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Kathleen Ramsay

From: Ruth Hardy <RHardy@leg.state.vt.us>

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2022 3:44 PM

To: Ruth Hardy

Cc: Amy Sheldon; Brian Carpenter; lindseyfuentes@gmail.com; 

bethechangeestherthomas@gmail.com; hseeley@nbnworks.net; dbrown9926

@gmail.com; ahooper.vt@gmail.com; farhadkhan1961@gmail.com; Nicholas Artim; 

Kathleen Ramsay

Subject: Airport Thoughts after Site Visit

Dear MANA Members (sent as blind copy to full list), 
Last week, Rep. Amy Sheldon and I had a meeting at the Middlebury Airport with Michele Boomhower, 
Aviation Division Director at VT Agency of Transportation. Michele went over some of the plans contemplated 
in both the Act 250 hanger development proposal and the 10-year master plan for the Airport. We discussed 
the physical layout of potential plans and were able to generally assess the current situation at the Airport, 
and the current and potential impact of activity and development on the neighborhood and surrounding area. 
I'm writing to share my thoughts after the meeting. While Amy and I share many of the same observations and 
concerns, I want to emphasize that this email comes from me alone and does not necessarily reflect her 
opinions. Here are my thoughts: 

1. No Compelling State or Local Reason for Airport Development. In hearing more about the current 
uses and potential development at the Airport, I could find no compelling state or local interest for 
supporting the Airport development, and thus, no compelling reason for spending public resources in 
planning or permitting for development. The Airport seems to be used almost exclusively by hobbyists, 
with minimal business activity, and no actual public access or purpose. It appears that plans for 
development are based the desires of a relatively small group of private individuals for their own 
private business or recreational purposes. The small amount of tax revenue generated from current or 
potential activity would not likely even cover the cost of the airport operations, planning, and 
community impact. In other words, as a public asset, the Middlebury Airport appears to have minimal, 
at best, public purpose. There are many more pressing state and local projects to which to direct public 
funding and support. 

2.  
3. Protect the Town Aquifer/Water Supply. My understanding is the Airport lies directly over the aquifer 

for the Town of Middlebury's water supply. A community's water supply is one of its most valuable 
public assets and should be protected above almost all else. As we've seen with stories from 
communities across the country, including close to home in Bennington, when a community's water 
supply is contaminated, the health, environmental, and economic impacts are devastating. The two Act 
250 development permit applications appear to substantially increase the current build-out and 
impervious surface area at the Airport, increasing potential runoff of toxic fuels and chemicals, directly 
proximate to wetlands and the community's water supply. Local elected officials, copied on this email, 
should take note and do everything in their power to protect the Town's water supply from any 
potential hazard, however minimal. Even if the potential for contamination is not large, the cost of a 
contaminated town water supply is far too great to justify any further development on this site. 

4.  
5. Proximity to Housing & Village Center. The Airport is surrounded by residential homes, including the 

Village of East Middlebury. While much of the housing has been built after the existence of the Airport, 
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the Village center pre-dates the Airport by over 150 years. This housing was built and purchased with 
the understanding that activity at the Airport would not increase. As most of us can attest, on many 
days, the noise from airplanes is noticeable (and annoying), and apparently unable to be regulated or 
monitored by state or local officials. One can assume, with more development at the Airport, the noise 
and other impacts, would increase. Maintaining and developing affordable, quality housing, such as 
exists around the Airport, is a state and local priority. Should the Airport be further developed and thus 
impact the quality and value of area housing, it would certainly have a negative impact on the Town 
population and grand list. 

6.  
7. Current Hanger Use & Maintenance at Airport is Questionable. There are currently about a dozen 

hanger buildings at the Airport, of varying sizes. Several of them are not well maintained and appear to 
be state-subsidized private storage facilities rather than business or airport facilities. There are also 
several ill-maintained smaller structures, as well as piles of debris, including junked planes and other 
vehicles. In other words, the current maintenance of structures at the Airport leaves much to be 
desired, particularly for an allegedly public facility. This calls into question both the necessity of new 
structures, considering current structures are not necessarily appropriately utilized, and the ability to 
ensure that future structures are well-maintained. In addition, the recent clear-cutting of nearly six 
acres of trees at the north end of the Airport appears to provide no obvious purpose, despite the 
contention that such work was required by the FAA for sight-line safety. This activity, along with the 
pesticide use around the fenced perimeter of the Airport, serve to underscore the environmental and 
aesthetic impact of the facility on the area. 

8.  
9. Permitting & Planning Not Community-Specific or Data-Driven. Both the master planning and 

development permitting work appear to be based on consultant-driven, cookie-cutter work that is not 
community-specific. The airport use data appears to be based on the assumption that the 
development permits will be approved and drive up use at the Airport and therefore further justify 
more development, such as potential runway lighting. The Master Plan makes no case for any current 
or future public purpose for the Airport, nor does it assess any impact on the neighboring community 
and residents. Both processes seem to be based on the premise that generic airport development is 
inherently both desirable and beneficial, without making a case for either. While there is likely, indeed 
almost certainly, a desire and benefit for development at other state airports that are more 
appropriately sited, utilized, and maintained, a similar case has not, and I would contend, cannot be 
made for the Middlebury Airport. 

The Airport is located on a gorgeous piece of property that, because of its proximity to the mountains, 
wetlands, town aquifer, and a village center, would not likely be developed as an airport today. Since the 
facility does exist, an argument can be made for maintaining the current airport facility for potential public 
emergency or training purposes, with an emphasis on keeping its usage as minimal as possible. I do not think it 
should be further expanded or utilized as an economic development or aviation recreation hub. The 
community and environmental impact are simply too great, particularly given the overlay with the Town's 
water supply. Again, there are other airport facilities in the state that are more appropriate for these 
purposes, and there are other sites in Middlebury that are more appropriate for economic development. 
 
Given that VTrans has a general reputation for poor communication and an inability to collaborate with local 
communities, it's important that both local residents and local officials are clear in their advocacy in support of 
the best interests of the Town and the neighborhood. I know there are efforts underway for such 
communication and community input. I hope to see many of you at the MANA meeting tomorrow and the 
public hearing on Thursday. Thanks for your engagement on this issue. 
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My best, 
Ruth 
 
 
Ruth Hardy (she/her) 
Vermont State Senator, Addison District 
PO Box 343 | East Middlebury, VT 05740 
(802)989-5278 | rhardy@leg.state.vt.us 
Blog: https://ruthforvermont.com/updates/ 


