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Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission 

Regional Plan Public Hearings  2 
September 8 & 14, 2026 

Public Comments: 

The following people spoke at one of the public hearings or submitted comments to be 
entered in the record: 

 Alan Goldman, Montpelier (spoke at 9/8/2026 hearing) 
 Amy Hornblas, Cabot (spoke at 9/8/2026 hearing) 
 Carrie McMilllan, Waterbury (submitted written comments, Exhibit A) 
 Karen Horn, Moretown* (submitted written comments, Exhibit B) 

*commenting as an individual community member, not in her capacity as Chair of 
Moretown Planning Commission  

 Ken Denton, Cabot (spoke at 9/8/2026 hearing) 
 Steven Whitaker, Montpelier (spoke at 9/8/2026 and 9/14/2026 hearings, and 

submitted written comments, Exhibit F) 
 Thomas Weiss, Montpelier (spoke at 9/8/2026 and 9/14/2026 hearings, and 

submitted written comments, Exhibits C and D) 

Exhibits from 9/8/2026 and 9/14/2026 Hearings: (See attached) 
A. Carrie MacMillan, Waterbury 8/26/2026 written comments 
B. Karen Horn, East Montpelier 8/31/2026 written comments 
C. Thomas Weiss, Montpelier 9/1/2026 written comments 
D. Thomas Weiss, Montpelier 9/9/2026 written comments 
E. Draft transcript of the 9/8/2026 Hearing 
F. Steven Whitaker, Montpelier 9/14/2026 written comments 
G. Draft transcript of the 9/14/2026 Hearing 

Link to 9/8/2026 Public Hearing recording:  
https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/share/dLzO3wHWV4kzVkm0VKnjdiJX71rYJdS_seTOgJnjlH
56p6Ys93itlLa163vL0LZg.XjyOywNtQmZPLtVu?from=hub 

Hearing opens at 00:06:57 and closes at 00:30:45 

Link to 9/14/2026 Public Hearing recording: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/share/gCQNhAK9yVXXia3QfTWMd4cZHoqIPj0Xe8MXoW
2WfQcGYUEYiVNAU-6qk0ewS0td.pijDcS_SWFWqb28r?startTime=1789425337000 

Hearing opens at 00:09:24 and closes at 00:38:03 

 



​To:​​Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission​
​Re:​​Draft 2026 Regional Plan and Regional Future Land​​Use Map — Waterbury​
​Downtown Center / Stanley-Wasson Parcel​

​Dear Commissioners and Regional Plan Committee Members:​

​The Stanley Wasson Community Alliance supports the creation of additional housing in​
​Waterbury and throughout Central Vermont. We also strongly support directing new​
​housing toward locations where it can be developed safely and sustainably without​
​increasing long-term flood risk to future residents, surrounding neighborhoods, public​
​infrastructure, or municipal investment.​

​We submit these comments and objections because the treatment of flood-hazard land​
​within designated growth areas raises an important question under the Draft 2026​
​Regional Plan, the Regional Future Land Use Map, and Vermont’s new regional​
​planning framework.​

​Our particular concern is the former Stanley and Wasson parcel adjoining Waterbury’s​
​State Office Complex, Park Row, and Randall Street.​

​A legacy designation should not substitute for a current suitability determination. We​
​recognize that Vermont law requires the new regional mapping methodology to account​
​for state Designated Downtowns that existed on December 31, 2025. We are not asking​
​CVRPC in this proceeding to adjudicate the legality of Waterbury’s 2024 Downtown​
​Designation boundary amendment.​

​We are asking CVRPC to make a critical distinction: Inclusion within a state Designated​
​Downtown boundary is not the same as a site-specific determination that every parcel​
​within that boundary is safe, suitable, or appropriate for intensified development or​
​reduced state land-use review.​

​That distinction is particularly important at the Stanley-Wasson parcel at the State Office​
​Complex. The parcel is presently vacant and substantially open. The Stanley and​
​Wasson Halls were demolished in 2021 following flood damage associated with Tropical​
​Storm Irene. The Town has subsequently identified the majority of the property as lying​
​within Fema’s mapped SFHA and Waterbury’s Flood Hazard Overlay District, and the​
​parcel has experienced inundation during recent flood events, including 2023 and 2024.​

​The circumstances of the 2021 demolition are themselves relevant to the present​
​regional planning inquiry. CVRPC’s own Project Review Committee records concerning​
​Act 250 applications 5W0431-12 and 5W1012-3 described the demolition project as​
​resulting in the area being restored as an “open grassed field.​​”​​State historic review​
​documentation concerning the same project stated that no new structure was proposed​
​and that the site would be landscaped “as part of the flood mitigation plan for the​
​campus.”​

​We do not contend that this language permanently prohibits all future development of​
​the property. Nor do we ask CVRPC to resolve the continuing legal effect of those Act​
​250 permits in this Regional Plan proceeding.​



​The significance is different. The record demonstrates that the Stanley-Wasson parcel​
​did not simply become vacant through ordinary abandonment or removal of obsolete​
​buildings. Following Irene, flood damaged structures were demolished and the resulting​
​land was intentionally returned to an open, landscaped condition that State​
​documentation associated with flood mitigation at the State Office Complex.​

​That history is directly relevant to how the parcel should be understood today.​

​The historical presence of Stanley and Wasson Halls therefore should not, by itself, be​
​treated as evidence that the land remains functionally equivalent to previously​
​developed land or is presently suitable for intensified infill development. The relevant​
​inquiry must include what the land does now.​

​Current conditions differ materially from the conditions that existed when Stanley and​
​Wasson Halls occupied the parcel. The Stanley-Wasson parcel has now existed as​
​open land for approximately five years. During that period, Waterbury has experienced​
​significant flood events, including the July 2023 and July 2024 floods. Those events​
​provide information concerning the behavior of the parcel in its present open condition​
​that was not available when Stanley and Wasson Halls stood on the property.​

​Residents have observed the Stanley-Wasson parcel inundating from river flooding​
​before portions of upper Randall Street inundate. As river levels continue to rise,​
​floodwater subsequently progresses toward the Upper portion Randall Street and​
​neighboring properties on Park Row.​

​This observed sequence raises a significant site-specific question:​

​Does the presently open Stanley-Wasson parcel perform flood-storage, backwater,​
​conveyance, or other floodplain functions affecting the timing, depth, direction, or extent​
​of inundation on surrounding land?​

​We are not asking CVRPC to accept resident observations as a substitute for hydraulic​
​analysis. We are asking that those observations, together with the parcel’s mapped​
​flood-hazard status, post-Irene history, present physical condition, and recent​
​inundation, be evaluated before the land is characterized for regional planning purposes​
​as appropriate for intensified future development.​

​The State’s Flood Hazard Area and River Corridor framework itself recognizes the​
​distinction between encouraging infill and redevelopment within established centers and​
​avoiding unnecessary encroachment into undeveloped flood-hazard areas that provide​
​floodwater and sediment-storage functions.​

​The Stanley-Wasson parcel presents precisely the type of circumstance in which that​
​distinction deserves careful examination.​

​Whatever terminology ultimately applies, “infill,” “redevelopment,” “Downtown Center,”​
​or another classification, the terminology cannot substitute for evaluation of the land’s​
​current physical function.​

​The 2024 Downtown Designation did not resolve this parcel-specific question.​



​The record surrounding the 2024 expansion of Waterbury’s Designated Downtown does​
​not demonstrate that these parcel-specific flood conditions were fully examined and​
​resolved before the boundary was approved.​

​At the October 28, 2024 Vermont Community Investment Board meeting considering the​
​Stanley-Wasson boundary amendment, Board members specifically raised questions​
​concerning flood zones. The approved minutes subsequently state that it was confirmed​
​that the State Hospital did not flood in July 2023.​

​Whether the larger State Hospital or State Office Complex flooded, however, is​
​materially different from whether the vacant Stanley-Wasson parcel itself was​
​inundated.​

​During Waterbury’s August 4, 2025 Select Board discussion of the Stanley-Wasson​
​development RFQ, the Town was publicly informed that the parcel itself flooded during​
​the 2023 and 2024 events. During that discussion, the Town Manager stated that he​
​had received a resident letter saying the site flooded in 2023 and that this had not been​
​his understanding.​

​The Town’s RFQ at that time acknowledged that the majority of the property lies within​
​the Flood Hazard Overlay District while also stating that the site had not flooded since​
​Tropical Storm Irene. Following the public discussion, the Select Board directed​
​revisions that included changes to the flood-hazard language and removal of references​
​to previous flooding.​

​This history is relevant not because CVRPC must revisit the motives or legality of the​
​2024 designation decision, but because it demonstrates why that designation should not​
​be treated as evidence that the Stanley-Wasson parcel’s flood suitability was previously​
​investigated and affirmatively resolved.​

​The materials supporting the 2024 designation also warrant caution.​

​The Town’s August 2024 submission to the State characterized an enclosed property​
​survey as “recent.” The survey included in the designation materials, however, depicts​
​conditions that plainly predate the application. Stanley and Wasson Halls remain shown​
​despite their 2021 demolition; a garage is depicted; and the plan reflects an older​
​property configuration predating a subsequent boundary adjustment. More current State​
​survey and subdivision work had been undertaken by 2023–2024.​

​Again, we do not raise this to ask CVRPC to determine whether the prior designation​
​was valid.​

​We raise it because the new Regional Future Land Use Map should rely upon current​
​physical, environmental, property, and hazard information, rather than assuming that an​
​inherited designation constitutes a contemporary evaluation of every parcel within it.​

​The 2021 demolition history makes this distinction particularly important. A map or​
​survey depicting Stanley and Wasson Halls does not depict the land condition that has​
​actually existed since their removal, nor the flood behavior observed on the open parcel​
​during subsequent major events.​



​The Future Land Use Map presents an apparent parcel-level inconsistency. The​
​proposed Waterbury Future Land Use mapping raises an additional question that we​
​ask CVRPC to explain.​

​Existing residential properties immediately across from the Stanley-Wasson parcel are​
​mapped as Rural Conservation, while the vacant Stanley-Wasson property is carried​
​within the Downtown Center.​

​CVRPC’s Draft Regional Plan identifies Special Flood Hazard Areas among the lands​
​that may appropriately be included within Rural Conservation and states that​
​development and investment in identified flood-hazard areas should be avoided or​
​limited.​

​The neighboring residential parcels and Stanley-Wasson occupy the same immediate​
​floodplain environment.​

​We therefore request that CVRPC identify the criteria and GIS layers responsible for the​
​Rural Conservation classification of the residential properties opposite Stanley-Wasson​
​and explain why those same flood-hazard considerations do or do not apply to the​
​vacant Stanley-Wasson parcel.​

​If Special Flood Hazard Area status contributed to the Rural Conservation classification​
​of the existing residential properties, the substantially different treatment of the vacant​
​floodplain parcel directly across the road requires explanation.​

​The existence of Waterbury’s recently expanded Downtown Designation may explain​
​the origin of the mapped boundary, but it does not by itself explain why the physical​
​characteristics that constrain neighboring parcels should cease to matter at the edge of​
​that boundary.​

​Flood risk involves the function of the land, not simply the elevation of a future building.​

​The Stanley-Wasson parcel also raises a broader flood-resilience question that we​
​believe should be addressed by the Regional Plan. Flood resilience is not solely a​
​question of whether a proposed building can be elevated, floodproofed, or designed to​
​comply with special flood hazard regulations. It is also a question of what the land​
​currently does with floodwater and what happens elsewhere if that function changes.​

​Development of presently open floodplain land may affect storage, displacement,​
​backwater conditions, flow paths, access and egress, adjacent properties,​
​infrastructure, and the timing or extent of inundation elsewhere.​

​That inquiry is particularly important here because Waterbury is simultaneously pursuing​
​substantial public investment in the neighboring Randall Meadow floodplain​
​reconnection project for the express purpose of increasing floodplain storage and​
​reducing flood elevations affecting Randall Street, Park Row, the State Office Complex,​
​and downtown.​

​The Stanley-Wasson parcel and Randall Meadow are not abstract points on separate​
​maps. They occupy adjoining portions of the same floodplain system.​



​Regional planning should therefore consider the combined function of these neighboring​
​floodplain lands rather than assuming that increased flood-storage capacity on one​
​parcel renders the present function of another irrelevant.​

​Vermont law requires an independent flood-resilience inquiry.​

​Under 24 V.S.A. § 4348a(a)(11), a Regional Plan must contain a flood-resilience​
​element identifying flood-hazard areas and areas to be protected, including floodplains​
​and river corridors, and must recommend policies and strategies to reduce risks to​
​public safety, infrastructure, improved property, and public investment. The Future Land​
​Use element must be based upon the other required Regional Plan elements.​

​In addition, 24 V.S.A. § 4348a(a)(12)(B)(iv) provides that Planned Growth Areas​
​generally exclude identified flood-hazard and river-corridor areas except for areas​
​containing preexisting development in areas suitable for infill development.​

​This creates an important question where a recently expanded Downtown boundary​
​contains land that:​

​●​ ​is presently vacant and substantially open;​
​●​ ​lies within an identified flood-hazard area;​
​●​ ​was returned to open landscaped condition following demolition of​

​flood-damaged buildings;​
​●​ ​was described in State documentation as being landscaped as part of a​

​flood-mitigation plan;​
​●​ ​has demonstrably inundated during recent major flood events; and​
​●​ ​may presently perform flood-storage, backwater, conveyance, or related​

​floodplain functions.​

​The historical presence of buildings on a parcel should not automatically convert​
​presently open floodplain land into “preexisting development suitable for infill” without​
​evaluation of current site conditions and the land’s present flood function.​

​Likewise, statutory continuation of an existing Downtown Center boundary should not​
​automatically establish that every parcel within that boundary is appropriate for the​
​highest levels of future development intensity or Tier 1 treatment.​

​Recent flooding must inform current regional planning.​

​Waterbury and Central Vermont experienced significant flooding in 2023 and 2024.​
​Those events provide current information concerning the behavior of land that was​
​unavailable when earlier municipal planning preferences were established.​

​For example, Waterbury’s frequently cited 2013 community survey regarding​
​high-density housing at the State Office Complex was conducted in the immediate​
​post-Irene period and more than a decade before the recent flood events. The same​
​planning process also reflected significant community concern regarding floodplain​
​protection.​



​A historic preference for housing density somewhere within the State Office Complex​
​cannot substitute for a contemporary parcel-specific evaluation of flood risk,​
​flood-storage function, safe access and egress, effects on neighboring properties and​
​infrastructure, and consistency with current municipal and regional hazard-mitigation​
​policies.​

​Nor should the fact that buildings once occupied the Stanley-Wasson parcel substitute​
​for examination of what has happened since those buildings were deliberately​
​removed.The purpose of a new Regional Plan should be to incorporate what​
​communities know now.​

​SWCA therefore asks CVRPC to clarify and, where necessary, revise the Regional Plan​
​and Future Land Use Map to establish that:​

​1.​ ​Inclusion within a Downtown Center or other growth-area boundary does not​
​constitute a finding that every parcel within that boundary is suitable for​
​intensified development.​

​2.​ ​Carry-forward of a legacy state designation does not eliminate CVRPC’s​
​independent obligation to consider current flood-hazard conditions and the​
​mandatory flood-resilience requirements of 24 V.S.A. § 4348a.​

​3.​ ​Vacant or substantially undeveloped land within an identified flood-hazard area​
​should not be treated as “preexisting development suitable for infill” solely​
​because buildings historically existed on the property.​

​4.​ ​Where flood-damaged buildings have been demolished and land subsequently​
​restored to an open condition associated in State records with flood mitigation,​
​that history should be considered together with present site conditions rather​
​than treating the parcel as functionally unchanged from its previously developed​
​state.​

​5.​ ​Current FEMA flood-hazard information, municipal flood-hazard overlays,​
​river-corridor information, documented or observed recent inundation,​
​flood-storage and flow-path functions, safe access and egress, and adopted​
​Local Hazard Mitigation Plans should inform Future Land Use classifications and​
​any determination concerning Tier 1 eligibility.​

​6.​ ​CVRPC should clearly distinguish between making existing developed centers​
​more resilient and encouraging substantial new development on presently vacant​
​or open flood-hazard and flood-storage land.​

​7.​ ​Where an inherited Downtown Center boundary contains individual parcels​
​whose present environmental conditions may conflict with regional​
​flood-resilience policies, CVRPC should explain what mapping, policy, overlay,​
​qualification, or other mechanism preserves that distinction.​

​8.​ ​CVRPC should explain the mapping methodology resulting in existing residential​
​properties immediately opposite Stanley-Wasson being classified Rural​



​Conservation while the presently vacant and recently inundated Stanley-Wasson​
​parcel remains within the Downtown Center.​

​9.​ ​Where observed flood behavior indicates that a vacant or open parcel may​
​perform flood-storage, backwater, conveyance, or other floodplain functions,​
​those functions should be evaluated before the parcel is identified for intensified​
​future development.​

​Specific Waterbury clarification requested.​

​For the Stanley-Wasson parcel,, we ask CVRPC to answer the following:​

​Does carrying forward Waterbury’s 2024 Designated Downtown boundary require​
​CVRPC to treat the Stanley-Wasson parcel as land suitable for intensified growth and​
​Tier 1 treatment, or does CVRPC retain authority and responsibility to distinguish this​
​presently open flood-hazard parcel based upon current physical conditions, its​
​post-Irene land-use history, observed flood behavior, and the requirements of 24 V.S.A.​
​§ 4348a?​

​We further ask CVRPC to identify:​

​●​ ​the flood-hazard, river-corridor, and other environmental GIS layers used in​
​classifying the Stanley-Wasson parcel;​

​●​ ​the criteria resulting in Rural Conservation classification of neighboring​
​residential parcels;​

​●​ ​whether recent observed inundation was considered in the Waterbury Future​
​Land Use mapping;​

​●​ ​whether the 2021 demolition and resulting open condition of Stanley-Wasson​
​were considered in evaluating its Future Land Use classification;​

​●​ ​whether CVRPC has evaluated the potential flood-storage, backwater,​
​conveyance, or flood-flow function of Stanley-Wasson; and​

​●​ ​how those considerations will affect any future determination regarding Tier 1​
​eligibility.​

​Housing and flood resilience need not be competing objectives.​

​Directing new housing toward land that can safely and sustainably accommodate it​
​protects future residents, existing neighborhoods, municipal infrastructure, public​
​investment, and the housing itself.​

​The Stanley-Wasson parcel illustrates precisely why a regulatory boundary drawn for​
​one purpose, and the historical existence of development within that boundary, should​
​not substitute for current analysis of the land within it.​

​Here, that current analysis is especially warranted. Flood-damaged buildings were​
​removed in 2021. Contemporary records described the land as being restored to an​
​open grassed condition and associated its landscaping with flood mitigation. The parcel​
​subsequently inundated during major flood events. Today, Waterbury is simultaneously​



​investing millions of dollars in restoring additional floodplain function immediately​
​downstream at Randall Meadow.​

​Those facts should be reconciled before the Regional Future Land Use Map is used to​
​characterize Stanley-Wasson as appropriate for intensified future development.​

​We respectfully request that CVRPC address these issues before adoption of the 2026​
​Regional Plan and Regional Future Land Use Map.​

​Please treat this submission as written comments and objections submitted for​
​consideration at the September 8 and September 14, 2026 public hearings on the Draft​
​2026 Regional Plan and Regional Future Land Use Map and include this submission in​
​the formal hearing record.​

​The Stanley Wasson Community Alliance also requests copies of proposed changes or​
​revisions to the Plan and Future Land Use Map relevant to these comments pursuant to​
​24 V.S.A. § 4348 and requests continued notice as this review proceeds.​

​Thank you for your consideration.​

​Stanley Wasson Community Alliance​

​Carrie MacMillan​

​28 Park Row​
​Waterbury, Vermont​
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Thomas Weiss, P. E.
P. O. Box 512
Montpelier, Vermont 05601
August 31, 2026

Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission
29 Main Street, Suite 4
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Subject: June 24, 2026 Draft Regional Plan

Dear Commissioners:

I am a civil engineer with experience in planning.  My experience includes reviewing plans and other documents 
to ensure that they comply with  statutory and regulatory requirements.

I find that in parts the draft plan is not consistent with, or fails to comply with, requirements for a regional plan.

My comments based on my review of the June 24, 2026 draft regional plan.  Please review the all the comments 
and revise the plan for all the comments before you adopt a 2026 plan.

My comments are in four parts:
1.  Written comments in this letter.
2.  Written comments in my letter of August 7, 2026 to the Land Use Review Board.
3.  Verbal comments to the Land Use Review Board at their pre-application public meeting on July 23, 2026.
4.  Verbal comments at your regular meeting on July 14, 2026.

The comments in this letter

These comments are new and address issues that are relevant to a revision of the Central Vermont Regional Plan. 
These comments appear to me to be outside the purview to the Land Use Review Board's review.  These 
comments are not part of the comments that I submitted to the Board on August 7, 2026.

Here is an explanation of comment numbers.  For example, C13.A
C A written comment to the CVRPC
13 The comment refers to something found on page 13 of the draft.
A This is the first comment related to that page.  (B is second and so on.)

Comment C13.A  Nothing in chapter 1 indicates that the intent of this 2026 regional plan is to make minimal 
changes to the regional plan to comply with the requirements of Act 181 (2024).
.  Some of my comments have to do with the failure to actually update the regional plan in 2024.  This failure 
makes much information on this 2026 draft plan out of date.  The failure causes multiple problems.
 - Having so much outdated information in a 2026 plan makes it difficult for future researchers to understand 
conditions as they existed when the 2026 plan was created.
 - Many goals, polices, and strategies are inappropriate because they do not apply to current conditions.  Others 
might no longer be needed.
 - The outdated information shows the Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission in a poor light.  It makes 
it look like the Commission is unaware of what is going on in its region.

I commented during your July 14 meeting that the goals, policies, and strategies of the draft plan were 
essentially the same as for the 2016 plan.  This despite changes in conditions within the region and despite 
changes in laws.  There was no response during the meeting, that everyone watching then and later could hear. 
Instead, I was told after the meeting had adjourned and the recording had stopped, that this was a hurry-up plan 



to meet statutory changes relating to future land use requirements and to tier 1A and tier 1B status,  I find that 
response to have been inappropriate.  Inappropriate because it was made after the recording had stopped and was 
not part of the public record.  It is also inappropriate because the commission, for whatever reasons (which I 
have not investigated), chose not to update the 2016 plan before its expiration in 2024 and chose instead to re-
adopt the 2016 plan.

Please put into chapter 1, right up front, what I was told is the intent of the 2026 regional plan.  It would be along 
the lines of

"This 2026 regional plan provides a quick revision of the 2016 regional plan as readopted in 2024.  This 
2026 plan is adopted in order to meet the requirements of Act 181 (2024) relating to future land use and to 
Tiers 1B and 1A and other statutory changes since re-adoption of the 2016 regional plan in 2024.  Portions 
of the 2026 plan that amend the 2016 plan as it was re-adopted in 2024 are identified by _____________."

Comment C14.A  Early settlement in many towns began in the hills and only moved to the valleys for the mills 
powered by water.  Northfield is one example.  Please amend the paragraph.

Comment C.14.B  Planning and zoning and septic regulations are other reasons for the "shift" into the 
countryside.  Montpelier is an example.  The older sections of what is now the City are densely developed 
compared to those sections developed post-zoning.  Zoning regulations required lower density for new 
residential housing, so the land in the city was filled more quickly because of the larger minimum lot sizes.  Also 
farmers selling individual lots to help their bottom lines contributed to the shift into the countryside.  Please 
amend the paragraph.

Comment C.14.C  The recognition of strip development and urban sprawl go back before the creation of the 
Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission almost 60 years ago.  Thus it is a fallacy to state that we have 
only noticed this very recently.  Please amend the paragraph.

Comment C17.A.  The Central Vermont Region everywhere abuts other other Vermont regions.  Please amend 
the first sentence in the paragraph about abutting other jurisdictions.

Comment C17.B  Because the sentence is about Act 250 proceedings, it seems that the order should be reversed. 
The District Environmental Commission makes the decision in all Act 250 proceedings.  The Environmental 
Division only makes the decision in the rare case of an appeal of a decision made by a District Environmental 
Commission.  Please amend the sentence.

Comment C23.A  The link to the Public Environmental Data Partners is essentially useless.  The link goes to 
https://screening-tools.com/.  That's a home page which has no indication of how to find the documents linked in 
the footnotes.  Please provide a link that goes directly to the appropriate document or to a screen on which the 
document is listed by name with a link to that document.

Comment C32.A  It seems that mentioning the work begun by the Montpelier Commission on Flood Recovery 
on the Winooski River is appropriate here.  Please revise the paragraph.

Comment C38.A  This entire section on "Agricultural Land" is the same as in 2016.  Please update the text to 
provide information on the change in agricultural lands, lands protected, and production between then and now. 
Please update the text in the paragraph in the draft and in subsequent goals, policies, and strategies.

Comment C41.A.  I believe the westward expansion ended more than 100 years ago, not within the last century, 
and the sheep industry was basically gone by 1926.  I am not sure whether the statement about the timber 
industry in the last century is accurate now.  Please revise the paragraph.

Comment C42.A  This entire section on "Forest Land" is the same as in 2016.  The draft notes that Act 171 
(2016) amended multiple provisions relating to timber harvesting and forest management.  Ten years later, how 



has Act 171 changed the region?  Please update the text in the paragraph and in the relavant goals, policies, and 
strategies.

Comment C42.B.  The draft notes that it is important that productive forestlands be conserved.  How well have 
they been conserved in the last ten years?  Please update the text in the paragraph and in the relevant subsequent 
goals, policies, and strategies.

Comment C180.A.  The correct jargon term under chapter 1 of the Environmental Protection Rules is "Clean 
Slate" systems.  It is not "grandfathered".  Please correct the term.

Comment C181.A.  The second sentence after the table is confusing.  A more accurate statement would be "It 
should not be inferred, however, that operating at less than hydraulic capacity represents available capacity." 
Please change the sentence.

Comment C185.A  This is confusing as written.  It might help those not used to the jargon, if the second sentence 
were written along the lines of:

"Fire districts in Vermont are independent , self-governing municipalities with limited jurisdiction, 
established by acts of their respective Towns or Cities under the authority of State law."

Please amend the sentence.

Comment C191.A  The Salvation Army has long operated in Barre.  It closed as a result of the 2023 flood and 
now has moved to the Barre-Montpelier Road in Berlin.  The Restore at Recycle North left Barre sometime 
after 2012.  By 2015 the Resource began a similar re-use operation in the same building.  ReStore returned to 
the area in 2026 by opening a facility in what I still call the Vermont Shopping Center on the Barre-
Montpelier Road.  Please correct the Re-use paragraph.

Comment C191.B  The Central Vermont Solid waste Management District has long held household hazardous 
waste collections in the district.  The District held perhaps five each year in different towns in the district. 
Household and business hazardous collection has been consolidated with other functions of the District in its 
EcoDepot which opened in Berlin in 2026.  Please revise the paragraph to incorporate this information.

Comment C215.A  Vermont College no longer exists.  After several sales and changes of name it is now 
Greenway Institute.  And the T. W. Wood Art Gallery has moved out of its former location at the college into a 
building on Barre Street in Montpelier.  Please correct this information.

Comment C241.A  The healthy vacancy rates for owner-occupied homes used by the Vermont Housing and 
Finance Agency are inconsistent over time, and therefore not to be relied upon.

Source healthy vacancy rate for owner-occupied homes

"Vermont Housing Needs Assessment: 2020-2024", 
VFHA, February 2020, pages 25 and 26

between 1.3% and 2%

"Why Vermont needs 30,000 to 40,000 more homes", 
Leslie Black-Plumeau, VHFA, April 3, 2023

5%

"Vermont Housing Needs Assessment: 2025-2029", 
VFHA, February 2020, page 19

2%

I analyzed VVHFA's own data (housingdata.org) in April 2023.  The analysis covered the period 1986 through 
2022.  Over that period, the average Vermont vacancy was 1.3 %.  The maximum was 2.0 % (2015) and the 
minimum was 0.4 %.   I found that only when vacancy rates dipped below 1.2% did sales prices start to rise, as 
shown in the solid black and the dash - double dotted green lines in the graph.  Vacancy rates above 1.2% result 
in stable sales prices.  Thus, VHFA's data show that a vacancy rate for owner-occupied homes as low as 1.2% 



provides a healthy and stable housing market.  Please revise the text on pages 241 and 242 to use the lower 
vacancy rate as healthy.

Comment C261.A  The allocation of the 17% of homes owned by their occupants to low-income rentals does 
not seem morally correct.  The morally correct response seems to me to be to plan for coming up with the means 
to keep these households in the homes they own.  And when the existing owners whose incomes are low do sell, 
planning how to keep the homes as ones owned by the future owners instead of reducing the options for low-
income households to become home owners.  Please revise this text (which is new to this 2026 draft) to plan to 
retain these homes for the existing occupants, and when the homes are sold, to make them available and 
affordable for this low-income segment of the population to buy.

Comment C264.A  The majority of housing will be built outside the Act 250 process.  Regional planning 
commissions will not have the opportunity to participate in much housing development through the Act 250 
process.  This means that the impact of strategy 12 (active participation in the Act 250 process to support 
housing) is minimal to non-existent.  This seems an ideal location to support specific planning goal 6 (24 V.S.A. 
4302(c)(6)(A) by adding to the plan how the principles of the Act 250 criteria will be used to maintain and 
improve the quality of the listed resources in relation to housing.  Please add a strategy along the lines of:

"Support maintaining and improving the quality of air, water, wildlife, mineral, and other land resources 
by use and development of housing in accordance with the principles of the Act 250 criteria (10 V.S.A. 
§6086(a)), even in instances where an Act 250 permit is not needed."

Comment C266.A   Please explain in the plan why the percentage of the adult population with a high school 
diploma has dropped 5 percentage points.  The 2026 draft has a rate of 87.3%.  The re-adopted 2016 plan has a 
rate of 92.6%.  Or differently expressed, why has the percentage of the adult population without a high school 
diploma increased by 70%?

Comment C300.A  The table of the environmental benefits and burdens analysis has no information in the three 
columns needed to complete the analysis: "Regional Level"; EJ Focus Population Level"; and Disproportionate 
Benefit / Burden".  Three regional plans have been adopted by the regions and approved by the Land Use 
Review Board.  Those three plans show the following.
 - The Rutland County Regional Plan has a similar table with different measures (pages 430 and 431).  Rutland's 
table has information in all its columns, including the three corresponding columns of "Regional Level"; EJ 
Focus Population Level"; and "Analysis Result".
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  - The Northwest Regional Plan has a similar table (pages 158 through 161) with the same measures as in the 
draft Central Vermont Regional Plan.  Northwest's table has information in all its columns, including the three 
columns "Regional Level"; EJ Focus Population Level"; and Disproportionate Benefit / Burden".  Northwest's 
table has two additional columns, one of which is "How the Regional Plan Mitigates Disproportionate Benefits / 
Burdens".  Central Vermont's draft plan states that it has adapted Northwest's methodology.
 - The Chittenden County Regional Plan has a table which summarizes the results of the analysis.  The link to the 
analysis itself is not available to the public without giving up personal information to an unknown entity (the 
keeper of the site).  So the content of the analysis is not available to the public.
Please complete the table in the draft plan and publicize its availability before the September 8 meeting, so the 
public has the ability to make meaningful comments on or before the hearing on September 14, I believe it is.  If 
the table is not available before the September 8 hearing, then I believe your proper course of action is to delay 
the September 14 meeting until one week after the completed table is made available to the public.

Comments to the Land Use Review Board on August 7, 2026

My comments to the Land Use Review Board on August 7, 2026 are part of these comments.  Those comments 
are document 030 in the Land Use Review Board's "Regional Plan Tier 1A/B Database".  The document is 
available through a link at 
https://anrweb.vt.gov/ANR/Act250/RPDetail.aspx?AppNum=RPC03-0001

The Board's pre-application guidelines (version 1.4, 06/16/2026) point out that the Board merely co-ordinates 
comments from any persons or entities during the pre-application.  (Section 1.104, Pre-application Review) and 
that "While comments are collected and made available, the Board will not necessarily comment on these 
submissions or incorporate them into preapplication responses. It is the applicant’s responsibility to review these 
comments and respond as necessary."  (Section 1.104  B.3.  Comments).

The second paragraph of the Board's draft pre-application response states:
"The Board’s preapplication review does not encompass nor reflect its position with respect to comments 
received. The comments received are provided for Central VT Regional Planning Commission 
information and consideration for potential revisions to its draft plan or Tier 1B requests, as the Central 
VT Regional Planning Commission may elect.

" I. Board Review
"The purpose of the preapplication process is for the Board to: (1) coordinate comments on the draft 
regional plan from all interested agencies and entities . . . "

Please revise the plan to address each of the written comments that I submitted to the Land Use Review 
Board.

Summary of verbal comments to the Land Use Review Board at their meeting of July 23, 2026

Comment 7/23/26 A.  This draft plan has goals, policies, and strategies throughout, hundreds of them.  This 
draft plan also has an implementation plan in chapter 9.  The implementation plan has a mere 14 items listed in 
"Action / Strategy".  The problem is, that there is no linkage, no correlation, between the 14 actions / strategies 
in chapter 9 and the hundreds of goals, policies, and strategies in the draft plan.  The problem is exacerbated by 
the fact that many of the goals polices, and strategies are at least 10 years old.

I think that each goal, policy, and strategy (there are hundreds of the combined) needs to be addressed in the 
implementation plan.  And, perhaps, if a goal, policy, or strategy is not in the implementation plan, should it even 
be included in the regional plan?



Please revise the implementation plan to show how each of the hundreds of goals, policies, and strategies will be 
implemented.  And if there is no reasonable expectation of taking action on a goal, policy, or strategy, then 
remove it from the regional plan.

Comment 7/23/26 B  What has happened in the last ten years?  I acknowledge that Christian Meyer expressed, 
after your July 14, 2026 meeting adjourned, the intent to do the minimum now in order to comply with Act 181 
(2024).  I think that reflects poorly on the Commission, because this is really delaying a comprehensive revision 
of the 2016 regional plan another year?  Two years?  Three years?  When it should have been revised in 2024.

Comment 7/23/26 B  I find nothing in the draft plan that states whether the regional plan shows that Vermont's 
air, water, wildlife, mineral, and land resources have been planned for use and development according to the 
principles of the Act 250 criteria.  (Specific goal (c)(6)(A))  Please clarify whether and how those resources have 
been planned according to those principles.

Summary of  verbal comments at your meeting on July 14, 2026

Comment 7/14/26 A  The plan exhibits one of the common lacks of plans.  The plan lacks an evaluation of the 
successes and failures of the previous plan.  Please evaluate each of the goals, policies, and strategies in the 2016 
plan and revise each of them accordingly in the 2026 plan.

Comment 7/14/26 B  This comment relates specifically to chapter 2.  The comment applies to much of the 2026 
draft plan.  The goals, policies, and strategies are essentially the same as from 10 years ago, the 2016 plan.  This 
is despite changes within the region and changes in laws.  Thee is no indication of the means used to implement 
strategies.  Nor is there any indication of how successful the strategies were and why they were retained.  I 
would hope that some of the goals, policies, and strategies had actually been achieved and could be eliminated 
from this draft plan.  Please evaluate each of the goals, policies, and strategies in the 2016 plan and revise each 
of them accordingly in the 2026 plan.

Comment 7/14/26 C  This comment relates specifically to what is now chapter 5 (Transportation Element). 
This comment applies to other parts of the 2026 draft plan.  Chapter 5 has been rewritten in a major way.  Yet 
none of the goals, policies, and strategies have changed.  There is no explanation of why none of them are 
changed.

Comment 7/14/26 D  This comment is the same as 7/23/26 A to the Land Use Review Board on July 23.

Conclusion

I find that the draft plan: is out of date; is not fully consistent with State planning goals; is not fully consistent 
the purposes of a regional plan; does not fully address the required elements of a regional plan; does not fully 
comply with assignment of future land use categories to some areas;
requests tier 1B status for some ineligible areas.

I ask that you evaluate each of the comments in this letter, including those I submitted to the LURB that are 
incorporated by reference.  I ask that you find these comments relevant.   I ask that you revise the draft plan 
accordingly before adopting the 2026 regional plan or that you explain why each comment is not incorporated 
into the draft plan.

Sincerely,
Thomas Weiss, P. E.



Thomas Weiss, P. E.
P. O. Box 512
Montpelier, Vermont 05601
September 9, 2026

Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission
29 Main Street, Suite 4
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Subject: Central Vermont Regional Plan public comments

Dear Commissioners:

Thank you for making the September 4, 2026 Staff Working Draft Regional Plan available to the public in time 
for this meeting.

Thank you for placing responses to some of my previous comments into the staff working draft 

These comments supplement my August 31, 2026 written comments to the Commission on this regional plan. 
The comments begin with WD (working draft) to differentiate them from my previously submitted comments.

Comment WD20.A.  The map on page 39 shows multiple headwaters draining to basins other than the Winooski 
River basin.  The drainages to other basins ought to be at least acknowledged in this subsection on watershed 
planning.  I suggest providing a map with the watershed boundaries here with one color for the watersheds 
within the Winooski Basin and a second color for all the watersheds in the other basins.

Comment WD20.B.  
 - I consider Vermont routes 12 and 14 to play an integral part in connecting Central Vermont to our neighboring 
regions.  I would add those two routes to the paragraph on transportation.
 -  Also, Routes 2 and 302 are U.S. routes..  I suggest changing the opening sentence to something like "Interstate 
89, as well as other significant routes, including U. S. Routes 2 and 302 and Vermont Routes 12, 14, and 100, 
play an integral part . . . ".  You could add other state routes in the region: 17, 25, 215, 232 to the list.

Comment WD21.A  The last red paragraph.  State agencies do not "base" their land use regulation on proposed 
developments' conformance to regional plans and municipal plans.  Rather, State agencies have their own 
requirements to follow, specific to an agency's permit.  A development's conformance to regional and municipal 
plan plays only a minor role in the agency's regulation.  This minor role for regional and municipal plans is true 
even when the development is under the jurisdiction of either Act 250 or Section 248.  The sentence might read 
something like "State agencies consider a proposed development's conformance to regional plans and municipal 
plans when involved with Act 250, Section 248, and other land use regulation.

Comment WD39.A  I suggest placing the information on this map onto two maps and removing this map.
 - The watershed boundaries would be on a map on page 20.  See that comment above.
 - River corridors and flood hazard areas belong on one map.  Add the river corridors to the map on page 45.

Comment WD45.A  
Showing both floodways and flood zones in the legend and on the map is not useful, because the scale of the 
map is too small.  The two cannot be distinguished.  I also suggest adding the river corridor information from the 
map on page 39, as suggested in that comment above. This combination might need three symbols in the legend. 
One symbol for reaches in which "both flood hazard areas and river corridors" have been mapped.  A second 
symbol for reaches with "flood hazard areas only".  And a third symbol for reaches with "river corridors only".

Comment WD52.A.  Not all enterprise areas are used for resource extraction.  The National Life property in 
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Montpelier is shown as an enterprise area.  Montpelier has two other enterprise areas, neither of which is used 
for resource extraction.  Thus mineral resources need to be shown on a map as mineral extraction areas.

Comment WD52.B.  Resource extraction areas are lumped in the enterprise future land use category, which is 
more than just resource extraction.  It still seems really hard to guard against the more harmful aspects of 
mineral extraction if one cannot tell easily which enterprise areas are not used for resource extraction.  Resource 
extraction needs its own map or its own symbols on some other map.

Comment WD58.A.  Goal 3, policy 6.  WHPA was changed to SPA earlier in the draft.

Comment WD65A.  Apologies for not catching this earlier.  The descriptions of the categories need to quote the 
definitions in 24 V.S.A. 4348 (a)(12).  For example, the centers do not have to be vibrant, it is not in statute. 
The boundaries of the planned growth areas are defined by 4348a(a)(12)(B)(ii), (iii), (iv), and (vii).  The 
boundaries are not determined primarily as stated in the paragraph.  The text needs to refer to these requirements. 
I can make similar comments about the other land use categories.

Comment WD67.A.  Policy 3.  The phrase "growth areas" is ambiguous.  Does it mean the land use category 
"planned growth areas"?  Or is it a short way of referring to "Higher Density Growth Areas"?  Use of the phrase 
continues through page 69.

Comment WD77.A  Act 250 permitting.  Exemption from Act 250 does not mean that the Act 250 criteria may 
be ignored.  How does this plan support the specific goal (24 V.S.A. 4302(c)(6)(A)) that use and development in 
Tier 1A and 1B areas are done according to the principles of the Act 250 criteria?

Comment WD77.B.  State designation programs.  I think the paragraph should be rewritten.
 - There should be a period after "Centers and Neighborhoods".  Otherwise the sentence reads that "the five 
legacy designation types . . . are now determined through the Future Land Use Map", which I think is incorrect.
 - I think it is inaccurate to characterize Act 181 (2024) as consolidating the five chapter 76A designation types 
into two chapter 139 types.  I find that Act 181 ends the five chapter 76A designation types and creates the two 
chapter 139 types.  The chapter 76A designations are allowed, in some instances, to linger until 2034 when they 
will expire and go out of existence.
 - Being a chapter 76A village center or new town center is only one of the three requirements for directly 
entering step 2 as a chapter 139 Downtown or Village Center.
 - Being a chapter 76A downtown development district is only one of the ten requirements for directly entering 
step 3 as a chapter 139 Downtown or Village Center.

Comment WD80.A.  Policy 3.  You're kidding about including the part about shedding plastics, right?

Comment WD110.A.  A line of text between "no one" and "reasonably" was dropped.

Comment WD152.A  Limited access highway map.  I am surprised that U. S. Route 2 from the Montpelier - 
Berlin town line to either of the East Montpelier - Barre Town lines (I'm not sure which is depicted) is shown as 
a limited access highway.

Comment WD152.B.  Limited access highway map.  I acknowledge that the map is titled "Limited Access 
Highway" and it does show State highways.  Vermont Route 215 is not shown.  Vermont Route 25 is not shown 
(or maybe it is shown and the 0.3 miles in Orange does not show at this scale).

Comment WD172.A.  Thank you for adding the tables on the VTrans capital program.  The information will be 
more useful if planned construction dates and planned costs are included.



Comments on Central Vermont Staff Working Draft Page 3

Comment WD209.A.  Radio.  Listenership can no longer be measured solely by those listening to the broadcast. 
Some stations have gained listenership and financial support through their own streaming.  Central Vermont 
Community Radio (WGDR / WGDH) is an example.  The sentence on streaming could be modified to 
acknowledge that streaming is not always detrimental to a station and can be beneficial.

Comment WD233.A.  The colors used for the trails are indistinguishable from each other and from the major 
roads (even enlarged to 200% on a monitor).

Comment WD262.A.  Figure 15, Age of Central Vermont Housing Stock.  The figure shows something like 
13,000 houses in Orange County.  That seems way too large for only the three towns of Orange, Washington, and 
Williamstown.  Please show only the numbers in the region's three Orange county towns.  Showing all distorts 
the importance of Orange County.

This comment also applies to other charts or tables showing Orange County.

Comment WD262.B.  Figure 15, Age of Central Vermont Housing Stock.  Please provide a table with numbers. 
For Orange County, only the three towns.

Comment WD272A.  Figure 19, Current Distribution of Housing in Central Vermont.  It would be useful to 
have a table with the numbers of each of the three types of units plus the total for each municipality.

The table would also have columns for the target allocations for each municipality.

Comment WD281.A.  Housing Affordability Targets.  The text next to the bar chart states that 17% of 
homeowning households make less than 50% of the Area Median Income.  It is not clear what is intended by "In 
assigning these housing targets, we have allocated this segment of households to future low-income rentals."  the 
text following that statistic intends.  It might be intending to have those homeowners moved out of their homes 
and become renters, losing whatever equity they have in their homes.  Or it might mean that it wants to convert 
those homes into rental units, depriving other low income individuals of the opportunity to become homeowners. 
I hope neither is the intent.  I hope that instead the plan is to plan a way to keep the current low income owners 
in their homes and that the homes become available for other low income individuals to purchase.

Comment WD310.A  Appendix H, Community Outreach Report.  Now the draft plan is missing this important 
document.  Much of the document can be written now, because much of the outreach has already occurred.  An 
example is the library tabling, which happened already.  Another example is the public hearings and comment 
period for which much of the outreach has occurred and there should be a good plan for the remaining outreach. 
And the plan for future outreach in the next 3 1/2 months leading to adoption should be reasonably well 
developed and that can be added now, subject to amendment as the actual outreach occurs.

Comment WD316.A.  The table of land areas in the four high density land use categories by municipality has 
been removed from Appendix D.  Instead of removing the table, I ask that the table be expanded to include all 
the land use categories.

Comment WD319.  Appendix D, Environmental Benefits and Burdens Analysis.  Thank you for completing the 
information on environmental benefits and burdens.
 - It is not clear when something is disproportionate, if it is a burden or a benefit.  Splitting the column into two 
would help.
 - What is basis for determining whether the difference is disproportionate vs. proportionate?
 - For example in Water Pollution, % of land acreage in impaired watersheds.  The EJ Focus Population Level is 
1/6 that of the Regional Level.  It is listed as having no environmental benefit or burden.  I would list that as a 
"Yes" because a ratio of 6 to 1 seems disproportionate.  It seems to be a disproportionate benefit.  So why is it 
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not disproportionate  with such a large divergence.
 - NRPC and RRPC have some metrics that could be applied to those declared in Appendix D to be without 
metrics.  Possibly other RPC's have metrics for others of those without metrics.
 - The data used in the analysis needs to be provided.  For example, how was the number of recreational sites per 
1,000 population determined?

Comment WDMaps   Some of my previous comments were about required features not shown on maps.  I was 
going to do that for the maps now shown in the working draft.  I used sec. 4348a to develop a list of features 
required to be shown on maps.  I think that maps are required for elements 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, and 11, even if the word 
"map" is not in the element.  After developing the list, I planned to check what is on the maps to see what has not 
been included in the working draft.

However, I noticed that some required maps are missing.  And that many of the required features were not shown 
and still are not shown.  Rather than providing a detailed list now, I am asking that you review what is required 
by sec. 4348a and provide maps with the required features.  And provide them in time for review and comment 
before the time for submitting comments in preparation of the second hearing.

An example of a missing map is "wireless telecommunications facilities and ancillary improvements".  The pre-
application draft had a map on energy and telecommunications.  I did not find a comparable map in the working 
draft.  I expect a map with those features to come back.

Another example is that I interpret the energy element to require a map showing  potential areas for the 
development and siting of renewable energy resources and areas that are unsuitable for siting those resources or 
particular categories or sizes of those resources.  I do not think that the listing of possible constraints in tables 14 
and 15 is sufficient.  Nor is there a depiction showing the potential areas for renewable energy resources.  One 
might say a map is not needed.  I think a map is needed.

Some of my previous comments to you and to the Land Use Review Board pointed out issues with the maps in 
the pre-application version.  They still apply to the comparable maps in the working draft and to any maps to be 
added..

Please make sure that all maps are legible as printed.  They might be easy to read on a monitor and then become 
difficult at the size of the printed page.  I find many of the maps are difficult to read.  Mostly it is that the 
differences in map symbols are difficult to distinguish.  See above my comment WD233.A on the trails map.

Conclusion

I ask that you evaluate each of the comments in this letter.  I ask that you find these comments relevant.   I ask 
that you revise the draft plan accordingly before adopting the 2026 regional plan or that you explain why each 
comment is not incorporated into the draft plan.

Sincerely,
Thomas Weiss, P. E.
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Transcript of the CVRPC Public Hearing held September 8, 2026 on the 
subject of the 2026 Central Vermont Regional Plan 
 
 
00:06:59.120 
Peter Carbee: I would like to welcome the public. Purpose of tonight's 
hearing is to get input from the public on the draft CVRPC Regional Plan. 
 
Notice of the… Hearing was published in the Times Argus on August 6, 2022, 
or 2026. As the plan, and all our required documents were sent to all 
required, partners, including, municipalities and regional planning, 
neighboring regional planning commissions. 
 
Individuals who provide testimony this evening or at any other public 
hearing for the CBRPC Regional Plan will be recorded as participating in 
the Regional Plan adoption process under VSA 4348 Subsection I. 
 
Following the public hearing, CVRPC staff will provide a review of where 
we are in the adoption process, review plan revisions, and commissioners 
will have an opportunity to discuss specific matters of the plan 
 
Testimony will be welcomed from the board and public. 
 
Written comments may be submitted to Banbury@cvregion.com. 
 
In-person members of the public will be called on an order they have 
signed in. We will then welcome comments from members of the public 
attending remotely, in the order in which hands have been raised. Finally, 
any other members of the public will be given an opportunity to comment. 
 
I hereby open this public hearing at… 18:41. 
 
 
00:09:01.720 
Christian Meyer: So, I will get the sign-in sheet. 
 
Lorraine Banbury: I’m gonna start the slide show? 
 
Christian Meyer: No, we’re going to do the hearing first 
 
So, first on the list is Thomas Weiss. You're welcome to go first, or 
everybody has the right to pass, and we can come to Thomas.  
 
00:09:24.010 
Thomas Weiss: I'll go first. No problem with that. 
 
Good evening, I'm Thomas Weiss. I am a resident of Montpelier. And I'd 
like to thank the staff and commission for making the September 4th, 2026 
staff working draft of the Regional Plan available to the public in time 
to review it before tonight's meeting. 
 
And I also thank you all for amending the staff working draft in response 
to some of my previous comments. 
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Would make comments I'm making tonight, I'm going to limit them to three. 
Supplement my August 31st, 2026 written comments, and I will submit 
additional written comments, probably tomorrow, based on my review of 
that, of the working track. 
 
The first comment is on page 281, and I neglected to write down what that 
page was about. There's a bar chart relating to housing. And it states 
that 17%, the text next to the bar chart states that 17% of homeowning 
households make less than 50% of the area median income. And it's not 
clear to me what the following text intends. It might be intending to have 
those homeowners move out of their homes and become renters, losing 
whatever equity or having to take whatever equity they have out at that 
time. Or it might mean that it wants to convert those homes into rental 
units, depriving other low-income individuals of the opportunity to become 
homeowners. 
 
I hope that neither is the intent. I hope that instead, the plan is to 
find some way to keep the current low-income owners in their homes, and 
that the homes become available for other low-income individuals to 
purchase those homes. That's my first comment.  
 
Second comment is on page 36… relates to page 316 of the working draft. 
There was in the pre-application version, back in June, a table of land 
areas in the four high-density land use categories by municipality. That's 
been removed from Appendix B. 
 
Instead of removing the table, I ask that the table be expanded to include 
all of the land use categories by municipality, so we know how much is in 
the district. I'm a civil engineer, and I like data, and I like numbers. 
And I find that there are other places that I will comment on, or have 
already commented on, where not just bar charts, or you know, that kind of 
approximate what the numbers are, but what the actual numbers are that 
went into the… into those tables and charts. 
 
The third comment has to do with… oh, actually, I have… Five comments. 
Description and page 65. The descriptions of the categories, the future 
land use category, or the land use categories, need to match precisely the 
definitions, I think, in, the statute. Example, the draft says that 
centers have to be vibrant because of the downtown and village centers, 
but that's not a word that's in the statute. So I would prefer that you 
quote the statutes, and then if there are embellishments to be made to 
make those embellishments. 
 
Thank you for adding, on page 172, the tables on the VTRANS capital 
program. The information will be more useful if it includes planned 
construction days and planned costs. 
 
I find that the plant is lacking a lot of future costs and future capital 
programs information. The last one is comments on Appendix B. That's the 
environmental justice, benefits and burdens. Thank you for adding the 
information. But it's not clear in the table when something is 
disproportionate if it is either a burden or a benefit. Just putting the 
column into two would help. What is the percentage transition that 
determines whether something is disproportionate or proportionate? Why was 
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the level chosen? As an example of water pollution, percent of land 
acreage in impaired watersheds. The population the EJ-focused population 
level is 1 sixth that of the regional level. It is listed as having no 
environmental benefit or burden. I would list that as a yes, because a 
ratio of 6 to 1 seems to me to be disproportionate. And to me, it seems to 
be a benefit, but I don't know how the developer of the table thought that 
to be. So I think the table needs to be clearer.  
And there… and I'll live with my comments to there. Thank you very much 
for Hearing my comments… And, I'll have these, and some more in writing to 
you for attention. Thank you. 
 
00:14:52.490 
Peter Carbee: Next on the list, Christian.  
 
Christian Meyer: Ken, you're welcome to go next. 
 
00:14:56.510 
Ken Denton: Sure, Ken Denton from Cabot. I just have a couple of quick, 
quick things. I do see that… I… texted about, or emailed about, and 
revisions, and I see they were made. I don't know what those revisions 
look like under the current, current draft. 
 
But the, the one thing I did ask about the other day was, on the town 
maps, it would be helpful for me, to see what percentage of land for the 
towns go in these categories. So, if we had… for me, it looks like there's 
90% of the land is listed as, Forestry and, Rural Forestry, Rural Ag, and 
maybe 10% is the Village Center, the general… Rural, general, categories, 
so it would be helpful to see that. 
 
That would be it, thank you. Thank you. 
 
00:16:06.260 
Christian Meyer: Amy? 
 
00:16:07.700 
Amy Hornblas: Yeah, Amy Hornblas, yeah, from Cabot. It's nice to see some 
old friends and everything, at the table here at the Board of 
Commissioners. My general question is really about, putting protections 
and allowances, even, for small farms and homesteading, because I know 
that when I was served on the commissions a number of years ago, that was 
something we rubbed up against, was that that wording was not in the 
statute and therefore, we couldn't protect small farms and homesteads with 
the decisions we were making. However, the BERT amendment, which passed at 
the very end of the legislative session last year, added that language in. 
So my question would be, how is that new language added to the statute? 
Does that apply to this town plan? And, and if so, where and how do you 
plan to implement that? 
 
Thank you. 
 
Peter Carbee: Thank you. 
 
00:17:05.099 
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Christian Meyer: And Mr. Whitaker, Stephen, you're last on the list, and 
I'll just say anyone attending online, if you wouldn't mind raising your 
hands, and after we finish in the room, we will turn to online 
participants. 
 
00:17:16.819 
Stephen Whitaker: I want to appreciate or second the comments, the last 
two comments. I couldn't quite follow all of Thomas's, but I will review 
them carefully and maybe second them later, but… but especially the 
percentage of land. Montpelier's proposing almost 2,000 acres of planned 
growth area, which is a bit much. 
 
These comments concern both process and disclosure obligations under 24 
VSA 4348, and 4348a that apply region-wide. 
 
The 4348(d)(1) with a parenthesis around both the little d and the 1, 
conformance report was never produced. On August 10th. CVRPC transmitted 
the plan, map, checklist, and energy form, but no separate report 
documenting conformance with the 4302 goals and the 4348 Element A 
elements. which 4348(d)(1) requires. I flagged the gap that evening. 
Calculating the 30-day deadline from CVRPC's own stated hearing date, the 
delivery date fell August 15th. 
 
August 15th passed. August 19th, Christian Meyer responded that no 
separate document would be sent. Relying on a LURB guidance document 
application Guidelines Section 1.106. With the quote, the draft regional 
plan review checklist will serve to meet the statutory requirements of 
24VSA 4348(d)(1). We do not intend to submit another document at this 
time. That's a flagrant disregard of statute over a non-statutory 
guideline document. That's exactly why Montpelier's Growth Center 
application was revoked. Back in 2024, because a state guidelines document 
was relied upon by Mike Miller, instead of the statutory… the text of the 
statute. 
 
And… I've called this out several times, but… you'll hear more of why… why 
that's important. Section 4348(d)(1) requires three distinct items joined 
by the word AND, the plan, a conformance report, and a description of 
future land use map changes. A guideline administers a statute, it can't 
redefine what the statute requires. And CVRPC's only own response confirms 
this collapsing is happening region-wide, not just here. 
 
Public records requests were answered with partial commitments. In the 
same August 10th letter, I requested paper-rolled copies on behalf of… I'm 
speaking on behalf of myself personally, and on behalf of a community 
organization, ASAP for CV. Accountable, sustainable, affordable planning 
for Central Vermont. That's a community organization intervening in this 
process. 
 
I requested paper roll copies of the plan. Not rolled, of course, for the 
plan. And the full future land use map set, and completion of the 17 
remaining municipal maps missing from the Kellogg Hubbard Library. 
 
CVRPC's August 19th response did not agree to mail paper copies. It 
directed me to view copies by appointment, or print them myself, and did 
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not commit to completing the library map set. Neither request was refused 
outright, neither was fulfilled. They did later put the 17 maps shrunk 
down to what would fit an entire town on an 11x17 tabloid sheet, which is 
totally unreasonable to read or discern parcels. 
 
This is a flagrant disregard for the statutory requirements. Those 
statutory requirements were to deliver with certified receipt the 
documents they have no certified receipt that any… and I've made a records 
request for how many community organizations requested these records. 
 
So, staff is… flagrantly disregarding the statute, and that's a problem 
that the entire Commission needs to reckon with. 
 
Map changes summary omits the growth area parcels region-wide. CVRPC's 
August 6th quote summary of Proposed Regional Future Land Use Map Changes 
memo lists for Montpelier, only downtown, the Gallison Hill Road corner, 
and the Northfield Street, Berlin area, omitting Country Club Road, 
Terrace Street, Sabins Pasture, and Mountain View, each proposed for a 
growth center or planned growth area as its designation. Across all 23 
towns, no notes. 
 
Entry, address, Address either infrastructure criteria, governing plan 
growth area eligibility, which I've repeatedly asked for, and I'm going to 
explain that one a little bit. The planned growth area.  
 
In order to be on the map requires 7 criteria to be met. They're listed in 
the statute. 
 
I've asked that the seven criteria per parcel be identified. Do they meet 
the criteria? Do they not meet the criteria, or did we not even assess 
that? That should be in the electronic map, so that anyone who owns land 
could see their parcel and see why the neighboring parcel was in the plan 
growth area, why their parcel was not. 
 
The Regional Planning Commission staff refuses to make that data 
available. And when I asked, I was told last week by Ms. Banbury, oh, you 
can go find that on the LARM site. I went to the LARM site, there's 
nothing. There is 2008 water lines and combined sewer overflow. But that 
data is uselessly out of date. 
 
So… The fact that the region… the Land Use Review Board today voted out I 
would say inconsequential response to the plan, the draft plan, saying it 
appears to me they're not standing behind that. They know that it's going 
to be challenged, and they know that they're going to be forced to look at 
the statute and reject things. But for this Planning Commission to be 
relying on appears to meet when they're not giving us the information we 
need to decide whether a parcel qualifies for a planned growth area or 
doesn't qualify for a planned growth area is really unconscionable and 
unaccountable. 
 
Though wastewater, water service, complete streets infrastructure, VTRANS 
noted in their comments that the bike paths and bike lanes were not 
mapped. 
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So, how are we expected to make decisions? And even process-wise, are we 
commenting on the… staff review draft that Mr. Weiss just referred to, 
which was just published a few days ago? Are we commenting on the version 
that was sent to the Land Use Review Board for their review a month ago? 
 
How is this process to be coherent to anyone who's supposed to be 
participating? Is this… what's called enabling Active Supported, 
participation? 
 
Not on this planet. 
 
Historic district alignment, renaming of flood hazard exclusion. This is a 
region-wide gap, not a Montpelier-specific one. 
 
Comments already on the record is not reflected in the current draft. My 
August 7th filing, Part 38, raised as a region-wide principle that planned 
growth area designations should not outpace separation of combined sewer 
overflow systems from sanitary capacity. 
 
Given that part of the region's wastewater infrastructure, including 
Montpelier, still periodically discharges untreated combined flow in heavy 
rains, with consequences falling on typically, low-income swimmers, 
boaters, anglers who can't afford to drive somewhere higher up in the 
watershed where the water's clean. 
 
00:25:49.130 
Stephen Whitaker: Or not… Maybe not clean, but at least not combined with 
sewage.  
 
00:25:54.400 
Peter Carbee: Please wrap up. 
 
00:25:55.450 
Stephen Whitaker: This is a public hearing.  
 
00:25:57.710 
Peter Carbee: Please wrap up. 
 
00:25:58.810 
Stephen Whitaker: I'm gonna finish my comments. 
 
Are you gonna discontinue the hearing? 
 
00:26:03.570 
Peter Carbee: Nope, I'm asking you to please wrap up.  
 
00:26:14.789 
Stephen Whitaker: I know, you've done this repeatedly, and this is 
contrary to statute, and it's contrary to public participation process. 
So, I'm not going to accept your…  
 
Montpelier… Comparing the September 4th working graph to the June 24th 
draft. The relevant utilities and cultural resources language is 
unchanged, word for word. I raise this not to insist on adoption verbatim, 
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but because the absence of any visible response is itself informative 
about how public comments are being incorporated. 
 
So, the requested action requires CVRPC to produce 4348,(d)(1) conformance 
report, distinct from the checklist and confirmed its delivery method and 
date to all parties entitled to that notice. Require CVRPC to state which 
planned growth area and village area parcels have documented findings on 
the water and wastewater and complete streets criteria of 4348a(12)(B), 
and supplement the summary of map changes where missing. 
 
Require CVRPC to state whether and how region-wide comments already timely 
filed, including Part 38 of my August 7th filing, have been considered in 
preparing the current draft. 
 
Thank you. 
 
00:27:30.320 
Peter Carbee: Thank you very much. 
 
Online?  
 
Christian Meyer: Do we have any members of the public online who would 
like to comment, you can just speak up if you're… can't find your hand. 
The raise hand feature. But we had one comment online Alan Goldman. 
 
00:27:54.760 
Peter Carbee: Alan Goldman? 
 
Unmute. 
 
240 
00:27:59.280 
Alan Goldman: Thank you. 
 
I will try to be easy and quick. I apologize, I'm a little behind the 
process. 
 
On the future land use map. Have you had a chance to make any 
modifications on the one that I'm looking on online? Because it looks like 
it's the same one, and I apologize, I may be just out of step. 
 
00:28:19.440 
Christian Meyer: We are incorporating, changes now, Alan. 
 
00:28:23.740 
Alan Goldman: Thank you. Then my second question would be, when may those 
be available so we can take a look? 
 
00:28:29.210 
Christian Meyer: Well, they certainly will be available before, we warn 
the final draft. We anticipate, yeah, I don't want to give you a hard 
date, but within the next two weeks, and you'll have a full month to 
comment on those. Those comments, those, those changes as well. 
 



 

CVRPC Regional Plan 9/8/2026 Public Hearing Transcript 8 of 8 

00:28:49.060 
Alan Goldman: Thank you, folks. Hopefully we'll get some good weather to 
enjoy. Thank you. 
 
00:28:54.970 
Peter Carbee: Thank you, Mr. Goldman. 
 
Is there any other comments? 
 
Lorraine Banbury: I was just gonna ask the person who has Page as their 
name, if you can put your, name and town in the chat, that would be great.  
 
Christian Meyer: There's no requirement to identify yourself unless you're 
speaking.  
 
Lorraine Banbury: Sorry, okay, I take that back. So it's up to you, Page. 
 
00:29:20.560 
Peter Carbee: Thank you for joining us. Right, I see no other… Comments? 
 
In that case… 
 
All the comments have been entered and they are being re-recorded. 
 
Assuming no board members object, I will close the hearing. 
 
Are there any board members who wish to comment? 
 
00:29:50.340 
Peter Carbee: We'll hear. I, oh, sorry, couldn't see you.  
 
Paula Emery: Commissioner Carbee, no, wait…  
 
Christian Meyer: Chair?  
 
Paula Emery: Chair Carbee. Right? Would it be possible to, just for the 
record, say what the next step is?  
 
Christian Meyer: So, I… the next step in the process, I will be going 
through the process as the first item of… in the agenda after this. Yeah, 
we thought of. We thought of all of. But next step would be, another 
hearing. Right. 
 
00:30:25.610 
Peter Carbee: Any other comments from Commissioners? 
 
Hearing none. I will now adjourn this hearing at… 19:03. 
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Transcript of the CVRPC Regional Plan Committee Meeting and Public Hearing 
held September 14, 2026 on the subject of the 2026 Central Vermont 
Regional Plan 
 
00:09:24 
John Brabant: Okay, well, let’s go.  Anybody in the room or online have 
any comments specific to the draft plan that's out for public evaluation 
and comment? 
 
00:09:34.260 
John Brabant: We'll start in the room.  
 
Steven Whitaker: Open the public… 
 
Christian Meyer: Yeah, we need to do that step first. 
 
Steven Whitaker: Mr. Chair, open the public hearing. 
 
00:09:44.420 
John Brabant: It's open. 
 
And I just ask for anybody to raise their hand to… if they have any 
comments, we'll call on you. 
 
00:09:51.860 
Christian Meyer: Staff just has a little preamble that we'll read through 
and enter comments in from the last hearing into this hearing as well, 
just to ensure they're on the record. 
 
Just to state that this is the second hearing of the draft 2026 Central 
Vermont Regional Plan, held pursuant to 224 VSA Section 4348. The first 
hearing was held on September 8th, 2026. An additional hearing will be 
held on October 20th, 2026. 
 
Notice for this hearing was published in the Barry Montpelier Times August 
on October 12th. The draft plan required… September 12th. September 12th.  
Okay. No, August 12th. Yeah. August 12th. October, September, August. Was 
published on August 12th. 
 
And, yeah, we're a little ahead. And the draft plan and required documents 
were sent to all required partners, municipalities, and adjacent regional 
planning commissions. Any comments made tonight, written or oral, will be 
entered into the record of the hearing and will satisfy the participation 
requirement of Section 4348I. Testimony will be welcomed by committee 
members and the public. Written comments can be submitted to Banbury, B-A-
N-B-U-R-Y, Banbury at cvregion.com. 
 
In-person members, of the public will be called on in the order they have 
signed in. 
 
We will then welcome comments from members of the public attending 
remotely, in the order in which hands have been raised. Finally, any other 
members of the public will be given an opportunity to comment. 
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As stated at the September 8th hearing of the Regional Planning 
Commission, staff are entering all written and oral testimony received 
prior to today's hearing into the record, including testimony by Alan 
Goldman of Montpelier, who spoke at the September 8th meeting. 
 
Testimony by Amy Hornblass of Cabot, who spoke at the September 8th 
meeting. Testimony by Carrie MacMillan of Waterbury, who submitted written 
comments on September 26th. 
 
So-called Exhibit A. Karen Horne of Moretown, who submitted comments on 
August 31st,Exhibit B, commenting as an individual, not in her capacity as 
a planning commissioner. 
 
Where was I? Sorry. Ken Denton of Cabot, who spoke at the September 8th 
meeting, or hearing. Steven Whitaker of Montpelier, who spoke at the 
September 8th hearing. 
 
Thomas Weiss of Montpelier, who spoke at the September 8th hearing and 
submitted written comments. Exhibit C on September 1st, 2026, and Exhibit 
D on September 9th. 
 
And the transcript from the September 8th hearing is included in the 
meeting record as Exhibit A. 
 
E. E, sorry, said the E. 
 
And with that, who do we have from the room? We have Thomas Weiss, you’re 
top of the list. 
 
Thomas Weiss: I'll… I'll let Steve go first. 
 
Christian Meyer: Steven? 
 
Thomas Weiss: I went first last time.  
 
Christian Meyer: Fair enough. 
 
Steven Whitaker: Good evening, Steven Whitaker. 
 
If… behalf of myself and on behalf of ASAP for CV,  
 
Patient, patient, so… 
 
00:13:15.290 
John Brabant: Patient, patient, Steve, Steve um  can we… I'm just looking, 
we have more people in the room than I thought online. If I could ask 
everyone to keep their comments to 5 minutes, and if you need to speak 
beyond that we'll give everyone else an opportunity, we can circle back to 
you to finish up your comments, okay? 
 
00:13:32.300 
Steven Whitaker: That's fine? 
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00:13:33.330 
John Brabant: Great, thanks, Steve. And that goes to. 
 
00:13:34.860 
Steven Whitaker: I haven’t timed a time… I haven’t timed mine, but I think 
I can fit this easily in 5 minutes. 
 
00:13:40.660 
John Brabant: That’s good. Thank you. 
 
00:13:43.640 
Steven Whitaker: I said, individually on… and on behalf of Accountable, 
Sustainable, Affordable Planning for Central Vermont. 
 
First, a procedural objection, renewed and reserved. I renew the objection 
I raised on September 8th to this hearing being conducted by the Regional 
Plan Committee, rather than the full Board of Commissioners. 
 
Chair's position that… 
 
the statute doesn't require the full board specifically that a committee 
may act as the Commission's instrumentality, so long as the full board is 
the body that ultimately adopts the plan. I don't concede that reading. 
I'm not re-litigating it tonight. I'm renewing it and reserving all rights 
on that objection. 
 
By submitting, for the record of tonight's hearing, a PDF compilation of 
the written comments I filed with the Land Use Review Board between July 
24 and August 7th. 42 numbered points. 
 
Staff stated on September 8th that all submitted comments, including mine, 
quote, have been reviewed. 
 
I'm not asking the committee to re-read them tonight, I'm asking that this 
compilation be entered as an exhibit to see the RPC's own record. 
 
Not just the Board's record, and that staff state, point by point, or by 
category, which have been accepted, which have been rejected, and which 
have not been addressed. 
 
The per-parcel criteria certification and map change descriptions don't go 
away at adoption. They come back separately. I've asked repeatedly for 
parcel-level documentation of which of the seven 4348A (a)(12)(B) criteria 
each proposed growth planned growth area meets, and for a description of 
proposed future land map changes, land use map changes. I want to flag 
something for the Commission before it treats those as a pre-application 
stage ask it can finish satisfying with a checklist. 
 
24 VSA 4348D1, the pre-application provision, requires 3 items. The plan, 
a report documenting conformance, and a description of map changes. 
 
LURB's Application Guidelines, Section 1.106 (A) lets a checklist stand in 
for that report at this stage. But 4348H1 imposes the same duty a second 
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time, independently, when the adopted plan is actually submitted to LURB 
as the statutory application, and the guidelines owned Section 1.302A 
 
listing what the application must contain doesn't mention a conformance 
report or a map change description at all. Nothing lumps that requirement 
away. It's simply not addressed. 
 
So, whatever… gets waived or checklist substituted here at pre-
application, this commission will still need real parcel-level 
documentation and a real map change description when it submits the 
adopted plan, because at that stage, unlike this one, there's no checklist 
provision even purporting to cover for it. 
 
Building that record now costs less than being caught without it twice. 
 
Uh… Notice posting. 
 
Actually… I'm gonna insert a paragraph from my testimony to the LURB. 
 
Section 4348A, paren A 12 B says these areas should generally meet 7 
specific checkable criteria. Quote, the word should is defined by statute 
as encouraged, not mandated, but that can't mean the criteria go 
unevaluated. RPC can't generally meet criteria, it never checks. 
 
Right now, the checklist template at LURB doesn't ask for a criteria-by-
criteria showing at all, just one box per area checking off an undefined, 
quote, mapping process and standards. 
 
I've looked at another RPC's completed application under the same 
template. That's Lamoille County. 45 pages, genuinely thorough on the 
general goals, and still never cites the seven criteria by number for a 
single parcel. That tells me it’s a template defect. 
 
So, next topic is notice postings. Precision, not repetition. I've raised 
the Commission's failure to post meeting notices at City Hall and the 
Kellogg Hubbard Library before, multiple times, and that stands on the 
record. 
 
I want to be specific about where, because it matters. 1VSA 312C2 and the 
parallel posting requirements elsewhere in statute point to the municipal 
clerk's office 
 
and a designated public bulletin board, not just generically, quote, City 
Hall, as an undifferentiated building. These two locations are where most 
residents cross paths with the city and regional notices day to day. 
 
And this commission already knows that. It's exactly where staff chose to 
post the regional plan at the Kellogg Hubbard Library and some of the 
accompanying maps. If posting there was the obvious choice for the plan, 
it's the obvious choice for notice of meetings about the plan. 
 
I asked the Commission to confirm specifically whether meeting notices 
have been posted at the Montpelier City Clerk's Office and the City's 
designated bulletin board, and if not, to start doing so. 
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So, the requested actions are enter my compiled LURB comments as an 
exhibit to CVRPC's own docket, provide a point-by-point accounting of 
their disposition, confirm the personal level 4348A, paren A, per N12, 
Paran B documentation, and a map change description will be produced at 
the 4348H1 application stage. Regardless of what pre-application checklist 
practice covered. 
 
Confirm whether notices have been posted specifically at the City Clerk's 
Office at the Kellogg Hubbard Library.   
 
Thank you. 
 
Lorraine Banbury: Steven, can you please send this to me as a PDF? You 
said that you submitted a PDF, but you've submitted printed paper copies. 
 
Steven Whitaker: I'll consider it, I'm waiting on a whole lot of things 
from y'all, so let's see how cooperative you… this gets. 
 
Lorraine Banbury: So you're saying…  
 
Steven Whitaker: I'm not agreeing on the record to send that to you, PDF, 
right now. 
 
00:20:26.570 
John Brabant: Okay, moving on, also in the room, Thomas Weiss, would you 
like to… Present any new comments? 
 
00:20:35.740 
Thomas Weiss: I would. I'm Thomas Weiss, a resident of Montpelier. As Mr. 
Meyer mentioned, I've made written comments and previous oral comments, 
but I don't think I've made this particular one too, as part of the public 
hearings for this comment, either record of our board. 
 
And I remind the committee, and through the committee, the committee being 
the Regional Plan Committee. 
 
And through you, I remind the entire Board of Commissioners that the Land 
Use Review Board expects you, as the applicant of the plan, to review and 
respond to all public comments, including those submitted to the LURB, 
that the LURB forwarded to the Commission. 
 
The LURB's guidance on applications and the… response letter that the LURB 
sent to you on the pre-application both indicate that the LURB does not 
review public comments or comments that they receive as part of the pre-
application process, and they expect that you will review and respond to 
each of those comments. 
 
The LURB’s provisional appears to comply… is… does not give, I don't 
believe the Planning Commission a blanket authority to, or license to not 
review those comments, where the public, or members of the public, think 
that the plan is not compliant in certain specific areas. 
 
00:22:25.950 
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John Brabant: Thomas, just if I can inter… interrupt, we have a period of 
a few days after… hold on… after, the close of the second comment period, 
to do that, provide a response to comment. 
 
So, go ahead, I just wanted to let you know that. 
 
00:22:47.840 
Thomas Weiss: I'm not sure what the intent of that response was. 
 
00:22:54.120 
John Brabant: Well, no, the response was, your concern was that we, the 
CVRPC, provide responses to the public comments received. both at the 
LURB, where the LURB said they don't have authority, I was at that 
meeting, or jurisdiction, and that… and they directed to the CVRPC to 
review those comments, and for you to submit those comments to the CVRPC, 
and I'm telling you that we're going to respond to those. 
 
00:23:21.480 
Thomas Weiss: And… 
 
00:23:21.800 
John Brabant: At the end of the public comment period, but, it will be 
after the second hearing. 
 
00:23:27.790 
Thomas Weiss: Meaning the one in October. 
 
00:23:30.550 
John Brabant: Right. 
 
00:23:32.440 
Central VT RPC: October 20th, or whatever day it's called. Right. 
 
00:23:35.350 
John Brabant: We have a space of a few days afterward to do that. And we 
can respond in between, too, if staff time allows. Go ahead, Tom. Thomas. 
 
Is that… is that it, Thomas, for your comments? 
 
00:23:54.340 
Thomas Weiss: That's it? 
 
00:23:55.230 
John Brabant: Oh, okay. 
 
00:23:56.040 
Central VT RPC: Isn’t it enough? I mean, I… 
 
I shouldn't be glib about it. I have made a lot of other comments. This is 
one that I have made in this room in the last two months, but I don't 
believe it was a comment that I had made as part of the public hearing 
process. 
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00:24:12.460 
John Brabant: Okay. 
 
00:24:12.980 
Thomas Weiss: So that's why… 
 
00:24:13.790 
John Brabant: And… And you… if you… you are aware of the conversation at 
the last Regional Plan Subcommittee meeting where we ensured that, or was 
it the full commission that we ensured that, there's adequate. 
 
00:24:29.700 
Thomas Weiss: It doesn't matter. 
 
00:24:30.360 
John Brabant: on the plan. 
 
00:24:30.760 
Central VT RPC: Which one. I’ve made  my comment, you can respond. I made 
my comment. 
 
00:24:34.830 
John Brabant: Alright, I just didn't want you to go away upset. Anybody 
else in the room? And if not, anybody online. Please raise your hand, and 
we'll… Call on ya. 
 
Let's see, we have Montpelier out there. We have Waterbury out there, 
their zoning people are out there. Do you have any comments on the draft 
plan, folks? At this time? 
 
00:25:07.380 
Christian Meyer: Waterbury's raised. Yep, thanks, Siles. 
 
00:25:12.060 
Dana Allen: Yeah, hi, thank you, Dana Allen, Waterbury Planning Commission 
Chair. Neil Lightner's also in the room listening. Just wanted to, ask a 
couple questions, more confirmation that you had received our relatively 
extensive comments on the future land use mapping, in sort of our downtown 
area, in the general area of the utility district. I'm looking at the 
online interactive map right now. I'm assuming that hasn't been updated, 
I'm just curious. If you received those comments at this time, Christian? 
 
00:25:54.150 
Christian Meyer: Yep, I'll jump right in. Just to say that yes, yes, Dana, 
we received them and, shared them with the full board, on September 8th, 
walked through them. A sort of high-level, review of the criteria as they… 
as it would impact their inclusion in, a downtown area or downtown village 
center or planned growth area.  
 
Also noting that some of these, areas may… will likely see a change in, 
their future land use area. But it may not be a Tier 1 eligible area at 
this time, though we do recognize we have a longer conversation, that has, 
impacts on Waterbury, and certainly Montpelier as well, that will continue 
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into next year. So, comments were received, have been reviewed, and we 
expect to keep talking about it. 
 
00:26:54.110 
Dana Allen: Okay, great, just checking in on that. And then the last 
question that I have, and it's more just for my understanding, is that, 
you know, obviously Waterbury has a lot of area within flood hazard or 
river corridor, you know, and we're seeing currently, with future land use 
mapping, that many of those previously developed areas are, you know, not 
in any sort of growth-oriented future land use mapping zone. 
 
Which… we had heard from CVRPC that your understanding was that they were 
ineligible for, sort of, those growth-oriented future land use mapping 
districts.   
 
But then we've also sort of heard from LURB that maybe they might be, and 
so we're just kind of trying to wrap our arms around what's the current 
understanding at CVRPC of that, because we're also trying to understand, 
so… 
 
00:27:46.350 
Christian Meyer: Yep. 
 
And we can keep talking more about this, as I said, as we move into the 
future plan. The LERP has asked us not to categorize those areas that are 
in existing development as conservation. 
 
Which is Rural Conservation, which, I know you've seen is what they're 
currently labeled as. For a next step, they'll probably… and for this, the 
plan that we put forward, there'll probably be an infill or transition 
infill as a placeholder until we have a longer time to really make a 
policy on these areas that is consistent with the larger plan as a whole. 
 
00:28:26.080 
Dana Allen: Okay, that sounds great. I understand that this is sort of 
building the airplane as it's taking off, and so, you know, recognizing 
that. Just curious, that's… so when you're talking about the future plan 
for those updates, that's 2027, calendar year 27? Loosely? 
 
00:28:44.740 
Christian Meyer: Yes, yes. 
 
00:28:47.560 
Dana Allen: Okay. 
 
Alright, thank you. I appreciate that. That's all I have for now, so I 
appreciate the answers to the questions and the attention you've been 
paying to all of this. 
 
00:29:01.330 
John Brabant: Great, thank you. Thank you, Neal. Anyone else out there? 
Aaron Kisicki, anything from you? You're being quiet. 
 
00:29:14.110 
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Aaron Kisicki: Yeah, I'm gonna continue to be quiet. Thanks for asking, 
though. 
 
00:29:18.720 
John Brabant: Sorry to wake you from your slumber. 
 
00:29:21.140 
Aaron Kisicki: Oh, no, no, I'm paying attention. 
 
00:29:24.660 
John Brabant: Anyone else? Any commission members that are in attendance? 
Gerry? Gerry D'Amico's out there watching us? 
 
00:29:34.780 
Gerry D’Amico: I'm strictly… I'm just here to listen. 
 
00:29:37.770 
John Brabant: Okay. 
 
Any committee members have any… comments on the comments, or thoughts on 
the comments thus far? Not that you have to say anything, but… 
 
00:29:52.320 
Steven Whitaker: Hey, John, can I make one more comment? 
 
00:29:55.240 
John Brabant: Sure. 
 
00:29:55.740 
Steven Whitaker: What do you think? 
 
00:29:56.430 
John Brabant: Yeah, we apparently have time, Steve. Go ahead. 
 
00:29:59.180 
Steven Whitaker: Well, the purpose of having a public hearing before a 
commission is because it gives an opportunity to respond and sense who 
understands, who's looking puzzled, who's looking… who's nodding their 
head no, and an opportunity to potentially persuade a few votes on a 
critical matter. And this defective process of allowing a subcommittee 
with no chair and no vice chair to proxy for the entire commission denies 
the public that right to persuade a majority of votes of what needs to 
change. 
 
And the last example that I put on the record regarding the Waitsfield and 
East Montpelier plan showed that the record provided to the commissioners 
was riddled with errors, and even, in some cases, saying the opposite of 
what testimony had been given. So, I'm trying to give you the 
understanding of why this needs to be a commission hearing to meet the 
statutory requirement, and to allow fair opportunity to, uh… inform the 
full commission. I don't trust staff to relay the intensity of the 
comments. 
 
00:31:29.250 
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John Brabant: Well, the staff is responsive to this subcommittee, Steve, 
and we review the documents, and… so it's with our say-so, ultimately, and 
our vote on that, so… it's not the staff making the decisions. 
 
Any other public comment? 
 
00:31:53.400 
Christian Meyer: Thomas Weiss has his hand up in the room.  
 
Thomas Weiss: I have more of… this is Thomas Weiss again. I have more of a 
question than a comment, if you would be so kind.  
 
This… first set of public hearings will close tonight, or maybe a few days 
from tonight. And then what's the process between now and the next public 
hearing in October? Who does what? 
 
00:32:18.620 
John Brabant: Comments, written comments will be received. Staff will 
continue to evaluate comments, as will this subcommittee, and any 
interested commissioners outside of this committee providing input to 
staff, and outside of a quorum, individual committee members can and 
likely will have conversation with staff. Which is allowable, and discuss 
the comments, and what our thinking is on them, and how we should be 
responding. 
 
That's kind of the normal process, as any agency of state government would 
operate, or… and this is municipal government, but regional municipal 
government, but that's kind of how it works. 
 
Go ahead, Christian. 
 
00:32:59.930 
Thomas Weiss: And then your committee will make recommendations to the 
full board?  
 
John Brabant: Correct.  
 
Thomas Wiess: And then the full board adopts the plan?  
 
John Brabant: Correct.  
 
Christian Meyer: Sure, I can speak to some of these details. 
 
So we've received, obviously, as you know, Thomas, a lot of comments 
through the LURB portal, through public directly, through our 
commissioners directly, through our Regional Plan Committee, directly 
through the Land Use Review Board. Staff have been integrating those 
comments in step with how they're received. Some comments are immediately 
integrated, other ones are held onto, like, that's a good point, but 
doesn't necessarily… would require a change to the narrative that we're 
trying to avoid at this point in our plan. So it may not be incorporated 
at this phase. It may be incorporated once this committee gets back to 
this work of writing the new plan.  
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So we will continue to incorporate those comments, essentially, through 
the end of the week. At which point, a hearing will be warned for October 
20th. This committee, the Regional Plan Committee, will meet in early 
October, discuss that final draft as it stands, if they're… I mean we 
don't expect to be making additional changes to it at that time. The goal 
is to hear those comments on the 8th of September and on tonight, address 
what we can, and we'll probably have a robust conversation of why some 
things may or may not have been integrated. 
 
And then through a 60% vote, 60%, not a simple majority, 60% vote of our 
commissioners at their October 20th meeting, will vote on the adoption of 
the plan, at which point it'll then be submitted to the Land Use Review 
Board for approval, following day with a check.  
 
Thomas Weiss: Thank you for explaining somebody… something to me, and 
possibly others who are not that familiar with the process.  
 
Christian Meyer: It's taken us a year to get there.  
 
Thomas Weiss: I appreciate that.  
 
Christian Meyer: I'm excited to share my knowledge. 
 
00:35:00.890 
John Brabant: Any other comments? 
 
00:35:04.070 
Christian Meyer: Staff hand up in the room? 
 
John, just to note that there were, some folks who joined later online, I 
don't know if you might want to re-extend your invitation for public 
comment. 
 
00:35:15.060 
John Brabant: Let's see, Renee Carpenter has joined us. I don't know if 
any others have. So, for those who came on late this is our second public 
hearing on the draft regional… Central Vermont Regional Planning 
Commission Regional Plan. That will be ultimately in final draft form, 
going before the LURB, or final form before the Land Use Review Board for 
their approval, hopefully. 
 
And we're taking public comment again tonight, oral comment, and you can 
follow with written comment after tonight's hearing. So is there anyone 
else who would like to make comments? We have until 7… 7.30, so feel free 
to… raise your hand. And provide us whatever's on your mind. 
 
Okay. 
 
Christian, this is kind of to you and staff. The way we noticed the 
agenda, the agenda was noticed, it shows a public comment period ending at 
7:30 so I think we need to keep the Zoom window open until then. In case 
people show up at the last moment, so to speak. 
 
00:36:40.740 
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Christian Meyer: Yeah, as… as the agendas are usually, written, and this 
may not be clear, and it may still be worth holding the agenda… the 
hearing open until 7:30, the time corresponds with the, agenda item 
directly adjacent. 
 
So, 6:30 meeting opening and public hearing, 7… 7 p.m. opportunity for 
committee member discussion, so that would close the hearing and go to the 
Committee member discussion, and then 7:30 adjourn. 
 
Perhaps there's a discussion of committee members could take place during 
the hearing, there's no need to necessarily close prior. 
 
00:37:17.930 
John Brabant: Right, right, okay. But if committee members had nothing 
more to contribute, I'm suggesting we keep the meeting running until 7.30. 
 
00:37:26.690 
Christian Meyer: Staff will be here. 
 
00:37:27.520 
John Brabant: But that's the way the agenda is drafted. It doesn't say 
that we would be adjusting it to a shorter time frame. 
 
00:37:33.970 
Christian Meyer:  Fair point. 
 
00:37:36.490 
John Brabant: So… I guess we'll close the public hearing. If anyone does 
show up from the public that would like to speak between now and 7:30, we 
can reopen it and accept oral comment from them. Just saying… just putting 
that on the record.  
 
But we'll close the comment section for now… 
End 38:03 
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