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From: Alex Weinhagen

To: Renae Marshall

Cc: Peter Erb

Subject: May 19 Selectboard Meeting

Date: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 12:49:30 PM
Attachments: final hinescent subdiv_revise 2013.pdf

hc_escrow 042414.pdf

Renae,
Actually... Could you schedule another item for the May 19 Selectboard meeting to enable one-stop
shopping? At least a tentative agenda item in the hopes that it is ready for discussion on May 19.

Brett Grabowski submitted a proposed escrow agreement pursuant to a requirement (Order #4) of
a DRB approval he received on January 28, 2014. The DRB wanted a financial surety agreement
worked out between him and the Town in order to make sure that additional improvements (a
second pocket park) to the Hinesburg Center LLC project actually happen. See attached DRB
decision and proposed escrow agreement. He submitted this to us on April 24 and asked that we
forwarded it to the necessary parties for review.

Pursuant to the DRB decision, Brett needs to finalize this with the Selectboard BEFORE the Zoning
Administrator can issue final certificates of occupancy for the buildings most recently constructed.
Currently, these buildings are occupied under conditional certificates of occupancy. Technically,
Brett was supposed to finalize this with the Selectboard by May 1, 2014, so he is already behind.

| will forward this to Rocky Martin and Bud Allen, in the hopes that they can review it and provide
feedback on any necessary revisions ahead of the May 19 Selectboard meeting. Rocky is our expert
on financial surety agreements, and | think Bud has been involved in reviewing previous ones as well.

Alex Weinhagen
Director of Planning & Zoning, Town of Hinesburg

hinesburgplanning@gmavt.net
www.hinesburg.org - Planning/Zoning page
802-482-2281 ext. 225

10632 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461

Motice - Under%ermont Open Records law, e-mail and attachments received
or prepared for use in matters concerning Town business, or relating to Town
business, arelikelv to be regarded as public records which may be inspected

by any person upon request, unless otherwise made confidential by law.

Hine
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From: Renae Marshall [mailto:rmarshall@hinesburg.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 12:17 PM

To: hinesburgplanning@gmavt.net

Subject: RE: Zoning change for Selectboard consideration
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TOWN OF HINESBURG
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS & ORDER

For Hinesburg Center LLC
Subdivision Revision Approval
Parcel Number 08-01-06.322, 323, 324, 326, 327 and 329.

This matter came before the Hinesburg Development Review Board (DRB) on an application of
Hinesburg Center LLC, hereafter referred to as the Applicant, to revise the wording of the final
plat approval for a 12-lot subdivision and Planned Unit Development (PUD) in the Village and
Agricultural Zoning Districts, lot Tax Map Number 08-01-06.320 located on the west side of
Route 116 and the north side of Farmall Drive. The DRB held a public hearing on November 5,
2013, November 19, 2013, and December 17, 2013. Brett Grabowski, representing the
Applicant, was in attendance at the meetings.

Based on the above-mentioned public hearing and the documents contained in the “document”
file for this proposal, the DRB enters the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions and Order.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1) The Applicant is requesting a revision to a previously approved 12-lot subdivision and PUD
in the Village and Agricultural Zoning Districts, (Tax Map Number 08-01-06.320) located on
the west side of Route 116 and the north side of Farmall Drive. The Applicant is requesting
after-the-fact revisions to remedy discrepancies between what was approved and what was
actually built. The original approval was granted to David Lyman and Milot Real Estate on
September 7, 2010 and subsequently revised on May 15, 2012. This mixed use subdivision
and PUD is now owned solely by Hinesburg Center LLC. The September 7, 2010
subdivision approval included setback waivers which were granted under the PUD
regulations. Setback waivers were granted for structures on most lots, including lot 40 (08-
01-06.321, Kinney Drugs), 41 (08-01-06.322, Bristol Bakery), 44/45/46 (now a single lot 08-
01-06.323, three residential structures), 47 (08-01-06.324, mixed use structure), 42, 43 and
48. Lot layout was partially reconfigured, and some of these waivers were revised in a
subsequent May 15, 2012 decision. Structures have been built on lots 40, 41, 44/45/46, and
47. No structures have been built yet on lots 42, 43, 48.

2) The structures built on three lots (41, 44/45/46, 47) were not built per the approved plans and
setback waivers. The requested revisions to the setback waivers would, in effect, approve the
as-built locations of these structures. The Applicant’s engineer (Kevin Brzys of Ruggiano
Engineering) submitted a letter dated 11/11/2013 outlining the as-built discrepancies from
the approved plans, which include items beyond purely building setback issues. Discussion
at the hearings revised and illuminated several of these items. Items a-i below relate to
discrepancies noted in the aforementioned letter. Items j-n below are further discrepancies
that were discovered/discussed during the review process.

a) Another sidewalk/walkway added to south entrance of the bakery on lot 41.
b) Four additional walkways added from Farmall Drive to the three buildings on lot
44/45/46. The letter does not accurately explain why individual walkways were added for
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9)

h)

)

k)

each unit on lot 44/45/46. These additional walkways were added for resident
convenience rather than handicap access.

Street pole light locations along Farmall Drive modified. It was ascertained at the hearing
that the outdoor street pole lights were in fact installed per the approved lighting plan.
Changes to the north building facade. It was determined at the hearing that overhangs
over the entrances and mechanical rooms on the north side of the three buildings on lot
44/45/46 were in fact per the approved plans, per building elevations submitted as part of
the 8/21/2012 site plan approval.

The three buildings on lot 44/45/46 were moved north significantly so that the front of
the covered porch rather than the main building face would align with the front of the
buildings on lots 41 and 47. The three buildings on the lot 44/45/46 were also built
substantially closer together than approved (5° separation instead of approximately 8-9’
separation). The Board disagrees with the Applicant’s contention that the spacing
between these buildings was approved at only 5°-6”. See Finding of Fact #7 for further
discussion of this issue.

Additional landscaping was added to lots 44/45/46 and 47. However, other revisions to
the quantity, location and distribution of landscaping elements were also made due to the
unauthorized relocation of the buildings, installation of the extra walkways, large size of
the utility pad within the pocket park, etc.

The building on lot 41 does not meet the approved rear setback waiver (west lot line).
The standard minimum setback is 10°. The approved setback was 2 feet, and as built, the
setback is only 5 inches.

The building on lot 47 does not meet the approved side setback waiver (east lot line).
The standard minimum setback is 10°. The approved setback was 2 feet, and as built the
setback is only 3 inches.

The eastern and western buildings on lot 44/45/46 do not meet the approved side setbacks
(east and west lot lines). The standard minimum setback is 10°. The approved setback
was 4 feet, and as built the setback is only 3.5 feet.

The north/south dimensions of the pocket park and the adjacent lawn space between the
pocket park and the northern face of the buildings on lot 44/45/46 are approximately 10’-
12’ less than what the approved plans required.

The bike rack shown next to the south entrance to the bakery on lot 41 on the approved
plans must be relocated because of the additional walkway noted above.

The utility pad and associated electrical transformers in the northeastern corner of the
pocket park are significantly larger than what was represented on approved plans. The
size difference is substantial enough that a tree shown on the landscaping plan had to be
relocated.

m) The stormwater collection system does not appear to be constructed according to the

approved plan. Stormwater from the southerly roof lines of the buildings on Farmall
Drive discharges to Farmall Drive rather than being collected and directed to the north for
capture in the project’s stormwater detention pond.

Exclusive of the mechanical rooms and entrance overhangs on the north side, the three
buildings on lot 44/45/46 are two to three feet larger in the north/south dimension than
what is shown on the approved Llewellyn-Howley site plan (last revised 4/23/12). In
other words, the footprints of these three buildings are larger than what was shown on the
approved site plan. Board members repeatedly asked the Applicant if the buildings were

decision_FINAL.docx

Page 2







Hinesburg DRB - Notice of Decision
Hinesburg Center LLC Subdivision Revision Approval — 2014

3)

4)

5)

6)

any larger, and the Applicant consistently answered that they were not. See Finding of
Fact #10 for further discussion of how this discrepancy was also not made plain when
building permit applications for these three structures were submitted to the Zoning
Administrator.

To make up for the reduced size of the original pocket park, the Applicant has submitted a
conceptual proposal for a second pocket park on lot 42, accompanied by a plan for the
development of lots 43 and 48. As depicted on two plans by T.J. Boyle Associates: L-100,
Hinesburg Center Base Plan, dated 12/10/2013; L-101, Hinesburg Center Base Plan — Focus
Area, dated 12/11/2013.

Revisions to the setback waivers will remove the apparent setback conflicts, and collaterally,
zoning application modifications. However, a myriad of other site plan discrepancies remain
which must be resolved, including a final plan for the second pocket park. The hearing for
this application included substantial discussion of those issues; however when the hearing
was warned it was not apparent that they existed, and no application for site plan revision
was made. This approval is intended to solely address the subdivision issues; however, some
of the findings will, out of necessity, discuss site plan issues as well.

On September 7, 2010 the Hinesburg Development Review Board granted Planned Unit
development subdivision approval for the creation of 12 lots on lot tax map number 08-01-
06.320 which contained setback waivers for the locations of some of the proposed structures.
There were three subsequent subdivision revisions granted to that approval however the only
one, granted on May 15, 2012, required plan and plat changes. It approved:

a) Consolidation of lots 44, 45, 46 into a single large lot called “44/45/46” (now lot tax map
number 8-1-6.323). These three original lots each were planned for a 3-unit multi-family
dwelling (i.e., total of nine dwelling units in three buildings). The decision stated: “The
plan for the buildings has not changed. The only change proposed in this application is
the ownership pattern —i.e., one lot instead of three lots, but with the same buildings”.

b) The locations for three buildings that were originally proposed on lots 43, 47, 48 were
switched. One of the two commercial buildings that were proposed behind the Kinney
Drugs was relocated to the corner of Farmall Drive and Kaileys Way. The two
residential buildings planned for this corner traded places with the commercial building
and were relocated to behind Kinney Drugs. This required changes to the subdivision lot
layout. Finding 2(b) of that decision included the following “ ..... Lot 47 will become
larger (4’6" wider along Farmall Drive) to accommodate the commercial building on the
corner of Farmall Drive and Kaileys Way”.....".

c) The approved increase in the width of lot 47 required corresponding reductions in other
lot dimensions.

No draft survey plat was submitted with the May 15, 2012 application and the approval relied
on the submitted site plan by Llewellyn-Howley titled Hinesburg Center Site Plan and last
revised 4/23/12. The site plan included revised lot configurations along Farmall Drive. The
new lot # 47 was 4’6" wider, the space between lot 47 and the center lots reduced by 1°9”
(the common land sidewalk area) and the newly combined lot (44/45/46) to be 2°10”
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7)

8)

9)

narrower. The width of the “bakery” lot, # 41, and the common space between it and the
center lot remained the same as the original plat.

The above referenced site plan also had the spacing between the structures of the newly
combined lot reduced. There is no evidence in the record that this reduction in the spacing
was ever brought to the attention of the DRB, the staff, or the public and it was never
discussed. In direct contradiction to the lessened spacing of the site plan a streetscape was
also submitted, which was thoroughly discussed. It had the spacing of the structures depicted
at the original wider spacing before the lot was made smaller. While the consolidation of the
center three lots into one technically removed the center lot lines, creating a situation where
no side yard setbacks existed in the center of the lot (the yards had been eliminated with the
removal of the lot lines) the revised waivers included in this decision remained the same as
the 2010 decision, implying that there was a wider spacing between the structures than the
new site plan indicated. The approval clearly states in condition #4 that: “All provisions and
conditions from the original September 7, 2010 subdivision approval, which have not been
specifically revised, shall remain in force.”

A survey plat was filed on September 10, 2012 which complied with order # 1 of the May 15,
2012 approval which required this plat to reflect the revised lot lines above mentioned site
plan and it did. It included the reduction in the width of the common sidewalk areas and the
larger dimension of the corner lot and a corresponding change in the width dimension of the
center lot.

While numerous site plans have been submitted at various times by the applicant, the August
21, 2012 approval required that the submitted site plan by Llewellyn-Howley titled
Hinesburg Center Site Plan marked “DRAFT” and last revised 4/23/12 should be revised to
reflect changes in parking on Farmall Drive. It was this submitted site plan that was the basic
plan approved by the DRB. Although it included lot size changes, no changes to the
structure footprints or locations were on it.

10) On December 10, 2012 zoning applications were granted for the three center structures. The

applications referred to the “approved plans” and a copy of plans was contained in the
application packet. These plans, while certified by the applicant to be the approved plans
were not the plans required to be submitted by the DRB in their August 21, 2012 decision.
This mis-statement was not noticed by the Zoning Administrator. The structure plans that
were submitted were larger (i.e. the structures were deeper north and south) and located
approximately six feet further to the north than the approved footprints. No approval for
these changes had been granted and the area of adjoining pocket park was significantly
reduced because of them.

11) On March 13, 2013, the Applicant recorded in the Town Clerk’s office three plans: 1) the

“Draft” Hinesburg Center Site Plan by Llewellyn-Howley last revised 4/23/12 (slide 198A);
2) a revised version of this Hinesburg Center Site Plan by Ruggiano Engineering last revised
2/28/13 (slide 198B); 3) the plan for the pocket park titled Hinesburg Village Center Base by
T.J. Boyle Associates dated 8/1/2012. The revised site plan by Ruggiano Engineering
contained revisions that were not approved by the DRB. Furthermore, this site plan was not
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submitted to the Planning and Zoning Office for review, and Planning and Zoning staff did
not become aware of it until after the DRB review of the current application began. The
revised site plan by Ruggiano Engineering (last revised 2/28/13) is not the approved site
plan.

12) The structures on lots 41, 44/45/46, 47 are now substantially complete. The structure on lot
41 was granted a certificate of occupancy based on certification from Ruggiano Engineering
that the structure was in the approved location when it is not. The rest of the structures have
not been granted Certificates of Occupancy because of the setback discrepancies and
numerous site plan issues. Some are occupied in violation of the Hinesburg Zoning
Regulations. These occupancy violations have been issued by the Zoning Administrator and
are being pursued by the Town Attorney and Selectboard.

13) Waivers requested by this PUD subdivision plat application are as follows:

a) Lot# 41 - lot size is waived to 5760 sg.ft., lot depth to 53 feet in the east-west dimension,
front setback to 8 feet from the east, rear setback 5 inches on the west.

b) Lot # 42 — lot size 3270 sq.ft., lot frontage 45.3 feet, lot depth 72 feet, side setback south
2’, side setback north 4’, rear setback east 3’

c) Lot# 43 - Lot size 3040 sq.ft., lot frontage 42.2 feet, Lot depth 72 feet, side setback
south 5” and north 5’

d) Lot # 44/45/46 (a single lot) — side setback 3’6" east and west

e) Lot# 47— Lot size 5200 sq.ft., lot frontage 51°4” south, front setback (to Kaileys Way)
8’, side setback 3” east

f) Lot # 48 — Lot size 3040 sq.ft., lot frontage 42.2 feet , lot depth 72’, side setback south 5’

14) The application was received on October 27, 2013. The application included a variety of
narratives, as-built plans, and related documents. All of these submissions are contained in
the document file (08-01-06.323) in the Hinesburg Planning & Zoning office. This file also
contains staff reports and correspondence from other parties that were discussed during the
review and are part of the record.

15) The hearing was closed on November 19, 2013, but was reopened (with abutters noticed
again) by the DRB on December 17, 2013 to allow the Applicant an opportunity to address
certain problematic elements identified by the Board during the initial deliberations.

16) The following members of the DRB were present for the hearing on November 5, 2013,
constituting a quorum: Zoe Wainer, Dennis Place, Kate Myhre, Ted Bloomhardt, Greg
Waples, Dick Jordan. The following members of the DRB were present for the hearing on
November 19, 2013, constituting a quorum: Zoe Wainer, Dennis Place, Kate Myhre, Ted
Bloomhardt, Greg Waples, Dick Jordan, Sarah Murphy. The following members of the DRB
were present for the hearing on December 17, 2013, constituting a quorum: Zoe Wainer,
Dennis Place, Kate Myhre, Ted Bloomhardt, Greg Waples, Dick Jordan, Sarah Murphy.

17) At the December 17, 2013 hearing, the Applicant indicated that he could easily submit a final
plan for second pocket park and any associated development on lots 42, 43, 48 within a few
months.
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

CONCLUSIONS

The reduction in the size of the pocket park and the spacing between the center structures has
significantly impacted the Farmall Drive streetscape, the required open space and the
configuration of the pocket park of this PUD.

The Board is extremely disappointed that the Applicant did not follow the approved plans for
the project. The Board is especially frustrated that the Applicant admitted to making certain
changes (e.g., moving the three buildings on lot 44/45/46 to the north; adding additional
walkways on lot 44/45/46) with full knowledge that the resulting construction would not be
per the approved plans. Of the many construction discrepancies, these were not innocent
mistakes. These changes had a material effect on key elements of the project design, which
the Board, community members, and the Applicant spent considerable time and energy
designing and discussing as part of the original approvals. With that said, mandating the
removal or relocation of the buildings in question is not in the best interest of the Town or the
project. The appropriate remedy (beyond obtaining this approval) is to make further
modifications to the project to introduce additional green space and landscaping, and reduce
the previously approved build out, which is not yet complete.

The construction of a pocket park equal in size to the loss of the area of the originally-
approved pocket park will not create a viable second pocket park. Sufficient space for a
complete, viable, second park is necessary to mitigate the annexation of park area due to the
applicant’s unauthorized relocation and size increase of the structures on lot 44/45/46.

The Applicant’s proposal to create a second pocket park will be part of the remedy.
However, the design plans from T.J. Boyle (L100 and L 101) submitted by the applicant for
the development of currently vacant lots (42,43,48) have not been accepted by the DRB and
should be reviewed as separate issues in future applications. The actual size and
configuration of this second pocket park is yet to be determined, as is the Applicant’s ability
to place any additional buildings on these undeveloped lots.

The four additional walkways constructed from the buildings on lot 44/45/46 to the Farmall
Drive sidewalk are not necessary to facilitate convenient and safe access to the dwelling
units. The original plans showing one walkway to Farmall Drive per structure reflects what
was approved and what is adequate. The additional walkways add excessive concrete and
impervious surface, which negatively impacts the Farmall Drive streetscape and stormwater
runoff. These unauthorized and unnecessary walkways should be removed, and the Board
encourages the Zoning Administrator to ensure this happens (including soil
stabilization/repair, seeding/planting, and mulching) by June 1, 2014.

While it is the intention of this decision to approve setback revisions to the original waivers
to reflect, and accept, the as-built locations of the structures, it is not intended to ratify the
site plan discrepancies detailed in Finding of Fact 2 —a, b, f, j, k, I, m, n. Any Certificate of
Occupancy that is issued should be conditional and insure that the approved plans will be in
place.
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7)

Given the various plans submitted to date (some not in compliance with approvals), a revised
site plan will be necessary to reflect only what the DRB has approved to date.

ORDER

Based on the Findings of Fact and Conclusions set forth above, the Hinesburg DRB approves the
proposed revisions to the Hinesburg Center LLC subdivision subject to the conditions listed
below.

1)

2)

3)

4)

The specific dimensional measurements in chart form, noted on the original Overall Site Plan
(sheet 3 of 9) and subsequently revised, shall be updated pursuant to waivers granted in this
decision (see Findings of Fact #13). This revised chart shall be submitted to the Zoning
Administrator before any certificate of occupancy (conditional or otherwise) is issued for the
buildings on lots 47 and 44/45/46. The Applicant shall also cover the cost to have an
independent civil engineer (to be selected by the Town) review the approved plans and the
as-built situation to help ensure compliance.

A revised site plan shall be submitted by March 1, 2014 for DRB review and approval. This
revised site plan shall show what has been approved to date, as well as any proposed
revisions to address site plan discrepancies noted in Finding of Fact 2 and Conclusion 6. The
DRB intends to expedite this site plan review to help ensure that all discrepancies have been
addressed, and that there is a definitive and accurate site plan approved and on record.

This approval is solely to grant dimensional waivers and changes in lot configurations per
previous approvals or per the submitted Hinesburg Center “Building As-Built Sketch” done
by Button Professional Land Surveyors PC and not dated. This decision does not approve
any other site level changes to the property that exist, which are not in compliance with the
Llewellyn-Howley site plan titled Hinesburg Center Site Plan marked “DRAFT” and last
revised 4/23/12 , subsequently revised solely per Order #6 of the August 21, 2012 decision.
It is recognized that the locations of these structures have lessened the area and viability of
the approved pocket park and this impact shall be mitigated by the installation of another
pocket park on lots 42, 43, 48 that will require a separate application and DRB approval.

Pursuant to section 4.2.2 #3 of the Subdivision Regulations, the Applicant shall establish an
escrow or 3-party financial agreement with the Selectboard to secure the completion of a
second pocket park. Formal drafting of this legal agreement with the Selectboard will occur
subsequent to this approval. This escrow or 3-party financial agreement shall be finalized
and fully in place as soon as possible and no later than May 1, 2014. In the interim,
conditional certificates of occupancy may be granted for the four buildings on lots 47 and
44/45/46; however, no final certificates of occupancy shall be granted until this escrow or 3-
party financial agreement is fully in place. This agreement shall ensure that adequate funds
are available to cover at least the cost associated with the pocket park shown in the
conceptual design by T.J. Boyle Associates. However, the agreement shall allow the Town
flexibility as to the design of what is actually installed in the area delineated in the conceptual
design — i.e., not bound to specific elements of the conceptual design, should the Town be
forced to install the improvements with the funds. This agreement shall ensure that the
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Applicant install a second pocket park by June 30, 2015. As noted above, the Applicant is
advised that further DRB review and approval is needed for this second pocket park, and that
the final design may be substantially different, larger, or more costly.

5) The applicant shall submit a complete application with final plans for the build out of lots 42,
43, 48, including the second pocket park by June 1, 2014. This may include multiple
applications if necessary — e.g., site plan review, subdivision review for further lot
realignment.

6) This project shall be completed, operated, and maintained as set forth in the plans and
exhibits as approved by the DRB and on file in the Town Office, and in accordance with the
conditions of this approval. Deviations may be made from these plans if they are:

a) Approved by the designer, or equivalent

b) In conformance with the intent of this decision,

c) Determined by the Zoning Administrator that they are not significant enough to require a
formal revision to the DRB decision.

January 28, 2014
Development Review Board Date

Board Members participating in this decision: Zoe Wainer, Dennis Place, Kate Myhre, Ted
Bloomhardt, Greg Waples, Dick Jordan, Sarah Murphy.

Vote: 7-0

30-day Appeal Period:

An “interested person”, who has participated in this proceeding, may appeal this decision to the Vermont
Environmental Court within 30 days of the date this decision was signed. Participation shall consist of offering,
through oral or written testimony, evidence or a statement of concern related to the subject of the proceeding. See
V.S.A. Title 24, Chapter 117, Section 4465b for clarification on who qualifies as an “interested person”.

Notice of the appeal, along with applicable fees, should be sent by certified mail to the Vermont Superior Court -
Environmental Division. A copy of the notice of appeal should also be mailed to the Hinesburg Planning & Zoning
Department at 10632 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461. Please contact the Court for more information on filing
requirements, fees, and current mailing address.

State Permits:

It is the obligation of the Applicant or permittee to identify, apply for, and obtain required state permits for this
project prior to any construction. The VT Agency of Natural Resources provides assistance. Please contact the
regional Permit Specialist at 878-5676 (111 West St, Essex Jct., VT 05452) for more information.
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ESCROW AGREEMENT

This Agreement is dated April , 2014. The parties to this Agreement are:

HINESBURG CENTER, LLC
66 Knight Lane

Suite 30

Williston, VT 05495

a Vermont limited liability company (the “Developer”);
TOWN OF HINESBURG
10632 Route 116
Hinesburg, VT 05461

a Vermont municipality (the “Town”); and
MASCOMA SAVINGS BANK, FSB
243 Sykes Avenue
White River Junction, VT 05001

a federal savings bank (the “Bank™).

Recitals

A. The Developer is the owner of a 12-lot subdivision and PUD located on the west side
of Route 116 and the north side of Farmall Drive in Hinesburg, Vermont (the “Subdivision™).

B. On January 28, 2014, the Hinesburg Development Review Board (the “DRB”)
required that the Developer establish an escrow or three-party financial agreement with the Town
to secure completion of a second pocket park, to be located on Lot 42 in the Subdivision.

C. The design and location of the pocket park on Lot 42 is shown and depicted on plans
entitled

Hinesburg Center
Base Plan

and

Hinesburg Center
Base Plan - Focus Area

each dated December 10, 2013, prepared by T.J. Boyle Associates, recorded in Plat Slide and
of the Land Records of the Town of Hinesburg (the “Plan™).

D. The Developer is willing to provide an escrow to ensure timely construction and
completion of the park as approved by the DRB.
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Promises and Covenants

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the sum of Ten and more Dollars, the receipt and
sufficiency of which is acknowledged by the parties, the parties agree as follows:

Section 1. Developer’s Construction Obligations.

The Developer shall, at its expense, complete the following improvements in connection with
the park:

(a) construct and install the improvements as depicted on the plans therefor submitted
to and approved by the DRB;

(b) install the plantings (the “Landscaping”) depicted on the plans therefor submitted to
and approved by the DRB and replace dead or diseased landscaping during the three-year period after
installation.

Section 2. Completion.

The construction and installation described in Section 1 shall be completed no later than
April , 2015.

Section 3. Escrow.

The Town has determined that the cost of the matters set forth in Section 1 is $10,000.00 (the
“Construction Amount™). The Town has agreed that the amount to be held to assure availability of
funds to replace dead or diseased plantings is $2,000.00 (the “Landscaping Amount”). For the
guaranty of the Developer’s performance of the requirements of this Agreement, the Developer and
the Bank agree that the Construction Amount and the Landscaping Amount shall be set aside and
held in escrow by the Bank to be available for payment to the Town as set forth in this Agreement.

Section 4. Default.

(a) If the Town shall deliver to the Bank and the Developer a statement that the
Developer has failed to comply with the requirements of Section 1 of this Agreement, the Bank shall
pay to the Town from the Construction Amount or the Landscaping Amount, as appropriate, such
amounts (not exceeding the total) in reimbursement to the Town for the Town’s completion of any
of the Infrastructure or Landscaping as depicted on the plans.

(b) Any funds released by the Bank to the Town pursuant to this Agreement shall be
used solely by the Town for the purpose of completing the Infrastructure and the Landscaping
pursuant to the plans. Any surplus funds in the hands of the Town shall be paid to the Developer.

Section 5. Joint Instructions.

Anything herein to the contrary notwithstanding, the Construction Amount and the
Landscaping Amount or any part of them may be disposed of by the Bank at any time in accordance
with instructions received by the Bank in a writing signed by the Developer and the Town.

Section 7. Protections of Bank.

To induce the Bank to act hereunder,
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(a) The Bank

(1) shall not be under any duty to give the property held hereunder any greater
degree of care than the Bank gives its own similar property, and

(1)  shall not be required to invest any funds held hereunder unless so directed
herein.

(b) The Bank may act in reliance upon any instrument or signature believed to be genuine
and may assume that any person purporting to give any writing, notice, advice or instruction in
connection with the provisions hereof has been duly authorized to do so.

(c) The Bank may act relative hereto upon advice of counsel in reference to any matter
connected herewith, and shall not be liable for any mistake of fact or error or judgment, or for any
acts or omissions of any kind unless caused by its willful misconduct or gross negligence.

Section 8. Termination.

This Agreement shall terminate and shall be of no further force or effect upon performance
by the Developer of its obligations pursuant to Section 1.

Section 9. Recitals.

The Recitals are a part of this Agreement and incorporated herein.

DEVELOPER: TOWN:

HINESBURG CENTER, LLC TOWN OF HINESBURG
By By

BANK:

MASCOMA SAVINGS BANK, FSB

By

22517015
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That absolutely works - I really try to consolidate any discussions that involve specific Town

staff into the same meeting, if possible. [ will note both of those agenda items for the May 19t
meeting.

Thanks Alex!
~Renae

Renae Marshall

Interim Town Administrator
Town of Hinesburg

10632 VT Route 116
Hinesburg, VT 05461

rmarshall@hinesburg.org
(802)482-2281 ext. 221
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Notice - Under Vermont's Open Records law, all e-mail and e-mail attachments received or
prepared for use in matters concerning Town business or containing information relating to
Town business are likely to be regarded as public records which may be inspected by any person
upon request, unless otherwise made confidential by law. If you have received this message in
error, please notify us immediately by return email. Thank you for your cooperation.

From: Alex Weinhagen [mailto:hinesburgplanning@gmavt.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 12:11 PM

To: rmarshall@hinesburg.org

Subject: RE: Zoning change for Selectboard consideration

Renae,

| suspect the discussion of this item will take a solid 30 minutes at the initial Selectboard meeting —
largely because there appear to be people invested in the topic who may want the proposal
modified. If these folks show up, it will make what could be a 15 minute conversation into 30
minutes. | plan to attend this initial meeting to help with the discussion and with next steps.

I had planned to present a revised zoning fee structure to the Selectboard at their May 19 meeting.

I imagine this zoning fee discussion will probably take 15-20 minutes. My idea is that the SB would
discuss it at the May 19 meeting, and either adopt it that evening, or adopt it at one of their June
meetings — in either case, to take affect as of July 1, 2014. I'd appreciate it if the initial SB discussion
of the energy efficiency regulation revision proposal could also be scheduled for that same May 19
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meeting. Does this work?

Alex Weinhagen
Director of Planning & Zoning, Town of Hinesburg

hinesburgplanning@gmavt.net
www.hinesburg.org - Planning/Zoning page
802-482-2281 ext. 225

10632 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461

Motice - Undervermont Open Records law, e-mail and attachments received
or prepared for use in matters concerning Town business, or relating to Town
" business, arelikely to be regarded as public records which may be inspected

by any person upan request, unless otherwise made canfidential by law.

b d
urg

Hinesou

From: Renae Marshall [mailto:rmarshall@hinesburg.org]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2014 5:21 PM

To: Alex Weinhagen
Subject: FW: Zoning change for Selectboard consideration

Alex,

[ wanted to circle back with you on the revision to the Zoning Regulations regarding the
energy efficiency standard for a new home. How long do you anticipate this agenda item
might take for the SB’s initial review of these changes? Would you be there or anyone else for
discussion? Depending on the amount of time necessary, [ am considering placing this on the
May 5% agenda - would that work for you? I do want to look at the whole picture of potential
agenda items before I commit to a meeting date - [ am really trying to limit the time

commitment for all at these meetings.
Thanks in advance for any assistance you can offer with this!
~Renae

Renae Marshall

Interim Town Administrator
Town of Hinesburg

10632 VT Route 116
Hinesburg, VT 05461

rmarshall@hinesburg.org
(802)482-2281 ext. 221
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Hinesburg
VERMONT

Notice - Under Vermont's Open Records law, all e-mail and e-mail attachments received or

prepared for use in matters concerning Town business or containing information relating to

Town business are likely to be regarded as public records which may be inspected by any person

upon request, unless otherwise made confidential by law. If you have received this message in
error, please notify us immediately by return email. Thank you for your cooperation.

From: Renae Marshall [mailto:rmarshall@hinesburg.org]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 3:54 PM

To: jtrefry@hinesburg.org; mbissonette@hinesburg.org; amorgante@hinesburg.org;
tayer@hinesburg.org; ppouech@hinesburg.org

Subject: FW: Zoning change for Selectboard consideration

Selectboard Members:

[ am forwarding an email and attachments from Alex that contain the Planning Commission’s
proposal for a relatively minor revision to the Zoning regulations relating to an energy
efficiency standard for new homes. This discussion may wait for one of the May SB meetings
as our April 215 meeting seems to already have a rather full list of potential agenda items.
Just wanted to have this on your radar at this point.

~Renae

Renae Marshall

Interim Town Administrator
Town of Hinesburg

10632 VT Route 116
Hinesburg, VT 05461

rmarshall@hinesburg.org
(802)482-2281 ext. 221
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Notice - Under Vermont's Open Records law, all e-mail and e-mail attachments received or
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prepared for use in matters concerning Town business or containing information relating to
Town business are likely to be regarded as public records which may be inspected by any person
upon request, unless otherwise made confidential by law. If you have received this message in
error, please notify us immediately by return email. Thank you for your cooperation.

From: Alex Weinhagen [mailto:hinesburgplannin mavt.net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 3:46 PM

To: Renae Marshall

Subject: Zoning change for Selectboard consideration

Renae,

See attached memo and revision document regarding a Planning Commission proposal for a revision
to the Zoning Regulations — section 5.23.2 #1 dealing with an energy efficiency standard for new
homes. Please forward this material to the Selectboard.

I’'m happy to chat with you and Jon about scheduling this for Selectboard consideration.

Alex Weinhagen

Director of Planning & Zoning, Town of Hinesburg
hinesburgplanning@gmavt.net
www.hinesburg.org - Planning/Zoning page
802-482-2281 ext. 225

10632 Route 116, Hinesburg, VT 05461

Motice - Underwermont Open Records law, e-mail and attachments received
or prepared for use in matters concerning Town business, or relating to Town
business, are likely to be regarded as public records which may be inspected

by any person upan request, unless otherwise made confidential by law.

Hinesburg
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