- TOWN OF ESSEX
CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY APPLICATION

DATE OF REQUEST: A\muéf 23" ,DOOé FEE@EZJEWMG (includes recording)
MAP/PARCEL/LOT: JaX MO‘P 53 Porce| F32 Q % NO. Zcm-éa%/

The undersigned herewith requests an inspection of the premises and the issuance of " Certificate of
Occupancy" of premises, or portion thereof, for use or habitation.

[] This request is for use only of existing land or buildings.

[ ] This request is for new construction or rehabilitated or altered structure

which Was done under authority of zoning permit ¥ 2006 — 6 1
SMCPAp, Brian+ S e en

issued to GREEN MOUNTHFN MONTESROr T SCHOOL on

Premises are at & :J_ERl(‘_.HC) POAD Esgex jUDCHDr) ; O50L5 A

Water service installation inspected and approved by Town ("7( E< $ R4 Ex=ishno

Driveway location inspected and approved by \O\Lb\ e Worke T pf‘ Tapn o ? €00

Sanitary sewer connection or septic system inspected and approved by:

Name: Eﬂ&hﬂ\(} - lD(On C_jb SDQ,Q[CDate:

Construction wasbegun _& . |- 06 ,2006  and completed Mmﬂ'_ﬁ_‘jﬁogb_ .

Approval granted by | P.C. or@ on 5.23 O ,2006

Use of premises intended _~ Mo nleasonvi Sc heo |
(type of use)

Applicant's Signature: /SQW\QQJ\ MC_QQQ@O Telephone: 879 DY cen:_32 4 | ol 8’6
U3 3939CH)

By issuance of this Occupancy Permit, the Town of Essex Zoning Administrator hereby acknowledges

that the use and/or building construction is in complete conformity with the Zoning Regulations, unless

otherwise noted. Field measurements and similar dimensions for setbacks are based in part on evidence

supplied by owner. The Town of Essex is not liable for errors or mistakes when Wﬂ
Anin

information submitted by the applicant is erroneous or inaccurate. /. 4* sk £ > d
/ “o o £
Certificate of Occupancy has been approved with ¥ without, conditions. £25
If with conditions, see attachment outlining same. ;)‘%L j / -
AT AL =g j
Certificate of Occupancy denied . Please see attachment with reasons for denial.

Z]24| 06 %M /é%‘
Dalte }\7 Zoning Administra




VERMONT DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF FIRE SAFETY

Office of the Fire Marshal & Fire Academy
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Planning Commission Minutes September 14, 2006

Sharon Kelley reported that Green Mountain Montessori School, located in the Business
Design Control District, was requesting the Commission to allow Staff to approve a
minor amendment to their approval by allowing the playground to have a 25 foot front-
yard setback.

Peter Lyon MOVED and Michael Plageman SECONDED a MOTION teo allow Staff
to administer a Minor Site Plan Amendment to Green Mountain Montessori School
allowing the playground to be located 25’ from the front-yard setback. The
MOTION passed 7-0-0.

Kelley informed the Commission they had a letter from Forestdale Heights, Inc. in their
folders requesting an extension to their Sketch Plan approval in connection with the
Saxon Hill Industrial Park 13-lot subdivision. Kelley reported that the Sketch approval
was about to expire and because of conditions imposed at the Sketch level the applicant
needed more time and was requesting a 6-month extension of time.

Raphael asked what the normal process was for an applicant to request an extension.
Kelley reported it was usually done the way it was presented, under ‘Other Business.’

Peter Lyon MOVED and Dustin Bruso SECONDED a MOTION to approve a 6-
month extension to the 13-Lot Industrial Subdivision located in the Saxon Hill
Industrial Park. The MOTION passed 7-0-0.

Katherine Bucke reported that Staff reviewed an administrative request from Mr. Tverras
regarding a simple parcel application, however, flagged an issue that would require the
Planning Commission to grant approval to Staff to continue with the review and approval
process. Bucke informed the Commission that in 1987 a permit was granted to the
applicant to allow construction of an additional home on the lot and both structures
shared a driveway. The applicant was now asking to subdivide the property. Bucke
reported the issue was the newly created lot would not meet the lot-to-width-to depth
ratio and in order to continue with the subdivision the Commission would need to allow a
waiver. Rogerson asked what the ratio requirement was and asked for the total acreage of
the lot. Bucke reported that one lot would be 3-acres and the other lot approximately 10-
acres. Lyon asked how much of a violation the Commission was dealing with. Bucke
reported the normal requirement would be 5 to 1 and the requested subdivision would be
approximately 4.2 to 1. Lyon felt that was significan(, Rogerson agreed. Farley
reminded the Commission that the Commission was authorized, under the Subdivision
Regulations, to grant waivers. Farley noted that if the Commission was not comfortable
to allow an administrative approval, she would notify the applicant and inform them to
come before them for approval. Farley informed the Commission that Staff was
comfortable with either decision. Rogerson agreed with Lyon that if an administrative
approval were allowed the Commission would be setting a precedent. The majority of
Commissioners agreed and felt the applicant would need to come before the Commission.
Kelley suggested that the Commission allow the application to be heard in one meeting as
Sketch/Final. The Commission agreed.

approved 9/28/06




