‘ c4 CHITTENDEN COuUNTY RPC
Communities Planning Together

Planning Advisory Committee Agenda
Wednesday, July 9, 2025
2:30pm to 4:00pm

This is a hybrid meeting.

Virtual Location In-Person Location
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81651908754 CCRPC Main Conference Room
To join by phone, dial in using the information below. 110 West Canal Street, Suite 202
Dial: +1 305-224-1968; Meeting ID: 816 5190 8754 Winooski, VT 05404
AGENDA

2:30
2:31
2:32

2:55

3:00

3:15

3:45

4:00

* = Attachment
Welcome and Introductions, Paul Conner
Approval of May 14, 2025 Minutes*

Act 181, Housing Targets, and Summary of Regional Feedback*, Taylor Newton
Staff will review a summary of public comments received related to the draft future land use map and
municipal housing targets.

Housing Data Discussion and Presentation, Melanie Needle, CCRPC and Harmony Cism, Westford

CCRPC is working with Vermont Center for Geographic Information (VCGI) to report new housing
development built in 2024 and to develop the methodology for reporting housing in future years. These
housing data will be what the State will use to track municipal progress on housing targets. Harmony Cism,
Westford ZA will join us to report on her experience with using VCGI’s housing tracking tool.

(Updated) PAC’s FY26 schedule
Please come with your ideas for discussion and learning opportunities in the coming year.

Act 121 Implementation, Alison Spasyk, Ned Swanberg, Tessa Yip, Shayne Jaquith

Staff from the Agency of Natural Resources, Lake Champlain Sea Grant, and The Nature Conservancy will
provide an update on Act 121. This will include information on proposed changes to river corridor
regulations.

Other Business

1. Lake Champlain Sea Grant Boat Trip — Municipal officials are invited aboard UVM'’s Research Vessel
Marcelle Melosira on July 15, 1:00-3:00 PM to learn about flood resiliency and water quality impacts on
Lake Champlain. Register here.

2. Regional Act 250/Section 248 Projects on the Horizon - Please email Taylor and Maya information about
projects on the horizon.

Adjourn

* = Attachment

NEXT MEETINGS (subject to change):

August 13, 2025 — Cancel?

September 10, 2025 — Act 181/ECOS Update | CCRPC online maps transition & cloud storage invoicing

October 8, 2025 — CCRPC Municipal Plan Review Guidelines under Act 181 | Review of adjoining regional plans?

In accordance with provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, as amended, the CCRPC will ensure public
meetings are accessible to all people. Requests for free interpretive or translation services, assistive devices, or other requested
reasonable accommodations, should be made to Emma Vaughn, CCRPC Title VI & ADA Coordinator, at 802-861-0114 or
evaughn@ccrpcvt.org, at least 5 business days prior to the meeting for which services are requested.
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DATE: Wednesday, May 14, 2025

TIME: 2:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Hybrid at 110 West Canal Street #202, Winooski and
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83943188440

ATTENDANCE:
Members Present: Staff:
Paul Conner, South Burlington Sarah Muskin, Senior Planner
Chris Shaheen, Jericho Maya Balassa, Planner
Matt Boulanger, Williston Darren Schibler, Senior Planner
Keith Oborne, Richmond Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director
Harmony Cism, Westford Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner
Ravi Venkataraman, Winooski Eliana Fox, Transportation Planner
Aaron DeNamur, Shelburne Urmila Chhetri, Engagement Associate Planner
Cathyann LaRose, Colchester Marshall Distel, Senior Transportation Planner
Melinda Scott, Williston Ann Janda, Senior Energy Project Manager
Cymone Bedford, Milton Melanie Needle, GIS & IT Manager
Chris Yuen, Essex Junction Bryan Davis, Senior Transportation Planner
Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Director
Guests:
Emily Heymann, Williston
Bhakti Kulkarni, Toole
Kelly Martin, CATMA
Thom Cerny, Toole
Nick Atherton, South Burlington
Sandy Thibault, CATMA

1. Welcome + Introductions
P. Conner called the meeting to order at 2:32pm and led introductions.

2. Approval of April 9,2025 Minutes
A. DeNamur, made a motion, seconded by Chris Shaheen, to approve the minutes of April 9, 2025.
The motion passed unanimously.

3. Williston Town Plan formal review

M.Balassa shared the CCRPC staff formal review of the Williston Town Plan. She said that the plan
was very well written and organized. She shared that the draft 2025 Williston Town Plan met most of
the statutory requirements for CCRPC regional approval. However, a policy on extraction of earth
resources needs to be added and the Town needed to address the conformity of the plan with the
ECOS Plan and neighboring municipality’s plans. The Williston staff have provided draft language to
add to the plan to address the required edits.

M.Boulanger added that the Town staff dedicated a lot of time and effort to completely rewriting the
plan and thanks CCRPC staff for the review.

Open the Hearing — A.DeNamur moved to open the public hearing, seconded by R.Venkataraman.

No comments provided.
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Close the Hearing — A.DeNamur moved to close the public hearing, seconded by R.Venkataraman.

A.DeNamur moved that the PAC recommend regional approval, confirmation of the planning process,
and determination of energy compliance, with the draft edits proposed by Williston. R.Venkataraman
seconded. M.Boulanger abstained. The motion passed unanimously.

4. Model TDM regulation

B.Davis introduced himself and members of the consultant team. He began a presentation about
Transportation Demand Management (TDM): MPOs should encourage TDM planning within their
jurisdictions. TDM is embedded in the work CCRPC does. In 2018, the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan specifically called out the need to support transportation demand management. A Regional
Transportation Options plan was developed with goals to reach by 2050. CCRPC is working to make
the actions implementable.

N.Atherton shared that South Burlington passed TDM bylaws in November 2024. The City is still
evaluating the impacts. He shared that the City identified the highest priorities were to bolster transit
and improve private development dollars into alternative transportation options on private land. The
City wanted to bolster existing infrastructure. The City promoted and invested in a lot of programs to
advance its TDM goals, while emphasizing choice. He shared examples and information about the
TDM options and regulations offered by South Burlington.

B.Davis asked who N.Atherton was referring to when he said the City received good feedback.
N.Atherton answered that it was mostly planners and developers that the TDM team hear from.
S.Thibault asked if there are plans to include annual reporting to assess impact. N.Atherton shared
that out of compliance issues will be dealt with the same way anyone out of zoning compliance would
be. He shared there is a reporting structure for every 3 and 5 years. He said results are not yet
available. P.Conner added that small and medium scale development can only do physical
improvements, to address any concerns about enforcement ability. He added that TDM strategies that
are programmatic only work when the business wants to do them. D.Schibler asked about the credit
program. N.Atherton shared there is a buy-out option, but it is hefty.

T.Cerny asked if physical standards are specified for structures. N.Atherton said that much of the
language already existed in bylaws like bike-parking standards, so adding some physical standards
were easy to include. A.Janda asked if there is an incentive or need for private landowners to develop
paths. N.Atherton said yes.

R.Venkataraman shared that Winooski’s considerations were in developing TDM standards: peak
traffic, anticipated growth, requests to remove parking requirements and existing opt-in TDM
standards in the regulations. RVenkataraman said the priority for instating TDM was to get people out
of cars and expand options for people to move around the City. Winooski presented a similar
framework to South Burlington to developers in November 2024. City Council is about to hold a public
hearing to adopt the proposed TDM regulations shortly. The regulations are similar to those in South
Burlington. For Winooski specifically, people are going to walk and bike more because it is so small.
Winooski’s proposed TDM regulations only apply in the 3 transit corridors. R.Venkataraman added
that Winooski will need to work with CCRPC in the future to conduct monitoring and evaluation.
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71 D.Schibler asked why reducing parking requirements is politically unfeasible. R.Venkataraman shared

72 that a lot of the concern is because people are worried that people will park on the street and that will

73 further reduce bike routes and walking space because there are not bike lanes in Winooski.

74

75 B.Davis expressed curiosity about whether other PAC members think TDM regulations might work in

76 their communities. He asked if it would be worthwhile for CCRPC to draft some draft language for a

77 TDM model. CYuen shared he thinks a draft model would be helpful for a community like Essex

78 Junction that might not get to it otherwise. P.Conner added that some elements of TDM regulations

79 might need to be customized to a community to make them work.

80

81 D.Schibler noted that as communities urbanize, maybe they consider TDM more. He suggested there

82 may be an option for smaller communities to do some scaled down transportation planning.

83 R.Venkataraman emphasized that there is a level of importance to making sure regulation in the

84 region are using similar language to make it easier to developer to navigate.

85

86 B.Davis shared he is eager to continue this conversation and shared he hopes people will reach out to

87 him is they are curious about TDM. He also acknowledged CATMA as a resource.

88

89 5. Housing Target - price, quality, unit size or type, and zoning district

90 T. Newton reminded the PAC about the statutory language about Housing Targets. He shared that

91 CCRPC staff have discussed the requirements internally, and with the sponsor of the HOME Act of

92 2023, and has determined that CCRPC does not need to disaggregate the municipal housing targets

93 based on price, quality, unit size or type, and zoning district. That analysis can just be done regionally.

94

95 He shared that CCRPC can identify some actions for municipalities to include in their plans if desired

96 and provide some general regional analysis. He also reminded PAC that CCRPC can assist with local

97 housing needs assessments and he reminded PAC that HousingData.org is a resource.

98

99 P.Conner shared that none of the cities or towns are an island, so he wonders if there is some level of
100 disaggregation that can be done that is not necessarily town by town (using for example to breakdown
101 used in the housing targets initially).
102
103 P.Conner asked if anyone wants to share if they have heard about Act 181 work. T. Newton shared that
104 two municipalities have opted into Tier 1B thus far. D.Schibler added that he has heard people that
105 are not too surprised by the housing targets. T.Newton shared that he has not received too many angry
106 emails. K.McCarthy shared that rural communities have tended to see the target as not unreasonable,
107 and in larger communities, the housing target number seems really high and difficult to hit, but
108 needed in order to have hard conversations about what needs to be done to move the targets forward.
109 K.Oborne expressed gratitude for the process.
110
111 T.Newton shared gratitude for the PAC and stated he thinks we are all on the same page. T.Newton
112 shared that CCRPC has been talking to DHCD about Centers. There is a potential issue because there
113 are different definitions of centers in different parts of statute. T.Newton shared that the conflict is
114 related to whether or not a center can include areas that don’t have historical significance. He

115 reviewed our FLU map and found that about a third of the centers currently mapped don’t have
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historic buildings. CCRPC staff is working with the LURB to figure out how to clarify centers better.
K.McCarthy added that planned growth areas need a place to anchor them, so that is a consideration
for maintaining mapping emerging centers.

C.Shaheen asked if other outlying municipalities are dealing with the issue of deed restrictions.
T.Newton shared the municipality should allow whatever is allowed in their zoning.

T.Newton asked PAC members how they would like to receive the public comments CCRPC have
received from Act 181 outreach. PAC members will take the data however it is packaged.

6. Members Items Open Forum
This item was skipped due to lack of time.

7. Other Business

a. Regional Act 250/Section 248 Projects on the Horizon.
b. PAC Appointments.
c. Updates Municipal Energy Data Packet Published.

P. Conner reminded folks about PAC appointments due by July 1. D. Schibler provided an update about
municipal energy data packets.

Meeting Adjourned at 3:50 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Sarah Muskin
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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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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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CCRPC Planning Advisory Committee Schedule

Month Date Topics
Housing Targets
July 7/10/2024 Legislative wrap-up
Chris Yuen: Land use planning guide for Successful Bus Services
August 8/14/2024 ECOS Engagement Summary
September 9/11/2024 Cancel
Municipal Vulnerability Tool (Ann / Taylor)
October 10/9/2024 Plan Review Guidelines - Statutory (Appendix A & C) only
ECOS Timeline & PAC involvement
November 11/13/2024 Cancel
LEAP Municipalization Methodology
December 12/11/2024 UPWP Committee appointments
January 1/8/2025 Cancel
Buel's Gore formal review
February 2/12/2025 Act 181 impacts on Act 250 jurisdiction
Bolton Formal Plan Review (Sarah)
March 3/12/2025 Draft FLU map & housing targets
New Housing Data (Melanie)
Review UPWP (Taylor)
. RBES Education & Outreach (Taylor)
April 4/9/2025 . - .
RPC Network Assessment Review Key Findings (Charlie or Taylor)
Tier 1A & 1B continued conversation
Williston Town Plan Formal Review
May 5/14/2025 Model TDM Regulations
Housing Targets: price, quality, unit size / type, zoning district
June 6/11/2025 Canceled due to improper warning
Flood Safety Act (Alison Spasyk, Lake Champlain Sea Grant)
July 7/9/2025 Housing Data Discussion
ECOS Public Comment Summary
Act 181/ECOS Update
August 8/13/2025 Online maps transition and invoicing for cloud storage
September 9/10/2025 Hinesburg Town Plan Formal Plan Review
October 10/8/2025 Review of adjacent regional plans? (NRPC, CVRPC, LCPC, ACRPC)
November 11/12/2025 UPWP Committee appointments
December 12/10/2025 UPWP (want to do this earlier in 2026)
January 1/14/2025 UPWP (want to do this earlier in 2026)
February 2/11/2025
March 3/11/2025
. UPWP - informational meeting
April 4/8/2025 ECOS Plan - review public comments + revisions
May 5/6/2025
June 6/10/2025




PAC Potential Educational Topics

BTV Neighborhood Code

Rental Registries

Essex Jct TOD project

(CCRPC) Equity work

Climate Action Planning, conservation planning (Jericho NRO)
VHFA on housing tax credits




	PAC_Agenda_20250611.pdf
	Planning Advisory Committee Agenda

	PACMinutes_draft_20250514.pdf
	Act-181-Engagement-Summary-Regional-Level.pdf
	Insert from: "PAC_Agenda_20250709.pdf"
	Planning Advisory Committee Agenda

	Insert from: "PAC_Agenda_20250709.pdf"
	Planning Advisory Committee Agenda


