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Richmond Development Review Board
July 8, 2026, Meeting Minutes

Members Present: Bob DiPalma (Vice-Chair), Padraic Monks, & Matt Parisi. 
Members Absent: Matt Dyer (Chair) 
Staff: Danté DeNault (Zoning Administrator & E911 Coordinator), Keith Oborne (Director of Planning & Zoning). 
Public Attendance: Mary Claire Carroll & Alan Oliver (88 Browns Court. Item 2), Donna Saks (101 Browns Court), Carolyn Marshall (181 Browns Court, Item 2), Bryan Currier (Engineer for Items 2 and 3), Denise Barnard (127 Jonesville Estates, Item 2), Fran Thomas (1635 Hillview Road, Item 2), Laurie Bianchi (163 Browns Court, Item 2), Edwin Thornton (1242 Jericho Road, Item 3), Chelsye & Trevor Brooks (1364 Jericho Road, Items 2 and 3), & Juliauna Hicks (1364 Jericho Road, Item 3). 

Summary

The Richmond Development Review Board (DRB) met, as warned, to discuss the three (3) following agenda items. A full recording of this meeting can be viewed on MMCTV’s YouTube channel.[footnoteRef:1] And all related meeting materials are archived on the DRB’s webpage.[footnoteRef:2]  [1:  YouTube, MMCTV, Richmond Development Review Bd 7-8-2026, https://youtu.be/LjVngU7D8nw?si=tP6gYMtonhEH4wth.  ]  [2:  See Development Review Board 7/8/26, https://www.richmondvt.gov/calendar/meeting/development-review-board-7-8-26.  ] 


Agenda Item # 1: SP2026-003-A. Applicant = Peter Cahill. Parcel ID: EM0010.   
· DRB Vice-Chair DiPalma recused himself for a conflict on this agenda item only. 
· Conclusion. Hearing CONTINUED to Wednesday, August 12, 2026, at the usual time and places, due to lack of quorum on this agenda item only. 

Agenda Item # 2: SB2026-001. Applicant = Trunk Beach, LLC. Parcel ID: BC0030. 
· Continued hearing. Applicant was represented by their engineer, Bryan Currier, of O’Leary-Burke Civil Associates, PLC. 
· Currier withdrew former request for a waiver from the subdivision drainage standards.  
· Currier noted added drainage features of a stormwater detention system that is designed to the 25-year storm standard. 
· The detention area, a dry pond, will be approximately 2’ deep and feature an outlet structure of adequate size to meet the applicable storm standard. 
· The intent of this design is to manage stormwater from new impervious surfaces being added. 
· Neighbor Mary Claire Carroll (88 Browns Court) got confirmation that existing drainage pathways would not be altered by the impervious surfaces proposed. Carroll noted that historically, after 40 years of living in the neighborhood, Browns Court still receives runoff from Jericho Road. 
· DRB Member Parisi questioned whether gutters tie into the detention pond. 
· Hillview Road Resident and Three-Parks Committee Member Fran Thomas asked where the stormwater detention pond would be located and where it would outlet. 
· Upon reviewing the plans, Currier noted that the dry pond was designed to be fully empty within twenty-four hours—it was not designed to hold water. He further noted that the dry pond was intentionally placed in the back of the lot, where the lowest point of the yard is and where the existing drainage pathway exists. 
· Resident and Three-Parks Committee Co-Chair Denise Barnard had two concerns related to (1) safety and (2) downstream drainage to the Town’s pickleball courts. 
· Currier noted that for projects of this depth and design, fences are not typically installed. He also noted that the minor increase in impervious surface should not negatively impact downstream properties given the minor increase in impervious surface and inadequacy of other drainage options. Lastly, he pointed out that landscaping will be installed between the property line and dry well. 
· Thomas asked what recourse exists if the Town’s park sees increased drainage. 
· DRB Acting-Chair DiPalma questioned if the Board could answer Thomas’ question. 
· The Zoning Administrator explained that certain Performance Standards in the Zoning Regulations may be used to correct undue adverse impacts to municipal facilities and services. 
· Jericho Road Resident and Planning Commission Member Chelsye Brooks got confirmation that majority of the water entering the dry pond would be discharged through the outlet pipe—it was not designed with infiltration in mind. She also asked about the types of trees planned for the property line. 
· Currier discussed the proposed planting and landscaping plan, which called for 7 green giant arborvitae trees. Discussion was had on the size, height, and number thereof. 
· Thomas opined that the planting plan is a substantial change and questioned why many existing trees would need to be cut down given the time it takes for trees to mature. 
· Barnard noted an ongoing concern with noise, especially due to adjacency with the Town’s pickleball courts. She advocated for more trees and bigger trees to help with sound mitigation and avoid future screening costs to be borne by the Town.  
· Currier noted that the vegetation is not a good solution for sound mitigation, what works is something solid like a fence or concrete wall. Vegetation helps, but it is not the best for sound mitigation. 
· Brooks questioned the species of proposed tree due to a variety of effectiveness concerns and requested that the Board and applicant explore different alternatives. 
· Board Member Monks noted that the proposed species generally tolerates wet conditions. 
· Currier noted an openness to other types of species and varieties, but explained to Thomas that, at this time, no further plantings are proposed beyond the submitted plans for seven green giant arborvitae trees. 
· Barnard questioned how many trees would be removed for this project. 
· Currier did not have a specific answer in response. 
· Conclusion. The Board voted (3-0) to APPROVE this application with the following CONDITIONS: [1] modify the planting plan to have [1.1] a minimum of fifteen (15) of the proposed arborvitae with [1.2] a minimum height of six (6) feet [1.3] evenly spaced, and [2] that the front or south side of the building have [2.1] gutters installed on the gable roof portions and [2.2] the downspouts of said gutters be directed away from, not onto, the driveways. [2.3] The gutters will also be included on the lower porch roof.

Agenda Item # 3: AP2026-002. Appellants = Chelsye and Trevor Brooks.  Parcel ID: JR1330. 
· Zoning Administrator DeNault recused himself from staffing the DRB for a conflict as the person who approved the permit being appealed. 
· Appellants Chelsye and Trevor Brooks presented on the appeal. 
· Jericho Road Resident and Neighbor Edwin Thornton, as well as Applicant’s engineer, Bryan Currier, were also present to speak to the appeal. 
· DRB Acting Chair DiPalma outlined the procedural history of this case to determine what issues were before the Board. 
·  Appellants Chelsye and Trevor Brooks presented their case as to why the issued certificates of occupancy should be vacated or reversed for alleged timing defects and noncompliant development. 
· Currier noted his belief that the driveway was constructed in significant accordance with the approved plans. He believed the CO’s were correctly issued. 
· Thornton questioned if the driveway was to be built to Town Public Improvement Standards. 
· The Zoning Administrator noted that they narrowly applied to the access, not the private driveway itself. 
· The Zoning Administrator noted that neither the access permit nor the original driveway permit are appealable. 
· On the timing question, the Zoning Administrator noted a distinction between permit issuance and permit effectiveness. He reasoned that the 15-day period it takes for a permit to become effective should not necessarily preclude a Zoning Administrator from issuing permits that are otherwise deemed complete. He further noted that the environmental court had issued a stay in the growing number of related cases before it. 
· On the question of the residential building energy standards (RBES) certificate, the Zoning Administrator reasoned that the scope and jurisdiction of the Town’s purview over such a document was limited to ensuring such device was certified and recorded. 
· Conclusion. The Board voted (3-0) to DENY the appeal.   
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