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Development Review Board Meeting Minutes
Meeting of September 18, 2025

Present: John Wysocki, Chair *via Zoom Video Conference
Merissa Sherman
Jessica Ralston
Bernie Krasnoff
Jim Haff, Zoning Administrator
Will Austin, Assistant Town Planner
Dan Heil, VHB
Chris Sullivan, Mountain Green

1. Callto Order .
John Wysocki called the meeting to order at 6:30pm.

2. Approval of the Agenda
Sherman motioned to approve the agenda. Krasnoff seconded the motion. All in favor. Motion

passed unanimously.

3. Executive Session with Langrock and Sperry, Kevin Brown, Town Counsil
The Board entered into executive session at 6:32pm. The Board exited executive session at
6:51pm. No action was taken.

4. Approval of the Minutes - August 21, 2025

Sherman motioned to approve the minutes of August 21, 2025. Ralston seconded the motion.
Haff asked that the minutes reflect that the KMS athletic center has an existing well system, but
plans to connect to the municipal water system in the future. Austin stated he will make this
change. All in favor subject to the revision stated.

5. Open Public Hearing - Application #SPR25-41 Killington Mountain School (PUD &
Site Plan Review)

Wysocki read aloud a letter of opinion from Town Attorney Kevin Brown of Langrock and

Sperry, addressing the Development Review Board members' obligation to avoid ex-parte

communications regarding projects that are expected to come before the Board or are

scheduled for a public hearing. At this time, Board Member Sherman exited the meeting.

Wysocki opened the public hearing for Application #SPR25-41 Killington Mountain School
Athletic Center. Wysocki read the Statement of Findings and Conclusions regarding Application
#SPR25-41 Killington Mountain School. The Development Review Board has approved the
application for the proposed Killington Mountain School Athletic Center, subject to the
following conditions:
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e Applicant and owner of Parcel #29-209, Edward Olchowicz and Sheila Reardon will
come to an agreement on the Landscape plan of adding trees between property to add a
buffer zone.

e Commissioners added that all entrances and exits shall have proper lighting and also
out front where there is an area for Police, Fire, Ambulance, if and when needed to have
lighting installed.

e Applicant must abide by Noise Ordinance in Town which the Town states no noise
outside after 10:30 PM.

e Demolition Permit required to demolish existing building.

e Zoning Permit required before start of any construction.

Itis so ordered by: John Wysocki, Chair of the Killington Development Review Board.

Pursuant to Title 24 VSA Chapter 4471 and 4472 The applicant and or any other interested
person, as defined by 24 BSA of Chapter 4465 B who has participated in the review of this
application may appeal this decision to the Vermont Environmental Court by filing a notice of
appeal directly with the Vermont Environmental Court within 30 days of the date of this

decision.

6. Open Public Hearing - Application #25-44 by GG Killington LP and Killington/Pico Ski
Resort Partners, LLC (PUD and Site Plan Review)
Wysocki opened the public hearing for Application #25-44 Great Gulf Killington LP and
Killington/Pico Ski Resort Partners, LLC. Dan Heil of VHB presented the proposed Resort
Parking Project, noting the removal of Lot ] due to encroachment on a Class 111 wetland and the
relocation of a stormwater pond to the eastern portion of the project area. The revised
application proposes a total of 1,185 parking spaces, reflecting a reduction of 184 spaces
resulting from the elimination of Lot J. Heil stated that parking capacity will be reevaluated
when Great Gulf submits a proposal for Phase one (1) of the Ski Village project. Zoning
Administrator Jim Haff clarified that the applicant will be required to meet the original target of
1,282 parking spaces during the Phase 1 review. Board Member Ralston emphasized that the
current review pertains only to the location of the proposed parking lots, not the individual
parking spaces. Haff confirmed this interpretation. Heil went on to present the resort’s
transportation plan, which includes shuttle service from the parking lots to the K-1 ski lift. In
response to a question from Chair Wysocki regarding potential parking within the 24-foot
corridors between lots, Heil confirmed that such parking will be strictly prohibited and detailed
the enforcement measures that will be implemented. Heil also reviewed the projects proposed
lighting plan, emphasizing its conformity with the Town’s Zoning Regulations. Wysocki asked if
any Board members had further questions. No further questions were proposed.

Wysocki invited comments or questions from abutting landowners and members of the public.
Chris Sullivan, legal representative for Mountain Green, requested clarification regarding the
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proposed walkway plan and the continued availability of ski lockers for Mountain Green
residents. Heil confirmed that the ski lockers will remain accessible and stated he will follow up
with Mountain Green representatives regarding the walkway design. Sullivan also noted that
Mountain Green is currently undergoing renovations and expressed interest in coordinating
with the Town to connect to the municipal water system during ongoing construction. Haff
responded that the Town and Resort will collaborate with all affected property owners
throughout the phased implementation of the municipal water system. Christina Jensen, legal
representative for the Killington Grand Hotel, expressed her client’s support for the proposed
Resort Parking Project. She requested confirmation that the project would not impact the Grand
Hotel’s existing parking arrangements. Dan Heil confirmed that there would be no impact at this
time and stated that Great Gulf will engage with abutting property owners as planning
progresses for Phase one (1) of the Ski Village development. John Bryne, representative of
Pinnacle Condominiums, inquired about potential impacts of the road reconstruction project—
specifically Road H—on the Pinnacle Condominium Complex. Zoning Administrator Jim Haff
clarified that this concern pertains to the Town'’s separate Road Reconstruction Project and is
not part of the current application. Caroline Wise, representative of the Mountain Inn, asked
whether the proposed Resort Parking Project would affect parcels associated with the Inn. Dan
Heil confirmed that there would be no impact and reiterated that Great Gulf will coordinate
with abutting property owners as planning advances for Phase 1 of the Ski Village. Wysocki
asked if any other Board Members or members of the audience would like to propose any
further questions or comments. None were proposed.

7. Deliberative Session

The Board entered into deliberative session at 7:46pm. The Board exited deliberative session at
8:06pm. Ralston motioned to continue the Public Hearing until October 16, 2025. Krasnoff
seconded the motion. All in favor. The Motion was passed.

8. Citizen Input
None.

9. Commissioners Concerns
Wysocki expressed concern regarding the truck traffic on East Mountain Road. Haff suggested

he bring his concerns to the Selectboard at their next meeting.

10. Adjourn
Wysocki motioned to adjourn at 8:20pm; Ralston seconded the motion. Motion passed

unanimously.



Dear Jon,

The DRB constitutes a quasi-judicial board. As such, DRB members are required to judge permit
applications or amendments, as well as appeals of permit denials and appeals, solely upon the
evidence and public comments made during the public hearing(s).

Communications by DRB members outside of the public hearing(s} on a pending issue or an
issue which will come before the DRB, qualify as ex-parte communication. When ex parte
communication occurs, those not privy to the ex-parte communication do not know the
contents or circumstances concerning the ex-parte communication. A judicial or quasi-judicial
body must therefore steadfastly avoid engaging in ex parte communication because of the
risk/danger that those communications include information or input to which the applicant
and/or other interested parties are not privy. As a result, those excluded from the ex-parte
communication have no knowledge of ex-parte communication and therefore cannot reply to,
oppose, or rebut the content of the ex-parte communication.

For these reasons, ex-parte communication is improper because, if nothing else, it tends to
create the appearance of impropriety and/or partiality. In other words, ex-parte
communication is prohibited because it risks creating the pereeption that a DRB member’s
decision will be influenced by or be based upon information and/or communication acquired
outside of the public hearing and/or may indicate prejudgment in advance of the hearing.

When a DRB member engages in ex-parte communication, the appropriate response is for the
DRB member to recuse themselves from future participation on the matter before the DRB

The parking requirements for Great Gulf were a live issue at the DRB meeting of June 9,
2025. Ex-parte communication in d=advance of the June 9 hearing ought not to have
occurred. Great Gulf made clear that it would be bringing proposed parking changes back
before the DRB in the near future. The near future is now because the DRB meets tonight.

The participation/communication of a DRB member regarding Great Gulf parking through the
forum of the Killington Voter Online Network clearly violates the prohibition against ex-parte
communication. Opinions offered on May 24, 2025 in the Killington Voter Online Forum in
advance of the DRB hearing of June 9, 2025, certainly create the appearance that the DRM
member has prejudged the application based at least in part on comments, communication,
feedback, or alleged evidence acquired outside of the public hearings on Great Gulf's parking
requirements. Now that Great Gulf parking is back before the DRB, the DRB member who
participated in ex-parte communication via the Killington Voter Online Forum ought to recuse
themself so that Great Gulf can be assured that its application will be adjudicated solely upon
the evidence presented to the DRB during the public hearing(s).

Kevin E. Brown, Esq.
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Here is the parking plan that Great Gulf has submitted to the Development Review Board
for amendment. The original plan, on the right, was approved in 2016 and the permit
renewed a few years ago. What's up for discussion are the changes, not the project
itself, as has already been approved.

Note the new Road H that comes behind the Mountain Inn to connects to Old Mill Road

and in front of Mountain Green. It then intersections the relocated East Mountain Road,
which intersects the Killington Road at a rotary with access 1o the Village or the K1 base
areas,

The red is where spaces are being removed, green is to where they are being relocated.
The runoff pond at the north side has also been moved. This decreases the parking
space count by at least 88. There is also an assigned handicapped parking lot at the
south east corner as per VT Fire & Safety.
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Merisa's Post X

Art Malatzky
I don't see why the spaces number should be reduced. The original number of preserved

and relocated spaces has been an agreed on number for years and Great Gulf should be
mmunit chat cing required to stick to that number. They'll figure it out if forced to.
awap soa 16w Like Reply
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374 DaVe McComb

Art Malatzky The reduction is only happening because Lot J overlapped a newly re-
delineated wetland buffer, so it's no longer buildable under current state rules. That
said, holding Great Gulf to the original total is a reasonable stance, and it's up to the
DRB to decide whether reconfiguring more space elsewhere is feasible or required.

16w  Like Reply
$1%  Art Malatzky
DaVe McComb Necessity is the mother of invention. They'll figure it out. With

more people parking along the access road these days we need more rather
than less parking.

16w Like Reply
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ﬁ Steven Dushan

It would be nice to have an Aljartist conception of how this might look at street level. And
then suggestions on how the view from the road could be enhanced {maybe a series of
sculpturesfoutdoor art set up through a Canadian/N.E. artist contest).

16w Like Reply
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" pave McComb
€ Merisa .Jones The proposed changes to Killington's Resort Parking Project show progress,
butin my opinion, there are still important details that should be addressed before
approval. Great Gulf has taken a necessary step by removing Lot J to protect a newly
A\W« Comment as Merisa Jones
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Merisa's Post

DaVe McComb

Merisa Jones The proposed changes to Killington's Resort Parking Project show progress,
but in my opinion, there are still important details that should be addressed before
approval. Great Guif has taken a necessary step by removing Lot J to protect a newly
mapped Class Il wetland and its buffer, and the relocated stormwater pond now meets
updated state standards. It's also good to see the parking plan separated from the Village
Core project so gton Road construction can move forward on schedule.

That said, several concerns raised at the April 17 DRB meeting deserve action. The
Mountain Inn owners have asked for warm-colored (3000K or less) shielded lighting to
protect guest experience and this should be clearly documented in the final plan. The 25~
foot buffer between the new Lot B and the Mountain Inn alse should be fully landscaped or
fenced to ensure year-round screening. And more clarity is needed on signage, snow
storage, and how traffic will move through the new lots, especially during winter.

Also, there's no clear public-facing timeline for when each lot be built or how skier
parking will be handled while Upper Snowshed is impacted. That matters. Before this plan
is approved, it's fair to ask for updated drawings, a construction schedule, and simple
public materials to help residents and visitors understand what's happening and when.

16w Like Reply Edited

Merisa Jones # Rising contributor 40

DaVe McComb excellent point. But, unfortunately, we are only allowed to contest the
parts of the plan that are under amendment since everything else was approved in
2016. So, | can ask if construction schedule have been altered first and, if they have,
follow up with your suggestions.

18w Like Reply

Paul Buhler
Merisa Jones is this a phased project, and if so, will each phase come under
site plan review?

16w Like Reply

xJr Merisa Jones * Rising contributor  +0
Paul Buhler the information provided to the DRB only contains the
amendment, In 2021, we are only given the option of extending the permit with

Comment as Merisa Jones
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Merisa's Post X

Also, there's no clear public-facing timeline for when each lot will be built or how skier
parking will be handled while Upper Snowshed is impacted. That matters. Before this plan
is approved, it's fair to ask for updated drawings, a construction schedule, and simple
public materials to help residents and visitors understand what's happening and when.

16w  Like Reply Edited

a...n Merisa Jones # Rising contributor +0
DaVe McComb excellent point. But, unfortunately, we are only allowed to contest the
parts of the plan that are under amendment since everything else was approved in
20186. So, | can ask if construction schedule have been altered first and, if they have,
follow up with your suggestions,

16w Like Reply
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Merisa Jones is this a phased project, and if so, will each phase come under
site plan review?

15w Like Reply

Merisa Jones W Rising contributor  +0

Paul Buhler the information provided to the DRB only contains the
amendment. In 2021, we are only given the option of extending the permit with
no discussion. The DRB has asked the ZA for the 2016 permit and minutes so
we can have more information.
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Merisa Jones # Rising contributor +0

I would like to apologize to everyone. Because | shared this information and listened to
your feedback ex parte (outside of the hearing) | have been accused of giving GG an unfair
hearing and so therefore forced to recuse myself from the remainder of the hearing.

Comnunit: ¢ at a egoing
1 a soon

t trust the remainder of the DRB members will continue to perform their due diligence on
this issue and ensure that the developer meets the town zoning standards,

17h  Like Reply Edited

- Steven Dushan

. 1 am curious as to how the developers view the parking shuttle service in detail. We
can say there will be a shuttle with x amount of seats every y minutes; but how does
that work in reat life. It's winter, not necessarily good weather, and folks/families have
a lot of gear to bring to the mountain. Will there be enclosed places to wait for the
bus, where do skis and big bags go? Will people wait in their cars, then see the
shuttle, get out of their vehicles, gather their stuff and walk to the shuttle? A detailed
view of the shuttle system would be nice and prevent a lot of on the fly adjusting. Do
folks remember the big tennis tournament in Stratton years ago. it took several
summers for them to figure out efficient people mavement {and that's in the summer
with little carry on gear).
17h  Like Reply

mw Merisa Jones W Rising contributor  +0
Steven Dushan | don't know. Rumor has it that Mike (I don't know which one)
wants to put bathrooms somewhere but those aren't anywhere on the plan.

And now they have moved the handicapped parking into lot D from Lot A which
puts them in shuttle territory.

17h  Like Reply Edited
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