
                                                                                                              

CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

LONG RANGE PLANNING COMMITTEE - MINUTES 2 

 3 

DATE:  Tuesday, July 9, 2024 4 

TIME:  5:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 5 

PLACE: Virtual Meeting via Zoom with link as published on the agenda  6 

 7 

Members Present: Staff:  

Ben Bornstein, Westford Rep Melanie Needle, Senior Planner 

Dana Hanley, Charlotte Representative Darren Schibler, Senior Planner 

Aaron DeNamur, PAC Rep (Shelburne) Sarah Muskin, Planner 

Paul Conner, PAC Alternate (South Burlington) Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director 

Annie Costandi, CWAC / MS4 Representative Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Manager 

Bob Henneberger, TAC Representative Marshall Distel, Senior Transportation Planner 

Sandy Thibault, TAC Rep / CATMA Exec. Director Anne Nelson Stoner, Equity & Engagement Manager 

 Public: None 

1. Welcome 8 

T. Newton welcomed everyone at 5:31 pm and led introductions, then reviewed the agenda. 9 

2. Approve May 14, 2023 Minutes 10 

D. Hanley made a motion, seconded by B. Henneberger, to approve the May meeting minutes. The motion passed 11 

unanimously. 12 

3. ECOS Plan – Engagement 13 

T. Newton reminded the LRPC that the original adoption date of the ECOS Plan was delayed in order to conduct 14 

more robust engagement with underrepresented communities. S. Muskin and A.N. Stoner presented the results of 15 

these engagement efforts, which recently concluded. S. Muskin noted that a written summary was sent by e-mail 16 

containing many more details. 17 

 18 

S. Muskin provided additional context on the purposes of the 2024 engagement effort, which prioritized discussing 19 

key issues with underrepresented communities in a collaborative way. To convey the content of the plan effectively 20 

during engagement, the plan was reorganized into four themes: Community Wellbeing, Critical Infrastructure, 21 

Environmental Stewardship, and Social Empowerment. Input from community members was focused on the goals 22 

and actions, rather than data and background, which staff hoped would build more trust and long-term relationships 23 

with community members. To reduce community member fatigue, staff  reviewed public engagement efforts from 24 

recent statewide and Chittenden County-specific planning projects to identify common themes and information gaps. 25 

Staff wanted to avoid asking community members the same questions over and over. Staff also strategized how to 26 

connect with specific groups that typically aren’t heard in engagement using a Miro network map. S. Muskin 27 

reviewed the specific avenues for engagement, including showing up at existing events, organizing focus groups, an 28 

online survey, and one-on-one interviews upon request (though none of the latter were requested). 29 

 30 

P. Conner asked through the chat how staff decided which plans/projects to review in the Engagement Efforts Table. 31 

A.N. Stoner responded that this included any engagement efforts since 2020 that touch on chapters/themes in the 32 

ECOS Plan and engage populations in Chittenden County, but also noted that it’s certainly not complete, and staff 33 

welcome adding other efforts to the AirTable. 34 

 35 

D. Hanley stated that the engagement effort is really impressive, noting that turnout was great and that the faith-based 36 

outreach was particularly important. A.N. Stoner agreed, noting that attendees of every single event or focus group 37 

were grateful that CCRPC showed up to their event, since most had never even heard of CCRPC. 38 

 39 

A.N. Stoner reviewed the results of engagement, including the number of events, number of attendees, and languages 40 

for which translation was provided. Overall, engagement revealed that people appreciate the natural beauty of 41 

Chittenden County. Housing, affordability, transit, food access, conservation, and addressing climate change and 42 
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renewable energy were the most common themes for what should be focused on in the future. A.N. reviewed the 1 

summary of input received according to the corresponding chapters of the plan. Most notably, input related to 2 

Planning Practices chapter asked  CCRPC to increase its visibility and influence in the community. A.N. also noted 3 

that staff tried not to focus on transportation since the Metropolitan Transportation Plan is formally adopted and 4 

won’t be changed, yet many community members highlighted the dire need for affordable public transit. For 5 

additional details, see the summary engagement report. Housing was a frequent theme discussed, including 6 

affordability, increasing diversity of housing types (e.g., New American families are larger but cannot find homes 7 

with enough bedrooms), improving equity and accessibility, and improving housing quality and maintenance. 8 

 9 

A.N. Stoner reviewed the next steps for staff, which include integrating community input into the plan with LRPC 10 

oversight. Staff will also prepare a summary of changes made and share this back with community members that 11 

were engaged. 12 

 13 

P. Conner asked through the chat: In looking through the input, did staff find any differences in the priorities 14 

expressed by people who might have historically been under-represented in CCRPC/planning outreach? A.N. Stoner 15 

responded that on average, staff connected with people who are renters, looking for work, or those generally trying to 16 

overcome barriers to accessing their basic needs. Their feedback centered around breaking down these barriers by 17 

providing additional or improved services. One specific example from Muslim communities is that they seek out 18 

housing with closed-off kitchens so women can remove their hijabs while cooking. Another example was that Milton 19 

mobile home park residents expressed a desire for a fast-food restaurant; staff interpreted this to mean that residents 20 

were lacking food services generally in their community centers (not that the need is for fast-food specifically). 21 

 22 

D. Hanley noted that in her work, which primarily has been in more rural and affluent communities, there is often a 23 

desire for trails, recreation, and land conservation. She highlighted that housing, social connectedness, and safety 24 

surfaced as higher priorities in the word clouds in the place of the terms she’s used to seeing. She also asked why 25 

solar seemed to be such a hot topic. A.N. noted that in discussions of climate and energy, a common theme was that 26 

there should be a requirement for solar panels to be on the roof of all buildings. 27 

 28 

B. Bornstein noted that other reports have identified the Hispanic and French-speaking communities were some of 29 

the largest minority populations in the County, and whether staff conducted any outreach to those communities. A.N. 30 

Stoner responded that staff had to prioritize their efforts based on existing connections with community leaders, but 31 

that some engagement with the Hispanic community was done through a climate focus group. She also noted that 32 

there were many French speakers at the African community member focus groups. She wished that staff could have 33 

conducted specific outreach to Hispanic and farming communities. 34 

 35 

B. Bornstein also asked what efforts were made to reach out to seniors. A.N. Stoner noted that there were some focus 36 

groups for this population, but also noted that seniors tend to be well-represented in most engagement efforts (almost 37 

60% of survey respondents were over the age of 50, and 50% were over the age of 60). She noted that it has been 38 

difficult to connect with seniors living in rural areas, but there was a focus group for the Bolton, Huntington, and 39 

Richmond senior center. Regardless, the need for services for seniors came up frequently. B. Henneberger suggested 40 

working with AARP to get better outreach to rural seniors. 41 

 42 

S. Thibault highlighted the importance of engaging with youth specifically, considering how many of them are 43 

leaving the state and how important they are to the future of the community. A.N. Stoner noted that they had 44 

difficulty with this, despite multiple attempts to coordinate with schools, children’s centers, etc. She speculated that 45 

some of this may have been due to the time of year as well as the challenge of integrating with the limited time 46 

available in schools. 47 

 48 

T. Newton concluded by saying that input based on engagement will be incorporated into the ECOS Plan and 49 

presented to LRPC by the August meeting. 50 

 51 
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4. H.687 and Timeline 1 

T. Newton presented a revised timeline for adoption of the ECOS Plan, which has been further delayed by 6-12 2 

months due to several new requirements of the Act 250 bill (H.687 / Act 181). He noted that current edits based on 3 

engagement will be incorporated into the plan in August / September for a draft to be sent to a professional 4 

copyeditor and graphic designer. Additional edits will be made between then and spring 2025 to address elements 5 

affected by the Act 250 law. 6 

 7 

Act 181 makes changes to the general planning goals in 24 V.S.A. Chapter 117. Under the HOME Act, regions were 8 

already required to include housing targets based on the state housing needs assessment; a new goal requires regional 9 

and municipal plans to demonstrate that those housing targets can be accommodated in areas planned for growth. The 10 

new law also requires plans to show how they will equitably distribute environmental benefits and burdens. T. 11 

Newton noted that there isn’t clear guidance for how to address this, and staff will have to consider how best to 12 

approach this. 13 

 14 

D. Hanley asked for specific definitions of environmental benefits and burdens. T. Newton and A.N. Stoner pointed 15 

to 3 V.S.A. § 6002, which provides a detailed list of examples within the definitions of the terms. 16 

 17 

The law also makes changes to the required elements of regional plans specifically, including using standardized land 18 

use categories in future land use maps and mapping designated areas and new tiers used in Act 250. 19 

 20 

Regional plans must also be developed using a process of meaningful participation, including working directly with 21 

municipalities. The 2024 ECOS Engagement work generally addresses this element, but specific work with 22 

municipalities will be done through discussing the changes to the regional future land use map over the coming fall / 23 

winter. There are also more formalized adoption processes and notice requirements for changes to the regional future 24 

land use map, including review by a newly created statewide Land Use Review Board (LURB) 60 days prior to 25 

adoption. Previously, regional plans were only adopted by the RPC’s board. 26 

 27 

a. Regional Future Land Use Map 28 

T. Newton reviewed the ten new regional future land use categories, some of which will be easy replacements for 29 

CCRPC’s existing land use categories, particularly for planned growth areas. However, others will require more 30 

work, including distinguishing between the multiple categories of rural land. The definitions and purpose statements 31 

for each are now included in statute. 32 

 33 

b. Designations 34 

The regional future land use map areas will also be required to align with the new state planning designation program 35 

geographies, which have been consolidated from five to two designation types. This change will streamline the 36 

process of delineating boundaries so that municipalities no longer have to seek renewal of their designations, and so 37 

that the Downtown Board can transition to a Community Investment Board that focuses on allocating tax credits and 38 

funding to these areas. 39 

 40 

P. Conner noted that municipal designations are also now dependent on statewide approval of the regional future land 41 

use map by the LURB, and that the benefits will be lost if the regional map expires or is not approved. 42 

 43 

c. Tier 1a and Tier 1b – Act 250 Exemptions 44 

T. Newton discussed how regional plan maps must indicate Tier 1B areas that are eligible for specific exemptions 45 

from Act 250 for development of larger housing projects. To receive full exemption from Act 250, municipalities 46 

must request designation of a Tier 1A area from the LURB. Tier 1A areas must align with the regional plan / future 47 

land use map and meet other specific requirements for municipal regulations, staffing capacity, and capital 48 

investment planning. D. Hanley commented that this is all very transformational, and everything in this work boils 49 

down to “good zoning;” she hoped that municipalities receive adequate support to complete this work. 50 

 51 
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d. Impact on Adoption Timeline 1 

T. Newton reviewed how this will impact adoption of the ECOS Plan. LRPC will be put on hiatus while significant 2 

additional work will be done by staff to develop the new regional future land use map in coordination with 3 

municipalities and the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC). This hopefully means that a relatively final map can be 4 

presented to LRPC and that edits to the text of the plan will be relatively minor. 5 

5. Municipal Housing Target Update 6 

T. Newton provided more context on the changes to the housing element of the regional plan, which requires RPCs 7 

to distribute their regional housing target to each of its member municipalities. CCRPC staff and the PAC have been 8 

working on a method by which to fairly and rationally calculate these municipal targets; however, the process is 9 

highly dependent on the regional future land use map, which will change significantly as noted previously. 10 

 11 

P. Conner noted that he served on the PAC subcommittee to develop the housing targets methodology. He noted that 12 

there is an opportunity to address the fact that the regional future land use map has weaknesses in identifying areas as 13 

planned for growth that may not have adequate infrastructure to support it. The new ten regional future land use 14 

categories will help tell a cleaner story, and the work to develop the housing targets will plug in nicely to those 15 

categories. 16 

6. ECOS Plan Website Update 17 

M. Needle described the current status of the website development, which is planned to go live in September despite 18 

the delay in the ECOS Plan adoption schedule. The website has not changed significantly from the demo provided at 19 

the May LRPC meeting, but the website consultant (BlueRaster) continuing to build out the site. ECOS Plan 20 

indicators will be embedded as a dashboard within the site and associated with the narrative and the maps. Needle 21 

noted that working with Blue Raster has been great and they are planning to provide a presentation on the website at 22 

the regional GIS conference in the fall. 23 

7. August Meeting Date 24 

 25 

T. Newton reviewed upcoming meeting dates, noting that staff will provide a full draft of revisions based on 26 

engagement one week ahead of the August 13th meeting. He also noted that members should still hold time for the 27 

meeting scheduled on September 10 in case it is needed to review additional edits or follow ups and possibly to 28 

review a more complete website. 29 

8. Adjourn 30 

D. Hanley made a motion to adjourn the meeting. T. Newton adjourned the meeting at 6:42pm. 31 

 32 

Respectfully submitted, Darren Schibler 33 

Minutes approved August 13, 2024 34 


