section 6.2.2 review standards).  Furthermore, it was noted that as such, it cannot increase in 

non-conformity (zoning section 5.3.5: non-conforming sections).   

We have several comments we’d like the DRB to consider.   

-  Primarily, we feel the rebuilt garage with bedroom above in some ways improves this 

existing non-conformity as we'll now have living space above the garage.  Specifically, 

we are primarily adding living space in mudroom, bedroom/bathroom, and storage.  We 

also intend to add EV charging stations, supporting the city goals of electrification.   

-  This is a pre-existing garage structure (1962 build) as noted in the staff notes.  Of note, 

fully 43% of the houses on the South Cove/Austin Dr loop have similar garage structures 

in front of the principal residential structure.  Many of them are 2 story structures with 

living space above.   

-  The staff notes commented on a request from #125 S. Cove, which was a request to 

demolish an existing home and garage and rebuild with the garage in front of the primary 

living structure.  We are not demolishing our home – that would be an undue hardship.  

As also noted in staff comments, this proposal doesn’t move the garage backward, 

specifically because our existing living space is directly integrated with it.  The only 

recourse to moving the garage backward would be to construct a garage on either side of 

the house, which would not be allowable within the side setbacks.   

-  The staff notes that if we were just rebuilding the exact same garage (footprint/volume) 

that would be allowable.  However, the garage is not falling down; that would be a waste.  

The garage was built in 1962 and the average vehicle is somewhat wider and taller and 

adding charging stations takes some space.  Furthermore, moving a garage to wipe out 

any side setback or tearing down and recreating living space is environmentally wasteful 

and costly and does not seem to be in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.   

 

- Given these factors, we feel the DRB should consider flexibility in interpreting this provision. 

 

- We note that zoning decisions do not depend on neighbor support and the goal of zoning 

ordinances is to help enforce a consistent character to a street.  However, we also note that 

neighbor input is valuable and solicited for all zoning permits and appeals.  To that end, we have 

to date signatures of support for this appeal from 34 households in our neighborhood, including 

all of our direct neighbors.  We have received no opposition or negative feedback or concerns.  

Please see attached signatures.  

 

 

Thank you for your consideration,  

  

 

Stan and Christine Weinberger 

203 South Cove Road 

 
 



Schematic drawing of proposed addition: 

 



 

 
 
 



Letter (and attached renovation plans and neighborhood map with setbacks) circulated to 
neighbors for signatures of support:  
 
Dear Neighbors,  
 
We are writing to let you know that we are appealing a zoning decision to the Burlington Design 
Review Board on July 5th. 
 
We were planning a renovation which would expand our 2-car garage to accommodate an EV 
charger and more storage space, and add living space with an attached mudroom and a master 
bedroom above the garage.   
 
Specifically, we are appealing 2 decisions.  
3. Our design would move our setback from 55 feet to 50 feet from the street edge.  This was 

denied based on the setback of the three houses on either side of us.  However, the curve 
we are on has 2 houses with the longest setbacks in the neighborhood (including #185 
which is over twice any other in the neighborhood).  The average setback of the 43 houses 
around the South Cove/Austin Drive loop is 55.8 feet and our proposal would be within the 
margin for this. 

4. Our garage is a “non-conforming structure” because it extends in front of the primary house 
structure.  However, our house and garage were built in 1962, prior to this zoning rule.  
Fully 43% of the houses on the South Cove/Austin Dr loop have similar garage structures in 
front of the principal residential structure and given this, we are appealing to be able to 
expand the footprint moderately and add a second story master bedroom.  
 

You are all welcome to attend the design review board.  We appreciate any comments and if 
able would appreciate your support.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Stan and Christine Weinberger 
203 South Cove Road 
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BURLINGTON DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD 
Tuesday, July 5, 2022, 5:00 PM 

AMENDED AGENDA 
 

Remote Meeting 
 

Zoom: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83225696227?pwd=SGQ0bTdnS000Wkc3c2J4WWw1dzMxUT09 

Webinar ID: 832 2569 6227 

Passcode: 969186 
Telephone: US +1 929 205 6099 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 669 900 6833 or +1 253 215 

8782 or +1 346 248 7799 
 

I. Agenda 

II. Communications 

III. Minutes 

IV. Consent 

 

1. ZP-22-354; 160 Flynn Avenue (E-LM, Ward 5S) The Switchback Beerworks, Inc. / Tyler 

Barnard 

Construction of a concrete pad for two external grain silos, expansion of the paved parking area for 

grain delivery trucks, renovations to the exterior of the building including window installation, and 

site work for the construction of a gravel wetland to manage the storm water runoff generated from 

the expanded impervious surfaces. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

 

Approve 

 

V. Public Hearing 

 

1. ZP-22-171 ZP-22-175; 58 Hyde Street (RM, Ward 2C) Robert Atkins / Macallan Atkins 

Convert one duplex unit within existing residence to establish a bed and breakfast (short-term 

rental). Continued hearing rescheduled from June 7, 2022. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

 

Approve 

 

2. ZP-22-17; 139 Foster Street (RL, Ward 5S) Paul O’Brian 

Establish a bed and breakfast (short-term rental) within existing residence. Deferred hearing 

rescheduled from April 5, 2022. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

 

Application Withdrawn 

 

3. ZAP-22-2; 203 South Cove Road (RL-W, Ward 5S) Stanley Weinberger / Christine 

Weinberger 

Appeal of zoning permit: ZP-22-148 application decision denial to demolish existing garage, enlarge 

footprint and construct two-story structure in its place with a new mudroom and storage shed below 

with a master suite above. (Project Manager, Ryan Morrison) 

 



Appeal Granted 

 

VI. Other Business 

 

1. ZP-22-217; 69 Orchard Terrace (RH, Ward 8E) Bijan Salimi / Brandon Salimi 

Request to reconsider change use of existing residence to short-term rental. (Project Manager, Mary 

O’Neil) 

 

Deny 

 

VII. Adjournment 

 
Plans may be viewed upon request by contacting the Department of Permitting & Inspections between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 

4:30 p.m. Participation in the DRB proceeding is a prerequisite to the right to take any subsequent appeal.  Please note that 
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before the hearing for the order in which items will be heard. 
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BURLINGTON DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD 

Tuesday, July 5, 2022, 5:00 PM 
MINUTES 

 

Remote Meeting 
 

Board Members Present: All members were remote. Brad Rabinowitz, AJ LaRosa, Brooks McArthur, 

Caitlin Halpert, Chase Taylor, and Leo Sprinzen 

 

Board Members Absent: Geoff Hand and Sean McKenzie 

 

Staff Members Present: All members were remote. Scott Gustin, Mary O’Neil, Ryan Morrison, and 

Joseph Cava 
 

I. Agenda 

II. Communications 

III. Minutes 

IV. Consent 

 

1. ZP-22-354; 160 Flynn Avenue (E-LM, Ward 5S) The Switchback Beerworks, Inc. / Tyler 

Barnard 

Construction of a concrete pad for two external grain silos, expansion of the paved parking area for 

grain delivery trucks, renovations to the exterior of the building including window installation, and 

site work for the construction of a gravel wetland to manage the storm water runoff generated from 

the expanded impervious surfaces. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

Tyler Barnard: Sworn in. 

 

Brad Rabinowitz: This is recommended for consent, are you okay with this? 

 

Tyler Barnard: Yes, I have reviewed the staff recommendations.  

 

AJ LaRosa: Motioned to approve and adopt staff recommendations, Caitlin Halpert 2nd. Vote 4-0. 

Motion carries. 

 

Tyler Barnard: There is a proposal for implementing a third silo in the future. Will this require DRB 

approval, or can it be granted administratively? 

 

Brad Rabinowitz: You’ll have to check with Scott.  

 

V. Public Hearing 

 

1. ZP-22-171 ZP-22-175; 58 Hyde Street (RM, Ward 2C) Robert Atkins / Macallan Atkins 

Convert one duplex unit within existing residence to establish a bed and breakfast (short-term 

rental). Continued hearing rescheduled from June 7, 2022. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

Macallan Atkins: Sworn in.  

 



 

 

Brad Rabinowitz: Do you swear to tell the whole truth and nothing but the truth? 

 

Macallan Atkins: I do.  

 

Brad Rabinowitz: This plan is pretty straightforward, but do you have a strategy for moving vehicles 

around? 

 

Macallan Atkins: Yes, when I’m not available to move vehicles, my girlfriend will be around to do 

so. 

 

2. ZP-22-17; 139 Foster Street (RL, Ward 5S) Paul O’Brian 

Establish a bed and breakfast (short-term rental) within existing residence. Deferred hearing 

rescheduled from April 5, 2022. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin) 

 

Application Withdrawn 

 

3. ZAP-22-2; 203 South Cove Road (RL-W, Ward 5S) Stanley Weinberger / Christine 

Weinberger 

Appeal of zoning permit: ZP-22-148 application decision denial to demolish existing garage, enlarge 

footprint and construct two-story structure in its place with a new mudroom and storage shed below 

with a master suite above. (Project Manager, Ryan Morrison) 

Stanley Weinberger, Christine Weinberger, Jeff Schulman, William Calfee, Ben Travers: Sworn in.  

 

Ryan Morrison: Citywide, Burlington has a lot of garages that are not in compliance with the 

existing zoning ordinance. The demolition of the existing garage to rebuild with a larger footprint 

does not address the front setback requirements with the street.  

 

Brad Rabinowitz: Expanding the footprint expands the non-conformity of the house? 

 

Ryan Morrison: Yes 

 

Brad Rabinowitz: Is there anything in the zoning ordinance that addresses non-conforming 

structures? 

 

Ryan Morrison: There is, this factors in the rule with vacant land in relationship to neighboring 

properties.  

 

Scott Gustin: It is not uncommon for lots to have overlapping setbacks. In Ryan’s presentation, the 

existing garage isn’t the issue, but the enlargement of the existing structure.  

 

Caitlin Halpert: Does the property have any wiggle room for placement? 

 

Ryan Morrison: No, the existing non-conformity mixed with the elongated driveway present a 

similar challenge for other properties in this neighborhood. 

 

Christine Weinberger: Our neighbors were granted a variance which is an unfair representation on 

the curve of the neighborhood, and therefore should be excluded from the neighborhood 

calculations.  

 

Stanley Weinberger: The garage is a non-compliant structure, but the plan is based upon expanded 

living space that is congruent with the existing house. Any adjustments would create an infringement 

that shifts the issue with the front setback to issues with the side/rear setbacks.  

 

Brad Rabinowitz: So, you’re trying to go five feet wider than the existing structure? 



 

 

 

Stanley Weinberger: Yes, the garage was built for a different period when vehicles were smaller. 

 

Christine Weinberger: As part of our plan, we would also like to incorporate an EV charger in the 

garage to follow the city’s energy goals. There has been no negative feedback from neighbors living 

in the area.  

 

Brad Rabinowitz: We’ll open this agenda item for public comment.  

 

Jeff Schulman: As a neighborhood representative, we don’t find this design or scale disruptive to the 

neighborhood makeup.  

 

William Calfee: Agreed, the designs look good.   

 

Ben Travers: I would be in favor of the board granting this neighbor a variance because these are the 

neighbors we want to have in this area.  

 

Brad Rabinowitz: So, there is nothing in the ordinance that addresses neighborhood anomalies? 

 

Ryan Morrison: Each lot is shaped differently, but many of the lots are characterized by long 

driveways.  

 

Brad Rabinowitz: I think we understand the limitations of the project, and this seems like something 

for us to ponder during deliberative session.  

 

Stanley Weinberger: Clarity would be much appreciated with this project moving forward if denied.  

 

Brad Rabinowitz: I move we close this public hearing.  

 

VI. Other Business 

 

1. ZP-22-217; 69 Orchard Terrace (RH, Ward 8E) Bijan Salimi / Brandon Salimi 

Request to reconsider change use of existing residence to short-term rental. (Project Manager, Mary 

O’Neil) 

 

Mary O’Neil: I advised the applicant that this hearing was simply to entertain the request for 

reconsideration. No new testimony will be taken.  

 

AJ LaRosa: Is this a new response to the parking issue, or what are they asking?  

 

Mary O’Neil: The applicant believes that their response to the stacked parking arrangement wasn’t 

heard and understood.  

 

AJ LaRosa: We can talk more about this during deliberative session. The applicant has revised their 

plan to include stacked parking based upon staff recommendations. Was a fact of their previous case 

overlooked during the previous hearing that warrants reconsideration? 

 

Brad Rabinowitz: We would need to reopen the public hearing.  

 

AJ LaRosa: I move that we not to reconsider change of use request, Leo Sprinzen 2nd. Vote 6-0. 

Motion carries. 

 

VII. Adjournment 

Hearing closed at 5:40 PM. 



 

 

 

                  8-4-22 

Bradford L. Rabinowitz, Chair of Development Review Board       Date 

 

                    8-4-22 

 

Joseph H. Cava, Permitting & Inspections Permit Technician       Date 
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