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Regional-level feedback received between September 2024 - May 2025 Published: May 29, 2025

This document summarizes regional-level feedback received during Chittenden County Regional Planning
Commission’s (CCRPC) engagement efforts related to the development of a regional Future Land Use (FLU) map (as
required by Act 181 of 2024) and municipal housing targets (as required by the HOME Act of 2023).

CCRPC will capture municipal-level feedback and themes in summaries that will be
released on a rolling basis between May and July 2025. These summaries, in the form of

_VA%% Looking for
’EQ\ municiP""'eV memos to CCRPC's Long-Range Planning Committee, will be available on the ECOS
=/ ™ feedback? Engagement webpage. Notes/minutes from some municipal meetings/events are also

available at the same link.

This regional document summarizes general themes gathered through a variety of outreach activities:

e 27 municipal Selectboard / City Council meetings * 8keyinformantinterviews

e 37 municipal Planning Commission Meetings e 8regional meetings/events(such as tabling at farmers’
¢ 15 other municipal board meetings markets, food shelves, and other public events)
® 16 community meetings/events ® |nteractive online map viewer
e Tlfocusgroups o 238 comments from 58 individuals
© Includes 4 language-specific focus groups with  ® Comments via email and online forms
translation and interpretation © 44 individuals/groups
GENERAL FEEDBACK

(@:Z Trust, transparency, and influence

e Participants expressed skepticism about how public input would shape outcomes for both the regional Future Land
Use (FLU) map and the municipal housing targets.

* Thereis concern that large developers have a disproportionate influence on growth decisions.

* Some expressed frustration with regional decisions that seem misaligned with local experience, such as some
residential areas being mapped as Transition areas instead of Planned Growth Areas due to a lack of walkability to a
Center.

* Some participants expressed feeling like the process of creating the regional FLU map was too “top down” which
inhibited the ability to locally influence the map.

&

z@,@ Coordination across work areas

e Community members emphasized the need for better alignment across governmental organizations related to
planning for land use, transportation, water, wastewater and schools to ensure efficient use of municipal and state
investments.

e Participants expressed concerns that fragmented governance limits the effectiveness of planning and zoning
reform efforts.

Smart growth and climate concerns

e CCRPCreceived requests to ensure that development aligns with state climate and resilience goals and avoids
floodplains.
e Participants want any new growth to avoid environmental harm and create long-term resilience in their communities.

Community capacity

e Participants in smaller towns voiced concern about planning burden, outreach fatigue, and MAP FEEDBACK
resource limitations. There is an identified need to build capacity at the local level to carry out §
thoughtful, fair long-term planning, development review, and community engagement work. S } -.‘_;
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https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2024/Docs/ACTS/ACT181/ACT181%20As%20Enacted.pdf
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2024/Docs/ACTS/ACT047/ACT047%20As%20Enacted.pdf?_gl=1*w3lo6c*_ga*MTA1ODE1NTMyLjE3MzQ2MTg5NzU.*_ga_V9WQH77KLW*czE3NDc5MjU3OTgkbzE2NSRnMCR0MTc0NzkyNTc5OSRqMCRsMCRoMA..
https://www.ccrpcvt.org/about-us/committees/long-range-planning-committee/
https://www.ccrpcvt.org/our-work/our-plans/ecos-regional-plan/ecos-engagement/
https://www.ccrpcvt.org/our-work/our-plans/ecos-regional-plan/ecos-engagement/

REGIONAL FUTURE LAND USE MAP (ACT 181) FEEDBACK
@?? Understanding of Future Land Use Map categories

e There was confusion about the Future Land Use map categories, with many requesting clarification on the
distinctions between “Enterprise,” “Transition,” and “Planned Growth” categories, as well as between "Hamlet” and
“Village Center” categories.

e Participants requested more clear, plain-language explanations and visuals (e.g. simplified map legend) to understand
the FLU categories.

e There was confusion about how the map interacts with municipal land use planning and zoning regulations. One
common misunderstanding was that the FLU map designations would immediately affect zoning (they do not). Many
expressed concerns that regional mapping would override local zoning or town plans.

Many emphasized the need for strong alignment between town vision and regional plan designations.

Participants asked about how changes to the FLU map would be possible in the future and how that would align with
changes in municipal land use planning. A number of comments urged CCRPC to adopt a transparent process for
municipalities to work with the Regional Planning Commission to make changes to the FLU map.

* Given the scale and complexity of the effort, there was concern that it was challenging for members of the public to
develop the understanding needed to fully engage.

@ Map accuracy

e Many comments were requests to remove specific natural resources or development-constrained areas (e.g. steep
slopes, wetlands, conserved lands, flood buyouts) from growth areas (e.g. Downtown Center, Village Center, Planned
Growth Area, Village Area).

e Several participants flagged mismatches between FLU map and their understanding of current municipal land use
plans or infrastructure capacity. These were noted and will be addressed in more detail in municipal-specific
summaries that will be released on a rolling basis between May and July 2025.

Tier 1A and Tier 1B exemptions

* Strong emphasis from municipalities in support of having ultimate control over growth in areas planned for growth
(Tier 1A or Tier 1B). There is general support for opting-in to Tier 1B in large and mid-sized municipalities to reduce
permitting barriers. This is particularly true for geographic areas that are already a part of the state designation
program. More rural municipalities are generally more hesitant, citing concerns about loss of public input under Act
250, implications for enforcement, and the need for more clarity about the environmental and community
protections they'd be giving up.

* Municipal officials and the general public would like to have materials that better explain the tradeoffs and flexibility
in designating eligible areas for Tier 1A and Tier 1B.

* There was concern that mixed application of Tier 1B across municipalities could be confusing or inequitable by
creating an easier path for development in some municipalities and not in others (and also creating additional
housing opportunity in some municipalities, but not others). Some participants requested that Tier 1B be changed
from a municipal opt-in process to an opt-out process.

\/ @\/ Housing affordability and housing mix

* Repeated emphasis on the need for family-sized, senior, perpetually-affordable housing, accessory dwelling units,
small multifamily, and other "missing middle” housing types. People wondered about how the FLU map would
provide opportunity for these housing types that the market is not producing in Chittenden County.

% Growth location and rural character

e Participantsinrural towns expressed worry about losing rural identity or encouraging sprawl. There was frustration
among some participants that municipalities must comply with the limitations of municipal zoning authority
required by the HOME Act.

* General support for village-focused growth strategies as a way to preserve rural land while accommodating housing.

HOUSING TARGETS
FEEDBACK

& -
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HOUSING TARGETS FEEDBACK
/&‘/" Housing target development

There were repeated requests for clarity on how targets were calculated.
Some towns with slow growth or infrastructure limitations questioned whether targets were realistic, though they
appreciated being classified differently and having lower targets than urban or mixed urban/rural towns.

e Communities asked if targets could reflect types of housing needed (not just total units - but unit size or type and
affordability level).

® Municipalities want assurance that failure to meet targets will not result in penalties.

ﬁ Affordability and housing needs

e Communities of all types expressed concerns that new development may be unaffordable or mismatched with local
needs.

Communities emphasized the need for housing for seniors, large families, and lower-income households.

Some participants expressed interest in both state and municipal zoning reform to allow for more Missing Middle
and small multifamily housing.

L) Equity and inclusion in housing policy

el

® Concerns from BIPOC, refugee, and low-income communities about being priced out or excluded from new housing.
These same communities expressed urgency in solving the housing crisis.

® Many groups vocalized the importance of housing choice in all areas, including rural areas. CCRPC heard that there
is a need to ensure that there is affordable housing in all parts of Chittenden County and that there is concern that
low income and BIPOC community members will be clustered in a few urban communities.

* |Immigrant populations continued to express the need for housing with more bedrooms.

* Participants requested more multilingual outreach and community-led engagement strategies.

Infrastructure capacity

* Towns highlighted that limitations to water, sewer, and roads infrastructure often cause a lag or stifle housing
development.

® CCRPC heard concerns that without infrastructure investment and adequate construction workforce, housing
targets would be unattainable.
Developers echoed the need for alignment across infrastructure and policy standards.
CCRPC received requests for funding, technical assistance, and guidance from the regional planning commission
and the state in order assist municipalities in meeting the targets.

MORE INFORMATION + NEXT STEPS

For more information about Act 181 engagement, including a complete events calendar, summary materials and more,
please visit ccrpcvt.org/ecos-engagement.

%; ECOS Regional Plan adoption process

(<]
o Stay tupeq)

® ECOS plan adoption: public hearings likely starting in January 2026 More Opportun;ti

* |Land Use Review Board review of plan: several opportunities to engage top(]rﬁcipateles
® Preapplication review: ~October 2025 D through

[ ]

Formal review: summer 2026 0}: Juhe\zazgj

CONTACT

Please be in touch with any questions!
Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner Sarah Muskin, Senior Planner Taylor Newton, Planning Program Manager
(802)540-1371| kmccarthy@ccrpevt.org  (802)540-1241| smuskin@ccrpevt.org  (802) 846-4490 ext. 115 | tnewton@ccrpevt.org
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Summaries of CCRPC -topic-specific focus groups- February and March 2025

Summary of Feedback — Environmental Justice

Vermont Legal Aid
Vermont Department of Health

Northwest Vermont Realtor® Association

Vermont Commission on Native American Affairs

Sterling Homes
Land Access and Opportunity Board

e Emphasized the impact of land use planning on health and well-being.

e Ensure low-income communities are not concentrated in the least desirable locations.

e Act 181 should help expedite affordable housing development.

e Bring this discussion to CCRPC’s Community Engagement Advisory Committee (CEAC).

e Consider how to equitably distribute housing targets across municipalities, accounting for those
that have already met or exceeded their fair share of affordable housing.

e Housing targets seem to conflict with the “opt-in” approach—how should municipalities that
avoid municipal water and sewer to limit housing growth be addressed?

o Prefer “opt-out” language over “opt-in” framing.

e The draft Future Land Use (FLU) map aligns with historical development patterns.

e Focusing only on where environmental justice focus populations (EJFPs) currently live risks
excluding areas where they may want to live.

e |tis accurate to designate all of Chittenden County as an Environmental Justice (EJ) focus area.

e Prevent the segregation of EJFPs into just a few communities (e.g., Winooski, Burlington,
Colchester, Essex) by ensuring opportunities for BIPOC and low-income residents to live
throughout the region.

e Balance the need for affordable housing in areas with access to basic services while recognizing
that these same areas often have higher environmental burdens (e.g., poor air quality, limited
green space).

e Include heat stress and tree canopy data in EJ analyses.

e Local communities’ express interest in affordable housing options in rural areas, such as cluster
neighborhoods and agrihoods.

e Consider how this process accounts for the non-human natural world—how can we see
ourselves as interconnected with ecosystems rather than segregating humans from nature (e.g.,
Smart Growth as a form of separation)?

e Prioritize the preservation of prime agricultural soil.

o Address the lag between municipal regulations and state planning goals (e.g., the legislature
passing smaller lot size requirements while towns have yet to adjust).



e Ensure this work is forward-thinking—current mapping seems to reflect existing capacity and
resources, but how are we accounting for future challenges like rising costs, climate disasters,
demographic shifts, and greater reliance on local agriculture?

e |sthere mapping of floodways and potential village relocations? Use this opportunity to shape
data with future resilience in mind—communities along rivers should proactively consider
relocation, and floodway risks should take precedence in designations.

Summary of Feedback — Housing and Land Access

Vermont Legal Aid

City of Burlington

Williston Housing Committee

Evernorth

Cathedral Square Corporation

Vermont Professionals of Color

Vermont Commission on Native American Affairs
VHFA

General Public

General public

Jericho Housing Committee

Champlain Housing Trust

Champlain Housing Trust
CVOEO

Sterling Homes

Vermont Racial Justice Alliance

Snyder Homes

e Exclusionary zoning policies have historically been used to keep Black and Brown people out of
certain areas/municipalities, and Act 181 has not addressed these structural inequities. We need
to figure out how to completely transform if not eradicate restrictive and exclusionary policies.

e The origins of current zoning policies are rooted in intentional exclusion, making it critical to
confront and dismantle these practices.

e The planning commission should explore changes such as making Tier 1B opt-out rather than opt-
in.

e Racial justice should be a central topic in regional planning discussions, recognizing it as a public
health crisis and integrating it into advocacy efforts.



e Housing development is being constrained by municipal zoning, infrastructure limitations, and
exclusionary policies. There is a strong need to expand growth areas to allow for more dense and
affordable housing.

e Many zoning laws, conservation goals, and Act 250 requirements continue to limit housing
production, even as state policies have eased some regulations. Towns are still able to use local
control to prevent growth.

e There is concern that municipalities may resist meeting housing targets and that the definition of
"good faith effort" in doing so is unclear and inconsistent.

e Infrastructure investments and Act 250 exemptions could be used as leverage to encourage
towns to allow for more housing development.

o Conservation goals sometimes clash with housing needs, as in Williston’s 50% conservation
target, which limits space for new housing.

e Economic segregation is a concern, with some towns historically opposing affordable housing and
implementing policies that maintain exclusionary zoning.

e Municipal capacity to enforce Act 250 and manage increased development is a concern, with
some towns hesitant to fully opt into exemptions.

e There is broad concern that this map, if finalized, could "lock in" existing development patterns for
decades, limiting flexibility for future housing needs.

e Floodplain areas designated for growth present long-term risks for housing sustainability, raising
concerns about resilience planning.

e Some participants believe that growth should be more evenly distributed across the county, rather
than concentrated in Burlington, South Burlington, and Williston. Towns like Milton, Jericho, and
Richmond were identified as areas where more housing should be encouraged.

o Thereisinterestin integrating transitional areas to allow for gradual expansion of infrastructure
rather than strict divisions between planned and non-planned growth areas.

o Therole of HOAs in exclusionary zoning should be addressed, particularly in how they restrict
mobile homes and affordable housing through minimum house size requirements.

o The regional planning commission should have a stronger role in pushing back against towns that
use regional policies to justify limiting housing.

e The process for modifying the map and influencing its final form remains unclear to some
participants. There are questions about how community input will shape the final decisions.

e Thereis a broader concern about Vermont’s capacity to meet future housing needs beyond
Chittenden County, especially in light of anticipated climate migration.

e The balance between existing infrastructure and long-term growth needs to be reconsidered, as
the current plan may not adequately accommodate future expansion.

e Coordination among regional, state, and municipal planning efforts remains a challenge, with
concerns about inconsistent data, differing regulatory interpretations, and a lack of strategic
alignment.

Summary of feedback — Housing and Land Access 2



Williston Housing Committee

Jericho Affordable Housing Committee

Lake Champlain Chamber of Commerce

Williston Housing Committee and Developmental Disabilities
Committees

Hinesburg Housing Committee

Department of Health
Village of Westbury

e Knowing the locations of infrastructure (water, wastewater, transit routes) is necessary to

promote more housing, especially affordable housing. If possible include this information on the

regional future land use map to help evaluate suitable locations.

e The map is useful as a starting place; implementation will be essential and will involve
understanding locations available for infill, the presence of infrastructure, etc.

o When promoting housing in compact centers, it’s important to weigh the potential climate

impacts, whether flooding or heat islands. Tree equity scores (a data layer) could be used to help
understand what would be needed to reduce heat islands, in existing locations and when more
development happens. (For example, Williston’s Taft Corners, where there is significant new
housing development, rates low on tree equity and canopy.)

Importance of remembering adaptability of the map.

Housing committees need information to understand why these categories are what they are. The
definitions come from statute and K. McCarthy will follow up with a handout.

It’s important to have an understanding of wastewater capacity and it would be useful to have this
studied.

Summary of Feedback — Economic Development

Vermont Chamber of Commerce
City of Burlington
Department of Health

Economic Development Coordinator, Essex Town
LAOB

CVOEO

Private developer

Main Street Landing

e Concern over seemingly small land area designated as enterprise. Housing helps economic
development, but land for jobs and industry still need to exist in the county.



e Affordable housing and workforce housing are essentially the same—there is no distinction when
housing costs are so high. Workforce housing is a major concern.

o The expiration of interim Act 250 exemptions could worsen affordability, as there are currently no
affordability requirements in Tier 1A and 1B except in municipalities with inclusionary zoning.

0 Oversight is needed to ensure current Priority Housing Projects (PHPs) are actually
meeting affordability requirements.

o Thereisinterestin subsidies, tax abatements, and employer-supported housing models like
master leases to make housing more affordable.

o The housing market is broken, and fixing it will require long-term investment in infrastructure,
reducing permitting costs and timelines, and addressing high land and material costs.

o Housing should be located near jobs and essential services to reduce reliance on personal
vehicles, as long commutes limit time for health-promoting activities.

e Vermont’s housing market challenges are compounded by the lack of housing options for seniors,
which disrupts the housing cycle and prevents new families from moving in.

e Thereisinterest in expanding walkability analysis in planning maps, especially in suburban areas,
to create more village-like, pedestrian-friendly environments.

e The state’s construction industry is struggling, and there is interest in supporting its revitalization,
particularly if accessory dwelling units (ADUs) become a larger part of the housing solution.

0 There is growing interest in alternative housing models, including tiny homes, and ongoing
discussions about their development.

Summary of Feedback — Natural Resources

Winooski Conservation District
NOFA-VT
Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation

Department of Health

Vermont Natural Resources Council
Climate Action Office
Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation

Land Access and Opportunity Board

e |t'simportant to consider how to incorporate nature into growth areas, and housing into rural
areas. The separation of housing and natural and working lands is a conventional approach that is
incorporated into Act 250 and smart growth paradigms. Rethinking this takes into account a)
people’s desires to live in rural areas and b) the need and desire for smaller-scale food
production.

e land access includes being able to own land for farming and other uses, but also being able to
have access to land without owning it (public and other accessible spaces).



e Some of the shifting ideas about new ways of providing access to land are still taking shape, even
as the regional plan processes are advancing; it can be challenging to know where and when to
plug in to conversations and shape new ways of thinking.

e The map highlights the apparent fragmentation of agricultural soils in different parts of the region.
There is interest in finding ways to preserve agricultural soils, even small portions, near population
centers, and recognition that this often needs to be a local conversation.

e River corridors are being mapped by the state Rivers Program at the state level, and different
regions may have different types of data (for example, Northwest RPC is doing some hydrological
modeling that provides extra detail). The state is also preparing to roll out a regulatory program for
these areas. As the regional plan maps are rolled out, engage with other partners to help avoid
confusion about this topic.

e Agricultural soils are important and finite.

¢ Vermont faces — and will continue to face - food security challenges.

e Golf courses are not an efficient use of land and could be better used for housing and farming.

¢ We need more small-scale farming; the way we view traditional, commercial agriculture and
needing large parcels of land is pretty antiquated at this point. How can we maximize what we
have left?

e [twould be great to see reflected in definitions or policies that preserving wildlife habitat helps
prevent wildlife-to-human transmission of diseases.

e It's challenging for statewide groups and advocates to stay coordinated, strategic, and aware of
different opportunities to influence change.

Summary of feedback — State Agency Partners:

Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation

Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation

Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation

\Vermont Housing Finance Agency

\Vermont Agency of Transportation

Vermont Climate Action Office

Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation

Land Access and Opportunity Board

IAgency of Agriculture, Food, and Markets

e Though some elements of Vermont Conservation Design are incorporated into the mapping, the
RPC should be aware that using just highest priority interior forest blocks and wildlife habitat
leaves out some of the connectivity blocks that are smaller but have regional importance. The
RPC should remain open to local feedback about including these.

e  While municipalities will be asked to identify Tier 1B and 1A areas (areas planned for growth and
eligible for regulatory exemptions) over the next year, it also seems likely that many municipalities
will need some time to decide (not just on the Tiers, but also the underlying regional land use



category). The RPC should provide opportunities to incorporate these requests outside the initial
mapping period.

There are inherent tensions between the goals of promoting development in compact centers, and
flood safety and resilience. If they are included there need to be local conversations about taking
safe approaches to development.

The forthcoming updated floodplain maps, and the data about river corridors and infill that the
Flood Safety Act calls for, should be incorporated into the map when complete.

Keep an awareness of how the Land Use Review Board might be looking at the Rural Conservation
areas as they discuss a process for Tier 3. There is some overlap in statute between these areas
and a statutory recognition that not all Rural Conservation areas belong in Tier 3. The RPC should
keep in mind that these maps will be relied upon and have influence over Tier 3 discussions.

The potential environmental benefits/goods and burdens/hazards for Environmental Justice
populations (people with low incomes, people with limited English proficiency, and BIPOC (Black,
Indigenous, and People of Color individuals) must be folded into how these maps are made. For
example - when talking about development in floodplains (a hazard) and ensuring access to
outdoor spaces (a good).

It's important to make sure that prioritizing housing in compact locations doesn’t lead to the
exclusion of people from communities where only large lots are available and it’s expensive to
build.

There is a lot of emphasis on engagement with Environmental Justice populations, but
engagement alone is not enough. It must be followed through to ensure that the planning — and
later implementation — does not negatively impact those groups.

This process attempts to advance multiple values - for example, compact settlement and
supporting Environmental Justice populations. Braiding these together along with other values
(housing promotion, economic development, agriculture and forestry) is important and
complicated. It’s a lot of dimensions to be working along at once, and on a timeline that feels fast.
It’s necessary to keep thinking carefully about how to frame what we’re doing, what the inherent
tensions are, and how we move from the macro to micro levels.



Language Specific Focus Group Summary
Topic: Housing in the context of the Regional Future Land- Use Map and Housing Targets

Between April and June 2025, CCRPC conducted four language-specific focus groups—in
Arabic, Nepali, French, and Swahili—to better understand the housing experiences and
priorities of New American and refugee-background communities in Chittenden County. These
sessions were held in partnership with trusted community leaders and interpreters to ensure
accessibility and cultural context. The majority for focus group participants attended a focus
group with CCRPC on related topics in 2024, so there was familiarity with RPC work and this
initiative was a part of broader continued relationship building. The discussions revealed
shared concerns around affordability, housing quality, and the need for greater representation
in planning decisions, as well as unique insights shaped by each community’s experience.
What follows is a summary of key themes from each group and a synthesis of seemingly shared
priorities.

Summary of Feedback - Arabic-Speaking Participants
Date: 4/12/25 | Location: Zoom | Attendees: 15

Housing Concerns

e Overcrowdingis a majorissue (e.g., large families sharing one bathroom).

e Accessibility issues with stairs and kitchens; participants expressed a desire for
more inclusive home designs.

e Participants questioned why the state and cities don’t develop affordable housing
directly.

o Electricity, heating, and water costs are burdensome and unaffordable in addition
to housing costs.

Future Land Use Mapping

e Participants raised questions about who makes development decisions (state vs.
city vs. RPC vs. developer).

e Participants expressed concern that the FLU map excludes rural areas and does not
provide enough housing choice in those communities; they also noted concerns
that increased density will create congestion.

e Participants expressed support for urgency in housing development, not just long-
term vision.

Trust & Follow-Through

e Participants expressed skepticism about the planning process: “ink on paper,
world of paper and wishes.”

e Participants shared hopes for real implementation of programs and housing crisis
solutions.

b N 13
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Summary of Feedback - Bhutanese Nepali Focus Group
Date: 5/11/25 | Location: CCRPC Offices | Attendees: 15

Housing Access & Affordability
e Participants expressed high demand for homeownership; this is particularly
meaningful for refugees coming from camps.



e Participants shared concerns about long wait times and high costs in both rental
and ownership markets.
e Green space and gardens were seen as essential, and participants expressed
concern they are lacking in planned growth areas.
e Participants reported housing quality issues such as mold, pests, ventilation
problems, and delayed maintenance.
Education & Navigation Support

e Participants identified the need for step-by-step assistance with housing paperwork

and translation support.
e Participants expressed interest in housing navigators and translated materials for
public engagement.
e Participants noted that online-only systems create access barriers for elders.
Environmental and Social Concerns
e Participants expressed fear that Future Land Use maps will lead to redlining.
e Participants noted health concerns tied to housing (e.g., access to fresh food,
overcrowding).
Civic Participation
e Participants expressed a strong desire for co-creation, not just consultation, and
frustration with one-time engagement and lack of follow-through.
e Participants recommended holding recurring focus groups every six months.

Summary of Feedback - French Congolese Focus Group
Date: 5/18/25 | Location: St. Joseph’s Cathedral | Attendees: 13

Housing Affordability

e Participants noted that Vermont is unaffordable; housing costs are displacing
residents who are moving to other states.

e Participants expressed strong demand for larger units to accommodate big
families.

e Participants identified property taxes as an increasing concern.

Workforce Ties

e Participants viewed housing shortages as a workforce issue, noting that immigrants
are filling essential roles in caregiving and healthcare; if these populations don’t
have a place to live, essential jobs will go unfilled.

e Participants shared that they want their children to stay, put down roots, and
contribute to the Vermont community, but fear they will leave due to the cost of
living.

Systemic Inequities

e Participants expressed widespread frustration with capitalism and systemic
inequality.

e Participants reported feeling marginalized and underrepresented in housing
decisions.

Policy Engagement

e Participants raised questions about protections against displacement for current

residents.



e Participants called to involve legislators and decision-makers directly in future
conversations.

Summary of Feedback - Swahili-Speaking Focus Group
Date: 6/1/25 | Location: AALV | Attendees: 13

Desire for Homeownership
e Participants expressed strong interest in buying homes and remaining in Vermont
long-term.
e Participants identified credit requirements and lack of support as barriers, and
called for reduced regulations.
Land Use & Environment
e Participants criticized Vermont’s compact housing patterns and asked why more
open spaceisn’t used.
e Participants expressed a belief that humans should live in harmony with nature and
not be crowded together.
e Participants shared a desire to more easily build and develop homes.
Equity & Belonging
e Participants emphasized the importance of equal access regardless of race and
expressed a desire to feel truly welcomed.
e Participants stated that housing should accommodate and reflect the presence of
refugee communities.
Rental Issues
e Participants reported slow maintenance responses and lax enforcement of rental
codes.
e Participants called for CCRPC to support a “Homebuying 101” class.
Support for Housing Targets
e Participants responded positively—clapping and giving thumbs up—when shown
the 2050 housing targets.

Shared Themes
Affordability & Housing Type Needs
e Allgroups emphasized how unaffordable both renting and buying are in Vermont.
e Large families expressed a need for more multi-bedroom unit options.
Homeownership & Stability
¢ Homeownership was viewed as a source of pride and stability, particularly
meaningful for refugee-background communities.
e Participants identified barriers such as credit requirements, unclear processes, and
insufficient financial support.
Trust, Representation, and Engagement
e Participants across all groups expressed distrust of planning processes that collect
feedback without visible outcomes.
e Participants consistently called for better representation, decision-making power,
and engagement from policymakers.
Quality & Safety of Housing



e Poorconditions in some affordable housing units (e.g., mold, pests) were
mentioned repeatedly.

e Participants expressed widespread concerns about slow repairs and weak
enforcement of landlord responsibilities.

Desire for Place and Belonging

e Allgroups connected housing to broader social belonging—wanting homes, not just
units.

e Participants expressed concern that planning efforts do not reflect or
accommodate their communities’ realities and aspirations.
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