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•
T

he Board of A
djustm

ent has encouraged us to seek a com
prom

ise rather than sim
ply 

advocating denial of this variance request.  W
e recognize that the applicants have decreased 

their project’s size, but its scale and appropriateness continue to concern us.  D
o these 

results conform
 to the area of character of the neighborhood? 

•
W

e are suggesting reasonable developm
ent to enable the ow

ners to enjoy the property w
ith 

less environm
ental im

pact.
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W
e w

ould propose an 
alternative developm

ent m
odel 

of a “stilt house” w
ith a pier 

and beam
 foundation,  a 

m
inim

al im
pervious footprint, 

and a gravity-fed septic system
.

A
 recent exam

ple of this 
construction is 1806 Ski Slope 
D

rive, situated on Lake A
ustin 

less than a m
ile from

 2803 
Edgew

ater. 

W
e also suggest that the 

ow
ners m

ight utilize the 
adjacent lot w

hich they also 
ow

n for their septic field. 
R

ough sketch of sam
ple “Stilt H

ouse”
1806 Ski Slope D

rive
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A
dvantages of “stilt” construction –

flexibility of placem
ent on slopes, less need 

to alter and grade the land, less need to 
dam

age or rem
ove trees, and greatly 

sim
plified drainage requirem

ents.
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W
e’d like to see few

er retaining w
alls, 

especially in close proxim
ity to the top of 

the hillside.  W
e’d like to see a gravity-fed 

septic system
 w

hich doesn’t com
e so far 

up the hillside. 

W
ater R

esources Engineer Jeff K
essel, in 

his letter [attached], notes that there are 
“drainage system

 disconnections”.  H
e 

states that the proposed drainage 
conditions do not address m

ost of the 
specific site alterations or show

 how
 

runoff w
ill be directed.  H

e questions 
how

 the proposed increase in im
pervious 

cover can be m
anaged w

ithout causing 
scour, erosion and offsite im

pacts .  
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