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Town of Danville Development Review Board 
Permit 2021-75, Conditional Use Review Hearing,DECISION 

 

Applicants:  Melissa Deppisch. 

Site:  SA002-009.000, 71 Hill St, Danville VT 05828. 
Zoning District:  Village Core with Design Control Overlay 
Project Description:  Construct 24 by 40 two story addition with breezeway at the rear of the existing 
structure.  Application is vague.  Interior layout and usage of this space needs to be determined, along with 
changes to staffing or client load. 
Per the prior 2019 Conditional Use permit, any changes will require an appearance before the DRB. 

Warnings:  18 October 2021 

Hearing Date:  03 November 2021.  Hearing to be held in person.  There is no Zoom option. 
Development Review Board Members Present at Town Hall: Rob Balivet, Brian 
Henderson(Chair), Bob Magro, Theresa Pelletier, Larry Rossi 

Development Review Board Members Absent:  Terry Hoffer, Jenni Lavoie(Alternate), John 
McClung,  

Interested Parties Present:  Cristal Brown (For Danville Congregational Church, Abutter), Melissa 
Deppisch (Applicant), Dennis Marquise (Zoning Administrator), John Perry (abutter),  
Correspondence from Interested Parties:  None 

Disclosure of Conflict of Interest:  None by board or by interested parties. 

Disclosure of Ex Parté Communication:  None by board or by interested parties. 

Applicable Bylaws: 
This application requires a review by the DRB under the following section of the Danville Bylaws:   
Sec 405.1, page 20, Off Street Parking and Loading 
Sec 502.3, page 30, Conditional Use 
Sec 510, page 31, Village Core. 
Sec 530, page 50, Design Control Overlay 

Preliminary Findings of Fact: 
Sec 405.1, page 20, Off Street Parking and Loading.  The bylaws require one parking space per 10 children 
for a Day Care Center.  There are currently 8 on-site parking spaces, and the applicant has arranged 
for additional parking in the Church lot and also in the Creamery lot. 
Sec 502.3 Conditional Use.  As this is a review of a prior Conditional Use permit, any changes in staff 
or client levels must be reviewed as to their impact on the present conditions.  The applicant is 
currently under the 10-12 clients approved on the prior permit and is not seeking to expand the client 
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occupancy beyond what was previously permitted.  The use will continue as a daycare facility for 
disabled children and adults. 
Sec 510, Village Core. 

a) Minimum lot size 8500 sq ft.  As the existing lot is 21,780 square feet;.it meets this 
requirement. 

b) Minimum Lot Frontage 50 feet.  This is an existing lot with a frontage of 125 feet. 
c) Minimum front setback is equal to the building setback for the adjacent lots.  This is an 

addition to an existing, setback compliant structure. 
d) Minimum side setback is 5’.  The proposed structure exceeds the required 5-foot side 

setbacks and 10-foot rear setback. 
e) Conditional Uses.  Day Care is a permitted Conditional Use in this district. 

Sec 510.4, District Standards 
b) Maximum Building Footprint shall not exceed 5000 square feet.  The applicant failed to 

provide this information, but a quick calculation by the board shows that the structure is 
likely under this requirement. 

Sec 530, Design Control Overlay 
530.1 Objective. The purpose of these overlay zones is to preserve and enhance the historic and 
architectural significance of Danville, South Danville, North Danville, and West Danville. It is also the 
purpose of this overlay to maintain the relationship of exterior architectural features of a structure and to 
ensure the general compatibility of scale, exterior design, arrangement, texture, and materials, both on the 
structure and with surrounding structures. It is the intent of these regulations to encourage development 
that is compatible with the existing character of the area and creates a pedestrian friendly environment. It 
is expected that these regulations will contribute to an increase in population and commerce. 
530.3 Within any Design Control Overlay district, no structure may be erected, reconstructed, substantially 
altered, restored, moved, demolished, or changed in use or type of occupancy without design approval of 
plans by the Development Review Board. The applicant has stated that the new construction will match 
the existing structure material and color.  However, it appears that the design has not been finalized 
beyond sketches and no official plans exist nor have been submitted to the DRB. 

Summary of Discussion: 

The applicant stated that they need more space for their operations.  There are currently 9 clients in the life 
skills program, which is for intensive therapy on a one-on-one basis.  The new addition would include 
individual “learning space” rooms for training along with a larger open vocational area.  There is no 
immediate plan to increase staffing or clients beyond the level initially permitted. 
Rob Balivet inquired about the visual screening which was a condition on the original permit.  The 
applicant and the primary abutter, Steve Perry, explained that this was completed to the satisfaction of both 
parties.  Melissa noted that she is offering to provide additional screening as required for this addition.  
Steve Perry commended the applicant for reaching out and listening to their concerns and completing the 
screening to their satisfaction.  He further expressed his concerns that while this is a residential area, this 
use adds to the “institutional footprint”, and he was hoping to retain more of the residential character.  The 
chair explained that this is in Village Core district, which was created by the Planning Commission for 
mixed uses in a walkable neighborhood.  The applicant added that this business is in a residential building, 
which can revert to a single-family home at a later time. 
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The board also raised the question about parking, to which Cristal Brown, for the Church, responded that 
there was a favorable history with the applicant, and they were looking forward to meeting again with the 
Reverend to review this issue.  She would prefer if the staff would not use the optimum parking spots near 
the Church entry.  Her only concern was that the church would need to use all parking spots if there was a 
daytime funeral. 
Rob Balivet noted that this permit is in the Design Control Overlay, and per Sec. 530 of the bylaws, “plans” 
need to be submitted for approval.  He was concerned that the windows on the prior, existing addition are 
out of proportion, and he would like to see windows in the new addition that are similar in style and size to 
the original residence.  He further noted that it is likely that “stamped” architectural drawings will be 
needed for submittal to the Fire Marshalls office.  The board would like to review a set of drawings before 
considering final approval. 
The chair closed the discussion by noting that while wastewater capacity was not in our jurisdiction, it will 
need to be reviewed with the appropriate town agent.  He also suggested that the applicant contact a State 
Permit Specialist, such as Peter Kopsco, to review which additional permits are required.  

Decision and Conditions: 

After a brief discussion, Larry Rossi motioned to approve Permit 2021-75 with conditions.  The motion was 
seconded by Rob Balivet.  As there were no objections, the permit was approved with the following 
conditions: 

1. The visual screening with trees is to be extended per agreement between the applicant and the 
Perrys. 

2. As this building faces Hill St, the applicant shall submit more detailed elevations of all exterior 
views and provide sufficient detail as to the materials, window and door locations and style, trim 
details and style, and colors consistent with the requirements of the Design Control District.  Failure 
to meet the Design Control guidelines will render this permit invalid.   

The submitted drawings will be distributed electronically for review by the DRB, which will then vote by 
e-mail.  The vote will be recorded on this document, after which a final approval will be granted.  The 30-
day appeal period will commence on this final approval date. 
Continuation: 
Specifications and partial elevation drawings were submitted on 29 November and reviewed by the DRB at 
their 01 December hearing.  Rob Balivet motioned to approve the design details as submitted for Design 
Control.  Larry Rossi seconded the motion.  As there were no objections, the design details were approved. 
A permit will be issued by the Zoning Administrator 30 days after this final decision.  There may be 
additional requirements noted on the final permit. 

Signed: 
Brian F Henderson 
Brian Henderson, Chair, Danville Development Review Board 

Date of Preliminary Decision:  04 November 2021 

Date of Decision:  01 December 2021 

Final Appeal Date:  31 December 2021 
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NOTICE: 
This decision may be appealed to the Vermont Environmental Court by an interested person who 
participated in the proceeding (in person or in writing) before the Development Review Board. Such 
appeal must be made within 30 days of the date of this decision, pursuant to 24 V.S.A. #4471 and Rule 
5(b) of the Vermont Rules for Environmental Court Proceedings.   
For this hearing, the interested parties include Cristal Brown and Steve Perry, Abutters. 
 


