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DATE:
TIME:
PLACE:

MEMBERS:

CCRPC Staff:

Others:

1. Callto order; Attendance; Changes to the Agenda

CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

DRAFT

Wednesday, July 17, 2024

6:00 PM

REMOTE ATTENDANCE via ZOOM MEETING VIDEO or CCRPC Office

Bolton: Vacant
Burlington: Absent
Colchester:  Jacki Murphy
Essex: Andy Watts
Hinesburg: Absent
Milton: Absent

St. George: Absent

So. Burlington: Chris Shaw
Westford: Benjamin Bornstein
Winooski: Mike O’Brien
VTrans: Amy Bell
Ind/Bus: Absent
Socio/Econ/Housing: Absent
BIA: Absent

FTA: Absent

Charlie Baker, Executive Director
Forest Cohen, Business Director
Eliana Fox, Transportation Planner
Marshall Distel, Sr. Transp. Planner

Dan Albrecht, Natural Resources Prog. Mgr.

Buel’s Gore:
Charlotte:
Essex Jct. City:
Huntington:
Jericho:
Richmond:
Shelburne:
Underhill:
Williston:
Cons/Env.:
FHWA:
GMT:
Agriculture:
Railroad Ind:

Eleni Churchill,

Garret Mott

Dana Hanley

Dan Kerin (Alt)
Absent

Catherine McMains
Bard Hill

Jeff Carr

Absent

Karen Peterson
Absent

Absent

Clayton Clark (left early)
Absent

Absent

Transp. Prog. Dir.

Christine Forde, Sr. Transp. Planner

Emma Vaughn,
Taylor Newton,

Comm. Mgr.
Planning Prog. Director

Melanie Needle, GIS & IT Mgr.

Scott Moody (CCTV), Cristen Gildea (Essex Jct)

The meeting was called to order at 6:00pm. Chair, C. Shaw, welcomed new commission members
and there was a round of introductions. C. Shaw asked for changes to the agenda. C. Baker
clarified that the Board and Committee nominations item listed as an action should be a
discussion item.

2. Public Comment Period on Items NOT on the Agenda - None

3. Consent Agenda

a. TIP Amendment: B. Hill moved to approve the consent agenda. Seconded by B. Bornstein.
The motion passed unanimously with MPO members voting as follows.

Bolton:

Colchester:
Hinesburg:

Vacant
Yes (2)
Absent

Burlington:
Essex:
Huntington:

Charlotte: Yes
Essex Jct.: Yes
Jericho: Yes
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Milton: Absent Richmond: Yes St. George: Absent
Shelburne: Yes So. Burlington: Yes (2) Underhill: Absent
Westford: Yes Williston: Yes Winooski: Yes
VTrans: Yes

After the motion, B. Hill asked a question about TIP amendments having to do with private property.
A. Watts clarified that the project in question is on private property, but it’s a municipal stormwater
improvement project. C. Shaw asked if Essex has a stormwater utility. A. Watts confirmed they do
not. B. Hill asked a follow up question, clarifying that the project serves public roads. D. Albrecht
clarified that sometimes public-private partnerships are the best way to work on stormwater
projects. A. Bell confirmed that this is treatment of public water on private lands.

Minutes of the June 18, 2024, Board Meeting
D. Kerin moved to approve the June 2024 Board Meeting Minutes, and G. Mott seconded. The
motion passed with no edits. K. Peterson and M. Obrien abstained.

FY25 Regional Board Member and Committee Appointments

This item is tabled until the next meeting because the information was notincluded in the packet.
C. Baker explained that this will be a discussion around committee appointments. M. O’Brien
asked if C. Baker could share the appointment document ahead of time. C. Baker confirmed that it
would be emailed to all. The next Board meeting is September 18.

3™ Quarter Financials

F. Cohen clarified that this is not an action item, but an information item. This is the same
information the Finance and Executive Committees reviewed last week. F. Cohen explained that
the “headline” for the third quarter financials is that the revenues are exceeding expenses by just
under $5,000, essentially breaking even three quarters of the way through the year. Cash balances
are also “healthy “now.

F. Cohen explained that there are about $170,000 in municipal dues on the balance sheet at the
end of the third quarter. The CCRPC may need as much as $60,000 of that to cover a shortfall with
ACCD funds, which he expects will be expended by the end of May. Three months of MPO program
match could be as much as $60,000 as well. With $120,000 of municipal dues likely needed to
match those two sets of expenses, this leaves about $50,000 available to cover a deficit of revenue
relative to expenses in the fourth quarter, should that occur. F. Cohen added that the last few
months of the fiscal year are also typically good for revenue generation. Approval of journal entries
for the third quarter was tabled at the previous Joint Finance and Executive Committees’ meeting,
so will have to be approved at the August meeting. The Finance and Executive Committees will also
get an interim financial update through May 2024 at their next meeting.

Act 250 Changes

C. Baker shared a presentation covering Act 181/H. 687 (attached). The Planning Advisory
Committee has also seen this presentation from T. Newton. Topics include context, municipal
plans and regulations, regional plan development and adoption, regional future land use maps and
more.

C. Baker provided a brief history of attempts to update Act 250, going back several years. CCRPC
adopted a policy position in 2014, that supported relaxation of Act 250 in places where
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96 development should happen, and stricter rules where development should not happen. CCRPC
97 began the Building Home Together campaign in 2016. The billis a follow up to S. 100 /Act43 in 2023
98 which made numerous changes to municipal zoning requirements.
99
100 One change is to the planning goals in Municipal Plans, specifically around housing targets and
101 equitable distribution of environmental benefits and burdens. Plans will also need to show Tiers. C.
102 Baker shared a caveat on housing targets: State targets are being developed and will be released in
103 the fall; each region will have targets as well.
104
105 Municipal regulatory changes include relaxation for on-farm business; clarifying rules around
106 duplexes, multi-family units, unrelated occupants; clarifying changes around parking
107 requirements; DRB decision hearing timing; appeals by interested persons increased from 10 to 20
108 people.
109
110 For the regional plan, the CCRPC needs to show that housing targets can be accommodated in
111 areas planned for growth. There are now also new 10 land-use categories that all RPCs will use.
112 Future Land Use Maps in Regional Plans will also underpin designation.
113
114 The regional plan development process changed and now includes a requirement for more
115 meaningful participation, additional municipal notice for map changes, and the Land Use Review
116 Board (LURB) which is replacing the Natural Resources Board. One change is that the LURB will
117 now have five full-time professionals instead of one chair and four part-time members. The LURB
118 will review and approve the CCRPC’s Regional Plan after the Commission approves it. Part of that
119 approvalis approving the Future Land Use Map, which includes designations and neighborhood
120 areas.
121
122 The Regional Future Land Use Map includes 10 new categories. C. Baker explained what each of
123 the categories represents. C. Baker explained the three rural categories are a little complicated
124 because there is potential overlap in their definitions. C. Baker also explained that the CCRPC will
125 not drive whatis in Tier 3 for the purposes of Act 250 jurisdiction. T. Newton shared that CCRPC wiill
126 provide a graphic that shows how the maps and tiers work.
127
128 C. Baker explained that the state designation program process will now be based upon the Future
129 Land Use Map. There are no longer five designations, there are 2: 1. Centers, which are downtown
130 and village centers, and 2. Neighborhoods, which are planned growth areas and village areas. The
131 Downtown Board name has been changed to “Community Investment Board”. The existing
132 designations will exist until December 2026 and then be phased out with the two new designations.
133
134 C. Shaw asked whether municipal plans would need to be reviewed by the LURB. C. Baker
135 confirmed that this will not be the case, that process is relatively unchanged. T. Newtown clarified
136 that towns could apply to the LURB for Tier 1A status. A. Watts asked what towns should do in the
137 interim if they want to pursue designations within the current framework. C. Baker confirmed that
138 the town should still be able to go through the current designation process.
139
140 C. Baker explained the new tiers of Act 250 exemptions. Tier 1B is a limited Act 250 exemption, for
141 projects with 50 units or fewer where municipal infrastructure exists. Tier1Ais a full Act 250

142 exemption with several requirements: boundaries consistent with downtown or village centers and
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143 planned growth areas on Regional FLU map, infrastructure, “good” zoning, and adequate

144 municipal staffing.

145

146 C. Baker shared the current interim exemptions, which include: Accessory Dwelling Units;

147 commercial structures that are converted to 29 or fewer housing units; all housing within a

148 designated downtown; priority projects within .5 miles of downtowns and growth centers; housing
149 projects with up to 75 units in designated new town centers and growth centers; and housing

150 projects with up to 50 units with .25 miles of designated village centers or within .25 miles of transit
151 route in urban portion of Chittenden County outside floodplains. The first two exemptions are valid
152 until July 1, 2028, and the latter four are valid until July 1, 2027. These interim exemptions went into
153 effect June 17™.

154

155 Other Act 250 changes include: “habitat connector” and “forest block” criteria, a “road rule”, and
156 adds Tier 3 to include “critical natural resources” to be defined by the LURB rulemaking.

157 There are also a lot of studies and reports required by the new law: Affordable Housing

158 development regulatory incentives; land bank program for housing; consistent future land use

159 mapping; a study of the RPCs; VTrans is to report on transit and transportation support through Act
160 250; data on state and regional housing targets; the LURB will study how Act 250 appeals should be
161 handled; and the LURB needs to define how Act 250 jurisdiction should apply in Tier 2 areas. C.

162 Baker shared that the DHCD and VLCT have summaries of the bill. Links are included in the

163 presentation.

164

165 There is also a related bill, Act 121, that has to do with river corridors and wetlands. C. Baker

166 explained that there are potential implications with this bill because it explores whether the State
167 should take over floodplain regulation. There was a lot of detailed language that has to do with

168 floodplain resilience. C. Shaw asked about the impacts on municipal floodplain regulations. C.

169 Baker shared that this was more targeted at areas outside of Chittenden County —the region has
170 been thoughtful about stream buffers already. T. Newton added that for municipalities that have
171 higher river corridor standards, the state is going to look at allowing delegation if a municipality has
172 existing satisfactory regulations.

173

174 D. Hanley shared that this is the most significant piece of legislation since Act 250 was enacted in
175 the 1970s, and that municipalities and regions will need to be staffed up. C. Baker shared that the
176 state has doubled RPC funding over the last few years and this year the state added an additional
177 approximately $ 900,000 statewide to increase capacity. C. Baker explained that there is a big shift,
178 that the state is “trusting” municipalities to handle projects that are less than 50 units. Part of the
179 conversation is making sure that RPCs are staffed to support rural towns that don’t have municipal
180 staff. J. Carr expressed concern about the state possibly taking away capacity from certain RPCs so
181 others can staff up. J. Carr also shared that the housing targets are driving this, and asked what the
182 interaction will be like with DHCD. C. Baker explained that even though DHCD is tasked with the
183 housing targets, the legislature didn’t provide them money to do them, and so the RPCs are funding
184 the housing targets work. J. Carr expressed concern that the targets might be somewhat arbitrary.
185

186 T. Newton provided a brief explanation of the regional and municipal housing targets. T. Newton
187 explained that the Planning Advisory Committee has a subcommittee that has been working on

188 housing target methodology ahead of receiving whatever the regional target will be. T. Newton will
189 provide a more detailed overview soon. J. Carr explained that the rise of remote work and

190 subsequent impacts on commuting patterns needs to be considered in the methodology. B. Hill
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9.

shared that for the rural members, there are things that are not so obvious that need to be
considered for housing expansion, most notably sewer and water infrastructure expansion and
floodplain locations. D. Hanley expressed agreement with J. Carr about the housing targets.

ECOS Plan Update

T. Newton shared a PowerPoint about ECOS Plan Engagement. There was a robust effort over the
Spring to gather input from underrepresented communities. T. Newton provided a brief history of
the plan update, which began in FY22 and was delayed due to staffing changes and shortages. The
Board adopted the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Comprehensive Economic Development
Strategy were adopted separately from the Regional Plan in Spring 2023. At that time the plan was
copyedited and delayed again. T. Newton shared that adoption of the ECOS plan has been delayed
again for the third time due to the new Act 250 legislation that was just discussed. The tentative
timeline is to revise the plan and have a draft interim plan in the fall, with a goal adoption date at
the end of 2025. There is a hard deadline of June 2026, when the previous ECOS plan expires.

T. Newton shared context for the outreach effort. It was not from scratch, since this is an update to
the 2013 and 2018 plan. Given the short timeline for engagement, staff organized the 17 chapters in
four themes.

Engagement occurred from January-June, and staff is working to summarize and incorporate
feedbackinto the plan. S. Muskin shared a summary with the Board at the beginning of July.

S. Muskin and AN. Stoner developed a situation assessment, which included over 50 planning and
public engagement efforts to help minimize engagement fatigue. T. Newton shared the target
populations for engagement, with the biggest gap in engagement being with youth.

The first method of engagement was to attend events and have conversations around the ECOS
goals and actions. The second method was conducting focus groups, that included many different
non-native English-speaking groups with translators, mobile home residents, and seniors. T.
Newton clarified that he won’t go into detail about what was heard during engagement, except for
housing. The third method was a broad outreach survey that was offered online.

J. Carr asked about the demographic makeup of the 365 survey respondents. T. Newton shared
that the respondents tended to be older and mostly female. J. Carr asked about whether the
outreach effort failed to reach “the majority” demographic. T. Newton explained that we will reach
that general population later in the process when we release a draft of the plan for feedback.

B. Borstein asked about the methodology for choosing the underrepresented groups that were
engaged, and shared selectboard concern about lack of engagement with Latino populations. T.
Newton surmised that CCRPC doesn’t have a lot of connection with the Latino communities, and
that those communities may be fearful of interacting with government agencies.

T. Newton shared that one of the surprising housing results was the mismatch in housing needs
and types. The next steps are to integrate public inputinto the plan. When C. Baker goes to
selectboards in the Fall, the annual reports can include the outreach summary if itis helpful.

J. Carr added another comment about housing targets. There will be a lag between the policy and
the actual building of units that apply to meeting the target. T. Newton responded, sharing that they
think the state will provide a 2030 and a 2050 target, and that the 2030 targets need to already be in
the “pipeline”.

Equity Update
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10.

11.

12.

13.

C. Baker provided a brief update on the staff code of conduct, a draft should be ready for the
executive committee in August or September with the board version ready for action in September
or October.

M. O’Brien asked if there are any Board members on the Equity Advisory Committee. C. Baker
confirmed that Bruce Wilson and Clayton Clark are members, but the EAC may benefit from
additional members. C. Baker also explained that the EAC is exploring whether they should be
formalized within CCRPC’s bylaws.

B. Hillmade a comment about the authority versus advisory roles of committees. C. Baker
explained that the authority of the EAC could look like voting on recommendations to the Board,
but there is more work and research to be done. C. Shaw appreciated M. O’Brien’s comment about
participation with the EAC.

Chair/Executive Director’s Updates

a. Staffing update - Pam Brangan retired at the end of June. Melanie Needle took over her role as
GIS and IT Manger. A new planner, Maya Balassa, has been hired to “backfill” Melanie’s role.
Maya begins in August.

b. Other-no other updates or questions.

Members’ Items - None

Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports
C. Shaw referred members to the committee minutes in the packet.

Adjournment
C. Shaw expressed appreciation for Scott from CCTV.

J. Carr moved to adjourn the meeting, and D. Kerin seconded. The motion passed
unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 7:45pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Eliana Fox



=)  ACT 181 (H.687) -
ACT 250 BILL

« Context

* Municipal Plans and Reqgulations

* Regional Plan Development and Adoption Process
* Regional Future Land Use Map

e State Designation Program

* Act 250

« Studies and Reports




CONTEXT

 Numerous efforts to update Act 250 over the last
10 years

 CCRPC adopted policy position in 2014

* Building Homes Together Campaign began in 2016

* HOUSING CRISIS!

* Follow-up to S.100/Act43 in 2023 which made
numerous changes in municipal requirements



https://www.ccrpcvt.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/2014-CCRPC-Permit-Improvement-Recommendations.pdf
http://www.ecosproject.com/building-homes-together

=} MUNICIPAL PLANS

* Planning Goals (24 V.S.A. 4302)

« Accommodate a substantial majority of housing needed to
reach the housing targets developed for each region in
areas planned for growth.

 Toequitably distribute environmental benefits and
burdens

* Municipal Plan Elements (24 V.S.A. 4382)
« Map Tier 1A and 1B areas

 Housing Targets
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MUNICIPAL REGULATIONS

* Accessory On-Farm Business -
 b50% ruleis gone

* Required Provisions and Prohibited Effects
* Duplexes -dimensional standards and lot size
* Multi-family - density and lot size
* Unrelated Occupants

» Parking Requirements
e Space size
 Non-conforming parking spaces
* Adjacent lots
« (Calculation rounding
« Effective date of HOME Act




MUNICIPAL REGULATIONS

 DRB Decisions
* Hold hearing within 120 days of application being
deemed complete

 Appeals by Interested Persons
* 10 personsto 20 persons
* Duplexes - dimensional standards and lot size
* Multi-family - density and lot size
* Unrelated Occupants




=)  REGIONAL PLAN

* Planning Goals (24 V.S.A. 4302)

« Accommodate a substantial majority of housing needed to
reach the housing targets developed for each region in
areas planned for growth.

 Toequitably distribute environmental benefits and
burdens

 Plan Elements (24 V.S.A. 4382)

|
|
\  Future Land Use Element
* Mapping
* 10 land use categories
' * Designations
e Act 250 Tiers
/ W €
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=)  REGIONAL PLAN

 Development Process
« Meaningful participation(3V.S.A. 6002)

|
|
 Adoption Process
 Municipal Notice
« Additional municipal notice of map changes
* Land Use Review Board (LURB)
/ “

' * Review 60 days prior to first public hearing

 LURB review and approval post-RPC Board adoption

. * Separately approving designation areas and Tier 1B

S
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% REGIONAL FUTURE LAND USE MAP

 Downtown and Village Centers

* Planned Growth Areas

* Village Areas

* Transition or Infill Areas
 Resource-based Recreation Areas
* Enterprise Areas

« Hamlets

* Rural; general

* Rural; agriculture and forestry

 Rural; conservation




% STATE DESIGNATION PROGRAM
« Mapped in Regional Plan

* Included in Future Land Use Map

« LURB approved -one approval instead of havingto go to

Downtown Board.

» b Designations = 2 Designations

« Center(3 benefit steps)
 Downtown and Village Centers
 Neighborhood

| |
; |
' * Planned Growth Areas and Village Areas
LS
/ \ ®.  Downtown Board = Community Investment Board
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% STATE DESIGNATION PROGRAM

* Existing Designations
* Existuntil December 31, 2026

|
|
* All existing designations transition to new program until
regional plan approved
/ ~
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=)} ACT 250 EXEMPTIONS

* Tier 1B - Nexusto Regional Future Land Use Map

* Municipal requested, RPC mapped, LURB reviewed

* Limited Act 250 Exemption
* 50 units or fewer of housing

* Tier TA-0Optional Municipal Action
* Municipal requested, LURB Reviewed
* Full Act 250 Exemption

 Requirements:
 Boundaries consistent with downtown or village centers

' and planned growth areas on Regional FLU map

 |nfrastructure
® . * “Good”zoning (4 stories, smart growth, HP, RTESs)

« Adequate municipal capacity (staffing, capital planning)

/ \‘A
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ACT 250 INTERIM EXEMPTIONS

ADUs related to a single-family home until July 1, 2028. DRAFT INTERIM EXEMPTIONS IN CHITTENDEN COUNTY

 (Converting a commercial structure to 29 or fewer housing
units until July 1, 2028.

Jefferson

* All housing within a designated downtown outside
floodplains until July 1, 2027.

* Priority housing projects within 2 mile of downtowns,
growth centers, and neighborhood development areas until
July 1, 2027.

 Housing projects with up to 75 units in designated new town
centers, growth centers, and neighborhood development
areas outside floodplains until July 1, 2027.

 Housing projects with up to 50 units within Vs mile of
designated village centers or within 4 mile of transit routes

in urban portion of Chittenden County outside floodplains
until July 1, 2027. ‘

Waitsfie

Vergennes



OTHER ACT 250 CHANGES

 Adds“habitat connector” and “forest block”

criteria to Act 250 criterion 8 with rulemaking
by 2026.

 Adds “road rule” on duly 1, 2026, making 800’
single driveway or road or combination of
2000 of driveways or roads jurisdictional for
Act 250. Rulemaking enabled.

 Addsa Tier 3toinclude “critical natural
resources” to be defined by LURB rulemaking
In 2026. Rules to ensure that no municipality or
egion is disproportionately impacted by Tier
3.




=} STUDIES/REPORTS

« DHCD and others to report on affordable housing development regulatory
incentives by December 15, 2024.

 DHCDto report on feasibility of a land bank program for housing by
December 15, 2024.

« VAPDA to develop methodology for consistent future land use mapping by
December 31, 2024.

 VAPDA to prepare RPC study on opportunities for RPCs to better serve
municipalities and the State by December 31, 2024.

« AQOT to report on transit and transportation support through Act 250 by
12/15/25.

« DHCD to recommend how to best provide State agency support to
municipalities seeking designations by December 31, 2025.




=} STUDIES/REPORTS

State and Regional Housing Targets to have annual reporting by DHCD and
RPCs.

LURB to study where and how Act 250 appeals should by handled by
January 15, 2026.

LURB to report how Act 250 jurisdiction should apply in Tier 2 areas by
February 15, 2026.

LURB to report on new Tier jurisdiction framework by February 1, 2029.

Added two years to environmental justice reports and rulemaking.



ACT 181 (H.687) - BILL SUMMARIES

* DHCD
e VLCT



https://outside.vermont.gov/agency/ACCD/ACCD_Web_Docs/CD/CPR/Resources-and-Rules/CPR-DHCD-LegislativeSummary_2024.pdf
https://www.vlct.org/weeklylegislativereport/2024-legislative-wrap

ACT 121 (S.213) - STATEWIDE RIVER
CORRIDOR & WETLANDS

* River Corridor
 Updatesto RC maps -Jdanuary 1, 2026
e State standards for NFIP enrollment - January 1, 2026
 New base standard on January 1, 2028
e Study on State Administration of NFIP - August 15, 2025

 Wetlands
 Requires compensatory mitigation at a 2:1ratio under any

permit impacting more than 5,000 square feet of wetlands
 VSWI Map Update -dJanuary 1, 2026 then annually



THANKS AND QUESTIONS

N
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