
                                                                                                              

  

 

CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
LONG RANGE PLANNING COMMITTEE - MINUTES 2 

 3 
DATE:  Tuesday, June 10, 2025 4 
TIME:  5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 5 
PLACE: Virtual Meeting via Zoom with link as published on the agenda  6 
 7 

Members Present: Staff:  
Paul Conner, PAC Rep (South Burlington) Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director 
Bob Henneberger, TAC Rep Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner & Project Manager 

Annie Costandi, CWAC Rep Charlie Baker, Executive Director 

Dana Hanley, Board Rep (Charlotte) Darren Schibler, Senior Planner and Project Manager 

Sandy Thibault, TAC Rep  

Karen Peterson, Board Rep. (Williston, TAC Rep) Public: 

Ben Bornstein, Board Rep (Westford)  

  

 8 

Welcome  9 
T. Newton welcomed everyone at 5:34 pm. He noted that for future meetings there will be agenda items for updates 10 
and changes to the minutes and for public comment. 11 

Approval of March 11, 2025 Minutes 12 
K. Peterson moved to approve the minutes from March. P. Conner seconded the motion. B. Bornstein requested that 13 
on the last page of the minutes, to please fix his last name to “ein,” not “ien.”The motion to adopt the minutes as 14 
amended passed unanimously.  15 

Reorientation to Act 181 16 
T. Newton presented slides recapping Act 181, the legislation passed in 2024 to promote housing, in part through 17 
changes to the regional Future Land Use Maps. These maps now use uniform future land use categories, ranging 18 
from areas planned for growth, to more rural areas. He explained how each of the categories relates to a) the state’s 19 
Community Investment program, in which areas planned for growth are eligible for certain state investments, and b) 20 
the new “tiers” of Act 250 jurisdiction. 21 
 22 
T. Newton then discussed CCRPC’s Act 181 outreach process and results.  23 

 These included high-level findings about the importance of trust and transparency, the need for coordination 24 
across systems, the limitations of community capacity, and the importance of addressing smart growth, 25 
resilience, and climate concerns.  26 

 Key findings during Future Land Use Map engagement included that it was challenging to build 27 

understanding of the land use categories, there was confusion between the map and zoning (they are 28 
different), there was interest in Act 250 exemptions, a desire from rural communities to remain rural and 29 
general support for village strategies. There was also a strong desire to see a mix of housing types and ensure 30 
affordability and housing choice, particularly for systemically marginalized groups. 31 

 Key input on the housing targets included: aligning policy to provide certainty for development, the need to 32 
meet affordability and other housing needs, housing policy must promote equity and inclusion and there must 33 
be housing choices across the county, lack of infrastructure is a major barrier, and there needs to be 34 
implementation support, including funding. 35 

 Lessons learned: there’s tension between state planning goals and local efforts, it can be challenging to 36 

clearly demonstrate how input influences outcomes (especially with state defined categories), relationship 37 
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building is the work of planning and this work helped strengthen those relationships, planning served as a 1 
great conversation starter; the process itself is an important product – transparency, connection to 2 
municipalities. 3 

 T. Newton said that CCRPC will share the information collected in each municipality with staff/PCs in that 4 
municipality, to inform local planning efforts.  5 

 6 
Clarifying question from P. Conner: Who are “key informants?” T. Newton and K. McCarthy shared that key 7 
informants include community leaders who bring perspectives to the conversation that are often underrepresented – 8 
for example, indigenous perspectives, mobile home park leadership, low-income advocates, etc. 9 
 10 
D. Hanley attended an Act 181 meeting in Charlotte and noted there is often a range of experience and views in these 11 
conversations. She commended CCRPC staff for guiding the discussion. 12 
 13 
K. Peterson attended the Williston meetings and wanted to give D. Schibler and other staff kudos for their thoughtful 14 
work, communication, and coordination. 15 
 16 

Regional Future Land Use Map review 17 

T. Newton shared several questions he asked the Committee to consider as maps are discussed: 18 

 Does the proposed FLU map conform to statutory requirements? 19 
 Are FLU map categories used consistently across the region? 20 
 Downtown Centers and Village Areas 21 
 Are there other areas that should be considered for transition.  22 

 23 
Charlotte – D. Schibler 24 
D. Schibler showed the map. Input received resulted in more land as “Rural Conservation” on updated maps. He 25 
noted that most of Charlotte is Rural, with Villages Centers identified following local planning and zoning, and in 26 
East Charlotte, the existing state designation. He shared that the Selectboard considered Tier 1B designation, but 27 
wanted to get an advisory vote from residents before progressing. 28 
 29 
D. Hanley said that she thinks CCRPC has provided good community support for the map development process. She 30 
wondered about how the vote would go given the complexity of the topic; outreach and education will be important. 31 
D. Schibler shared that CCRPC would help with Charlotte’s town plan update this fall, and can conduct education at 32 
that time. 33 
 34 
B. Bornstein wondered if there were critical questions/issues that led the Selectboard to opt for a vote. D. Schibler 35 
provided context, explaining that Charlotte has a long history of planning, including for wastewater and traffic safety. 36 
More recently there has been a Village master planning study to talk about what growth, including housing growth, 37 
could look like in a rural community, especially given the trend of primarily rural development which is counter to 38 
town plan policies to develop in the villages. There has been challenging public discourse around land use issues, 39 
housing, and defining the town’s future; the Act 181 mapping process began amidst these tensions. 40 
 41 
Engagement for Act 181 was primarily with town staff; there had been months of deep engagement prior to that with 42 
the East and West Villages Project. Some takeaways from engagement: desire to retain rural character. Concern 43 
about traffic, water, and other impacts of growth. Concern that CCRPC was forcing housing on Charlotte; CCRPC 44 
explained the though the housing target calls housing growth, it is also important to ensure housing growth advances 45 
local goals and policies. 46 
 47 
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P. Conner wondered if in other communities where the intent is to be mostly commercial land was sometimes 1 
categorized as “Planned Growth Area” instead. T. Newton said sometimes enterprise areas are planned primarily for 2 
commercial and they are disconnected from a bike and pedestrian perspective. In other places, industrial areas are 3 
incorporated into Planned Growth Areas (such as Industrial Ave – integrated into the neighborhood). 4 
 5 
P. Conner noted that Charlotte’s midrange target is ~380 houses. Does this Future Land Use Map’s areas planned for 6 
growth accommodate most of that? D. Schibler said the community is confident they can meet the low target. The big 7 
question in Charlotte is the pattern of development. CCRPC has brought up the statutory goal to achieve the housing 8 
target in areas planned for growth. There will be local actions needed to achieve it.  9 
 10 
T. Newton noted that the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) will need to discuss this fall how to evaluate whether 11 
the policies and actions that municipalities are taking toward housing targets are sufficient. 12 
 13 
(Bob had to leave the meeting at 6:21pm.) 14 
 15 
Westford – D. Schibler 16 
D. Schibler shared that the Act 181 process began after the community had narrowly voted down a wastewater bond, 17 
largely over questions of whether there should be growth in the historic village. As a result, the Town is starting to 18 
consider whether to shift that policy. Working with staff and community members, CCRPC recognized that these 19 
questions would not be resolved in the Act 181 planning process, so set up a working group to focus on this work. 20 
After three meetings, recognizing the complexity of the work and the need for more public input, the working group 21 
concluded it would remain with existing policy (focusing growth in village, keeping rest of town rural).  22 
 23 
D. Schibler reviewed the map. The Village Center and Village Area are built on the existing future land use map and 24 
existing zoning. The mix of rural general, rural agriculture and forestry, and rural conservation generally reflect what 25 
is on the ground. He notes that there may be a few remaining changes, based on verifying information about 26 
individual parcels. 27 
 28 
D. Schibler said that the working group recommended, and the Selectboard agreed, opting in to Tier 1B for the 29 
existing Neighborhood Development Area. The group was enthusiastic about Tier 1B but wants additional outreach. 30 
 31 
B. Bornstein thanked Darren and Kate for their work to improve transparency and outreach and engage the public, 32 
something especially challenging given divisions and complexity in town. Thanks as well to Charlie, Taylor, and 33 
Melanie. He participated in the working group. He noted that the working group made a recommendation about Tier 34 
1B, but that the group did so to indicate consensus, not having any official voting power. B. Bornstein also noted the 35 
current Westford Town Plan expires in 2029 and that changes to the future land use map may be made, though the 36 
process is still being determined. He appreciates that Westford will be able to work on an ongoing basis with staff at 37 
CCRPC.  38 
 39 
South Burlington 40 
K. McCarthy presented the regional Future Land Use map and community context for South Burlington. She and T. 41 
Newton worked with the City, which has done significant planning work of its own. She noted that as a city, S. 42 
Burlington has more areas of growth than rural communities, in part due to the availability of infrastructure. 43 
 44 
K. McCarthy reviewed the context for community conversations: 45 

 New Town Center and Neighborhood Development Area in City Center. 46 
 City Plan (Climate Action Plan, open space preservation, addressing strip development) 47 
 Engagement with City staff and with the wider community through a dinner, a library concert series, and a 48 

poster at the food shelf to welcome feedback from people who don’t typically participate in planning 49 
processes. 50 

 51 
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Tension raised: maintaining areas for wildlife and recreation while embracing growth. Also, areas designated as 1 
“rural” often have higher value homes; the City continues to plan for diversity of housing stock. 2 
 3 
K. McCarthy noted that the map aligns with existing designations, but also includes a few Village Centers as 4 
emerging centers. It was important to identify emerging centers as focal points of the neighborhoods nearby. The 5 
planning work has been done for these areas to grow in a compact way; in addition, under statute, PGA needs to be 6 
anchored by a center. 7 
 8 
T. Newton noted: Country Club Estates is a transition area, and the airport has a special classification. 9 
 10 
T. Newton stated that the Selectboard has opted-in to Tier 1B for all eligible areas. The process of developing the 11 
map and discussing Tier 1B with the City Council was very much aided from help from South Burlington City staff.  12 
 13 
P Conner asked about regional consistency and distinction between Village Centers and Downtown Centers. He 14 
noted that there is no distinction in statute so municipalities and LURB get to decide which category is used on the 15 
map. He wonders whether the Shelburne Road emerging center should be Downtown Center or Village Center 16 
especially in the context of other areas throughout the region mapped similarly. 17 
 18 
C. Baker noted the legislative intent to have one “center” category, but somehow statute ended up with two types of 19 
centers. K. McCarthy added that some rural communities are concerned about being lumped in the same categories as 20 
large cities’ centers. Taylor noted CCRPC staff have been deferential to municipalities, but maybe we should have 21 
been more thoughtful in regional consistency. K. Peterson thought CCRPC should wait and see how things unfold 22 
with the LURB review. P. Conner agreed and noted that further clarity may come after reviewing 16 other 23 
communities and is comforted that there is flexibility in statute to apply either. 24 
 25 

Review July meeting schedule 26 
There are 16 more municipalities to review. It took about 40-50 minutes to present three municipalities. T. Newton 27 
asked if the committee should meet on both July 1 (supplemental meeting) and July 8 (regular meeting). The 28 
committee agree to meet on both dates to ensure that we provide each municipality with enough attention. 29 
 30 
There is interest in meeting in-person; but there will also be a hybrid option.  31 
 32 
The Committee agreed to wait to make a recommendation to the Board regarding to the map all at once in July.  33 
 34 
T. Newton noted that there is not a chair. He asked if the committee would the group like to have a chair given the 35 
decision-making work being done? The group agreed that having T. Newton run the meeting works well.  36 
 37 
T. Newton noted that in future presentations it would be helpful to make the map the third slide, instead of the first 38 
slide. P. Conner notes that the presentations could be streamlined with RPC staff focusing on key issues or questions 39 
that LRPC members should focus on rather than recapping the slides.  40 
 41 

Other Updates – None 42 
 43 

Adjourn 44 
P. Conner made a motion to adjourn the meeting, seconded by K. Peterson. Meeting adjourned at 6:58pm. 45 
 46 
Respectfully submitted, Kate McCarthy 47 
Minutes approved July 1, 2025 48 
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