MINUTES
ST. ALBANS CITY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
ST. ALBANS CITY HALL, 100 NORTH MAIN STREET
6:30 PM WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 2025

APPROVED 11.3.2025

Board Members Present: Rebecca Pfeiffer, Chair; Tanner McCuin, Vice Chair; Rick Coon;
Dick Thayer; Emily Biron (Via Zoom); Becky Manahan (Alternate)

Board Members Absent: Jan Appell (Alternate)

City Staff Present: Chip Sawyer, Director of Planning and Development; Sara Bennett,
Property Services Manager; Paul Olshan, Minute Taker; Ed Adrian, Legal Counsel

Members of the Public:

For the first case: Stephen Heinz; Nora Faris; Kiersten Bourgeois; Panos Lekkas; Peter
Raymond; Sandra Reed; Jill Lombard

For the second case: Peter Mazurak; Diem-Chi Nguyen; Marc Bechard

1. R. Pfeiffer began the meeting at 6:35.
o Case B1 2025-009 application was withdrawn for now.
o Case B3 2025-014 Recess request was made for the next two meetings.
o B. Manahan was assigned as a voting member for Case 2025-012, as other members
are now present for the hearing when they were not previously.

2. Continuation: Case 2025-012 for ZA Decision Appeal / St. Albans Creamery LLC / 138-
142. Federal Street / Parcel 22033142. ZA Decision appeal for a Notice of Violation
issued for odor violations.

o R. Pfeiffer swore in attendees who would be giving testimony. She also made it clear
that the board had received additional information since the last meeting took place.
R. Pfeiffer wanted to focus this hearing on any follow-up on new evidence that’s been
provided to the board.

o B. Manahan reminded the board that Martin Manahan is a City employee and her
relative. R. Pfeiffer reminded the board that she also worked for the Agency of
Natural Resources, which they determined would not be conflicting interests for this
meeting.

o P. Lekkas and P. Raymond gave testimony. An outside consultant has been brought



on to install monitoring on the DFA property. They were installed last week and are
beginning to be operational.

o R. Coon motioned to accept the new evidence as Evidence 19. Seconded by B.
Manahan. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.

o P. Lekkas described what was in Evidence 19. It was a chart that measured discharge
from two locations on the site. There was a complaint recently where P. Lekkas could
measure the discharge at that moment. These monitors check on wind speed, H2S,
temperature, and other factors that could impact the odor. P. Lekkas could not pick up
any discernible odors recently.

o R. Pfeiffer asked if P. Lekkas could give an example of “normal readings” or a
control group to compare this data to. P. Lekkas gave some background on some
ways to compare the numbers. R. Pfeiffer asked about the kind of scale these numbers
represent (logarithmic, exponential, etc.). P. Lekkas clarified that any count between
2-4 he would be able to detect via smell, but mentioned that the highest number on
the chart he couldn’t detect by smell.

o R. Pfeiffer asked if the system was a “closed system,” ensuring air couldn’t leak
somewhere else before it’s measured. P. Lekkas confirmed that it was designed to be
closed, where certain tanks are covered but not completely sealed.

o P. Lekkas clarified what the 99 number reading meant and why the following
measurements are more important when determining if the filters are not working.

o R. Coon asked if there were any readings from before August. P. Lekkas said there
were, but they were incomplete.

o R. Pfeiffer brought up the pleadings from Evidence 15, page 10, and the consent
order. P. Lekkas discussed the employees of the DFA plant and the context
surrounding this Evidence.

o P. Raymond gave some thoughts about Evidence 18 and the difference between
what’s going on in the maintenance room vs. at the property line.

o T. McCuin motioned to accept evidence 13-18. Seconded by R. Coon. The motion
passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.

o E. Adrian began a discussion on Exhibit 18. E. Adrian’s main issue with the DFA
statement was about these details being contemporary and not retrospective. E.
Adrian believed that the board needed to decide whether the plant was in violation
when the notice was given. E. Adrian believed it was up to the City to decide whether
further enforcement would have to be taken in the future.

o C. Sawyer said that there were violations of section 519. According to OSHA, if it’s
detectable via smell, it’s a violation. He believed the City had a right to make a
decision according to these guidelines in order to protect the City’s health and well-
being.

o The board had no further questions. Legal counsel had no further information either.

o Public Comment. S. Reed sent her public comment in the mail to the City Council.



She spoke to some employees at the DFA, and someone who fixed the odor problem
told her they knew where the odor was coming from, but they refused to let him fix it.
According to her, they wanted an engineer to fix it. She also said that the smoke
spotted was from spoiled milk products and not from steam. She believed the plant
did not have enough employees.

m No other public comment.

o P. Raymond and P. Lekkas gave closing comments.

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

3. The board discussed when to take a deliberative session. All previous members of the
public left the meeting at 7:36.

4. T. McCuin motioned to continue the hearing for 2025-014 Parcel 26053020 until
December. Seconded by R. Coon. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional
discussion.

5. 4. Case 2025-016 Site Plan Review / Marc Bechard II & Ann Bechard / 189 Pearl St. /
Parcel 22067189. Site Plan Review for a new 4-unit residential building. This property
is located in Residential 8700 and S-IND Zoning Districts.

o R. Pfeiffer swore in the applicants.

o There were no conflicts of interest or ex-parte communications with board members
listed before the hearing.

o S. Bennett presented the staff report to the board.

o R. Pfeiffer asked about a continuous lot between the town and city, which S. Bennett
confirmed existed.

o The applicants introduced themselves and presented the project.

o There was a discussion on the total parking space for clarification. P. Mazurak went
through each point that the city staff report brought up. There was a brief discussion
about the height of the property being just under 25 feet. There was then a discussion
about the front door facing the street, since the current plan has no door facing the
main street. The applicants would try to have the door face the street with a wrap-
around porch.

o The board discussed how to deliberate quickly to meet the timeline for the applicant.

o This hearing would be recessed until November 3, 2025, 6:30.

o T. McCuin motioned to continue this hearing until next session, November 3,
2025. Seconded by D. Thayer. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional
discussion.

6. Other Business

o S. Bennett did not have any planning and development, or enforcement updates.

o B. Manahan highlighted for the July minutes that “adjourned” was spelled incorrectly.

o T. McCuin motioned to approve the minutes from July 7, 2025 as revised.
Seconded by B. Manahan. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional



discussion.

o R. Coon motioned to approve the minutes from August 4, 2025. Seconded by T.
McCuin. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional discussion. R.
Pfeiffer and E. Biron both abstained since they were absent.

o S. Bennett did notify the board that the decision for Case 2025-010 from July would
be appealed to the Environmental Court.

o T. McCuin motioned to approve the minutes as corrected from September 3,
2025. Seconded by R. Coon. The motion passed with all in favor. No additional
discussion. D. Thayer and E. Biron abstained.

o The next meeting would be on Monday, November 3, 2025.

7. D. Thayer motioned to enter deliberative session. Seconded by T. McCuin. The motion
passed with all in favor. No additional discussion.



