
                                                                                                              

  

 

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

 3 
DATE:  Tuesday, July 1, 2025 4 
TIME:  5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 5 
PLACE: Hybrid Meeting at 110 W Canal St, Winooski and 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 
Melissa Heitkamp, CEAC 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 Sarah Muskin, Senior Planner and Project Manager 

Ben Bornstein, Board Rep (Westford) - online Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Director 

Tracey Delphia, Board Rep Alt. (Essex)  

Aaron DeNamur, PAC Rep (Shelburne) Public: None 

Welcome  8 
T. Newton welcomed everyone at 5:35 pm and facilitated introductions. 9 

Additions/Deletions to the Agenda 10 
None. 11 

Public Comment 12 
None. 13 

Approval of June 10, 2025 Minutes 14 
P. Conner moved to approve the minutes from June. A. Costandi seconded the motion. The motion to adopt the 15 
minutes passed 6-0-1 (A. DeNamur abstained). 16 

Regional Future Land Use Map review 17 
T. Newton gave context about Act 181 for the sake of committee members who were not present at the prior meeting. 18 
He shared the Act 181 engagement process and some key questions for the committee to consider: Is the map 19 
consistent? Does it conform to statutory requirements? He shared that LRPC members could specifically focus on 20 
Transition and Center Areas because those have the most flexible definitions in statute. 21 
 22 
Bolton 23 
T. Newton shared that comments were received about Duxbury Road where FLU area boundaries on the map were 24 
not consistent with property lines. There were also comments about the West Bolton area because the Town has 25 
switched back and forth on municipal policy. A point of tension in Bolton is about Bolton Valley Resort, which is 26 
currently mapped as Resource Based Recreation on the draft FLU Map. The Resort would like the base lodge area to 27 
be a Village Center or Village Area because they are interested in exemptions from Act 250. D. Hanley asked if a 28 
Village Center can be designated that way without municipal infrastructure. T. Newton responded that the statute 29 
defines Village Center as having mixed use. P. Conner added that statute specifically calls out ski areas as being 30 
Resource Based Recreation District. T. Newton shared the proposed FLU map for Bolton. T. Newton shared that the 31 
Bolton Selectboard has opted into Tier 1B for all eligible areas, which is a small subsection of the Village Center that 32 
has adequate soils. 33 
 34 
P. Conner identified that the West Bolton area could be a Hamlet, but doesn’t think it is worth overruling the 35 
proposed map.  36 
 37 
  38 
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Buel’s Gore 1 
T. Newton shared that Buel’s Gore agrees that most of the land should be in rural land use categories. However, he 2 
also shared that CCRPC learned that part of Mad River Glen is in Buel’s Gore so that was a change that was made to 3 
the map. T. Newton shared the proposed FLU map with LRPC. There were no comments from LRPC members. 4 
 5 
Essex Junction 6 
S. Muskin shared that there was support for growth in the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) study area, in part 7 
because that study is currently underway. Discussions centered on what parts of that study area, which goes beyond 8 
the current designated center, could be included in the FLU map Downtown Center. Essex Junction also shared 9 
support of the housing targets, and comments that affordability is important. 10 
 11 
The City and CCRPC discussed expanding the Center to the whole TOD study area; CCRPC expanded to include 12 
some but not all (some is non-walkable Highway Arterial). There was also discussion about including some of the 13 
fairground property, but the land use category in the municipal plan identified for this property does not meet the 14 
definition of mixed use required of “Centers” prior to local implementation of the TOD study. Local feedback noted 15 
that the map categories didn’t make a distinction between neighborhoods. Feedback also showed discussion over 16 
whether some commercial areas should be Enterprise rather than Planned Growth Area.  17 
 18 
The Essex Junction City Council opted into Tier 1B for all eligible areas. 19 
 20 
P. Conner asked about the northwestern boundary of the Center, and how the boundary was determined. S. Muskin 21 
and D. Schibler said that there is a zoning district line that informed the cutoff. T. Newton noted that the Center and 22 
Planned Growth Areas have similar designations and Act 250 benefits. P. Conner noted that there’s one parcel, with 23 
Quality Bake Shop/VFW building that should be included in the Downtown Center. 24 
 25 
Williston 26 
P. Conner asked about the classification of the GlobalFoundries property in both Essex Junction and Williston. D. 27 
Schibler oriented the group to the Global Foundries property. He shared that Williston opted into Tier 1B for all 28 
eligible areas except for the Industrial Zoning District – East, which includes GlobalFoundries property in Williston. 29 
D. Schibler shared that this would have been mapped as Enterprise, but because CCRPC mapped the Essex Junction 30 
side as Planned Growth Area (PGA), CCRPC decided to map the Williston parcel as PGA as well. A. DeNamur 31 
asked how CCRPC thinks the LURB will respond to this mapping decision. T. Newton responded that he thinks the 32 
LURB will focus on other map elements. D. Schibler added that in Williston there has been a lot of discussion about 33 
where and how to grow, so the Town made this Tier 1B decision for messaging and consistency reasons.  34 
 35 
D. Schibler shared that Williston is experiencing some fatigue in growth discussions and is in the middle of a Town 36 
Plan adoption process, so the Town and the planning commission pointed CCRPC staff to their Town Plan 37 
engagement results for input on the regional map. Williston is concerned about wastewater capacity, especially as it 38 
pertains to the housing targets. D. Schibler reshared the map and described the different land use areas present.  39 
 40 
T. Newton raised that CCRPC has added an action to the ECOS plan that talks about the need for a regional 41 
wastewater study.  42 
 43 
P. Conner commented that the GlobalFoundries area is one of the thornier decisions to discuss. He explored the 44 
intent of the statutory definition of Enterprise. He asked what Essex Junction thought of the mapping decision. S. 45 
Muskin shared that the City was comfortable with the decision to map it PGA added there is infill possibilities. D. 46 
Schibler added that the consequences of mapping GlobalFoundries as Enterprise in Essex Jct. could be more limiting 47 
for the City, but there would be no real consequences on the Williston side. P. Conner expressed concern that if the 48 
LURB sees definitions being stretched, will they pull back PGA in other areas. T. Newton opened the floor to change 49 
the area to Enterprise. P. Conner requested that CCRPC talk to Williston about changing the Williston side of 50 



Long Range Planning Committee                  July 1, 2025 
 

3 
 
 

GlobalFoundries to Enterprise prior to next week’s meeting. T. Newton will add Williston to the agenda for the 1 
meeting on the 8th.  2 
 3 
M. Heitkamp emphasized the need to talk about infrastructure capacity and asked who is managing infrastructure 4 
development. T. Newton shared that ultimately municipalities move infrastructure forward. In this circumstance 5 
Essex Junction’s wastewater plant is serving Essex Junction, Williston, and the Town of Essex. P. Conner added that 6 
as a policy decision, this FLU map helps the state know where to invest infrastructure funding. S. Thibault added that 7 
transportation infrastructure also needs to be considered.  M. Heitkamp noted that as the LRPC, looking long term at 8 
these infrastructure issues could be a role; T. Newton mentioned CCRPC’s convening role and the possibility of a 9 
future regional wastewater capacity study. 10 
 11 
Hinesburg 12 
S. Muskin shared that Hinesburg has had a village growth area for a while, leading to general support for aligning 13 
Regional FLU Map with Hinesburg’s existing FLU map, especially for the village growth area. Most of the village 14 
growth area already has housing development planned or approved, limiting the benefits of opting in to Tier 1B. 15 
Hinesburg has a very active Conservation Commission, and there is interest in balancing growth with environmental 16 
protections; has led to conversations about which rural areas should be assigned to which location.  17 
 18 
S. Muskin noted that there were differing opinions about reducing environmental review by opting into Tier 1B: 19 
Conservation Commission was opposed to opt-in; Planning Commission and Housing Commission were in favor; 20 
Selectboard opted in for all eligible areas.  There were also mixed reactions to the housing targets, some confusion 21 
about the ongoing bylaw updates, and general frustration about the patchwork appearance of the rural areas. 22 
 23 
S. Muskin walked through the map. The areas planned for growth locally are reflected in the Village Center, PGA, 24 
and Village Area. The Transition Area north of the village reflects zoning updates passed in December 2024, to R-3. 25 
The bylaw update is continuing, and there are ongoing questions about whether the transition area west of Pond Rd. 26 
should be mapped as Planned Growth Area. Discussion is ongoing. 27 
 28 
P. Conner had a question about mobile home parks. S. Muskin explained that the approach has been to map them in 29 
keeping with their proximate/surrounding land category.  30 
 31 
S. Muskin also described the water supply issues: The public water supply’s well was drained after a large extended 32 
leak. The town may need to drill a new well, and water issues need to be resolved before different housing projects, 33 
such as Haystack Crossing, can be built. D. Hanley asked where money would come from for a new well. S. Muskin 34 
said it would come from water ratepayers. T. Newton said that they’d had a Northern Borders Regional Commission 35 
grant but declined it due to environmental review requirements.  36 
 37 
S. Muskin talked about CCRPC’s recent mobile home park survey. There were 73 responses, many from Hinesburg 38 
and St. George. It revealed a need to focus on water and wastewater infrastructure, transportation choices, and other 39 
important issues to those parks. T. Newton noted that some of the needs in these areas might be better addressed by 40 
regional plan policies and actions, rather than with map categories. 41 
 42 
P. Conner noted that at the last meeting we talked about Downtown vs. Village Centers. He noted that Hinesburg and 43 
Shelburne have similar sized centers but are being classified differently. A. DeNamur noted that Shelburne’s Town 44 
Plan states a specific intention to become a downtown with an associated economic development organization. T. 45 
Newton noted that there is no distinction in the statutory definition of “Center” between downtowns and villages – 46 
this was included by RPCs at the request of municipalities to draw clearer distinctions of community scale. D. 47 
Schibler added that the Community Investment Program also does not distinguish explicitly between downtowns and 48 
villages, but the steps of “Centers” may align with public perceptions of each. A. DeNamur later shared that the 49 
benefits of Center Step 3 include funding for Downtown Associations.  50 
 51 
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 1 
Shelburne 2 
K. McCarthy shared that there was a lot of discussion around the Transition area, interest in more affordable housing, 3 
and concern about the need for housing and the consequences of housing. She highlighted that the use of transition 4 
areas on the initial version of the FLU map led to some map changes to create emerging centers. She shared the map 5 
and walked through the different land use categories present on the map. 6 
 7 
P. Conner pointed out that if Shelburne Farms was a for-profit they would be enrolled in Current Use so that is a 8 
strange inconsistency with the map. D. Hanley asked about the Rice Lumber property and what is planned for that 9 
area. A. DeNamur said he does not think a fire station will go in, and Shelburne hopes it will become a gateway area. 10 
T. Newton shared that the new centers in Shelburne are the two he is most concerned about getting through the 11 
LURB. P. Conner said he disagrees and that this is an opportunity to show the State how to take a linear highway and 12 
build community nodes. M. Heitkamp agreed with P. Conner.  13 
 14 
M. Heitkamp asked who in Shelburne proposed the Centers. T. Newton shared that the Shelburne PC is supportive of 15 
the new Village Centers. T. Newton added that for the northern node there are some historic structures that should be 16 
considered for being included in the new Center.   17 
 18 
P. Conner added that Shelburne Vineyard is shown as an island of Transition Area and should maybe be Rural 19 
General. Staff noted that this would not be an island if the Meach Cove property (currently Rural Agriculture & 20 
Forestry) changes to Transition; A. DeNamur stated that Shelburne does not want the Vineyard to be classified as 21 
Enterprise at this time. 22 
 23 
Jericho 24 
D. Schibler shared that Jericho had generally strong support for Act 181 goals. However, Jericho wanted more 25 
alignment between their FLU map and the regional FLU map, especially for Village Areas and rural sub areas. D. 26 
Schibler shared that there are infrastructure limitations to housing development. There also is concern that the 27 
Regional FLU maps might reinforce the paradigm of inequitable access to housing (there also is acknowledgement 28 
hat Jericho has a lot of private deed/HOA restrictions).  29 
 30 
D. Schibler shared the FLU map. He shared that the Regional FLU map generally stuck with the three existing 31 
centers, but at the request of the Town, mapped more expansive Village Areas at the and included some Transition 32 
Areas that the Town is currently studying as new nodes for compact settlement. M. Heitkamp agrees that the three 33 
centers are natural centers, and that there is room for connectivity, but the current map makes sense as is.  34 
 35 
Underhill 36 
D. Schibler shared that the conversation in Underhill was similar to Jericho, except more rural. Underhill emphasized 37 
the need for rural housing choice and avoiding the creation of rural wealthy enclaves. Underhill acknowledges that 38 
there is a need to update their zoning. D. Schibler shared the proposed FLU map. Most of the map is rural, with two 39 
small Village Centers whose (re)development potential is limited by topography and lack of infrastructure (primarily 40 
wastewater). D. Schibler noted that while the Planning Commission had recommended Tier 1B for all eligible areas 41 
to better support any infill opportunities that might exist, the Selectboard reversed this given the Town’s limited 42 
capacity to manage the impacts of larger development on the community. 43 
 44 
B. Bornstein asked about the Rural General spattering in the more agricultural areas of Underhill. D. Schibler shared 45 
that the splotchiness is indicative of clearing for housesites amidst State mapped forest blocks.  46 
 47 
Winooski 48 
S. Muskin said that the biggest theme in Winooski was a concern about losing Priority Housing Project incentives, 49 
which have allowed up to 75 units to be exempt from Act 250 in Winooski if they meet affordability and mixed-use 50 
requirements. Opting into Tier 1B will only allow for up to 50 units and will not create an affordability incentive. 51 
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Affordable housing is a high priority for Winooski, so this is a concern they wanted to register. There is strong 1 
support for housing, especially that meets the needs of larger families and is affordable.  2 
 3 
The Planning Commission and City Council had mixed views on the value Act 250 adds to review processes; City 4 
Council ultimately decided to opt in, but the vote was not unanimous. Regarding the housing targets, there were 5 
questions about the fairness of them, given the existing density and the work Winooski has already done to promote 6 
housing. 7 
 8 
S. Muskin noted that like Essex Junction, much of the City is a Planned Growth Area. Winooski opted to keep its 9 
Enterprise Area adjacent to its PGA. Winooski wants to maintain the industry that there, to maintain local jobs that 10 
are easily accessed by residents. Downtown Centers follow the existing Designation Program’s boundaries, including 11 
the core and the gateways.  12 
 13 
The City Council opted into Tier 1B for all eligible areas except the downtown core, due to an existing Act 250 14 
master permit that applies to this area. 15 
 16 
P. Conner asked about the Transition Area in the northeast corner. S. Muskin said that it is owned by the Town of 17 
Winooski; it’s only connected through Colchester. It is bounded by Camp Johnson, a natural area, and Colchester’s 18 
Exit 16 parcel. M. Heitkamp noted that much of this area might be wetland; staff will review whether more of this 19 
should be classified as Rural Conservation.  20 

Other Updates 21 
None. 22 

Adjourn 23 
T. Delphia made a motion to adjourn the meeting, seconded by A. DeNamur. Meeting adjourned at 7:33 pm. 24 
 25 
Respectfully submitted, Sarah Muskin & Kate McCarthy 26 
Minutes approved July 8, 2025 27 
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