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 5 

 Members Present: Sam Ostrow, Chris Robbins, Lucy Schumer,  

Members Absent: Barbara Saunders (Chair), Angela Cobrin-Landis, Erik Remsen, Todd Desabrais 

Staff Present:   Jennifer Murray 

Others Present:  

 6 

1. Call to Order- This meeting was conducted via Zoom.  The meeting was called to order at 7 

12:03pm.  There is not a quorum present for this meeting, but the members present would 8 

like to continue to have a discussion as a working group. 9 

 10 

2. Public Comment 11 

None.  12 

 13 

3. Approval of Minutes 14 

Tabled. 15 

 16 

4. Continue zoning discussion   17 

 18 

At the end of last meeting, Jennifer went through her notes for articulating the difference 19 

between the R-2, R-4, R-8 and R-12 neighborhoods.  These are all existing neighborhoods 20 

of various ages currently in the existing HDR district.  This discussion went on to explore 21 

the difference between the R-12 and MU (mixed-use) zoning districts.  The R-12 is similar 22 

to the existing OFA district and the MU is similar to the existing VRC district.  The PC 23 

discussed differences and where these were located on a zoning map.  Sam thinks it is 24 

helpful to think of the MU as more concentrated and car-oriented versus the R-12, which 25 

is more pedestrian-focused.  They discussed the merits of creating a Heritage Industrial 26 

(HI) district, which would be composed of the Marbleworks and areas along the river or 27 

railroad beds.  It allows some uses (e.g. bars and light industry suitable for maker spaces) 28 

and residential densities in keeping with the unique character of these areas.  These areas 29 

are a little different from Downtown, in the way that Pine Street is different from 30 

Downtown in Burlington.  Chris things the term heritage “industrial” could concern 31 

residents.  She asked about Danforth Pewter and the PC discussed that collection of lots 32 

on Seymour between the railroad underpass and Bourdeau Brothers.  These may be good 33 

candidates (only that side of the road) for the HI.  Also the entire area from Marbleworks 34 

(which has its own PUD) to Lucius Shaw Lane.  Sam feels if we are going to create that 35 

district, it should have enough parcels included in it to justify its existence.  PC members 36 

didn’t feel concerned about including all the lands to Lucius Shaw Lane because the 37 

residential densities allowed there are even better than the R20, so it will be conducive to 38 

new neighborhoods where desired.     39 

 40 



 

 2 

The PC members discussed the Happy Valley Road parcel, and whether placing this in R-20 41 

even though the State has declined to include a parcel this far from downtown in the NDA 42 

designated area until better pedestrian connectivity is provided.  The concern being that 43 

20 DU/ac could encourage sf houses but not affordable housing.  The members agree that 44 

the portion of the parcel in the FOR-CON district now needs to remain there.  The fact 45 

that the R-20 does encourage smaller lots and complete neighborhoods, via the TND 46 

regulations, makes it a good place holder for this parcel as we can picture dense future 47 

development here after adequate bike-ped and water-sewer infrastructure investments 48 

have been made.  It also provides an important reminder to us that at some point, 49 

maximum lot sizes and/or conserved land or habitat assessment requirements may be 50 

something we want to add to the TND standards. 51 

 52 

5. Other Business/Adjournment   53 

Continue zoning amendments discussion next time.  Meeting concluded at 1:30 PM. 54 

 55 

Submitted by:  Jennifer Murray  56 


