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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:17 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Newly drafted environmental changes

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: John Stern <ioathlete@gmail.com> 
Date: December 21, 2021 at 3:40:51 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Newly drafted environmental changes 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Happy Holidays!  
 
I appreciate all the hard work and thought you all put into helping us build a better South Burlington! As 
a citizen of South Burlington, and one who wants to see quality of life maintained, I am very concerned 
about possible development on sensitive environmental areas. Honestly, I think an unbridled push to 
build, build, build at the cost of ruining these areas is analogous to the airline carriers cramming us into 
overpacked jets with more and more space-restricted seats. It is an ugly, uncomfortable thing they 
are doing - let's not do the same. We are not cattle, nor should we live that way! :-) 
 
Here are my specific thoughts in bold -  
 
1. The new regulations remove existing protections for some portions of rural 
lands.  Protections for grasslands, shrub lands, farm lands, and primary agricultural soils 
(the most fertile soils) need to be put back in our LDRs. 
 
2.  The new regulations do not protect all of the wildlife habitats that were identified by an 
independent environmental firm hired by the city. Two of the wildlife habitats were left 
unprotected. This seems to have been done to cater to one developer and one landowner (who 
doesn’t even live in Vermont) who want to build large housing developments on their land. 
Protecting these two wildlife areas does not prevent the landowners from building houses on 
other portions of their land. It just prohibits them from building on the section of their land where 
the wildlife live. One wildlife habitat (on the Hill property) is on part of the grassy and wooded 
area west of Hinesburg Rd just south of the interstate. The second wildlife habitat (the Long 
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property) is on part of a wooded area near the Hubbard Natural Area east of Spear St. Nor do 
the new regulations include (and protect) “buffer” areas around wildlife habitats.  Wildlife 
habitats on the Hill and Long properties need to be protected from development. Buffer 
areas around the wildlife habitats also need to be protected. 
 
3.  The new regulations re-zone a section of land (south of Nowland Farm Rd near Dorset St) 
that is considered “Primary and Secondary Conservation Areas” in city plans, and was once part 
of the proposed Dorset Meadows development. This re-zoning will allow dense housing over 
meadows which contain flood plains, wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife corridors, bird nesting 
areas and more. Land along Nowland Farm Rd should be zoned as a Natural Resource 
Protection area.  
 
4.  The new regulations create a new type of housing development called a Conservation 
Planned Unit Development (PUD). There are two major flaws with this type of PUD being used 
on rural lands.  First, housing developments should not be allowed on lands which the city 
recently identified as containing valuable natural resources. There are less than 20 parcels of 
land (out of 189 parcels assessed) that fall into this category.  Second, this PUD mandates that 
if a landowner wants to conserve a portion of their land, they must build a housing development 
with a MINIMUM of four houses per acre on other sections of their land.  Parcels of land which 
contain important natural resources should be zoned as Natural Resource Protection 
areas, and housing developments should not be allowed on them. Secondly, minimum 
housing density requirements should be eliminated entirely.   
 
As I am sure you are aware, the above provisions pertain only to rural land areas that contain 
the highest valued natural resources and wildlife habitats. I am not asking the Council to 
preserve all open lands - just the areas that have been identified as containing important natural 
resources and wildlife. Please vote to change the draft language and incorporate these 
environmental protections in the LDRs.  
 
Many thanks, 
John Stern 
802-349-5556 
Be. Think. Act 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:16 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Requested Revisions to LDR's - 01/03/2022 Public Hearing

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Ian Chisholm <IBC220@comcast.net> 
Date: December 22, 2021 at 5:30:10 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Requested Revisions to LDR's - 01/03/2022 Public Hearing 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

 
Dear South Burlington Council Members, 
 
Once again, right after paying our property taxes, we find ourselves writing to you in hopes of saving our 
beautiful city from the insatiable developers, who have already left South Burlington as an prime 
example of what happens to your city when the profiteers are making the decisions, and bending 
environmental regulations which were intended to reign them in.  
 
We have already overdeveloped South Burlington to the point where it is becoming an eyesore. Drive 
down Spear street and look at the profile of New South Village, with it’s 20 drain spouts emptying into 
nowhere as an ugly, duct tape example of attempting to fix what was obviously never thought about.  
 
We have been too accommodating to the developers in the past, but can’t we be smart about this now 
that we have so many stark examples of what happens when we bow to their ceaseless demands for 
less environmental protection? The fact that this message is even necessary after the voters made their 
voices heard the first time around relative to the wisdom of re-zoning this section of land? Whose idea 
was the re-zoning? At whose request is this being re-heard? It certainly would appear that if one has 
enough money, the South Burlington City Council is willing to keep trying to get the public to change 
their minds, or to distract them during the Holiday’s when they may not being paying close attention. If 
you snooze in South Burlington, you will hear that it was a Public Hearing and that “you were warned” 
by the Email entitled The Weekly Warning List. How revealing a appropriate is the title of that email?   
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To further weaken any environmental protections (after what we’ve already been exposed to) would be 
just plain wrong and we all know it. Affordable housing isn’t being built, and we all know that too. So 
what is the wisdom of letting certain parties to keep trying again and again to have the laws allow 
further mass development that will virtually erase the fields and wildlife that we all (well, most of us) 
cherish for ourselves and for our children’s future. What do we want to leave them? Pictures of the 
beautiful way things used to look in South Burlington? 
Ian Chisholm & Joanne Aja 
140 Catkin Drive 
South Burlington, Vermont 
(802) 825-5300, (802) 338-7333 



From:  Lisa Pippa Alexander, MD
72 Four Sisters Road
South Burlington, VT 05403

December 26, 2021

To:  South Burlington City Councilors:
Helen Riehle
Meaghan Emery
Tim Barritt
Tom Chitttenden
Matt Coda

RE: LDRs

Dear City Councilors,

I am writing as a concerned citizen to share my perspective on alterations
affecting the environmental protection regulations in the Land Development
Regulations (LDRs).  I am also writing to share what I think might be
beneficial development in South Burlington as we move into the future.

In my life, I have seen a lot of environmental changes.  There was a time
when I was not aware of the human influence on global warming, plastics
collecting in the ocean, or our planet’s limited potable water supply.  I
enjoyed the beauty of the natural world that I had the pleasure of
co-existing in, and this included great dirt, healthy trees, streams,
meadows, raw land, and water bodies.   I have witnessed losing much of
this land over the years, and just as I see myself aging and mortal, I
recognize that land is in finite supply.

I moved to Vermont largely for the joy of the landscape and the desire for
fresh air.  As a physician, I have spent many stressful hours on the
highway, contributing to global emissions while addressing the needs of
individual patients.  During my resident training years, I served multiple



hospitals and thus there was no way to design my life to avoid this.  In my
early Vermont years, I lived and worked in Middlebury and I commuted to
UVMMC where I also worked, an hour away.   When I found my home in
South Burlington, the combination of views and open space with a close
proximity to the medical center ultimately sold me on our shared town.  I
suspect that there are parallels for some of you who are our city councilors.

Natural Resource Protection status to land rich in wetlands, riparian areas
with wildlife corridors benefits the value of South Burlington on multiple
levels.  I would like us to preserve what we have, including land along
Nowland Farm RD by zoning it as a Natural Resource Protection area, and
build up to meet the housing needs of people where it makes sense.

It is my understanding that there are newly drafted regulations that would
not protect some of the wildlife inhabitants identified by an independent
environmental firm hired by the city.  In an ideal, environmentally friendly
world we would be protecting all of the wildlife rich properties from
development, with buffer areas to give the greatest protection when
possible.

Developers have found our area profitable to build relatively large and
expensive new homes during the time I have lived here.  The landscape is
rapidly being made up of more and more large grey buildings and roads.  If
I understand things correctly, the minimum density requirement on rural
parcels of land does not encourage the creation of dwellings for individuals
making the salary of a teacher, librarian, nurse, technician or cleaning staff.
Instead, the financial opportunity here encourages more relatively
expensive homes to be built with a tie-in for conserving land, which is an
oxymoron compared to active land development regulations that would
totally protect primary agricultural soils, wetlands and farm lands.

The cost of building units is largely affected by a kitchen to bathroom ratio,
and houses with more bathrooms are those likely to have more square feet
and a higher price point.  From the perspective of a builder’s bottom line,
the building of relatively expensive homes in this area is profitable.  As an



already existing homeowner who has made the commitment to living here,
working in this community and paying taxes in this community, my self
interest is at odds with this.  I am saddened by the change in the landscape
that got me to move here in the first place.  I don’t want us to lose our open
land and wildlife habitat.  I want to continue to enjoy the vitality of nature
and for us to protect it.

I am in strong support of vertical building along transportation corridors in
order for humans to be able to have affordable housing near where they
work, without the stress or environmental challenge that goes with long
commutes.  Suitable places for this might include, in addition to Market
Street, our current University Mall which might benefit from some
re-purposing over time. South Burlington might give incentives to builders
to provide vertical parking spaces and turn some existing asphalt into
desirable outdoor parks.  UVMMC might be persuaded to partner with
South Burlington to run frequent shuttles to take people to and from work.
Perhaps some of those workers would find their lives and jobs more
manageable in their newly created units in walking distance to most of their
everyday needs, and this would be beneficial for our communities mental
health and for the stability of staffing at our medical center.  Perhaps some
new residents would choose to give up personal vehicles for financial
stability,  and the environment would also come out ahead.  If we were to
plan this well enough, it might appeal to a more diverse group of people
and make the community richer through shared perspectives.

I appreciate your time in reading this letter, and your consideration of any
points you might consider important, as you vote on issues that affect our
land and our community.

Sincerely,

Lisa Alexander
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:15 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Land development in South Burlington

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: LAWRENCE AGEE <lcagee@aol.com> 
Date: December 27, 2021 at 4:57:19 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Land development in South Burlington 

 
 
    This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email. 
 
 
Dear Ms. Riehle, 
 
It is my understanding you are holding a meeting in South Burlington on Jan 3 to implement new land 
use regulations in the city. I just wanted to add my input. 
 
I live in Richmond but have watched the out of control development in South Burlington and 
surrounding areas for 40 years. First there was Butler Farms. A nice farm was turned into hundreds of 
homes. At Taft Farms, a beautiful farm was turned into big box stores and strip malls. The original design 
drawings of Taft Farms and Maple Tree Place did not seem to include parking lots full of cars and roads 
full of traffic. Taft Farms is a disaster. They keep ripping up raw land and putting up buildings, most 
recently a 4 story structure next to the post office. Finney Crossing is an eyesore and a disaster. It looks 
like New Jersey. They ripped up the driving range and turned it into some gas pipeline staging operation. 
Now more condos. More condos. More condos. And more big box stores. 
 
Severance place. An eyesore and a disaster. New Jersey North. 
 
O’Brien Farms. It looks like a California tract home project. It’s ugly. Makes me sick to my stomach. 
 
The development along Dorset Street has turned a beautiful stretch of road into an endless housing 
tract. 
 
Where does it end? I tell you where it ends. It ends in New Jersey. 
 
Is this what the people here want? People move out of New Jersey to live in a nice undeveloped 
landscape with open space and low traffic. A place where wildlife is not only seen, it thrives. Why are we 
throwing this away just to build more and more housing tracts? 
 



2

The towns want tax revenue. But where does it end? You get your tax revenue and you just dump that 
into more and more infrastructure. More roads more traffic. More carbon. More CO2. Fewer animals. 
More dead deer struck by cars. More squashed rabbits. 
 
This out of control development makes zero sense. One guy gets rich, and everyone else suffers. The 
animals suffer. We make more CO2. We invade habitat. We block wildlife corridors. 
 
It makes no sense. 
 
Why not have a building moratorium? A permanent building halt. Just stop issuing permits. No permits 
to destroy farms to turn into housing tracts. It’s just such a no brainer, I just don’t see how come there 
isn’t 100% support for this. Just stop issuing permits. 
 
Thank you, 
Lawrence Agee 
87 Westall Dr. Ext. 
Richmond, Vermont 05477 
802-598-9846 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:15 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Concern about  new Land Development Regulations

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Louise Hammond <karmakosmo7@aol.com> 
Date: December 27, 2021 at 5:02:38 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Concern about  new Land Development Regulations 

 
 
    This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email. 
 
 
Dear Helen (and other City Counselors Meaghan, Tim, Tom and Matt) 
 
As you write the new version the the Land Development Regulations I ask that you remember the 
findings that 
Arrow wood Environmental clearly laid out.  Trusting that the City hired this “ expert firm” we can know 
that this 
is valuable information. 
These clearly identified "habitat blocks and connectors" are vital and need to be protected.  This is 
where the wildlife live and 
move about.  These areas and the areas supporting them need to be protected.  They need to remain 
undeveloped. I also remember 
the words of Jens- Hilke ( the gentleman from Vt. Fish and Wildlife) showing the City of SB the few 
remaining areas of these 
“habitat blocks” and clearly stated that they are of even more importance now because there are fewer 
of them. 
 
The new regulations also remove existing protections for some parts of the rural lands…. no actually we 
need to protect the grasslands, shrub lands, 
the primary agricultural soils (as they are the most fertile soils of all) we need to protect the farmlands! 
 
Also, the new regulations create a new type of housing development called a “ Conservation PUD" ? 
Why would we have a minimum density of four houses per acre if a landowner wants to conserve a 
portion of their land?  especially if these are being 
allowed on land which the city recently identified as “containing valuable natural resources”. The 
minimum housing density requirement needs 
to be eliminated.  Parcels of land which contain important natural resources should be zoned as NRP 
areas 
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and housing developments should not be allowed on them. 
 
We need to take all of this much more seriously especially in light of the Climate Crisis. 
 
I trust that City Counsel will take the future into consideration.. The future of the animals and of the 
planet.  We are little SB but we 
sure can do our part and make a difference. 
 
Thank you Helen and all City Counselors for what you do and truly caring. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Louise Hammond 
 
15 Shea Drive 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:15 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Land Use Regulations

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Joseph Randazzo <Wordsmiths_Communications@msn.com> 
Date: December 27, 2021 at 3:50:41 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Land Use Regulations 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Greetings to all City Councilors, and an early Happy New Year. I would like to address 
an important issue, namely our Land Development Regulations, and specifically the 
preservation of natural habitat. 

 

I am wearing two hats. One, as a twenty-seven-year resident of South Burlington, and 
the other as a city government volunteer and a former Zoning Board member when Dick 
Ward was Commissioner. Most recently, I also served with Tim Barritt on the 
Development Review Board when Mark Behr was Chairman. So, I have more than a 
passing knowledge of city regulations. 

 

I'll get right to the point: Nobody ever tore up a parking lot to plant a forest. When our 
natural habitat is gone, it is gone virtually forever.  

 

I applaud the Council's openness in scheduling a public hearing on January 3rd to 
discuss newly drafted environmental regulations and proposals that await incorporation 
into our LDRs.  
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If I have learned one important lesson, especially in applying the numerous criteria that 
are used to approve or reject new development, any and all loopholes will be exploited. 
If land protections are not specific, and if there are any gray areas as to whether or not 
construction will be allowed, ultimately there will be no protections. 

 

What are the specifics? 

 

First, a quick look at my early years in South Burlington. I was a member of the Green 
Mountain Bicycle Club and used to race. We often held speed trials on the Dorset Street, 
Speer Street loop. One glorious summer morning, at approximately 6:00 am, when I 
was training, I saw three deer grazing on the side of the road, right in front of the then 
Chittenden Cider Mill. They saw me and casually sauntered off into the woods behind 
the Mill. Those woods are no longer there.  

 

When we live with someone every day, or if we look at ourselves in the mirror, we can't 
really notice the changes that take place in our own faces. But when we view a 
photograph taken decades earlier, the changes are all too apparent.  

 

If the rate of development (If I may use another word, it can also be called 
environmental destruction) is to continue at the same rate as it has been for the last 
three decades, the South Burlington that we view today will be unrecognizable to future 
generations. Everyone will wonder where the green spaces went. When we first moved 
here and viewed Williston Road from Dorset Street to Hinesburg Road, we saw the 
perfect example of what could simply be described as bad planning.  

 

We are all attempting to do better. I strongly advise the following: 

 

1 - All grasslands, shrub lands, farm lands, and prime agricultural soils need specific 
protection in our Land Use Regulations. 

 

2 – Wildlife habitats on the Hill and Long properties need to be protected from 
development. Buffer areas around the wildlife habitats also need to be protected. I 
remember buying apples from Doctor Long, and talked about violins with his wife when 
we stopped to visit. Developer's rights should always be secondary to the preservation of 
vital wildlife corridors. 



3

 

3 – I remember walking the Dorset Meadows property with the Development Review 
Board when it was first proposed. The re-zoning to allow dense housing along Nowland 
Farm Road will be at the drastic expense, and allow the ruination of flood plains, 
wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife corridors, and bird nesting areas. 

 

4 – Planned Unit Developments (PUD) should not be allowed on land that contains 
valuable natural resources. Period. Building a minimum of four parcels per acre (Where 
they will be placed is ultimately not really controllable) will greatly impact the entire 
parcel. A long, hard look at minimum housing density requirements must be taken, with 
an eye toward eliminating them entirely. 

 

It has been an age-old struggle between preservation and development. It is now 
exacerbated in the extreme because our entire planet is under siege from misuse. Please, 
let's not squander our chances to save what is worth saving. I look forward to seeing all 
of you on January 3rd. 

 

May 2022 be your personal best years ever, and may our city continue to prosper with 
thoughtful and enlightened planning. 

 

All the best, 

 

Joe Randazzo 

 

8 Woodside Drive 

South Burlington, VT 05403 

Tel. 802-864-6662 

E-mail: wordsmiths_communications@msn.com 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:14 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  New LDR Regulations

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Tracy perrapato <thawke5@comcast.net> 
Date: December 28, 2021 at 2:55:14 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  New LDR Regulations 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

To the city council members,  
     I am writing in response to the new LDR regulations that are to be discussed and 
voted upon 1/3/2022. I am distressed that after almost 3 years of interim zoning to 
evaluate these issues, a plan has been put forth that worsens our environmental and 
development issues in South Burlington. We have had major growth and development 
over the last several years with approved large housing developments, such as South 
Village where we live, Cider Mill and O' Brien Farms. I had heard that we have over 
1100 new builds being completed or on the books at the present moment. At this rate, 
we will not have any natural lands left in our area. The major points that were changed 
that I feel are important to reverse are that the environmental protections that were 
removed be reinstated. I would urge that the wildlife habitat blocks be protected and the 
surrounding areas with them and to zone these areas as Natural Protection Areas. I 
would recommend that the minimum housing density be removed and allow landowners 
the right to choose their own conservation PUDs for their land sales. I would sincerely 
hope that these issues can be reinstated and discussed. I feel that the developers have 
way too much say and control on how these issues are being decided. Thank you for 
your time and consideration. Tracy Perrapato 279 Midland Ave. South Burlington.   
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:15 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  David Weissgold 142 Four Sisters Rd comment for 1/3/22 LDR hearing

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: David Weissgold <dweissgold@retinacentervermont.com> 
Date: December 28, 2021 at 11:54:33 AM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Cc: David Weissgold <dweissgold@retinacentervermont.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  David Weissgold 142 Four Sisters Rd comment for 1/3/22 LDR hearing 

  
  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

City Council 
South Burlington, VT 
  
December 28, 2021 
  
Dear Chair and South Burlington City Councilors,  
  
I am writing in advance of your planned January 3 public hearing related to some newly-drafted 
environmental protection regulations to be incorporated into our Land Development Regulations 
(LDRs).  I will not be able to be present at that hearing, but I am paying close attention to the matter and 
to your votes.  The Planning Commission recently proposed removing some existing protections and 
adding some new regulations which will result in less open lands being preserved and more houses 
being built on rural lands. The biggest problem regulations - and recommended solutions – are: 
  
1. Problem: The proposed new regulations remove existing protections for some portions of rural lands. 
Solution: This is a no-brainer.  Protections for grasslands, shrub lands, farm lands, and primary 
agricultural soils (the most fertile soils) need to be put back in our LDRs. 
  
2.  Problem: The new regulations do not protect all of the wildlife habitats that were identified by an 
independent environmental firm hired by the city. Two of the wildlife habitats were left unprotected. 
This may have been done at the behest of one developer and one (out-of-state) landowner who want to 
build large housing developments on their land. Protecting these two wildlife areas does not prevent the 
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landowners from building houses on other portions of their land. It just prohibits them from building on 
the section of their land where the wildlife live. One wildlife habitat (on the Hill property) is on part of 
the grassy and wooded area west of Hinesburg Rd just south of the interstate. The second wildlife 
habitat (the Long property) is on part of a wooded area near the Hubbard Natural Area east of Spear St. 
T Planning Commission’s new draft regulations do not include needed “buffer” areas around wildlife 
habitats.  Solution: Wildlife habitats on the Hill and Long properties need to be protected from 
development. Buffer areas around the wildlife habitats also need to be protected. 
  
3.  Problem: The proposed new regulations re-zone a section of land (south of Nowland Farm Rd, near 
Dorset St) that is considered “Primary and Secondary Conservation Areas” in City plans, and was once 
part of the proposed Dorset Meadows development. This re-zoning will allow dense housing over 
meadows which contain flood plains, wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife corridors, bird nesting areas and 
more. Solution: Land along Nowland Farm Rd should be zoned as a Natural Resource Protection Area.  
  
4.  Problem: The draft new regulations create a new type of housing development called a Conservation 
Planned Unit Development (PUD). There are two major flaws with this type of PUD being used on rural 
lands.  First, housing developments should not be allowed on lands which the city recently identified as 
containing valuable natural resources. There are less than 20 parcels of land (out of 189 parcels 
assessed) that fall into this category.  Second, this PUD mandates that if a landowner wants to conserve 
a portion of their land, they must build a housing development with a minimum of four houses per acre 
on other sections of their land.  Solution: Parcels of land which contain important natural resources 
should be zoned as Natural Resource Protection Areas, and housing developments should not be 
allowed on them. Secondly, minimum housing density requirements should be eliminated entirely.   
  
The above provisions pertain only to rural land areas that contain the highest valued natural resources 
and wildlife habitats. I am not asking the Council to preserve all open lands — just those areas that have 
been identified as containing important natural resources and wildlife. I think it is exceedingly ill-advised 
that we would jeopardize our open land.  In the southeast quadrant (SEQ) section of the city, where I 
live, open land is part of the very fabric of our day-to-day lives.  Scores of my neighbors walk in open 
fields, get into the woods with their dogs, and are able to enjoy the wildlife and outdoors that we are so 
fortunate to have at our doorsteps, literally every day.   With our environment under assault, across the 
country and the globe, we must be responsible and preserve what we have.  Growth for growth’s sake 
will be our downfall.  (Did you watch “60 Minutes” on 10/24/21?  The entire southwest U.S. has gone 
way, way too far down a water crisis path of its own making.)  We’ve got to reign-in development that 
encroaches on our natural landscape.  Please vote to protect our environment. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
David Weissgold 
142 Four Sisters Rd 
South Burlington 
Email Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this transmission is privileged and 
confidential and/or protected health information (PHI) and may be subject to protection under the law, 
including the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996, as amended (HIPAA). This 
transmission is intended for the sole use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are 
not the intended recipient, you are notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, printing or copying 
of this transmission is strictly prohibited and may subject you to criminal or civil penalties. If you have 
received this transmission in error, please contact the sender immediately by replying to this email and 
deleting this email and any attachments from any computer.  
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Betsy Brown

From: Jessie Baker
Sent: Thursday, December 30, 2021 11:09 AM
To: planning
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Public comment on LDRs

 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Rosanne Greco <rosanne05403@aol.com> 
Date: December 29, 2021 at 4:56:21 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Cc: Jessie Baker <jbaker@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Public comment on LDRs 

 
 
    This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email. 
 
 
Dear Councilors, 
 
We used to see lots of wildlife on our outdoor cameras.  But over the past few years, the number and 
type of wildlife we see has dropped.  We know this is because of all of the new houses that have been 
build over the forest and fields where the animals live and hunt. 
 
I am writing to ask you to please make some changes to some of the environmental protection 
standards in the LDRs to protect the animals and the land.  I am especially concerned about the impact 
to our wildlife if we don’t have strong regulations to protect them.  Right now, not all of the wildlife 
habitats, like the Hill and Long properties, are protected.  The people who own these areas have told the 
city that they want to build houses in these areas.  These areas are now home to lots of animals and 
birds. Please protect these two areas from housing. 
 
Also, the new rules do not include “buffers” around the wildlife habitats.  The wildlife need these spaces 
in order to survive.  Please add buffer areas around the wildlife habitats. 
 
Don’t re-zone the land south of Nowland Farm Rd to allow houses or commercial buildings to be 
built.  This area is loaded with wildlife and bird nesting areas.  It also frequently floods.  Please zone this 
the same as the land adjacent to it, which is proposed to be Natural Resource Protection land. 
 
And, eliminate any “minimum” housing density anywhere, but particularly on rural lands.  We already 
have too many houses and people to support; and we have destroyed too much of nature in the 
process.  We can’t afford the tax increases which will come to support more people and more 
housing.  And please do not allow any developments on land that the city’s Open Space committee 
identified as having natural resources. 
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Thank you. 
 
Higley Harmon 
South Burlington 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:13 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Planning Commissioners' Minority Statement

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Michael Mittag <mittag.michael@gmail.com> 
Date: December 29, 2021 at 9:35:03 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Matt Cota <mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov>, Meaghan Emery 
<memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt <tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden 
<tchittenden@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Cc: Ted Riehle <triehle@sburl.com>, "Paul S. Engels" <psengels@sburl.com>, Michael Mittag 
<mmittag@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Planning Commissioners' Minority Statement 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dear South Burlington City Councilors, 
 
At your December 6, 2021, City Council meeting time constraints prevented 
the presentation of some important facts about the Commission’s vote on 
the Draft LDRs. 
While Commissioners voted 7 to 0 to forward the Draft LDRs to you for 
review and approval, a few important provisions were approved by only a 
single vote. 

We think it is important that you know what they are and why we believe 
they should be changed by the Council. 
 
1. The Minimum density provision 15.C.05 F (4) in Conservation PUDs in the 
SEQ should be deleted or at the very least replaced by maximum building 
size. 
The main reasons requesting this change are: 

 The Comprehensive Plan SEQ Land Use Map states: "very low intensity 
- principally Open Space" and "lower intensity - 
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principally residential".Four units per acre (4DU/Acre) is not “low 
intensity”. 

  Landowners are not constrained from building to any density up to the 
SEQ cap of 6 DU/Acre so there is no need to set this minimum. 

 Two thirds of Public Hearing respondents favored more Environmental 
Protections.  

 Allowing landowners opportunities for less dense development keeps 
more space open and conserved. 

 The workaround suggested by staff makes the relevance of this 
minimum density provision questionable. 

See note #1 below. 

 Several respondents and commissioners were concerned that without 
a minimum density we would see McMansions built in the SEQ. 

 The solution, suggested by commissioner Ostby and considered a 
viable alternative by most commissioners, is to “exchange Minimum 
Density for Maximum building size”. Set a maximum footprint of 2,000 
SF or 3,000 SF excluding garages and accessory structures. This will 
eliminate the building of McMansions. 

2. Upzoning of 855 Hinesburg Road LLC (the Hill Farm) from IO (Industrial 
Open Space) to R7-NC. Should be disallowed 
“LDR-21-05: Change zoning of land to the west of Hinesburg Road, 
immediately south of I-89, from Industrial-Open Space to Residential 7-
Neighborhood Commercial” 

 This is spot zoning for the benefit of a single landowner. 
 Does not comply with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 This parcel is ranked #3 out of 25 for highest conservation value in the 

IZ Open Space Report and #7 in habitat value in the Arrowwood 
Habitat Block Assessment and Ranking. 

 In the Comprehensive Plan (Maps 1 and 11) this land is designated 
(from West to East) “Open Space – Farmland - Very Low Density 
Residential”. 

 The Planning Commission should never encourage or allow spot 
zoning.  

 This parcel should instead be zoned in a way that is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Arrowwood and IZ Open Space Reports.  

 A Conservation PUD for this area would be consistent with both. Item 
3 below must be resolved to allow a Conservation PUD on this parcel. 

 The R7-NC zoning of this parcel is not acceptable to the property 
owners. 

 Two thirds of Public Hearing respondents favored more Environmental 
Protections, and many are opposed to this upzoning. 

 Staff’s justification for this zoning change is not defensible. 
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See note #2. 
 
3. The 50% Hazards and Level I Resource threshold should be eliminated. 
15.C.05.C (2) (b) 

 This will preclude a landowner from electing a Conservation PUD on 
arable farmland including existing farm fields, open meadows and 
cultivated or managed pasture or grassland where there are no 
Hazards, and Level I Resources or the Hazards, and Level I Resources 
present on the parcel do not reach the 50% threshold. 

 Do not Prohibit Landowners from Conserving Portions of their Land if 
they so choose! 

Note #1 Suggested Workaround of 15.C.05.F (4) Minimum density. 
 
Staff has suggested that landowners can draw up a Master Plan for the 
required minimum number of dwelling units, (including all infrastructure, 
utilities, roads etc.) secure DRB approval and then build only the number of 
dwelling units they want. 
Landowners would be required to hire an engineer to draw up a Master Plan 
and go through the full DRB review and approval process. 
This imposes significant and unnecessary costs on landowners who want to 
conserve most of their land, but for a few homes, fewer than the minimum 
of 4 DU/Acre. 
After 10 years when the Master Plan expires, the landowner will have to 
start this whole expensive process over again as required under 
15.B.05(D)(6). 
“An expired Master Plan may be extended, renewed, or amended only on 
submission as a new Master Plan, subject to full DRB review under 15.B.03 
and the Land Development Regulations in effect at the time of application”. 
 
Note #2 Upzoning of 855 Hinesburg Road LLC (the Hill Farm). 
 
Staff explanation: 
“The 2016 Comprehensive Plan re-designated this area from planned 
industrial use (and planned park in the southwest corner of the area) to a 
planned transition of planned very low density/principally conservation on 
the western portion of the property to mixed density and mixed uses to the 
east. This zoning change, coupled with the draft Environmental Protection 
Standards, takes steps to implement that change in the 2016 Plan.” 

The above statement does not appear to be accurate. We can find no such 
re-designation in the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Paul Engels 
Michael Mittag 
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Ted Riehle 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:13 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Public Hearing of Draft Land Development Regulations

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Penne Tompkins <penarts.tompkins@gmail.com> 
Date: December 29, 2021 at 10:22:36 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Public Hearing of Draft Land Development Regulations 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dear Helen, Meaghan, Tim, Tom and Matt, 
 
Our hard working Planning Commission (PC) has done an amazing job of working to 
align our land use regulations with the city's comprehensive plan and vision for the 
city as a whole. 
This has been a challenging 3 years for the commissioners and they have devoted 
countless hours to this project. In developing new LDRs around building traditional 
neighborhood standards, there will be more opportunities to build more densely and 
help to address the constant pressure on South Burlington for more housing units, 
even as we were the second fastest growing city in Vermont in 2021. And as the PC 
continues to work on zoning change recommendations for denser development in our 
city core, we will be further able to support our city's smart growth. I am grateful for 
their hard work. 
 
For all the good that is in these proposed LDRs, there are troublesome aspects of the 
new proposed regulations, especially as they pertain to environmental protections of 
our precious, limited and finite natural resource lands. These are a few I wanted to 
highlight and I entreat the City Councillors to amend the proposed new LDRs to 
address these disconnects and provide greater protections of South Burlington's open 
lands. 
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The Arrowwood Environmental experts, hired by the city to identify important wildlife 
corridors, recommended habitat blocks and connector areas as lands to remain 
undeveloped and undisturbed based on their importance to wildlife. The PC, while 
identifying some habitat blocks, chose not to include protections for two critical 
wildlife habitats.  One of them is located on the Hill Farm, which is on the western 
side of Hinesburg Rd. just south of the interstate.  The second area is to the east of 
Spear Street and is part of a forested area connected to the Great Swamp, which 
happens to be THE most important natural resource in our city. Please protect them. 
 
The PC has recommended a new “Conservation Planned Unit Development”with 
regulations to allow housing developments on rural lands, even though the city’s 
Comprehensive Plan advocates that rural lands should remain open and undeveloped. 
The intent behind it seems to be to allow for our larger landholders to develop their 
property; okay, but why for heaven's sake would the regulations also impose a 
MINIMUM DENSITY PER ACRE?  This is a first for the city’s zoning.  Until now, zoning 
regulations set a maximum number of housing units allowed to be built.  In the 
proposed draft, they require a landowner to build at least four units per acre. Please, 
at the very least, eliminate this minimum density requirement.   
And finally, there were protections for open lands, like agricultural soils, grasslands, 
farm lands and shrub lands that were removed in the proposed updates to the 
regulations. Please reinstate those protections. 
 
I have been a South Burlington resident for 20 years. During that time I have observed 
both the loss of many open areas and the amazing new growth with the buildings on 
Market Street creating the city center many residents have envisioned. We have the 
opportunity with the new LDRs to shape our city for generations to come and to foster 
a strong balance between protecting our environment and open spaces AND building 
more housing for those who wish to live here. Please help to make this possible. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Penne Tompkins 
(she/her/hers) 
 
PenArts Communications LLC 
802 373-2787 
 
 

 



Dec. 30, 2021 
Dear Councilors, 
 
My name is Ethan Bellavance, I’ve lived in South Burlington since I was 4 years old, and now 
reside at 32 Laurel Hill drive with my wife and 3 children.  I am writing to ask you to invest in the 
welfare of my children and the next generation of South Burlington community members.  
Unchecked development is already causing detrimental effects to our South Burlington 
Community both environmentally and financially.  Our elementary schools are so overcrowded 
that hallways are being utilized as calm down spaces for children, as there simply is not enough 
space with our existing infrastructure.  I’m currently working with the School district on 
developing a long-term plan to address this, but the costs to create proper school environments 
for our children, as more and more homes are built and family’s move in is daunting.  Our cities 
new proposed Land Development Regulations (LDRs) create a opportunity for Environmental 
Protection Standards, that help both current and future South Burlington residents.  These are 
designed to safeguard our natural resources for future generations.  Rather than being reactive 
to crises, our new LDR’s must anticipate and address our current realities and respond to new 
science.  We must change our thinking and behavior to be responsible stewards of the 
resources our city is fortunate to have.  This is both fiscal and environmental stewardship. 
 
With the above in mind, I urge the following changes be made to the LDR’s: 
 

1. All wildlife habitats are protected including the area to the east of Spear Street which is 
part of a forested area connected to the Great Swamp and the wildlife habitat located on 
the Hill Farm. 

2. Supporting areas around wildlife habitats are included as protected areas so that wildlife 
can survive. 

3. Environmental protections for agricultural soils, grasslands, and farmlands be reinstated. 
4. The strip of open land along the south side of Nowland Farm Road opposite the Vt 

National Golf course should be zoned Natural Resource Protection to match the 
adjoining land to the south.   

5. Rural lands should remain undeveloped as our city plan envisions.  Density belongs in 
our city core, not on open lands. 

6. Landowners should be allowed to use a Conservation PUD anywhere in the city.   
 
Thank you for your consideration and service to our City.  It is the decisions we make now that 
will write our City’s future and tell the tale of our values.  I look at my oldest child Wyatt who just 
entered kindergarten at Orchard School and wonder, what will South Burlington be like twenty 
years from now?  What do we hope for it to be? Did we have the foresight and courage to make 
hard, perhaps even unpopular decisions because it was the right thing to do?  You have the 
power to enact LDR’s that mitigate climate change and put us on a manageable economic and 
environmental path.  I am counting on you to do so, as are the plants, animals, soil, air and 
water that sustain us, but have no voice.  
 
Ethan Bellavance 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:12 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  public comment on draft LDRs

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Janet Bellavance <janetbellava@gmail.com> 
Date: December 30, 2021 at 10:09:51 AM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  public comment on draft LDRs 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dec. 30, 2021 
Dear Councilors, 
 
“One of the greatest dignities of humankind is that each successive generation is invested in the 
welfare of each new generation”.      Fred Rogers 
 
I am writing to ask you to invest in the welfare of the next generation.  Our proposed Land 
Development Regulations have a new chapter for Environmental Protection Standards.  These 
are designed to safeguard our natural resources for future generations.  Rather than being 
reactive to crises, our new LDR’s must anticipate and address our current realities and respond 
to new science.  We must change our thinking and behavior to be responsible stewards of the 
resources our city is fortunate to have.  This is both fiscal and environmental stewardship. 
 
With the above in mind, I urge the following changes be made to the LDR’s: 
 

1.  
2.  
3. All wildlife habitats are protected including the area to the east of Spear Street which is 

part 
4.  of a forested area connected to the Great Swamp and the wildlife habitat located on the 

Hill Farm. 
5.  
6.  
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7.  
8. Supporting areas around wildlife habitats are included as protected areas so that wildlife 

can 
9.  survive. 
10.  
11.  
12.  
13. Environmental protections for agricultural soils, grasslands, and farmlands be reinstated. 
14.  
15.  
16.  
17. The strip of open land along the south side of Nowland Farm Road opposite the Vt 

National Golf 
18.  course should be zoned Natural Resource Protection to match the adjoining land to the 

south.   
19.  
20.  
21.  
22. There should be no minimum density requirements for Conservation PUD’s.  Rural lands 

should remain 
23.  undeveloped as our city plan envisions.  Density belongs in our city core, not on open 

lands. 
24.  
25.  
26.  
27. Landowners should be allowed to use a Conservation PUD anywhere in the city.   
28.  

 
Thank you for your consideration and service to our City.  It is the decisions we make now that 
will write our City’s future and tell the tale of our values.  I look at my grandson Wyatt who just 
entered kindergarten at Orchard School and wonder, what will South Burlington be like twenty 
years from now?  What do we hope for it to be? Did we have the foresight and courage to make 
hard, perhaps even unpopular decisions because it was the right thing to do?  You have the 
power to enact LDR’s that mitigate climate change and put us on a sound economic and 
environmental path.  I am counting on you to do so, as are the plants, animals, soil, air and 
water that sustain us, but have no voice.  
 
Janet Bellavance 
25 Brewer Parkway 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:13 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Land Development Regulations

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com> 
Date: January 3, 2022 at 2:12:17 PM EST 
To: Betsy Brown <bbrown@sburl.com> 
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Land Development Regulations 

  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Betty Ellis <bellis4666@gmail.com> 
Date: December 30, 2021 at 8:54:18 AM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim 
Barritt <tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Land Development Regulations 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment 
and caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

I would like to change your regulations as you have proposed them for the following 
area: Open lands, the Hill Farm, Land connected to the Great Swamp, Land on the South 
Side of the Nowland Farm Road. I would like to strongly urge you to keep all wildlife 
blocks protected as well as the SUPPORTING AREAS around these blocks, and NIX YOUR 
MINIMUM DENSITY REQUIREMENT as rural lands should remain undeveloped as the 
town plan envisioned. In other words, landowners should be able to use the 
Conservation Planned Unit Development Plan.  
 
As a general overview statement pertaining to the above areas, I would like to say a 
couple of things: one as a member of Sue Morse's Keeping Track organization for 4 years 
and listening to her wise and knowledgeable words while on innumerable hikes through 
all types of terrain in many areas of Bolton and Underhill, Williston, etc., What she had 
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to say about corridors being vital for wildlife to get from one area to the other was the 
same as what I read in the report done by the Arrowwood Environmental firm in 2019, 
for the South Burlington Planning Commission. Furthermore, their report dated July 13, 
2004, described these very same areas and relays very similar recommendations. In that 
report they reference VT Act 171, that directs municipalities to consider forest blocks in 
the municipal planning process. I am assuming South Burlington is considering this 
directive in their Land Development Regulations.  Shouldn't this information be used as 
directives in further development in South Burlington? 
 
This leads me to the important issue of where housing should be zoned--and it should 
be concentrated for sure--no urban sprawl to necessitate undue driving for groceries, 
gas, schools, town offices, senior center,  and other necessary services. In other words, 
housing should be located in the town center where most of these services are available 
or could be added as soon as possible.  
 
Lastly I would like to think that everyone acknowledges the fact that animals provide 
context for our existence. And that plants and animals are disappearing at an alarming 
rate. To quote Rachael Bale, exe. director of the animal desk at National Geographic, " 
the world we created and the world nature created are inextricably bound, for better or 
worse" 
 
 It is up to us to make it better, not worse.   
 
Thank you for revisiting these issues. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Betty Ellis 
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Betsy Brown

From: Jessie Baker
Sent: Thursday, December 30, 2021 5:20 PM
To: planning
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Comment on LDR public hearing

 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Rosanne Greco <rosanne05403@aol.com> 
Date: December 30, 2021 at 5:13:25 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Cc: Jessie Baker <jbaker@sburl.com>, Rosanne Greco <rosanne05403@aol.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Comment on LDR public hearing 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dear Councilors, 
 
Below are my specific comments on the proposed amendments to the Land Development 
Regulations relating to the environmental protection provisions.  Before I list them, I want to put 
my comments in context.   
 
Environmentally destructive housing has destroyed some of our most precious lands, 
fragmented the open spaces, and cut off connections that the wildlife depend on for 
survival.  The “rural” areas are now littered with suburban sprawl cookie-cutter developments, 
some small, some large, and some mammoth. Developers cut down entire forests, paved over 
meadows, polluted waterways to build houses that only those financially well-off can afford. Lots 
of residents noticed and started commenting on the destruction.  
 
In the summer of 2018, the Council reported that they received around 100 individual emails 
from South Burlington residents from all areas of the city.  The residents were asking the city to 
stop allowing housing developments to be built on rural lands, and expressed their concern that 
we were losing much of our open lands and the wildlife who live there. As a result, the Council 
enacted interim zoning in order to identify and protect these lands.  In early 2020, the various IZ 
committees submitted their reports. The city also hired outside environmental firms (Arrowwood 
and Earth Economics) to provide more information.  From these reports, the city had a list of the 
key natural resource lands, their environmental and economic value to the city, and 
recommendations on how to save them.    
 
Most of us assumed that the city would take action to protect the remaining natural resource 
land areas that had been identified. But, the city took no action to limit the number of housing 
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permits, or limit sewer capacity, or take other measures that municipalities frequently employ to 
control and shape development.  So, when the Planning Commission started drafting an 
environmental protection chapter to be incorporated into our land regulations, there was hope 
that new zoning would finally address the resident’s requests and would protect our open lands 
and wildlife. 
 
The Planning Commission did add some new environmental protection measures. However, 
they removed protections from some land areas that had been protected.  Removing protections 
for natural resource areas such as agricultural (fertile) lands, grass lands, shrub lands, and 
farmlands runs counter to the overall goal of protecting more land.  PLEASE ADD BACK 
PROTECTION FOR THESE AREAS.  
 
It was equally concerning that the new amendments do not protect some of the valuable natural 
resource lands and wildlife habitat areas that had been identified by environmental experts. 
Housing developments have eliminated wildlife habitat areas, have destroyed or disrupted 
wildlife corridors, and have dramatically changing the character of our city, which once had 
meadows, farmlands, and forested areas with lots of wildlife. PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW MORE 
WILDLIFE TO DIE FROM LACK OF PROTECTION FOR THEIR HABITATS AND HUNTING 
AREAS.   
 
For reasons that have no scientific rationale, and that seem, on face value, to cater to the 
wishes of one developer and one landowner (who does not live in Vermont) the two wildlife 
habitats that exist on their lands were not included among the wildlife habitat areas that were 
protected. Protecting the two wildlife habitat areas on the Hill and Long properties, still allows 
the landowners to build on their properties, just not on the areas where the animals 
live.  PLEASE PROTECT ALL OF THE WILDLIFE HABITATS INCLUDING THE HABITATS ON 
THE HILL AND LONG PROPERTIES. 
 
Environmental experts also advised adding buffer areas around the wildlife homes. The draft 
LDRs did not take that advice.  PLEASE ADD BUFFER AREAS AROUND ALL OF THE 
WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS.  
 
A stretch of land immediately south of Nowland Farm Rd was up-zoned to Village Residential in 
the draft LDRs. This area is contiguous to land rightly rezoned as Natural Resource 
Protection.  To have dramatically different zoning for this land, which contains important natural 
resources (just as the land next to it) is illogical and runs counter to responsible environmental 
planning.  This up zoning is so incongruous, that at first, it seemed this was a mistake. To 
exclude a section of land that is directly connected to NRP land fragments the area and cuts off 
the wildlife. Currently, wildlife transit from the south, cross over this land area and the secondary 
roadway (Nowland Farm Road), to connect to their hunting and habitats to the north on the 
areas near the Vermont golf course. Moreover, rezoning this land for dense housing will change 
the entire character of the area. You have all been briefed by state experts on the necessity of 
keeping connectivity in order for wildlife to survive.  These experts told the Council that 
fragmenting the lands and destroying that connectivity will endanger the survival of our 
wildlife.  The proposed LDRs fragment the land in the area south of Nowland Farm Rd.  Wildlife 
are not just fascinating to see, they are essential to the balance of nature and our very 
survival.  PLEASE ZONE THE LAND SOUTH OF NOWLAND FARM ROAD AS NATURAL 
RESOURCE PROTECTION. 
 
Even though the Interim Zoning Open Space Committee identified the top 25 land areas (out of 
189 parcels assessed), some of the these land areas remain unprotected.  In fact, the proposed 
amendments allow housing developments called Conservation Planned Unit Developments on 
these lands.  THE TOP 25 NATURAL RESOURCE PARCELS SHOULD BE OFF LIMITS TO 
ANY HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS. 
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It is paradoxical to call a housing development a ‘conservation’ development when it allows 
dense development to be built on it.  It is even worse when it mandates that the landowner build 
a minimum number of houses on their land. Having dense housing next to natural resource 
lands runs counter to environmental common sense.  Runoff and other pollutants from the 
impervious surfaces in the housing development will negatively impact the natural resource 
lands. PLEASE REMOVE ANY REQUIREMENTS FOR MINIMUM DENSITIES.  
 
You have the power to make sure South Burlington retains some rural areas.  Unless you enact 
robust environmental protection regulations, the city will continue its suburban sprawling 
housing; and we will have lost our remaining open lands and the wildlife they support.  How 
tragic!  Protecting our open lands is not just about its beauty, and our physical and mental 
health.  It’s about our survival.  We need our rural lands and the natural resources they 
contain.  They are essential to human life, and to our ability to withstand climate crisis impacts. 
PLEASE VOTE WITH THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE CLIMATE CRISIS IN MIND.  Thank you. 
 
Rosanne Greco 
South Burlington 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:11 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  LDR public hearing comments

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Susan Hartman <soarlikeaneagle33@gmail.com> 
Date: December 30, 2021 at 3:40:56 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Matt Cota <mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov>, 
memory@sburl.com, Tim Barritt <tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  LDR public hearing comments 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dear Councilors,  
 
I am sending you my comments as part of the public hearing on the new land development regulations. I 
urge the Council to vote for strong environmental protections for our rural lands. In particular, I request 
that you add protection for all of the wildlife habitat areas that the environmental firm identified, and  
that you add buffer areas around the wildlife habitats to make sure the animals can survive.  
 
I am also concerned about the rezoning of the land immediately south of Nowland Farm Road to allow 
dense housing to be built on that land. I know that animals live there and cross the road to their hunting 
areas on the golf course property. It would be sad to see their homes destroyed and their 
corridors  disrupted   
 
I also think it unwise to allow housing developments such as the conservation PUD to be built over lands 
that have natural resources. These lands should be protected from housing. Additionally there should be 
no requirement for someone to build a minimum number of houses on their land. 
 
 I hope you will consider my comments and vote to ensure we protect these areas.  Thank you. 
 
Susan Hartman 
South Burlington  
 
 
--  



2

Sent from Gmail Mobile 



        Francis MacDonald 
        131 Upswept Ln  
        South Burlington, VT 05403 
         
        December 30, 2021 
 
South Burlington City Council 
City of South Burlington 
575 Dorset Street 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
 
 Re:  Public Hearing on Amendments to the City’s Land Development Regulations 
 
Dear Councilors:  
 
I want to voice my support for the revised Land Development Regulations.  These new LDR’s 
prioritize our important natural resources and provide a framework to guide future 
development and growth while maintaining the value of the natural resources identified as 
important by the residents of South Burlington.   
 
Three years ago, the City Council approved a petition for Interim Zoning to initiate a review of 
developable lands including undeveloped open space, forest blocks and working landscapes.  As 
stated in the purpose of the Interim Zoning Bylaw, “the pace of residential development has 
outstripped the planning tools and processes intended to ensure sustainability and encourage 
affordability.”  The tasks laid out in the Bylaw were to undertake an analysis of undeveloped 
lands and update the prioritization of these lands for conservation, complete an analysis of 
Planned Unit Developments and Master Plans, review the program for Transfer Development 
Rights, and conduct a cost-benefit analysis of hypothetical development on existing 
developable open spaces.   
 
The revised LDR’s and Environmental Protection Standards meet most of these goals.  They 
provide the city with updated planning tools and processes to ensure sustainability.  Accepting 
the guidance of the Planning Commission provided in these LDR’s challenges each of us to 
assess and accept our stewardship responsibility for natural resources identified as adding 
value to the “quality of life” in South Burlington.   
 
A few of the conditions in the Conservation PUD’s and Sub-division rules seem contrary to the 
goals and further discussion prior to finalizing the LDR’s should be considered in the following 
areas:  

• Minimum density requirements for Conservation PUD’s could result in unanticipated 
changes to housing types/styles proposed to meet the minimums.  

• Landowners could be allowed more flexibility to establish how land is conserved. 
• Sub-division rules should allow a landowner to conserve a portion of his or her land 

without requiring a master plan for the remainder.  



 
The new LDR’s will also give South Burlington a solid foundation for developing a Climate Action 
Plan.  Open space, grasslands and forest blocks provide biodiversity, sequester carbon, filter 
water, and stabilize soils.  With these new LDR’s South Burlington will have the supporting 
guidelines for growth and development needed for our Climate Action Planning.    
 
I want to thank the Planning Commission for the many hours spent over the past three years 
assessing and prioritizing natural resources and development goals.  I support the revised Land 
Development Regulations, and I ask the City Council to support and adopt the new LDR’s so the 
key resources identified are retained for all current and future residents.   
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Francis MacDonald 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:10 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Land Development Regulations comments

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Ann Owen <annowen.pub@gmail.com> 
Date: December 30, 2021 at 9:07:06 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Land Development Regulations comments 

 
 
    This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email. 
 
 
South Burlington is at a critical juncture of deciding how much new development should be built, and 
where.  I value the open space and community parks the town has, and would like this open space 
preserved as much as possible by focusing development in already developed areas.  This includes 
rehabbing vacant buildings for affordable housing and local services rather than spreading new 
development across our open spaces, which will require more roads and their associated maintenance 
costs, more driving to get to destinations, and increasing air pollution and water degradation from 
runoff. 
 
In support of this approach, the South Burlington Land Development Regulations should incorporate 
many of the recommendations offered by Arrowwood Environmental, your environmental consultant 
for this project.  Specifically, the new LRDs should protect open lands, including habitat blocks, 
connectors, and supporting areas around these blocks by keeping them undeveloped so that wildlife can 
survive and thrive.  These natural areas will not only benefit wildlife; they will help maintain our valuable 
open space and strengthen our environmental footprint.  The specific critical areas that need to be 
protected in the regulations are: 
 
       - the Hill Farm area adjacent to Hinesburg Road, 
       - the forested area connected to the Great Swamp east of Spear Street 
       - supporting areas around the wildlife habitats above. 
 
In addition, the rezoning for dense housing of the strip of open land along Nowland Farm Rd opposite 
the Vermont National Golf Course should be removed and the area zoned Natural Resource Protection 
to match the adjoining land to the south. 
 
These are all critical areas that should be protected in the Land Development Regulations.  Please vote 



2

to include them in the final regulations. 
 
Ann Owen 
148 Chipman Street 
South Burlington 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:12 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Dorset Meadows-Environmental Protection and Land Conservation

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Hayley Shen <hhshen@clarkson.edu> 
Date: December 30, 2021 at 2:39:28 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Dorset Meadows-Environmental Protection and Land Conservation 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dear City Councilors:  
 
Happy New Year! I am a resident of South Burlington. First, thank you all for all your hard work. We 
appreciate it very much. 
Today I would like to express my concerns about the rezoning provision and other environmental 
protection regulations. In particular, on  

1. Protections for grass, shrub, and farm lands, and agricultural soils were removed. They need to 
be added back. 

2. Wildlife habitat protection on some critical areas are now left unprotected. Add protections for 
ALL wildlife habitats.  

3. A section of rural land on Nowland Farm road that contains flood plains, wetlands, riparian 
areas, bird nesting and other wildlives is under threat to become village residential. This area 
needs to be zoned the same as the land next to it: Natural Resource Protection 

4. Lack of clear protection for all the land identified by the Open Space Committee as containing 
important natural resources. All of these areas should be zoned Natural Resource Protection, 
and no housing development should be allowed. 

Population and economic development drive the need for residential housing up. There must be a 
better way to satisfy this need than continue to deprive the Earth and other living beings that also 
deserve attention. Our lives depend on them.  
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Please consider all the negative impacts to nature of the rezoning carefully when discussing these 
matters. Please rethink alternatives to help improve the economy and housing conditions other than 
taking away more rural lands. There must be some other ways. Don't we want to be a leader by 
demonstrating how to live with nature?  
 
Sincerely, 
Hayley Shen 
Resident of South Burlington 
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Betsy Brown

From: Paul Conner
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 9:17 AM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: FW: EXTERNAL:  Re: thoughts about development

An additional input letter to Council. 
 

From: Alida & John Dinklage <jadinklage@MyFairPoint.net>  
Sent: Friday, December 31, 2021 10:08 AM 
To: Chris Trombly <ctrombly@gmail.com>; Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>; Tim Barritt <tbarritt@sburl.com>; 
Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>; Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>; Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Cc: Sandy Dooley <dooleyvt1@comcast.net>; Paul Conner <pconner@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL: Re: thoughts about development 
 

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when opening 
attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

With the proposed new LDR's coming up for review, I would like to offer some thoughts. Thank you for considering these 
in your review process. With best regards and Happy New Year! John Dinklage  

 The obvious difficult challenge for our LDR’s is to create a good balance between two competing needs: 

1.      1. The great need for workforce and affordable housing, and 

2.      2.  Preservation of wildlife corridors, protection of streams from run off, providing stormwater retention, and protection 
of views. 

 There are many people who really hate the thought of single-family housing development in the SEQ. But a single-family 
house is what many “workforce” families truly want. And that probably means 0.25-acre zoning. Many people do not 
want to live in dense condo or high-rise developments. We need to be honest about that. People who would occupy 
single family houses have a car and do not need to be on a bus line. Affordable housing, however, is often accompanied 
by the need to be served by public transportation. It is our challenge, and obligation, in my opinion, to allow for many 
housing options in our city. 

 Chittenden County will continue to grow, that is for certain. South Burlington is part of the urban core of Chittenden 
County, in my opinion. The need to build in our SEQ is a given, in my opinion, to prevent sprawl into the outlying areas. 
The reasons to oppose sprawl are well known. 

 Another challenge, not related to LDR’s but related to budgets, is to maintain and protect what we already have. A case 
in point is the view from Overlook Park. The view is being obstructed by trees, some of which are on City land. They 
need to be cut. The house in front of Overlook Park and its trees are also a problem. It has been suggested that the City 
purchase an option-of-first-refusal on that property, purchase it when it is available, remove the second floor, remodel it 
and re-sell it with height restrictions for the structure and the trees. 
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Betsy Brown

From: Jessie Baker
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 9:34 AM
To: planning
Subject: FW: EXTERNAL:  Proposed LDR's and thoughtful environmental protection

 
 

From: Loretta Marriott <Loretta.Marriott@uvm.edu>  
Sent: Friday, December 31, 2021 5:27 PM 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com> 
Cc: Meaghan Emery <meaghanee@yahoo.com>; Tim Barritt <tbarritt@sburl.com>; Tom Chittenden 
<tchittenden@sburl.com>; Matt Cota <mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov>; Jessie Baker <jbaker@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL: Proposed LDR's and thoughtful environmental protection 
 

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when opening 
attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

South Burlington City Council, 
 
I urge you to consider how changes proposed LDR's will help or hurt as climate change unfolds.  
 
2021 is the year that climate change became horrifically obvious in the form of natural disasters causing devastating 
losses around the world. What will we do to minimize the damage, what will we do to cope with a hotter future and who 
will suffer the most? 
 
Some people are allied to undermine efforts to make meaningful change. They skillfully manipulate politics and media as 
they claim to value the  environment. In fact they value profits.  
 
We need to stop making things worse and get serious about building resilience. 
 
A clear eyed look at even well intentioned proposals is necessary. 
 
A minimum density building requirement needs to be eliminated. Surely there is a better way. Small, well built centralized 
housing has many advantages. 
 
Buffer areas need to be increased. Wildlife habitat blocks need to be preserved as recommended by Arrowwood.   
 
We build stormwater basins at great expense that are not very effective and think we have replaced a wetland. We have 
not! 
 
I appreciate the hard work you have done and now I ask you to think about who benefits from changes and do proposals 
really make sense? 
 
Thank you, 
Loretta Marriott 
13 Mills Ave 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:10 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Land

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Peggy Saulpaugh <peggysaulpaugh@yahoo.com> 
Date: December 31, 2021 at 8:23:15 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Land 

 
 
    This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email. 
 
 
Please vote to protect all lands from over development. I have move many times to get away from 
congestion brought on from poor urban planning. It is a shame because it changes so much for the 
people that are all ready invested in South Burlington. 
Thank you 
Peggy Saulpaugh 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:09 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Proposed Land Development Regulations (LDRs)

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Sally Howe <sallyhowe72@gmail.com> 
Date: January 1, 2022 at 1:00:09 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, tcota@sburl.com, Tom 
Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt <tbarritt@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Proposed Land Development Regulations (LDRs) 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dear Council Members: You will be tasked, at two upcoming city council meetings, Jan. 3 and 
Jan. 10, with evaluating proposals to amend the current LDRs. The City has suspended current 
LDR's during an evaluation process, which involved hiring an environmental firm to obtain their 
recommendations. This process comes at a time when we are all seeing clearly the effects of 
climate change on our country and our state, and we as a city are in a position to take a stand to 
do our small part to minimize development, pavement, traffic, and the burning of fossil fuels, all 
of which contribute to the warming and other changes we are all concerned about. 
 
It appears that the Planning Commission has removed some existing protections from the 
proposed regulations. This includes areas specifically recommended by Arrowhead 
Environmental for protection, the removal of protection for some rural and farmland, and the 
creation of a "conservation" PUD zoned for dense development. This would destroy valuable 
natural resource areas, and all these measures would interfere with important wildlife 
corridors.  And the net result would be lots more housing built, and traffic, in S. Burlington, 
about which many residents have expressed concern. 
 
Please think of the future when you make your decision about the LDRs. The kind of changes 
recommended, if implemented, are forever.  The resulting development cannot be undone. They 
affect the day-to-day quality of life of residents (and those from neighboring towns), and 
continue the "business as usual" attitude which has brought us a climate crisis which we are 
nowhere near addressing.  
 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these important issues. 
 
Sally Howe 
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12 Woodbine St. 
 
 
--  
Sally Howe 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle <helenriehle@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:05 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Fwd: Concern of new LDR proposals

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when opening 
attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Robert Brinckerhoff <robertbrinck@aol.com> 
Date: January 2, 2022 at 6:04:42 PM EST 
To: <;tbaritt@sburl.com>, helenriehle@gmail.com, memery@sburl.com 
Subject: Fwd: Concern of new LDR proposals 
Reply-To: Robert Brinckerhoff <robertbrinck@aol.com> 

  
  
 

 
 
  
I am writing out of concern over some of the new proposed Land Development Regulations. 
As a South Burlington home owner and a lover of this beautiful state I am asking you to 
reconsider the following.   
  
1) PLEASE do protect open lands, farmlands, shrub lands and grasslands.   
  
2) Do not rezone the land on the South Side of Nowland Farm for dense housing! 
  
3) PLEASE do protect the wildlife habitats and the surrounding areas that they need to be 
healthy. 
  
4) Eliminate the “Conservation Planned Unit Developments”  It makes no sense at all to allow 
housing on rural 
lands that the Comprehensive Plans says they would be undeveloped and then turn around and 
not only build on  
them but now suggest that they have a minimum of four units per acre?!  Why is this being 
suggested at all?  let alone on 
these precious rural lands.  Please keep these rural lands undeveloped as originally  envisioned 
in the Comprehensive Plan. 
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5)  Parcels of land that contain very important natural resources should be zone as NATURAL 
RESOURCE PROTECTED 
and simply off limits to development. 
  
I thank each one of you for the hard work that you do.   
  
Let’s keep our beautiful South Burlington green, healthy and beautiful. 
  
Happy New Year 2022 
  
Robert Brinckerhoff 
15 Shea Drive 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:08 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  LDRs-Please read before city council meeting on 1/3/22

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Deirdre Gill <dkgillvt@gmail.com> 
Date: January 2, 2022 at 10:43:57 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  LDRs-Please read before city council meeting on 1/3/22 

 
 
    This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email. 
 
 
Dear Councilor Riehle, 
 
We believe that as new housing is developed in South Burlington the city must also conserve large tracts 
of land to counterbalance new sprawling development. Undeveloped land is a critical resource that 
improves our residents’ quality of life. The opportunity to walk, run, play and witness wildlife in natural 
areas is a primary reason why we live here. Undeveloped lands benefit our pocketbook, too, by filtering 
water and preventing erosion.  As the planet warms over the next century undeveloped land will help us 
by cooling our local microclimate (counteracting the heat bubble affect of paved surfaces), and help us 
manage runoff and erosion from flooding events.  Of course, fields and forests sequester carbon and are 
a critical tool for reversing climate change on a larger scale. We are not anti-development. We strongly 
believe that South Burlington has the opportunity to become a walkable, affordable community with a 
dense city center surrounded by large tracts of wild space that are necessary to protect us from the 
worst effects of climate change. We are at a critical juncture in our fight to slow our warming planet. WE 
are the ones whose actions, or inactions, will determine whether our planet remains a livable one. 
Carrying on, business as usual, is not acceptable any longer. We urge YOU as a leader of our community 
to meet this moment. 
 
In light of that, we urge you to include the following provisions in the new land development 
regulations: 
 
1. The new regulations remove existing protections for some portions of rural lands.  Protections for 
grasslands, shrub lands, farm lands, and primary agricultural soils (the most fertile soils) must be 
included. 
 
2. The new regulations do not protect all of the wildlife habitats that were identified by an independent 
environmental firm hired by the city. Two of the wildlife habitats were left unprotected.  Wildlife 
habitats on the Hill and Long properties need to be protected from development. Buffer areas around 
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the wildlife habitats also need to be protected. 
 
3. Land along Nowland Farm Rd (south of Nowland Farm Rd near Dorset St) should be zoned as a 
Natural Resource Protection area. This land contains flood plains, wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife 
corridors, bird nesting areas and more. 
 
4. Conservation PUDs on land that contains important natural resources are not acceptable.  If a parcel 
of land contains important natural resources, it should be zoned as a Natural Resource Protection area, 
and housing developments should not be allowed. 
 
Thank you for considering our position on these important issues and happy new year. 
 
Deirdre Gill and Jason Chin 



         Allan Strong 

         9 Sebring Road 

         South Burlington, VT 05403 

2 January 2022 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

South Burlington City Council 

City of South Burlington 

575 Dorset Street 

South Burlington, VT 05403 

Comments for Public Hearing on Amendments to the City’s Land Development Regulations  

Dear City Councilors, 

Please accept these comments as input for your public hearing on the proposed amendments 

to South Burlington’s land development regulations.  

The city has gone through an extensive process during interim zoning to improve the land 

development regulations, however there are a number of ways in which the regulations could 

be strengthened to improve protections for natural resources.  

As context, South Burlington currently has 1,290 new housing units that have received some 

form of approval for development and an additional 172 units that have been submitted for 

review. Consider that South Burlington’s population grew by 2,388 people since the 2010 

census. If the 1,290 new housing units were occupied by two people, we would surpass the 

population growth of South Burlington during the previous 10 year census period.  

A further look at census and housing data for Chittenden County, it is clear that South 

Burlington is providing a greater proportion of county housing relative to our proportion of the 

county population (see figure below). 

With these facts as a backdrop, it is important to ensure that South Burlington’s revised land 

development regulations do all they can to protect the city’s natural resources and 

environmental quality. The Earth Economics report, commissioned by City Council, found that 

20 parcels identified as priorities for conservation by South Burlington’s Interim Zoning Open 

Space Committee provide between $5 and $16 million per year in ecosystem services. Fifteen 

of these parcels are at least partially included in the newly created Habitat Block Overlay 

District. The multi-million dollar price tag associated with the repair of the Kimball Avenue 

bridge is an indication of the cost of not protecting the natural resources that provide these 

critical ecosystem services. 

 



  

Specifically regarding the land development regulations, I applaud the work that the Planning 

Commission has done, particularly to strengthen the protection of flood zones, wetlands and 

the inclusion of the Habitat Block Overlay District. 

The land development regulations can be further improved by: 

 Aligning the Habitat Block Overlay District with the final Arrowwood Report 

commissioned by City Council. Specifically the area on the western side of Hinesburg 

Road just south of the interstate and the area east of Spear Street connected to the 

Great Swamp were not included in the final overlay district and should be reinstated.  

 Eliminating the minimum density requirement for Conservation PUDs in the Southeast 

Quadrant. This change to the land development regulations is in opposition to zoning 

(very low intensity - principally Open Space and lower intensity – principally residential) 

in the Southeast Quadrant as shown in the Comprehensive Plan.  

 Restoring protections for secondary conservation areas. In the previous land 

development regulations, there were protections for important resources including 

agricultural (fertile) soils, farmlands, grasslands, and shrub lands.  These protections 

were removed in the proposed land development regulations.   

Thanks for your consideration of these comments. 
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Betsy Brown

From: Jessie Baker
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 1:43 PM
To: Sandra Dooley
Cc: Helen Riehle; Paul Conner; Jessica Louisos; planning
Subject: RE: EXTERNAL:  seeking policy basis for proposal to rezone land as Natural Resource 

Protection 

Hi Sandy, 
 
With this email I’m ccing the planning@sburl.com email through which we are collecting all public comment. 
 
Thanks, 
Jessie 
 

From: Sandra Dooley <dooleyvt1@comcast.net>  
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 1:31 PM 
To: Jessie Baker <jbaker@sburl.com> 
Cc: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>; Paul Conner <pconner@sburl.com>; Jessica Louisos 
<jlouisos@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL: seeking policy basis for proposal to rezone land as Natural Resource Protection  
 
  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when opening 
attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Hello Jessie, 
 
Happy New Year! 
 
Not having received any information in response to the request stated in my email 
below, I ask that this email be included in the comments on the proposed Land 
Development Regulations for which the City Council is having a public hearing this 
evening. 
 
Thank you in advance.  Also, please let me know if I should direct any similar request I 
might have to someone other than you. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Sandy  
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From: Sandra Dooley [mailto:dooleyvt1@comcast.net]  
Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2021 10:49 AM 
To: jlouisos@sburl.com; 'Bernie Gagnon' <bgagnon@sburl.com> 
Cc: 'Ted Riehle' <triehle@sburl.com>; 'Monica Ostby' <mostby@sburl.com>; 'Michael Mittag' <mmittag@sburl.com>; 
'pengels@sburl.com' <pengels@sburl.com>; 'Duncan MacDonald' <dmacdonald@sburl.com>; pconner@sburl.com; 
Chris Trombly <ctrombly@gmail.com>; 'John Simson' <simsonjohn0840@gmail.com>; vbolduc@smcvt.edu; 'CHARLES' 
<darrilynp@comcast.net>; Janet Bellavance <janetbellava@gmail.com>; 'Patrick O'Brien' <pobrien@sdireland.com>; 
'Ariel Jensen-Vargas' <ariel.jensenvargas@gmail.com>; Minelle Sarfo-Adu (minelle7070@gmail.com) 
<minelle7070@gmail.com>; lblack-plumeau@vhfa.org; 'Jessie Baker' <jbaker@sburl.com> 
Subject: seeking policy basis for proposal to rezone land as Natural Resource Protection  
 
Hello Jessica (chair) and Bernie (vice-chair), 
 
I have been reflecting on the discussion at Tuesday evening’s meeting of changing the 
zoning of some parcels south of Nowland Farm Road and west of Dorset Street to 
Natural Resource Protection (NRP).  Perhaps, I missed it but I do not recall hearing 
anyone state the policy basis for reclassification of this land.   
 
As a matter of policy, it seems to me that the policy basis for classifying land as NRP 
should be relatively consistent from one NRP parcel to another.  It is my understanding 
that the primary policy basis for classifying the parcels initially zoned NRP was an 
earlier Arrowwood study and report.  And I have listened, during Interim Zoning, to the 
Planning Commission’s plans to change small areas of land to NRP based, in large 
part, on the latest Arrowwood report.  As I stated above, I do not recall any Planning 
Commissioner or staff member setting forth the policy basis for the change that was 
discussed Tuesday evening.   
 
Should there not be a policy basis for this proposed change that is comparable to the 
policy basis for the classification of the other NRP parcels, I ask that this proposal be 
reconsidered.  My first concern is that a change that, from a policy-basis perspective, 
is markedly different from the policy basis for other land with the same classification is 
not good policy-making.  My second concern is that it is not equitable.  Some 
property owners are having their property reclassified as NRP when others whose land 
has similar characteristics are not.  My third concern is that, based on the concerns I 
have raised herein, this reclassification is likely to generate litigation and I have my 
doubts about how well the City could defend this proposed change in court.  My fourth 
concern is that reclassifying land without a strong policy basis undermines the good 
work you have done in Article 12 and City residents’ confidence in the fairness of the 
Planning Commission’s work.   
 
In closing, I reiterate my request for reconsideration of the proposed policy change 
and. add to it, a request that staff explain the policy basis for this proposed change and 
how this policy basis compares to the policy basis for the other SEQ land that is zoned 
NRP. 
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Thank you for your dedicated and admirable service to our City.   
 
Best regards, 
 
Sandy 
 
Note:  This is a statement from me, not the Affordable Housing Committee.  My 
copying them on the email is for their information only. 



1

Betsy Brown

From: Jessie Baker
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:23 PM
To: planning
Subject: FW: EXTERNAL:  FW: cost of Conservation easements--who pays??

 
 

From: Sandra Dooley <dooleyvt1@comcast.net>  
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:07 PM 
To: Jessie Baker <jbaker@sburl.com> 
Cc: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>; Paul Conner <pconner@sburl.com>; Jessica Louisos 
<jlouisos@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL: FW: cost of Conservation easements--who pays?? 
 
  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when opening 
attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Hello again Jessie, 
 
Please include my email below among the public comments on the LDRs for which the 
City Council is holding a public hearing this evening. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Best, 
 
Sandy  
 
From: Sandra Dooley [mailto:dooleyvt1@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 8:25 PM 
To: 'Paul Conner' <pconner@sburl.com>; 'monicaostby' <monicaostby@gmail.com>; bgagnon@sburl.com; 
jlouisos@sburl.com; mmittag@sburl.com; dmcdonald@sburl.com; triehle@sburl.com; psengels@sburl.com 
Subject: cost of Conservation easements--who pays?? 
 
 
 

Paul, This is not intended to be pro or con but a conservation easement of any kind 
involves significant costs. Since the City is requiring that the land be conserved, is the City 
going to be responsible for all these costs? Think of all the time that a City Attorney might 
have to spend negotiating the terms of the easement. 
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Betsy Brown

From: Jessie Baker
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 12:22 PM
To: planning
Subject: FW: EXTERNAL:  comments for public hearing 

 
 

From: Sandra Dooley <dooleyvt1@comcast.net>  
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 12:13 PM 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>; Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>; Tim Barritt <tbarritt@sburl.com>; Tom 
Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>; Matt Cota <mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Cc: Paul Conner <pconner@sburl.com>; Jessie Baker <jbaker@sburl.com>; Jessica Louisos 
<jlouisos@southburlingtonvt.gov>; Chris Trombly <ctrombly@gmail.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL: comments for public hearing  
 
  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when opening 
attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dear Council Chair Riehle and Councilors Emery, Barritt, Chittenden, & Cota, 
 
I hope this finds all of you in good health and keeping warm on this cold first Monday of 
2022.   
 
In reviewing Jessica’s (Louisos) and Paul’s (Conner) presentation to the City Council at 
its 12/6/21 meeting, I noted a proposed change cited on page 15 of this presentation 
(link below) whose consequences are of concern to me.  To my knowledge, these 
consequences have not been discussed. 
 
https://cms6.revize.com/revize/southburlington/Planning/LDR%20Amendments/2021-
10%20Full/A-Support%20Docs/LDR%20Presentation%20to%20Council%202021-12-
06R.pdf 
 
The proposed change to which I refer is found in the table titled “SEQ 
Analysis:  Parcels with between 1+4 acres in the SEQ NR, NRT, NRN.”  It is the 
proposal to change the proposed maximum density to “1.8 units per acre” from “4 units 
per acre + affordable.”  Should this change be adopted, no development on any of 
these 100 parcels (186 acres) would, by rule, be permitted to reach the threshold at 
which the City’s Inclusionary Zoning regulations apply.  And even if a developer 
wanted to build affordable housing on a voluntary basis, the maximum density of 1.8 
units per acre would almost certainly make the cost of doing so prohibitive.   
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In other words, 186 acres in the SEQ would be made exempt from the City’s 
Inclusionary Zoning rules.  Also, the loss of 400 potential housing units that would be 
lost by this change (from 744 -344), without considering the possibility of affordable 
housing bonus units allowed under the current rules, is dramatic.   
 
In my view some of these small parcels would be ideal for denser, cluster-type housing 
developments, which, if the number of units reached 12, would include two affordable 
units if rentals or one affordable unit if home ownership.   
 
Maintaining the maximum density of R4 would mean that the Inclusionary Zoning rules 
would not come into play unless the parcel was at least three acres in size and the 
developer chose to develop at maximum allowable density. Increasing the maximum 
density to R6 would mean that the Inclusionary Zoning rules would not come into play 
unless the parcel was at least two acres in size and the developer chose to develop at 
maximum allowable density. 
 
Not making any part of South Burlington functionally exempt from Inclusionary Zoning 
rules is another reason to support the proposed minimum R4 density requirement in 
the developable portion of Conservation PUDs.  This means that all Conservation 
PUDs that have at least three acres of developable land will have at least one 
affordable housing unit in its development. 
 
I will be raising this concern at this evening’s public hearing, but I wanted to share it 
with you beforehand.  FYI – having focused on this proposed change only this 
morning, this subject has not been discussed by the Affordable Housing Committee. 
 
Please add this email to the comments received as part of the public hearing process 
on these proposed rules. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Sandy Dooley 
 
 
 
 



January 3, 2022 

To: City Council and South Burlington Planning Commission. 

Subject:  Public hearing comments on Proposed Land Development Regulations 

From:  Ray Gonda / 27 Pinnacle Drive / South Burlington 05403 

 

Dear Sirs, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment of these important matters. I know this has been a long and 
grinding process with a lot of work for everyone involved. That is to be appreciated and admired.  

Having followed the planning sessions for the new LDRs to a considerable extent over the past several 
years I offer the following general observations and suggestions in no particular order of priority. 

About a decade ago, I voted for the first development moratorium only to see it dropped with a change 
of political complexion of the city council and little to show for its efforts.  

My expectations at the beginning of the second Interim Zoning process were to see a quantum increase 
in protection level for rural landscapes in the city as well as in acreage. That is what I believed had been 
the reason for the moratorium. In this, I believe, the city fell short.  

The expansion of riparian areas to the 500-foot flood plain boundaries is a wise thing in light of what we 
now know is coming with regard to climate change with its more intense rain and storm events. I see 
this as not a concession to natural resource protection but as an imperative necessity. Likewise, the 
forested habitat blocks. I see them also not so much public and wildlife amenities as a safety imperative 
in anticipation of needing to mitigate impacts of global warming.  

Two specific changes that decreased the protected areas on two properties were the retrograde 
removal of significant portions of two properties I believe are incongruous with the overall 
enhancement of natural resource protection. They should be restored to the same protection level as 
the adjacent protected areas. Those are the pieces removed from protection on the Hill Farm and Long 
properties. The parts of those properties immediately adjacent to the wetlands but which extend 
beyond wetland buffers should remain as the equivalent of level 1 natural resource protected areas. 

The entire Hill Farm itself beyond the protected portions would better be purchased and converted to 
community gardens for rent to South Burlington residents. Such gardens are becoming increasingly 
important for partial relief for potential food insecurity due to supply change interruptions in the future 
due to the many and unpredictable as well as predictable impacts of global warming. What remains of 
significant extents of grasslands should have their protections restored and buffers around forest 
habitat blocks should be expanded for wildlife and climate change mitigation. 

Finally, I encourage you all to stand strong against several lawsuit threats purported to be based on 
various grounds, especially takings arguments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ray Gonda 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:08 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Proposed land regulations

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Denise Olsky <dolsky126@gmail.com> 
Date: January 3, 2022 at 10:59:25 AM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Proposed land regulations 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

January 3, 2022 

 

Dear Counselor Riehle, 

Anyone who has experienced the weather last in the last years knows that climate change is occurring. 

There is no longer debate because everyone has experienced the effects of climate change. While, we in 

South Burlington, Vermont have been spared some of the worst climate change effects, there can be no 

denying that our summers are hotter that even a few years ago. If Washington and Oregon are posting 

record breaking temperatures, Vermont can not be far behind. It is for this reason that I am writing 

today. The South Burlington City Council has an opportunity to begin to remedy the degradation of our 

environment. I can not understand, that there can be any debate that changes to ameliorate the 

deterioration to the environment. need to be made in South Burlington. All available measures should 

be taken before permanent damage is done.  

The new regulations proposed would remove existing protections for grasslands, shrub lands, farm lands 

and primary agricultural soils. It is, therefore, inconceivable that removing existing protections are even 

under discussion.  
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The proposed regulations do not follow the advice given by an independent company hired by the City 

to advise the City on Wildlife habitats. This makes no sense whatsoever. The City Council, should listen 

to the experts and the majority of its citizens and not the very few people, (even some that do not live in 

South Burlington), who will profit from the lack of these protections. These habitats and buffer zones 

need to be protected under the new guidelines. We should not and can not in good conscience ignore 

the advice of the experts. The wildlife habitats and their buffers on parts of the The Hubbard Natural 

Area and the Long property are not protected in the new proposals. Scientists blame the elimination of 

wildlife habitats as cause for the increase in zoonotic diseases. We in South Burlington must do our part 

in protecting wildlife habitat from development.  

It is inexplicable that the proposed regulations would re-zone areas that are considered “Primary and 

Secondary Conservation Areas”. Paving over meadows where there are flood plains, wetlands and 

riparian areas and wildlife corridors can not be justified given all the science against it. The City Council 

needs to protect its citizens against those few who will profit and the greater good for South Burlington 

and the environment. Please do not rezone the land south of Nowland farm Road. This area needs to be 

zoned, “Natural Resource Protection Area”. 

The new regulations, (that would create a new type of housing development, “Conservation Planned 

Unit Development”), allow for housing developments to be built on lands that contain valuable natural 

resources. These parcels of land need to be zoned “Natural Resource Protection Areas”. Minimum 

housing density requirements will only add to the environmental problem and should be eliminated. 

The areas described above only pertain to rural lands that contain the most highest valued natural 

resources and wildlife habitats and have the greatest need to be preserved.  

I hope that you will consider my concerns regarding the proposed land regulations and make decisions 

that are in the best interest in the majority of citizens of South Burlington and more importantly, the 

environment and the planet.  

Thank you. 

Sincerely,  

Denise Olsky 

126 Royal Drive  
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:08 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Strengthening Environmental Protection Regulations for the LDRs

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Lynne Poteau <lpoteau@gmavt.net> 
Date: January 3, 2022 at 12:07:10 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Matt Cota <mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Strengthening Environmental Protection Regulations for the LDRs 

  

  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

January 3, 2022 
 
 
Dear South Burlington City Councillors, 
 
 
For decades, we have been hearing about the importance of fostering sustainable 
communities, the opposite of the suburban sprawl now overtaking South Burlington.  It 
doesn’t have to be this way. We don’t have to fall prey to development and financial 
interests that have an outsized voice over tax-paying citizens.  
 
Please do the right thing, while there is still time, to ensure the livability of our fragile SB 
community by strengthening the environmental protection regulations for our 
natural resource lands in the LDRs.  Specifically, citizens urge you to: 
 
1) Eliminate the spectacularly wrongheaded “minimum density requirement” requiring 
landowners to build at least four units per acre (!!!) on our rural lands.  These rural lands 
should remain undeveloped as the City’s Comprehensive Plan envisions. 
 
2) In previous LDRs, there were protections for open lands. We understand these have 
been removed in the proposed regulations.  Please reinstate protection for these open 
lands which once subdivided and developed, will be permanently degraded.  
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3) Reinstate protection for two critical wildlife habitats, one located on Hill Far and the 
other east of Spear Street (part of a forested ares connected to the Great Swamp).  
 
4) A strip of open land along the south side of Nowland Farm Road opposite the 
Vermont National Golf Course should not be rezoned to allow for dense housing.  It’s a 
critical north-south wildlife corridor and the housing developments already scheduled for 
this section of SB will increase traffic conjestion, pollution, and other environmental 
impacts.  We’re well on the way here to embodying the term sprawl and “unlivable.”  
 
5) Affordable housing and development should be concentrated in the city’s core, as is 
happening in enlightened cities and towns around the country and world.  
 
Councillors, it’s now or never. Many of us are counting on you to take a courageous 
stand AGAINST rampant (and rapacious) development interests, and FOR the tax-
paying residents you represent who want to ensure the livability of our community and 
protection for our precious natural resources as we also contend with the unforgiving 
impact of global climate change.   
 
Please, do the right thing for our community. Thank you.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lynne Poteau 
579 Golf Course Rd. 
So. Burlington, VT 05403 
 
 
  
 
 
Lynne Poteau 
Planning Consultant 
O: 802-651-4473 
C: 802-349-4852 
lpoteau@gmavt.net 
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Betsy Brown

From: Helen Riehle
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 2:07 PM
To: Betsy Brown
Subject: Fwd: EXTERNAL:  Public comments re LDL Proposed Revisions

 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Martha Reid <marf68@myfairpoint.net> 
Date: January 3, 2022 at 1:53:11 PM EST 
To: Helen Riehle <hriehle@sburl.com>, Meaghan Emery <memery@sburl.com>, Tim Barritt 
<tbarritt@sburl.com>, Tom Chittenden <tchittenden@sburl.com>, Matt Cota 
<mcota@southburlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: EXTERNAL:  Public comments re LDL Proposed Revisions 

  
  

     This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when 
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.     
  

Dear Councillors, 
I am writing in advance of tonight’s public hearing regarding South Burlington’s Land Development 
Regulations to express my concerns about some of the proposed LDL changes. I am a 20-year resident of 
South Burlington and I have lived in other areas of the country (CT and CO) where I have seen similar 
zoning changes take place, to the detriment of open space, agricultural lands, wildlife corridors, and 
community character.  I am a member of the Vermont Land Trust and the South Burlington Land Trust 
and value the work that they do and agree with their recommendations.  
  
I also support low income housing and am well aware of the pressures that are present in Chittenden 
County to address the need for more affordable housing. I also understand that there has been much 
thoughtful discussion by those on town commissions and boards about maintaining a reasonable 
balance between additional development and environmental protections. But I am deeply concerned 
about some of the LDL changes that are now being proposed for your review and the long-term 
consequences if they are approved.  
  
I urge you to step back and take a longer view. Imagine Chittenden County in 20 years and beyond, as 
climate change advances here in Vermont. Local food production on agricultural farm lands, a healthy 
ecosystem with ample wildlife corridors to maintain critical biodiversity, and open spaces needed to 
restore natural resources and promote citizen well-being will be all be important. The environmental 
protections we put in place today will be vital to the health of our future community in ways we may not 
even be able to predict or understand at this time.   
  
In particular, I urge you to keep a number of environmental protections for LDLs in place: 
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 Reinstate the existing environmental protections of open land, ag soils and farmlands, and grass 
and shrub lands; 

 Embrace the recommendations in the Arrowwood report and protect ALL the wildlife habitat 
blocks and the supporting areas around these habitat blocks so listed in their study; 

 Refrain from rezoning the open land south of Nowland Farm Rd that would permit dense 
housing. This area should be zoned for Natural Resources Protection. 

 Remove any minimum requirement for number of housing units in “Conservation Planned Unit 
Developments” and maintain the principle of applying a number of maximum housing units for 
undeveloped and rural lands.  I believe that landowners should be allowed to conserve land as 
part of Conservation Planned Unit Development. 

  
I appreciate how hard your work is made by competing interests and community needs, and I thank 
you for your many contributions and counsel regarding our city.  I hope you will take my comments 
– and those of my fellow citizens who ask that you approve the protections I have listed above – to 
heart. I believe that South Burlington residents far into the future will be grateful for your care and 
trust in maintaining our precious natural areas and resources.  
  
Sincerely, 
Marty (Martha) Reid 
50 Baldwin Avenue 
South Burlington 

  
  



 
Richard H. Cate 
Vice President for Finance and Administration  
 

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT FOR FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION 
350B Waterman Building 
85 South Prospect Street, Burlington, VT 05405 
phone (802)656-0219 • fax (802)656-9220    Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

January 3, 2022 
 
Helen Riehle, City Council Chair 
City Council of South Burlington 
180 Market Street  
South Burlington, VT 05403  
 

Re:  Comments and Objections Regarding Proposed Amendments to 
Land Development Regulations Affecting the University of 
Vermont’s Real Property in South Burlington 

 
Dear Chair Riehle, 
 

As the South Burlington City Council prepares to vote on whether to adopt 
the Planning Commission’s proposed amendments to the Land Development 
Regulations (“LDR”), I write to express the University’s staunch objection to the 
amendments as they would apply to University lands in South Burlington. While 
the University has on multiple prior occasions raised important legal concerns 
regarding the proposed LDR, the University’s primary concern remains the legality 
of the proposed Environmental Protection Standards (“EPS”) in light of the 
limitations expressly imposed by 24 V.S.A. § 4413. Despite the University’s good-
faith efforts to have a dialogue with South Burlington about these issues, to date 
the City has failed to provide a satisfactory explanation regarding the basis for its 
authority to regulate the University’s lands through the implementation of the EPS. 
As a South Burlington landowner, the University deserves better transparency 
particularly when it comes to proposed regulations that would potentially affect its 
constitutional and statutory rights.  

 
As the Council prepares to vote on the proposed LDR, it should keep in mind 

the context regarding the ownership and use of the University’s lands. The 
University owns approximately 485 acres in South Burlington, making it one of the 
largest landowners in the City. The majority of the University’s landholdings in 
South Burlington was purchased over several decades between 1904 and 1998. Only 
14.5 acres were acquired through donation: 4 acres in the Deslauriers tract in 1980 
and 10.5 acres that were donated in 1980 and 2019 and added to Shelburne Pond 
Natural Area. All of the approximate 193 acres of University land identified as 
containing Habitat Block in the Arrowwood Environmental report was purchased 
by the University. 
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The University is committed to environmental stewardship and responsible 
ownership of its lands and currently owns land containing 10 Natural Areas 
throughout the State. Three of the Natural Areas contain land located in South 
Burlington (East Woods Natural Area, Centennial Woods Natural Area, and the H. 
Lawrence Achilles Natural Area at Shelburne Pond). Throughout the State, the 
University owns 4,488 acres of land. Roughly 2,793 acres of that land is treed, with 
2,356 acres of that land located in one of the University’s ten Natural Areas.  

 
Through its land ownership, the University provides myriad opportunities 

and resources for students and staff and for academic and research needs. To 
preserve those important resources and opportunities, the University has attempted 
to balance and plan for various building types, active and vehicular transportation 
needs, recreation and athletic spaces, passive and formal open spaces, and treed 
and forested areas on its lands. The University’s Campus Master Plan, which has 
been previously shared with the City, shows the University’s plans for future 
expansion of the campus. The most recent Campus Master Plan (2006) utilized land 
banks to show sites that have the potential to accommodate new buildings. These 
future recommendations were developed based on current municipal zoning 
standards. Many of the University’s properties in South Burlington have land 
banks for future academic, residential, or unassigned uses. 

The University’s commitment to environmental sustainability and 
responsible stewardship of its lands will always be a priority, and it shares South 
Burlington’s desire for smart growth and the protection of important environmental 
and ecological resources. However, rather than provide a collaborative framework 
for achieving those shared goals through a balanced approach to land use planning, 
the proposed LDR would impose unreasonable and unlawful restrictions on the 
University’s use of its lands.  

 
Specifically, the proposed LDR fail to acknowledge the express limitations 

that the Vermont Legislature has imposed on municipalities’ authority to regulate 
designated property uses. Section 4413(a), titled “Limitations on municipal bylaws,” 
states the Legislature’s intent to protect from regulation certain enumerated land 
uses, including “[p]ublic . . . schools” and “other educational institutions certified by 
the Agency of Education.”  24 V.S.A. § 4413(a)(1)(A)-(B). As a public school and 
approved educational institution, the University is a qualifying user under § 4413.  
 

Section 4413(a) limits municipal regulation of University lands in two 
important respects. First, the statute makes clear that University lands “may be 
regulated only with respect to location, size, height, building bulk, yards, courts, 
setbacks, density of buildings, off-street parking, loading facilities, traffic noise, 
lighting, landscaping, and screening requirements . . . .”  24 V.S.A. § 4413(a)(1) 
(emphasis added). Second, the statute permits regulation “only to the extent that 
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regulations do not have the effect of interfering with the intended functional use.”  
Id. (emphasis added).  

 
Vermont courts have strictly construed the scope of municipal authority to 

regulate qualified uses under § 4413(a). None of the categories listed in § 4413 
includes or contemplates the type of vast restriction on land use and development 
set forth in the proposed EPS. Section 4413 has been amended multiple times in 
recent years, but the types of permissible regulation listed in subsection (a)(1) have 
not been altered.  

 
The EPS as currently drafted propose to significantly restrict use and 

development on University lands. They would be in addition to the general 
regulations set forth in Article 3, which outline categories of regulation consistent 
with those enumerated in § 4413’s statutory list. Specifically, the EPS would place 
restrictions on certain University parcels through the designation of Habitat Blocks 
and Connectors. The general standard proposed for Habitat Blocks is that “all lands 
within a Habitat Block must be left in an undisturbed, naturally vegetated 
condition.”  Article 12.04(F). Thus, the proposed EPS are a new class of regulations 
clearly designed to regulate land use in a manner different from what is permitted 
under § 4413(a)(1), despite the Legislature’s clear command that “no bylaws shall 
directly conflict with” § 4413. § 4410. 

 
Section 4413 goes further and bars any regulation that would “have the effect 

of interfering with the intended functional use.”  Here, the Habitat Block 
designation would restrict future development of University parcels in a manner 
that would substantially interfere with the University’s ability to implement its 
Campus Master Plan and execute its educational mission. The EPS also do not 
provide any clear exception or mechanism for the University to obtain relief from 
Habitat Block designation on its lands. Simply put, the proposed EPS are 
incompatible with the express language and purpose of § 4413.  

 
We have previously shared memoranda from our outside legal counsel 

providing analysis of the statute and the other legal issues raised by the proposed 
LDR. We have also sent multiple letters to the Planning Commission outlining 
related legal and practical concerns. However, despite some informal discussions 
with City staff and officials about those issues, to date the City has not provided a 
meaningful response. The City’s unwillingness to specifically address the legal 
issues, namely the application of § 4413, has put the University in the unfortunate 
position of having to prepare for legal action in order to protect its rights.  

 
Not only do the proposed LDR violate statutory protection for University 

lands, they would also effect regulatory takings for which the University would be 
entitled to just compensation. The United States Supreme Court held in Lucas v. 
South Carolina Coastal Council, 505 U.S. 1003, 1019 (1992), that “when the owner  
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