
Town of Fayston, Vermont 

 Development Review Board 

Minutes  

Tuesday January 6th, 2026 at 6:00 PM  

In-person at 866 North Fayston Road, Fayston VT 

 

Attendees (DRB): Daniel Young, Mike Quenneville (Mike), Jim Donkersloot (Jim), Ky Koitsch (Ky), Beth 

Eisenhower (Beth) 

Zoning Administrator: Jason Wilson (by Zoom) 

Minutes Taker: Eve Silverman (by recording) 

Public: Andy Lee (by Zoom), Tom McCarthy (by Zoom), Eastman, Tony and Judy Long (by Zoom), Gunner 

McCain (by Zoom), Ryan Morrison (by Zoom) and Howard Wynne 

 

Meeting was called to order by Dan at 6:00 pm. 

1. Agenda Modifications and Announcements: None. 

2. Approval of 8/5/25 Minutes: Ky moved to approve the minutes, Jim seconded, all in favor, none 

opposed.  Minutes approved. 

3. Identification and Acknowledgement of Interested Parties of Today’s Scheduled Hearings 

Tom McCarthy – adjacent landowner 

Andy Lee – adjacent landowner 

Dan administered the oath to the above parties. The interested parties affirmed the oath. 

4. Application #3990 and #3991: Long. Applicant is requesting a Minor Subdivision along with a 

Boundary Adjustment, including a conditional Use approval for development on slopes greater than 

15%. 

Mike moved to find the application complete, Beth seconded.  All in favor, motion carried. 

Gunner McCain presented the project.  Gunner: There are two existing Long properties along Tucker Hill 

Road.   

Boundary line adjustments: on the property further to the south (Eastman Long’s house) there 

will be a minor boundary line adjustment to ensure that setback requirements are met; the 

other lot, belonging to Tony and Judy Long, will go from 1 acre to about 3.3 acres. With no new 

development proposed, they’re merely reconfiguring those existing lots a little bit.  



Subdivision: on the adjoining parcel to the south, also owned by Eastman Long, they propose 

creating an additional lot (lot number 3) to place a new building on.  The balance of land (out of 

which lot number three is coming from) will be split into two additional separate parcels. No 

new development is planned currently for these lots (4 or 5); when development is planned, we 

will return to the Board. 

The applicants are requesting a combined sketch plan and final hearing on this proposal. 

There is an existing road to get to the back lot that has been there for more than 20 years; it is stable 

and drivable however there is a straight 100-foot section that is on a slope that exceeds 15% (the actual 

slope is 15.5%). The applicant is asking for a waiver of that maximum 15% for 50 feet requirement found 

in the zoning ordinance. The existing road is fine to serve one home, and we could potentially be 

creating more problems doing a lot of earthwork there than we're solving by trying to reduce the road 

grade by a negligible amount. 

While on the site I didn’t observe any wetlands.  However, the ANR atlas map does show a Class 2 

wetland area just east of our proposed building envelope.  We have prepared an additional map that 

wasn’t submitted with the original set.  This map shows three configurations, 1) existing lots 1 and 2, 

each 1 acre and the balance of land at 43 acres; 2) Proposed option A showing the building envelope 

and how the wetland overlays and touches the building envelope; 3) Proposed option B which includes 

the following narrative “the wetland depicted in the vicinity of the proposed building envelope appears 

on the Vermont Natural Resource Atlas, but it was not observed during various site visits done in 

preparation with these plans. The site will be reviewed by a wetland biologist in the spring of 2026, and 

no excavation work will occur in the depicted wetland or buffer until the wetland evaluation delineation 

has been completed. If, in fact, there is no wetland in the vicinity, building envelope A will be the 

approved envelope. If it is determined that a wetland does exist, building envelope B, the easterly edge 

of which will be defined by the wetland buffer, will become the approved envelope.” 

The applicant is asking not to have to wait until spring to get through the hearing process. 

Beth: It appears that there is some water on the A&R map.  Is that a pond or wetlands?  Gunner: That is 

a pond; the road was built before the pond was put in. The pond was built in the early 2000s. It did 

receive a town permit. We reviewed the town permitting file for that pond. There was no mention of 

wetlands, there was no consideration that that might be an issue. 

Gunner: We don't believe wetland exists. Right downhill of the building site is the septic site, which was 

a conventional in-ground leach field. The soil was good enough to put a conventional in-ground leach 

field there, that area was not at all wet. 

Beth: It looks from the grading plan that the wetlands that are to the east of the building site are slightly 

above it. Am I reading that correctly? Gunner: No, the building site is at the high point of the land. 

Ky: Is the steepest part of the driveway right before the building envelope? Gunner: Yes, it’s about 300 

feet short of the building envelope. 

Beth: The plan shows that the building envelope is at the absolute top, and then to the south, it drops 

off steeply downward from the building site, correct?  Gunner: Yes, the building site itself is quite flat.  



Beth: It looks like you're using the existing well, but installing new septic and leach fields, correct?  

Gunner: Yes. 

Jim: When were you up at the site?  Gunner: Multiple times, starting in the spring. 

Beth: If you went with Option B, how would you make the determination of whether there is wetland or 

not? Gunner: We would have it evaluated in the spring by a qualified biologist, during the growing 

season (typically early May).  If there are no wetlands, we move forward with Envelope A.  If there are 

determined to be wetlands, Envelope B will go into effect which will stay clear of the wetland and the 

buffer.  Beth: So, any work done before the evaluation would be in a scope that would work for either 

option?  Gunner:  Yes. 

Jim: There’s no plan right now to build anything there?  Gunner: Yes, they are planning to build a house 

there.  Judy’s son will be the future owner of this lot.  We are just trying to get these lots defined so he 

can take title to it and then begin the planning for building a house. Jim: So, the applicant is actually 

Eastie and Donald Terry?  Gunner: Yes, Donald owns part of the larger existing lot.  He is Eastie’s 

nephew. 

Ky: How wide is the wetland buffer?  Gunner: 50 feet. Ky: To be clear, until the decision is made whether 

you are going with A or B you won’t do anything, including work on the septic? Gunner: Some of that 

work could be done; the septic is not in the wetland buffer. Also, anything west of the driveway could 

begin.  Jim: By the time any septic digging began you’d probably know about the wetlands, right?  

Gunner; Yes. But since the Longs have their own equipment, they might be able to start a little earlier. 

Beth: What is the width of the driveway, size of existing culverts.  Gunner:  Width is 10-12’, I don’t know 

about the existing culvert other than that it has been there for 25 years and has withstood the rain 

events of that time.  Gunner: There is no change in runoff patterns based on the driveway, and the 

house is at the top of the site and will shed off water to multiple directions.  The impervious surface of 

5000 sf or so is not a lot.  Beth: Up until now, the traffic has had minimal traffic; construction of a house 

will have impacts.  There are strict requirements for building a new driveway to serve a new build house.  

Gunner:  Any damage made during construction would have to be repaired; we would be happy to have 

that as a permit condition.  Jim: And culvert inspection, sediment clean out?  Gunner: Of course.  

Gunner: With regards to the driveway You know, we'd be disturbing a lot of earth to little or no gain. We 

certainly could deal with erosion control issues if we had to build that road over. You know, we routinely 

propose roads with erosion prevention sediment control plans to deal with the earthwork that will 

occur. In this case, if we can avoid doing the earthwork, we can avoid any potential for erosion. 

Jim: Are the utilities underground?  Gunner:  Yes, and the power will have its own right-of-way across 

the land to the power line.  Judy Long:  There is a conduit that is buried but is not attached to anything. 

Dan: Can you clarify what the changes are between option A and B in the wetland proposal? Gunner: For 

option B, the building envelope gets smaller.  N, S, W sides stay the same, the east side would move 

further to the west based on the buffer.  The infrastructure that exists can still be used; their installation 

predated the addition of the wetlands to the map. 



Ky: In the area of Option A where there is no building envelope, if it is shown there is no wetlands there, 

what would the use of the area be?  Gunner: It just gives them more options about how to use that land, 

for example, if they want to build a garage in that area. 

There was discussion about how the approval process would go forward.  Jason suggested that it may 

get approved one way and then need a subdivision amendment later on.  Gunner suggested that 

perhaps there's some verbiage you could use that would basically say something to the effect that, no 

building envelope for option A, that impacts the wetland or the buffer will be issued prior to 

determination on the wetland.  Dan: the procedural challenge is, we need to have a mylar within 180 

days and we will need to have the option A or B reflected on the mylar.  Gunner: if we didn’t have the 

information by then, we could have insets with building envelope A, B, etc. Dan: This would not be a 

“final” version. Gunner: We would file a revised/final version then after the determination. 

Ky moved to close the hearing.  Mike seconded.  All in favor, none opposed, motion carried. 

The Board moved into deliberation. 

8. Deliberation 

Meeting was adjourned at 7:46 PM 


