The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.

Members present: Robert J. Wernecke, Chairman; Henry A. LaGue, Jr.; Muriel I. Morse; and Robert G.
Manley. Absent: John Hurley, Vice-Chair.

Staff present: Jeff Schulz, Zoning Administrator and Carla Preston, Recording Secretary.

Others present: Michael Herring, William MaGill, Esq., Brian Baker, Michael A. Stridsberg, Matt Oszajca,
Richard Morley, and Jeff Olesky.

The Board explained its Policy and definition of party status and interested persons to attendees.
Old Business

07-103 — Michael Herring submitted an application to rebuild an existing barn positioned in the flood plain.
The property is located at 4642 VT Route 12, Tax Map R9-012 in the Rural Residential Zoning District.
Michael Herring, Brian Baker, and William MaGill, Esq. were sworn in to give testimony on this matter. This
matter was recessed from the January 22, 2008 meeting.

Ms. Morse recused herself from serving on the hearing panel in this matter because the applicant is her
brother.

The following documents were submitted and admitted as exhibits: "4 Plans showing Flood Plain
and Floodway Locations, prepared by Dufresne & Associates, PC, dated February 2008; and 134
Elevation Certificate signed by Chad L. Whitehead, PE with Dufresne & Associates, PC, dated March 19,
2008.

Mr. Herring presented an old picture of the farm which showed the barns, house and sheds. He indicated
which buildings would remain and the one that was taken down and rebuilt. He said the barn built back in
1975 would remain. He pointed out the old milk room extension that was removed noting that the new
building is on the same footprint with the same foundation but is smaller in size and less in height (was 40 feet
high, now 22 feet high) than the old building. The replacement building would no longer protrude where the
milk-house was located, thus it would be smaller than the existing building. Mr. Herring said he is also
applying to rebuild another existing barn and pointed it out on the framed photograph.

Mr. Herring said the area was surveyed as the Board requested for elevations. He said although the farm is
located within the proximity of the stream he has never seen flood waters in the barn. He added that he and
his mother (91) lived there in 1973 (prior flood) and the barn did not flood.

Mr. Baker said the elevation at 551.5 was measured from the existing slab. He said that according to the
Vermont Department of Agriculture (Accepted Agricultural Practice (AAP) Regulations), farm buildings
erected prior to 1984 could be replaced. The site plan from Dufresne Associates, PC, shows an elevation of
551.5. He said the Elevation Certificate is signed and sealed by Chad L. Whitehead, P.E. which attests to the
survey. He said the buildings are not located within the floodplain or the flood way.

The Board noted that the National Flood Insurance maps on file showed that the farm was located within the
flood way. According to the information provided by the applicants, the farm is not located in either the flood
plain or the flood way. The documents provided showed that all three structures are located above (about one
foot) the 100 year base flood elevation.
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The Board indicated that based on this evidence, the buildings are not located in the floodplain or flood way,
thus DRB approval is not required for replacing any of the three structures. The Board explained the process
to update the mapping to get the property out of flood hazard area. The Federal Emergency Management
Agency would revise its mapping based on the results of the survey.

Based on the documents presented and testimony heard, Mr. Manley made a motion, seconded by Mr. LaGue,
to find that approval by the Development Review Board is not required. The Permit may be issued by the
Zoning Administrator. The question was called and the motion passed unanimously, 3-0.

3. New Business

B. 08-003 — Michael A. and Corinne C. Stridsberg submitted an application to construct a garage in the flood
plain. The property is located at 633 Junction Road in the Industrial Zoning District, Tax Map R8-16.
Michael Stridsberg was sworn in to give testimony on this matter.

The following documents were submitted and admitted as exhibits: 1% Application for Zoning
Permit, 08-003, dated February 12, 2008; I # The Applicants January 18, 2008 letter describing their
proposal to replace and improve their garage and addressing Section 5.09(A) Flood Hazard Area criteria;

1&# National Insurance Flood map, printed January 31, 2008; "4 February 26, 2008 E-Mail
from Aaron Moore with the Department of Environmental Conservation, Water Quality Division, concerning
the Applicants’ proposal; 1$# Elevation Reference Marks and Data from the National Weather
Service’s Web Page (Advanced Hydrologic Prediction Service); 1"# The Applicants March 4, 2008
letter noting amendments to their original application and revised building design; and I'(# March 17,
2008 letter to the Zoning Administrator from Aaron Moore, Environmental Analyst, River Management
Program (DEC), stating requirements that must be met regarding the Applicants’ proposal to remove and
reconstruct an accessory garage structure.

Mr. Stridsberg presented photographs which showed the poor condition of the existing garage. The doors are
not the same size opening. He said the oddly shaped garage needs major repairs as the roof is rotted around
the edges and the foundation is bad. He said they prefer to replace the structure and make it larger and more
useable. He said the garage was connected to the house and had an asphalt floor. He said they wish to
replace the garage and change its shape to make it more symmetrical with two normal sized and shaped doors
with storage above. He said they also want a car port style overhang with a roof only on the other side. He
said they propose an open 12 foot wide overhang to extend beyond the current driveway, which would reduce
the side yard setback from 41 feet to 29 feet. He said if the carport is not approvable, they would like to still
build the new garage. He verified that they wanted the Board to consider both the carport and the garage. He
said the property is located within the floodplain. He said according to his GPS unit the level of their
driveway is about five feet below the base flood elevation. He said he received a letter from State of Vermont
regarding flow of water. He said they would use flood resistant materials including pressure treated lumber
and a fiberglass door versus wooden to meet the State’s flood resistant requirements. He said the house was
built in 1972, and that to his knowledge it has never flooded. He said the riverbank is higher and floods the
field before it floods their side of the river.

Mr. Stridsberg pointed out the location of his house and existing garage on the flood map. He indicated
setbacks which were also shown on his sketch. To meet the National Flood Plain Insurance Program (NFIP)
requirements he would have two openings in the garage, 13 inches wide and 2 feet high to allow water to flow
in and out. The openings will remain open with bars or chain link fencing over the opening for security
purposes, which would not impede water floor. Possible collapsible options were mentioned as an alternative
to the chain link fencing. Special units are now available for that purpose. Mr. Stridsberg said electrical and
mechanical systems would be five feet off the floor as required. He said he is not proposing any mechanical
systems, perhaps an air compressor. The garage would be attached to existing house.
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Jeff Schulz, Zoning/Town Administrator said according to the letter from the State’s River Management
Program, the applicants could meet the National Flood Plain Insurance Program provided they meet
requirements, which includes an Elevation Certificate signed off by professional engineer. The Town must
submit an elevation certificate if they want flood insurance.

The Board noted that GPS readings are not accurate enough for this certification. It does appear visually that
they are located within flood plain area. At this time, they only have the applicant’s elevations taken via a
GPS unit and the information on the map. These elevations have not been certified. The Board indicated that
it would require a survey showing elevations on the building and the proposed new building. The elevation
certificate requires the seal and signature of a professional engineer. Specific information will be required on
the elevation certificate.

Mr. Stridsberg said he has communicated with the State regarding requirements. He said he informed the
State that his garage (accessory structure) would only be used for vehicle parking and storage, that all utilities,
electrical equipment and electrical outlets would be located above the base flood elevation of 517 feet. He
said all construction materials used below the BFE would meet the requirements stated in FEMA’s Technical
Bulletin TB2-93.

The Board asked Mr. Stridsberg to provide a copy of his second letter to the State addressing the requirements
for the file.

Mr. Schulz reviewed the regulations regarding requirements for flood hazard areas, which included elevation,
methods, relationship to channel and floodway, and description of water course. The State of Vermont will
require the elevation certification.

Mr. Stridsberg said he would commission a surveyor to do the elevations for the required certification.

Based on the documents presented and testimony heard, Ms. Morse made a motion, seconded by Mr. Manley,
to close the hearing in the matter of Application 08-003. The question was called and the motion passed
unanimously, 4-0.

C. 08-004 — Central Vermont Medical Center submitted an application to construct a two-story addition to an
existing building. The property is located at 130 Fisher Road, in the Commercial Zoning District, Tax Map
R2-38. Jeff Olesky with Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., and Matthew Oszajca and Richard Morley with
the Central Vermont Medical Center, were sworn in to give testimony on this matter.

Mr. LaGue stated that he is an abutting property owner. No one expressed any objections to Mr. LaGue
serving on the hearing panel in this matter.

The following documents were submitted and admitted as exhibits: 1% Application for Zoning
Permit, 08-004, dated March 16, 2008; I # Overall Site Plan, C1.0 prepared by Civil Engineering
Associates, Inc., dated August 2007, 1&# Existing Conditions Site Plan, C1.1 prepared by Civil
Engineering Associates, Inc., dated August 2007; "4 Proposed Conditions Site Plan, C2.0 prepared
by Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated August 2007; 1$# Proposed Grading Site Plan, C2.1
prepared by Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated August 2007, I"# Proposed Stormwater
Balancing Site Plan, C2.2 prepared by Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated August 2007; T4
Site Details, C3.0 prepared by Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated August 2007; I # Site and
Erosion Control Details, C3.1 prepared by Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated August 2007; N4
The Applicant’s Proposed Radiation Therapy Center Project Description; 1% # The Applicant’s
Adjoiners List as of January 2008; and 1%%# Traffic Trip Calculations.

Jeff Olesky said the Central Vermont Medical Center is proposing an addition to its existing facility to include
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a new radiation therapy building. The project involves demolition of about 3200 square feet of the existing
Mountain View Center located immediately north of the main Medical Center and the construction of a new
radiation therapy building, about 14,200 square feet. The new structure would create a physical connection
between itself, the existing Mountain View Center, and the existing main Medical Center. The new therapy
center would consist of two floors however the majority of the new structure would be on the lower level
floor that would contain the proposed linear accelerator and all of the office/work space. The second level of
the new structure would only contain an elevator, stairs and reception area and act as the access point between
the new building and the existing Mountain View Center and the main Medical Center. All mechanical
structures involved with the new building, including chillers and air conditioning unit units, duct work, etc.
would be located on the roof of either the new radiation therapy center or the existing Mountain View Center
building. The profile is considerably lower compared to existing structures. The exterior of the building
would be consistent with the existing Medical Center and its recent modernization project additions. The
building will be engineered for vertical expansion based on future needs. The applicants referred to the floor
plans for further details.

The applicants said the Central Vermont Medical Center has a good network for infrastructure and will tie
into existing sewer and water. They have not yet made a formal request to the Town’s Sewer Commission.
They have received a sign off from Green Mountain Power. The plans show the details concerning utilities.
The mechanical room would be located to the far north and would house an accelerated bunker (sealed
concrete building) due to the radiation produced. The majority of the space is for staff and physician office
space. There would not be a lot of traffic volume for this building as there is not a high patient turnover (up to
12 patients a day). There would be two points of entrance. The primary entrance would be from the upper
level which accommodates the elevator. The other entrance would be at the walkway between the Mountain
View Center and the hospital. There is a sidewalk that allows employees to enter from the parking area.
Ambulance delivery would also be available. In response to concerns raised by the Board, the applicants said
improvements have been made to avoid having exhaust fumes from the ambulances circulate into the
buildings. Drivers are required to shut off the engines. They said ambulance arrivals would be limited at this
building.

Mr. Olesky went over the plans in detail. A portion of the Mountain View Center building would be
demolished and part of an existing parking lot and green space area would become the footprint of the
proposed building and would connect to the Central Vermont Hospital and to the physicians’ building. The
plans covered existing and proposed conditions, grading site balancing, details, erosion control, lighting,
landscaping and floor plans. He said the clean up work for the modernization project has been accomplished
which was previously permitted.

a. Safety of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on site and any adverse impacts on the adjacent street
network. The applicants submitted a parking and traffic summary as part of the application and described
the hospital’s improvements. They indicated that access at the traffic light would not be changed. The
applicants said they have relocated two departments (finances and rehabilitation) away from the main
hospital which reduced the impact on traffic and parking. The applicants said they hired a qualified traffic
study engineering company, Stantec Consulting, to perform a traffic study to determine the effects of this
planned services relocation. The summary of this study indicated that an average of 64 less daily trip ends
resulted. The applicants said they are looking to move another group (blood drawings). The applicants
said they are sensitive to parking and traffic issues and are looking at those opportunities. The applicants
said they are also looking at developing a policy to limit use of their conference rooms during daytime
hours to avoid traffic issues. The applicants said they are looking at traffic and parking as part of their
master plan for long term. The applicants said the proposal would eliminate one curb cut on site.

The Board is aware of existing problems with onsite traffic circulation, curb cuts that are too close in
proximity, signs that obstruct sight distances within the parking area, and parking availability issues. The
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major concern is the entranceway to the primary parking areas. The Board recommends that these issues
be addressed.

Mr. Oscajca said he remembers concerns raised by the Board about circulation, the entrance way, etc.
from previous applications. He noted that parking will always be an issue.

b. Adequacy of circulation, parking, and loading facilities. The applicants said the proposed plans would
remove an existing parking area which currently holds 34 parking spaces that is located directly east of
the existing Mountain View Center. The elimination of these existing parking spaces and the additional
spaces required for the new facility would be accounted for by the use of additional off site parking
programs and the previous creation of additional parking spaces throughout the facility. The total
number of parking spaces for the hospital and all surrounding buildings is 705 spaces.

The applicants said they have done minor parking improvements to increase and improve parking. The
new building would employ 13 full time doctors, technicians and assistants but will only have the capacity
to serve a few patients at any given time (four to five trip ends per hour). They said the trip generation
and parking space calculations more than compensate for that level of movement to and from the site.

The applicants provided the Board with a copy of the trip generation sheet. As noted above an average of
64 less daily trip ends per day resulted. The applicants said approximately 3,200 square feet of the
existing building would be removed. They have 630 spaces onsite and 69 have been added with previous
parking improvements. Forty spaces have been added via relocation of certain functions off site. Thirty-
four spaces would be eliminated with the removal of the parking area, which would leave 705 parking
spaces. They said the net gain more than accounts for this application.

The applicants said they have discussed parking garages but cannot afford it. They are very expensive.
They said they have been vigilant about moving employees and physicians out of closer parking areas.

The applicants said they have received approval from the Berlin Police and Volunteer Fire Department
which address public safety including internal site circulation.

d. Bicycle and Pedestrian Access. The applicants said they are not proposing any changes to bicycle or
pedestrian access.

e. Adequacy of landscaping. The applicants referred to their landscaping plans. They indicated that there
would be green space between the Mountain View Physicians’ building and the new radiation therapy
building. The grades between the structures are shallow from the green space to the parking area and
might need drainage. They will not allow access to the roof structure and the area would be gated with
chain link fence for security purposes. The narrow strip between the buildings would not be illuminated
and access would only be through the fence via a gate for mowing and cleaning. There would be
plantings within the gated area. The applicants said their landscaping plan is consistent with other
plantings at the hospital site. There are plantings around the trash enclosure and more around the
building. The hospital hired a landscape architect who performed a site visit. The plans include smaller
trees along the parking areas to break them up. North of the proposed new radiation therapy building
crabapple trees would be planted. Landscaping on the east side provides for new shade trees, new
flowering crabs, and river birch. The sidewalk exists and was redone during the modernization project.

f. Hours of Operation. The applicants said there would be no change in the hours of operation for the
overall facility. The hours of operation for the proposed new radiation therapy building would be 7:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

2. Setbacks. The applicants indicated that setbacks are all met. The proposed building is internal to the lot.

h. Adequacy of Exterior lighting. The applicants referred to their lighting plan and cut sheets. They
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indicated that additional exterior lighting should be minimal if not decreased, as in addition to removing
three parking lot light poles, only one small additional shielded down-casting wall pack would be installed
over each new exterior exist as part of this project. All patient access would come via existing entrances
to the main Medical or Mountain View Centers. They indicated that proposed exterior lighting is
satisfactory for security purposes. The applicants referred to the plans, Sheet EP1.0, prepared by Stan
Peck, who prepared the electrical design. There would be eight wall path mounted light fixtures, which
would not create much additional foot candles to the site. The fixtures are shown on the plans (6As and
2Bs to show different fixtures). The highest foot candle is five or seven in the corridor.

i Stormwater and Drainage. The applicants referred to their stormwater, drainage, and erosion
control plans for details. The increase in impervious area is small (1.5 acres involved) as they are
eliminating a parking lot and portion of the Mountain View Center. The remainder of the parking lot
will become greenspace. It is the old lot where the physicians used to park. The entire parking area
would be lost to the building and greenspace. They are not providing additional stormwater treatment
but are balancing it. They are providing treatment to an area not previously treated as shown on Sheet
2.2. They indicated that it meets state regulations for discharge and water quality. They are providing
collection and overland flow. They do not yet have a stormwater permit from the State but have
submitted an application and have met with representatives. The applicants said they would provide a
copy of that permit when they receive it. The applicants said they have also preliminarily applied for
ACT 250 permitting, and have submitted these plans to that division as well. Portions of the area to
be treated are the green strip and 20 percent of redeveloped area. They are replacing it with a roof
with clean discharge. It would flow via a grassline swale to the existing stormwater catch basin and
drainage system. The discharge from the site goes from the swale to Route 62, east of the highway
and flows down Benjamin Falls.

The applicants referred to the plans showing erosion control and details. They said they have applied to
the State, Kevin Burke, who will advise them if a construction permit is required. Sheets C2.1 and C3.1
provide details of the plans which show temporary topsoil, catch basin, re-vegetation requirements, silt
fence, stone check dams along the swale, etc.

J. Utilization of renewable energy resources. The applicants said they have certificates from other groups
concerning having met energy efficient requirements with regard to electrical and mechanical utilities.
They are not blocking any sunlight from abutters or neighbors.

k.  Municipal Services Impact Evaluation. The applicants said they have approval from the Berlin Police,
Volunteeer Fire, and Highway Departments. There is no change in access. They are also seeking
approval from the Berlin Sewer Commission and the City of Montpelier concerning water supply. The
Applicants asked about applying for the sewer allocation.

I Flood Hazard Review. The applicants said the property is not located within a flood hazard area.
Based on the documents presented and testimony heard, Ms. Morse made a motion, seconded by Mr. Manley,
to close the hearing in the matter of Application 08-004. The question was called and the motion passed

unanimously, 4-0.

4, Pubic Comment.

5. Jeff Schulz reminded members of the Board that the Vermont League of Cities and Towns was giving a
seminar for preparing findings of facts and conclusions on April 15™ at 5:00 p.m. and the regular meeting
would be held after it. The group agreed to extend the invitation to other boards and commissions.
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6. The Chairman called for approval of the Minutes of the February 19" meeting. A few corrections had been
suggested and were made. Mr. LaGue made a motion, seconded by Ms. Morse, to approve the Minutes of the
February 19, 2008 meeting as revised. Motion passed unanimously.

7. Other Business

8. Status of Findings

The Board voted to go into deliberative session at 9:33 p.m. and out at 9:49 p.m. to discuss the status of
Findings. The Board’s decision with regard to (closed) adjourned applications will be reported in its Findings.

9. The next meeting of the Development Review Board is scheduled for * +,-. /0 1%$ /

10.  There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:54 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

Carla Preston

Recording Secretary
Town of Berlin



