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Richmond Planning Board Meeting 
Town Hall 

Minutes 
August 9, 2021 

 
 

Members present: Richard Bell, Douglas Bruce, John Hanson (Chairman), Katherine Keenum, 
Peter Lopez 

 
Also present: Jenny Hansell, Berkshire Natural Resources Council (BNRC) 
 
 
John Hanson called the meeting to order at 6:30 . 
 

1. He welcomed the presence of Jenny Hansell, President of BNRC. He had put her on the 
agenda, he said, because he had received a suggestion from her for initiating a zoning by-
law change by citizens’ petition. He had not promulgated her suggested language to the 
rest of Board, however, because at this meeting we would talk generally about how zoning 
treated all land in Richmond that was open space or under a conservation restriction. We 
would review the steps by which the Planning Board arrives at changes to Richmond’s 
Zoning By-Laws, but would not be discussing the Hollow Fields case because it was in 
litigation. 
 
He explained first the process for a by-law change by citizens’ petition: When enough 
signatures are collected, the petition is submitted to the Board of Selectmen (BOS), which 
must call a Special Town Meeting within forty-five days of receiving it. The BOS refers 
the proposed by-law change to the Planning Board (PB) for a public hearing after which 
the PB sends back its recommendation whether or not to support the proposal at the 
Special Town Meeting. He said that a potential problem arises when a petition parallels a 
by-law change being worked on by the PB because its language could force the Board to 
deny support to something which, in principle, we believe in.  
 
He said that if the Board can focus its change narrowly, then we might be able to 
accelerate our own process. If a Special Town Meeting were called for another reason 
during the fall or winter, we might be able to piggyback. Otherwise, our goal is to have a 
proposed by-law change ready to place on the warrant in March 2022 for the Annual 
Town Meeting in May. 
 
He said that the PB would entertain input from BNRC and all other stake-holders when it 
came time to craft specific language for a by-law change that would reflect what the 
general public wants for the town. First, however, we should go through the steps needed 
to reach a draft proposal that fits the way Richmond’s zoning by-laws are constructed. 
These steps were given in the revised version of the document entitled “Open Space 
Zoning Evaluation and Discussions,” which all members of the Board had received 
electronically before the meeting (see Exhibit 1). A copy was given to Ms. Hansell. 
 
All members agreed to the Problem Statement, Goal, and Introduction in the revised 
document. It was agreed that Steps 1 and 2 under “Approach” had been accomplished at 
the last meeting. For Steps 3 and 4, as an action item, Mr. Bruce undertook to make 
improvements in the map which he had presented at the last meeting (see Planning 
Board Minutes, July 12, 2021, Appendix 1). 
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To provide a structure for continued discussion, Mr. Hanson handed out a new document 
entitled “Zoning of Open Space and Conservation Land—Outline” (see Exhibit 2). It 
followed the orderly progression of three main steps used in Richmond zoning to draft a 
proposed by-law change. These are: 

 
• Establish the definitions of key terms 
• Identify relevant permitted principal uses of land in the three Richmond 

zones—Residential/Agricultural (R/A); Richmond Shores (RS); and 
Commercial (Comm.) 

• Identify relevant accessory uses in the three zones   
 

 
Definitions 

 
The first two definitions that would need to be added to Section 2 of Richmond’s Zoning 
By-Law are “open space” and “conservation land.” Discussion among the members 
brought out that there are ambiguities and difficulties in defining these and associated 
terms, e.g., “preserved in its natural condition.” As an action item, Mr. Bruce undertook 
to do further research on how the main terms are used legally and in the realm of 
conservation work generally, and to report back at the next meeting. 
 
The Board moved on to “recreation” by examining what activities (e.g., sketching and 
painting) might be added to the list in the outline, along with additional characteristics 
(e.g., passive, dispersed, low-impact). Mr. Bruce, Ms. Keenum, and Ms. Hansell from the 
floor agreed that jargon terms like passive have very specific meanings in the right context 
but were often not immediately understandable to the general public. Mr. Hanson asked 
Mr. Bruce to send him the formulation of four criteria he mentioned in the course of the 
discussion. For himself, he said that he preferred specific nouns to adjectives. It was 
agreed that if a list were included in the by-law, then a phrase like “and other similar 
activities” should be added in order to avoid inadvertent prohibitions. Mr. Bell offered 
excerpts from The Town of Shaftsbury (Vermont) Zoning Bylaws as a source of possible 
language (see Exhibit 3). 
 
The discussion of “education” and “research” focused on what activities might be 
specified and how to group them. 

 
Permitted Principal Uses 

 
Mr. Hanson said that once the definitions were established, the next step in writing a draft 
proposal for a by-law change would be to specify Principal Permitted Uses. He stressed 
that Richmond zoning was constructed by use, not by ownership. He recommended that 
the Permitted Principal Uses for Open Space and Conservation Land be by right in the 
R/A zone, which makes up most of the Town. It seemed to him unlikely to apply to 
Richmond Shores, where the lots are small, or to Richmond’s very small Commercial 
Zones. 
 
Mr. Bell asked what was the argument against a special permit. Mr. Hanson replied that 
requiring a special permit puts citizens under an obligation to get government approval to 
engage in a permitted use. Furthermore, special permits are subject to appeal whereas a 
permitted use by right is not. 
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The question of whether camping would be allowed arose. It was agreed that camping 
introduces a host of issues involving health and safety that are beyond the scope of the 
town to enforce and therefore it should not be a permitted use.  
 

Permitted Accessory Uses 
 

Mr. Hanson said that once the Permitted Primary Uses were established, then Permitted 
Accessory Uses could be identified and provided for. A number of those on the outline 
were subject to regulation by other Town Boards. Restrooms, for instance, needed Board 
of Health approval; and parking lots were subject to the Board of Selectmen.  
 
Mr. Hanson asked Ms. Hansell whether she wished to comment on the outline. She said 
that the Board seemed to have things covered, and what was proposed was what BNRC 
needed.  
 
As action items, Mr. Hanson undertook to: 

• pull together the evening’s discussion into a new document for review at the 
next meeting, and 

• inquire about plans for any upcoming Special Town meetings.  
 

2. At Mr. Bell’s request, two modifications were made to the minutes for July 12, 2021. Mr. 
Hanson then entertained a motion that the minutes be approved as modified. Mr. Lopez so 
moved. Mr. Bell seconded. The vote approve was unanimous, 5–0. 
 

The meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Katherine Keenum, Clerk 
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Exhibit 1: Open Space Zoning Evaluation and Discussions 
 

Open Space Zoning Evaluation and Discussions 
Problem Statement: 
The current Zoning By-law does not define open space uses of land, leading to a 
lack of clarity 
Goal:  
Update and clarify zoning for open space and conservation-restricted land to 
appropriately permit and regulate recreational uses 
 

Introduction:  
Zoning is a set for rules defining the permitted uses of land   approved by a 2/3 

majority vote at Town meeting. The Planning Board needs to review zoning as it relates 
to open space and conservation-restricted land for recreational uses 

 
Approach: 
1. Discuss current zoning handling of open space recreational uses and identify 

any need for clarity or improvement 
2. Discuss Richmond’s Open Space and Recreational Plan (OSRP) and identify 

needed zoning changes to reflect it’s goals  
3. Identify the verity of organizations and entities, (public, private, non-profit and 

individual), which own open space and conservation-restricted land (Richmond 
Land Use Map) 

4. Determine which of these are open to the public for recreational use  
5. Identify the recreational uses 
6. Determine the entities in step # 3 that should have a separate principle and/or 

accessory recreational use listed in zoning 
7. Determine additional regulations to be included in zoning 
 
Potential Implementation Ideas: 
1. Research other town’s zoning for ideas 
2. Add a paragraph to Section # 1.3 Purpose, to clearly state that recreational use 

of open space land is desired by the public and is one of the purposes of 
zoning. 

3. Add definitions as required. 
4. Add recreational use of open space land as a permitted use in Section 4.8 A 

and B. 
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Exhibit 2: Zoning of Open Space and Conservation Land—Outline 
 
Definitions:  
Open Space and Conservation Land  
- preserved in its natural condition 
-  forests, 
-  fields,  
- pastures,  
-  gardens, 
-  permanently restricted  
-  one residential building lot? 
-  

 
Open Space and Conservation Recreation 
- open to the public,  
- hiking,  
- hunting,  
- fishing, 
-  bird watching, 
-  photography  
- . 

 
Open Space and Conservation Education, and Research 
- open to the public, 
-  guided tours  
- observation and study of wildlife,  
- plants,  
- flora,  
- rocks  
- soils  
-  

 
Permitted Principal Uses: 
Open Space and Conservation Recreation: 
- no fee is charged  
-  no off-road motorized vehicles      Yes     No?    No? 

 
Open Space and Conservation Education, and Research: 
- no fee is charged  
- no off-road motorized vehicles .      Yes     No?    No? 

 
Permitted Accessory Uses: 
- temporary shelters, 
-  informational signs,  
-  restrooms  
- ancillary parking per section 6.6.  Yes   No?   No? 
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Exhibit 3: Town of Shaftsbury (Vermont) sample language 
 

 
 



PB minutes 8-9-21  7 

9/13/21 

 


