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Development Review Board
September 9, 2026, Meeting Minutes

Members Present: Matt Dyer (Chair), Bob DiPalma (Vice-Chair), & Padraic Monks, and Matt Parisi. 
Members Absent: N/A. 
Staff: Danté DeNault (Zoning Administrator & E911 Coordinator), and Keith Oborne (Director of Planning and Zoning). 
Public Attendance, Including Any Noted Interests or Associations: Lejla Merina (Other Business Item A), Kenan Heco (Other Business Item A), Jay McCormack (Item 1 Landowner), Karl Marchessault (Item 1, Applicant’s Engineer), Jacob Wechsler (Item 1, Applicant’s Engineer), Doug Goulette (Item 2 Engineer), Patty Gilbert (Item 2 Applicant), Dolores Carter (Item 3, Residential Neighbor), Chelsye Brooks (Item 1 Appellant), Trevor Brooks (Item 1 Appellant), Edwin Thornton & Candi Foote-Thornton (Item 1, Abutting Landowners), David Sunshine, Leandro Vazquez, MMCTV (Jeff), and Will and Elizabeth.  

Summary

The Richmond Development Review Board (DRB) met, as warned, to discuss the following business. The DRB also discussed and scheduled a future date and time for legal training on permit amendments and appeals, for Wednesday October 28, 2026, at 6:00 PM. A full recording of this meeting, absent the DRB’s final decisions after deliberative session, can be viewed on MMCTV’s YouTube channel.[footnoteRef:1] Lastly, all related meeting materials are archived on the DRB’s webpage.[footnoteRef:2]  [1:  YouTube, MMCTV, Richmond DRB Sept. 9, 2026, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wZ9suUEtNvk. ]  [2:  See DRB 9/9/26, https://www.richmondvt.gov/calendar/meeting/development-review-board-9-9-26. ] 


Agenda Item # 1: AP2026-003.     Appellants = Chelsye & Trevor Brooks.     Parcel ID: JR1330.   
· At the onset of the hearing, the Zoning Administrator recused himself as the person who approved of the permit on appeal. 
· Before presenting her case, Appellant Chelsye Brooks submitted written materials for the Board to consider. The only other materials previously submitted were the Notice of Appeal itself.  
· Appellant, the Landowner and his Engineer, and the Zoning Administrator spoke to contents of the appeal. 
· Appellants argued that issues exist with the existing access, emergency vehicle travel, stormwater and downstream drainage, and easements.  
· Applicant and his engineer responded to Appellant’s contentions on existing access, emergency vehicle travel, and stormwater systems. 
· The Zoning Administrator defended issuance of the Zoning Permit. He also acknowledged Appellant’s recent memorandum and noted that he would be happy to craft a written response to the filing if that is something the DRB wanted to see.  
· The Zoning Administrator responded to questions on site distances for access, emergency vehicle travel, and stormwater systems. 
· Appellant responded to the access permit not being ripe and also noted that an existing driveway culvert is filled with dirt. 
· Resident Patty Gilbert noted that it’s the landowner’s responsibility to clean out and maintain any private culverts on their land.  
· Conclusion. The Board voted (4-0) to CONTINUE the hearing to the next meeting, in light of the additional information received prior to the hearing. The Applicant and the Zoning Administrator be requested to submit any response documents they wish to the memorandum that was submitted by the Appellant at the hearing, and to do that not less than 7 days prior to the next scheduled hearing, and that the Applicant be authorized to file any rebuttal to those filings not less than 2 days prior to the hearing.    	Comment by Dante DeNault: To Clarify. Is this word correct? Or should it instead be Appellant? https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/share/Ie2NdeIgJ3hilWzVYaowCnUK3eJdYUOiH-CFVLyAArJtYvjvQ2lcGBMtoclVgq55.74MmpjM1nKW-APHA?startTime=1788994102000
Passcode: h+eT3+B%

Agenda Item # 2: PS2026-003.           Applicant = Patty Gilbert.                       Parcel ID: BE0345. 
· Applicant Patty Gilbert and her engineer, Doug Goulette, presented this application for a four-lot subdivision of Parcel ID BE0345. 
· Goulette reminded the Board of a previous sketch plan for the proposed subdivision, nothing that the gist of the proposal has stayed the same. 
· Applicant explained the difference in ownership and maintenance of Beatty Lane and Palmer Lane. 
· Applicant discussed access for the proposed rural road plan and shared driveway, including relevant easements for such. 
· Applicant noted that WW Permits have been applied for with the State and are under review. Each lot will have its own well and mound system. If the well or mound is not located on its respective lot, the relevant easements will be obtained as marked on the plat and plans. 
· Applicant spoke to plans for stormwater infrastructure, including a gravel wetland, roadway swales, driveway culverts, and other associated features. 
· Applicant confirmed that a HOA will be created for the community. 
· Applicant questioned who pays for the new road sign. The Zoning Administrator said he would follow up with an answer, be it the applicant, the Town, or the State. 
· Upon some discussion, Applicant agreed to stating “master development plan” on the final plans. The DRB clarified that this does not affect any future subdivisions of any of the remaining lots unless some other easement or deed restrictions are created to the contrary. 
· Brief discussion was had on whether the Town had any present or future intentions to build or develop upon the Town’s right of way in Williams Hill Road (TH #20). The Zoning Administrator noted that, to his knowledge, there are no present or future intentions of the Town to build or improve upon Town Highway 20. 
· Applicant also noted that Act 250 jurisdiction attaches and that the Act 250 process will be concurrent with the subdivision and zoning permit process. 
· Conclusion. The Board voted (4-0) to APPROVE the application as presented, with a request to include the new Road Name and E911 addresses on the plat and plan, as well as submit a written waiver request to the field marker requirement. 

Other Item of Discussion A: 20 Apple Tree Lane Variance Request. Applicants = Kenan Heco and Lejla Merina. Parcel ID: AP0020. 
· Applicants Kenan Heco and Lejla Merina presented on this variance request. 
· Requested is a variance from the applicable front setback requirements. 
· Applicants discussed the nature of the existing, undeveloped lot and the rationale behind the requested variance. 
· Applicants noted that an Access Permit for a new curb cut was recently granted by the Selectboard. 
· Applicants acknowledged adjustments to the proposed house to comply with the Town’s height regulations. 
· The controlling homeowners’ association has a minimum size of 1,800 square feet.
· DRB Chair Dyer walked through the five statutory factors to obtain a variance. 
· Applicants showed a survey of the land, which depicted the cliff where the land falls off into a community stormwater system. 
· Discussion was had about the stormwater infrastructure for the subdivision, including the Town’s role in maintenance of the public highways. The Zoning Administrator noted that the Highway Department installed that stormwater system, and upon recent site visit, was satisfied with its functionality. 
· Applicant explained that pre-existing stakes on the lot were there from a previous owners’ application to build there. That house, which was never built, was almost double the size of what the applicant is currently applying for. 
· Board Member Parisi noted that he personally looked into purchasing this lot in the past to develop it, and he was under the impression that, essentially, there was no room to build on the lot without going off the cliff. 
· The Zoning Administrator highlighted a 1-foot contour map of the Applicants’ property. 
· In response to a question about stabilization issues on the top of the bank, Applicant explained that the stabilization issues were addressed with the culvert and armoring of the embankment.
· Applicants affirmed that they did not create any of the conditions to request a variance or modify the site. 
· There was an open question to permit history on the communities stormwater infrastructure, the Zoning Administrator noted he had been in contact with the HOA, who noted that they would like to capture any increase in impervious surface and was checking to see if any further permit amendments would be required. Applicant noted that per conversations with his engineer and the state, that no additional permit amendments should be required.  
· Applicants discussed the setbacks, stormwater systems, and cliff as limiting factors to build on the lot. Of the triangle depicted in the survey, applicant noted that there is no possibility to build a house that meets the zoning regulations and also the HOA requirements. 
· Applicants affirmed that they did not develop the property prior to recent purchase.
· The Board and Applicants spoke to the character of the neighborhood, specifically discussing the HOAs recent written objections and comments. 
· Applicant discussed his understanding of the specifics of the variance requested from the front setback requirements, that 13 feet of variance is sought from the front setback requirement. 
· Board Chair Dyer discussed the HOAs objections to the variance for impacts to home valuations and neighborhood aesthetics. On the topics of erosion plans and slope drainage, Applicants affirmed that they were already done and addressed. 
· Neighbor Dolores Carter spoke to the history of the subdivision. She noted that the aesthetics of the neighborhood would change if a house was built closer to the road. She mentioned that a neighboring lot had to bring in a lot of fill to comply with the HOA’s setback requirements.  
· Carter noted that a mockup of the house would be nice. 
· Applicants noted that the location of the house has been staked out for and reiterated where the location of the approved access is. 
· Resident Chelsye Brooks left multiple comments in the chat about the communities stormwater facilities. She was unable to find state or town approvals for the stormwater system. She was unable to find the system on the communities 3-acre stormwater permit. 
· Carter asked if a holding pond was in the back of lot. 
· Applicant noted that it was updated at some point and no longer exists. 
· Brooks also asked about the existence of easements for existing stormwater facilities. She questioned if an easement should be explored. 
· Applicants noted the existence of easements for fiber optic, power, and to the pump for the wastewater. Applicant did not believe that any other easements on the lot existed. 
· Applicants were unresponsive if all the relevant easements were shown on a recorded plat. Applicants noted that engineering plans shown to them and submitted to the state had varying call outs for existing easements present on the lot. 
· The Zoning Administrator noted that future Town permits would be a Zoning Permit, a Certificate of Occupancy, and submission of the Residential Building Energy Standards certificate. 
· The Board voted to go into deliberative session to discuss the application. 
· Conclusion. The Board voted (4-0) to CONTINUE the hearing to consult the Town Attorney on whether the request complies with the variance criteria in the Zoning Regulations.   

Other Item of Discussion B: Legal Training on Permit Amendments and Appeals. 
· The Board discussed meeting on Wednesday, October 28, 2026, at 6 PM for training on permit amendments and appeals.  
· Conclusion. The Board agreed to schedule legal training on permit amendments and appeals for Wednesday, October 28, 2026. 
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