MINUTES
ST. ALBANS CITY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
ST. ALBANS CITY HALL, 100 NORTH MAIN STREET
6:30 PM WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 3, 2025

APPROVED 10.08.2025

Board Members Present: Rebecca Pfeiffer, Chair; Tanner McCuin, Vice Chair; Rick Coon
Becky Manahan (Alternate)

Board Members Absent: Dick Thayer; Emily Biron; Janis Appel (Alternate)

City Staff Present: Tim Smith, Mayor; Chip Sawyer, Director of Planning and Development;
Dominic Cloud, City Manager; Sara Bennett, Property Services Manager; Paul Olshan, Minute
Taker; Ed Adrian, Legal Counsel, Mick Leddy, Legal Counsel.

Members of the Public: Greg Brodeur, Susan Brodeur, Jessica Fike, Cora Robtoy, Barb Frazier,
Denise Allen, Peter Raymond, Kiersten Bourgeious, Stephen Heinzman, Michael Stanziale,
Elissa Lee, Panos Lekkas, Jason Booth, Lindsay Hunn, Cindy Martell, Joanne K. Carr, David
Horn, Sandra Reed, Richard Carr, (Via Zoom) Nora Faris, Jill Lombard, Star Kashman, Tyler
Mumley, Gail Egner.

1. R. Pfeiffer began the meeting at 6:35.

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. B. Manahan (Alternate) was assigned as a voting member.

4. S. Bennett specified that Agenda items 1 and 4 would be recessed until the next meeting,
October 6, 2025.

5. R. Pfeiffer specified that there was legal counsel attending the meeting in case the board
would like to ask questions or call an executive session for consultation.

6. Case 2025-009 Site Plan Review / From Scratch - Mike Rooney / 70 South Main St.
o T. McCuin motioned to recess this case. Seconded by B. Manahan. The motion
passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.

7. Case 2025-012 for ZA Decision Appeal / St. Albans Creamery LLC / 138-142 Federal
Street
o R. Pfeiffer introduced this case and hearing. She also went through the process of
reviewing the notice of violation.
o Those providing testimony tonight were sworn in.



o B. Manahan specified that Martin Manahan is her brother-in-law and submitted a
complaint, but it would not be a conflict of interest that would cause her to be
impartial in this case. The board was also connected with legal counsel by C. Sawyer
ahead of time.

o E. Adrian introduced himself and gave the city’s testimony. There was a procedural
issue and a substantive issue. The Brief submitted to the board was entered as
evidence for this meeting. According to the city, staff had been in discussions with
DFA for many months about this issue and they had plenty of notice. E. Adrian’s
understanding was that there was an extension at the plant which led to additional
pollution which needed to be mitigated, but the pollution mitigation process led to a
detectable odor.

o There was a brief discussion on how this case would be processed and which
witnesses and members of the public would make statements.

o R. Coon motioned to accept evidence pieces 1-10. Seconded by T. McCuin. The
motion passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.

o D. Cloud testified as the City Manager. He said the city has been engaged with DFA
since January, with a long-standing relationship (the tractor festival, flags on Main
Street, etc.), which has caused tension between the city and the DFA plant. D. Cloud
never thought this problem would go unresolved for so long.

o D. Cloud brought up four separate occasions where he walked out of City Hall and
smelled the foul odor, which prompted him to appeal to the City Council about it. He
also walked the Board through the engineering process that led to the foul odor and
why it occurred the way it did.

o R. Coon asked D. Cloud for a description of the smell. D. Cloud called it a “septic”
smell, something that you shouldn’t smell when trying to sell real estate or make
dinner.

o P. Raymond introduced himself as the attorney representing DFA. He asked D. Cloud
a few questions, mainly about his experience interacting with the DFA and public
complaints.

o B. Manahan asked D. Cloud if there were complaints after July. D. Cloud specified
that he hasn’t noticed the smell in recent weeks, and that he hasn’t gone through the
complaints since July. R. Pfeiffer asked if the city received complaints about smells
prior to the issue with the DFA Plant. D. Cloud said no.

o R. Coon asked about the different solutions and causes to the odor. D. Cloud referred
him to the plant manager who had a background in chemistry.

o P. Raymond and P. Lekkas introduced themselves and gave their own experience with
this issue based on what the witnesses stated. P. Raymond felt that it was unclear that
the odors were coming directly from the plant and that they were unreasonable based
on city ordinances.

o P. Lekkas mentioned that the plant has been there for over 100 years and had a great



relationship with the city. He also gave a technical background to some of the
proposed solutions to the problem.

o P. Lekkas described what these odors are and how they respond to complaints. He
also mentioned that he would like more information on complaints about the odors.
He described the scent box and how it helped with the odor issue in June/July, but it
blocked the filter and created further issues.

o T. McCuin motioned to go into recess. Seconded by R. Coon. The motion passed
with all in favor. No additional discussion.

o T. McCuin motioned to adjourn the session. Seconded by B. Manahan. The
motion passed with all in favor.

o E. Adrian asked P. Lekkas some follow-up questions about his background, his PhD,
and the odors. Some of these questions also asked for the contact information of
consultants who made reports of the odors, particularly of Hydrogen Sulfide-like
odors. P. Lekkas would also provide the Board with the report provided by the
consultant.

o P. Lekkas confirmed that the plant does produce hydrogen sulfide. There was a brief
discussion on whether or not P. Lekkas has kept a log of the smells he’s detected on
his walk.

o R. Pfeiffer brought up that the Board would like to understand why DFA was working
to mitigate the odor problem, but also denying it was coming from the plant. P.
Lekkas specified that they are not the only producer of odors.

o R. Coon asked for the date they raised the discharge pipe. P. Lekkas said it was on
August 7th.

o P. Raymond asked K. Bourgeois some questions about the odor and her own walks to
detect it. Then E. Adrian asked a few clarifying questions to K. Bourgeois.

© Public Comment.

m Kora Robtoy gave her comment, specifically about being on nausea
medicine since the odor started. She had to leave her residence and stay
with her sister because it was so bad. She kept a log of dates and times that
would be submitted to the Board. This was at Bethel Court. R. Coon
motioned to receive that log as evidence piece 11. Seconded by T.
McCuin. The motion passed with all in favor.

m B. Manahan asked if the smell changed over time, but K. Robtoy said no it’s
been the same. She characterized the smell as a dead person.

m Eliza gave her experience as a renter on Cherry Court how bad the odor is
and the source of it. It was still occurring as of last week.

m Lindsay F. who lives on Pearl Street mentioned that she could now smell
the odor when before she couldn’t. She said it smelled like a Diaper Genie
(diaper trash)

m Cindy Martel, who also lived at Bethel Court, gave her experience with how



offensive and strong the smell is. It smelled like spoiled milk to her. She
also mentioned an article by Seven Days and WCAX about the settlement
and a remediation plan between the DFA and the State of Vermont.

m One of the owners and managers of Bethel Court, Richard Carn, testified
about the odor. Years ago there was an issue with precipitant but R. Carn
always had a good relationship with the DFA owners.

m T. McCuin motioned to include a submission list from Bethel Court as
evidence. Seconded by R. Coon. The motion passed with all in favor. No
additional discussion.

m Another resident from Bethel Court described the odor and their experience
living with it. While they mentioned that the odor got better over time, it’s
still there and disruptive.

o DFA would provide the Board with details of the settlement made with the State of
Vermont. R. Pfeiffer also specified that she works for the State of Vermont Agency of
Natural Resources but does not work in wastewater.

o E. Adrian gave some closing thoughts, specifically that DFA should be required to
bring the odor of the plant back to the state it was prior to December 2024.

o P. Raymond gave closing statements too. He also asked a clarifying question about
the entered evidence and how they were classified.

o T. McCuin motioned to recess the hearing until the next meeting. Seconded by R.
Coon. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.

8. Case 2025-013 Conditional Use Review / Sue & Greg Brodeur / 7 Lake Street

o S. Brodeur and G. Brodeur introduced themselves. Then S. Bennett gave the staff
report for the conditional use review at 7 Lake Street.

o R. Pfeiffer asked if this was the CVOEO building, and S. Bennett specified that this is
for the top two floors of 7 Lake Street.

o S. Brodeur worked at Hope and Recovery in St. Albans and gave a brief background
on her career and the services she provides. She specifically doesn’t force her patients
to come in for an in-person visit unless it is required. She has a close relationship with
The Notch and is referred to by patients regularly from them. She is looking for
approval from the State of Vermont for art therapy as well. This new space would be
an extension of these services.

o S. Brodeur introduced her team who were in attendance.

o B. Manahan asked about office hours and S. Brodeur gave the Board a weekly
schedule. She specified that she does not provide crisis service and will only provide
services within hours. These daily hours would not change in the future.

o T. McCuin asked about proposed changes to the building. S. Brodeur mentioned that
there would be no major construction changes, but cosmetic changes like redoing a
floor, painting, or turning a storage room into a dressing room for patients. These



changes could be done by the end of 2025. S. Bennett mentioned that none of these
changes required a permit either.

o J. Fike gave public comment and discussed her own recovery and how she works at
Howard Center; she's terrified about the state of addiction in Vermont. She vouched
for S. Broeder’s accountability as a provider.

o G. Egner gave public comment, echoing what J. Fike said.

o N. Sponabel gave her experience as a nurse and vouched for S. Broeder as well.

o R. Pfeiffer ensured that hours would be 7-7 when the building is open.

o T. McCuin motioned to close the hearing tonight. Seconded by R. Coon. The
motion passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.

9.2025-014 Case Review
o B. Manahan motioned to recess this case until the next meeting. Seconded by R.
Coon. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.

10. No Planning & Development updates or Enforcement updates.

11. R. Coon motioned to table all three sets of minutes until the next meeting. Seconded
by B. Manahan. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.

12.  Next meeting would be October 6, 2025. R. Pfeiffer and T. McCuin have conflicts for
those dates but they would try to make it.

13. No Other Business

14. B. Manahan motioned to enter Deliberative Session. Seconded by R. Coon. The
motion passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.



