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CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
LONG RANGE PLANNING COMMITTEE — DRAFT MINUTES

DATE: Tuesday, August 12, 2025

TIME: 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

PLACE: Hybrid Meeting at 110 W Canal St, Winooski and via Zoom with link as published on the agenda
Members Present: Staff:
Paul Conner, PAC Rep (South Burlington) Darren Schibler, Senior Planner & Project Manager
Melissa Heitkamp, CEAC Rep Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner & Project Manager
Annie Costandi, CWAC Rep Sarah Muskin, Senior Planner and Project Manager
Dana Hanley, Board Rep (Charlotte) - online Maya Balassa, Planner
Bob Henneberger, TAC Rep Anne Nelson Stoner, Community Engagement Manager

Ben Bornstein, Board Rep (Westford)

Aaron DeNamur, PAC Rep (Shelburne)

Sandy Thibault, TAC Rep

Karen Peterson, Board Rep (Williston) - online Public: None

Welcome
K. McCarthy welcomed everyone at 5:39.

Additions/Deletions to the Agenda
K. McCarthy added a change to the agenda to move the discussion of Burlington to next meeting in on August 26,

Approval of July 8, 2025 Minutes
A. DeNamur made a motion to approve the minutes. B. Henneberger seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Public Comment
None.

CCRPC Group Agreements

K. McCarthy discussed the purpose of the group agreements and read them. D. Hanley shared that there are 43
languages spoken at Essex High School and wondered how language access is addressed in the Group Agreements.
S. Muskin noted that this is something CCRPC is working to address through its Language Access Plan that is in
development as a part of the Public Participation Plan update.

M. Heitkamp noted that in cases of harm, it’s not always easy for the harmed person to assume best intent and when
people lack power, it is not always possible or easy to see interests and not positions. K. McCarthy expressed
gratitude for that feedback and concurred that the power that people bring to different spaces will change the
challenge or responsibility of the group agreements.

Regional Future Land Use Map Review

K. McCarthy started by revisiting Sunderland Woods, a residential neighborhood in Colchester north of Exit 16,
which an LRPC member had noted was mapped as a Village Area that was disconnected from a Center. The LRPC
had agreed that a change to Transition was warranted. K. McCarthy reported that Colchester staff objected to this
change and the process by which the change was made, expressing the feeling that it undermines the work that local
staff have done. At questions by B. Henneberger and A. DeNamur, K. McCarthy clarified that Colchester staff
thought it inconsistent to classify Sunderland Woods in a different category from the commercial and industrial area
at the Exit 16 interchange.

K. McCarthy emphasized that these types of conversations, and possibly map changes, will continue to arise as the
ECOS Plan proceeds through review by state agencies and the Land Use Review Board (LURB). P. Conner
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emphasized that the LURB may need to make changes in order to ensure consistency among regions and with statute.
D. Hanley asked if LRPC and CCRPC Board members could be notified of when LURB review begins so they can
observe the process. M. Heitkamp added that the different uses of the Transition category are more on a gradient, but
those shades of grey aren’t captured in the map.

B. Henneberger had no concern with Colchester’s request because the area is zoned as residential, and that is unlikely
to change; in addition, local zoning still applies. P. Conner drew a comparison to a Transition area in South
Burlington — Country Club Estates — which is an existing residential neighborhood that is not connected to existing
Centers in S. Burlington or in neighboring communities, and that there is a missing piece to this neighborhood. A.
DeNamur noted that there are similar cases in Shelburne. In both of these examples, additional planning is warranted.
K. McCarthy stated that staff will leave the neighborhood mapped as Transition, but remain open to hearing from
Colchester at a future meeting or with a letter providing more input.

Review Engagement Process (Plan Supplement 1)

S. Muskin shared Supplement 1. S. Muskin shared that Long Range Planning Committee reviewed the first phase of
engagement last year and the second phase of engagement has occurred related to the Future Land Use maps. S.
Muskin walked through the content of Supplement 1 and requested any questions or comments. D. Hanley expressed
gratitude for the amount of engagement that has been done.

Revisit Full ECOS Plan Draft
P. Conner asked how staff would like feedback. S. Muskin and K. McCarthy responded that they wanted feedback as
they talk through the plan.

a. Land Acknowledgement

S. Muskin shared that the land acknowledgment was added since the LRPC has last seen the plan. This has already
been reviewed by the Vermont Commission of Native American Affairs and is paired with actions associated with
this work. M. Heitkamp shared that her own conflict with this is that the concept of owning land is different in Native
American culture and is at the root of the issue. M. Heitkamp added that the language and angle of planning is in
conflict with the indigenous perspective of land “ownership.” A.N. Stoner responded that CCRPC wrestled with
whether this is worth including due to the hypocrisy of it, however, CCRPC has concluded through many
conversations and partnerships that imperfect is better than nothing at all. The language is such that the
acknowledgement is inclusive of all indigenous communities who claim historical ties to this land. Karen asked why
the actions are still pending. S. Muskin shared staff are waiting to do the numbering, but that the actions are already
included in this draft iteration of the plan. A.N. Stoner shared the document that is inclusive of most relevant actions
in the chat for review.

b. Equitable Planning Practices Chapter

S. Muskin noted that there is a short summary of the Environmental Benefits and Burdens section in this chapter and
asked the LRPC if there are suggested changes to this section. M. Heitkamp thought it important to acknowledge that
the framework of environmental benefits and burdens should not assume that equity means equality, and equity is a
tool that needs to be customized. It does not adequately address the fact, for example, that there are tradeoffs to living
in an urban area vs. a rural area. She liked P. Conner’s lens of asking “what is missing from this area” and asked that
some language around this be added to the summary section.

c. Environmental Justice Section

S. Muskin discussed the changes to the Environmental Justice section. S. Muskin added that more detail was added
with the framework of equity and climate change. M. Heitkamp added that equity should be defined because equity is
a puzzle piece to find what is missing and equity is a customizable tool unlike equality. B. Henneberger added that
the inclusion of older adults is not listed in the definitions.
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d. Land Use Chapter
S. Muskin noted that the language of goals in the introduction have not been updated to reflect the latest goal
language as shown in each chapter.

K. McCarthy started by reviewing the changes to the goal, noting that the Enterprise land use category is no longer
considered an area planned for growth since it encompasses many different land uses under statute. She also noted
that the term “historic” has been removed from the phrase “settlement pattern.” D. Hanley asked for clarification on
this. K. McCarthy stated that the intent is to provide communities with more options for how to achieve the goal of
compact settlement, such as by planning new centers that aren’t necessarily anchored by historic development.

K. McCarthy also noted that because “Planned Growth Area” is now defined as a land use category in statute, it is
confusing for CCRPC to continue using the phrase “areas planned for growth” as an umbrella term for areas where
development is targeted. Staff seek LRPC input on several different options for a new umbrella term. M. Heitkamp
suggested changing “Planned Growth Area” to “Strategic Growth Area,” but unfortunately this is defined in statute.
P. Conner asked whether there needs to be an umbrella term; staff agreed but noted that “areas planned for growth” is
used frequently in the plan. P. Conner suggested avoiding the need to use the term and/or to be specific about future
land use categories. The group agreed to move on for the time being.

K. McCarthy noted a sentence was added to respond to a concern raised in public feedback about equitable access to
all types of places in all communities. Some LRPC feedback noted that the revised language frames urban areas in a
negative light, and this will be further amended.

K. McCarthy noted LRPC comments about the description of the Transit Oriented Development Overlay District,
which is included in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan but not in the ECOS Plan itself.

A Land Access subsection was added to highlight the issue that access to land has not been available to all people
over time, in part due to structural factors including zoning and marginalization of certain groups.

B. Bornstein noted that a recent joint Planning Commission and Development Review Board meeting produced a
laundry list of regulatory topics that need to be addressed in terms of equitable land access. Specifically, the
regulations around campgrounds are very restrictive and burdensome for someone interested in a low-impact, tourism
oriented activity. K. McCarthy noted that the current language in the draft ECOS plan speaks to access of land
without addressing land utilization once access is obtained. CCRPC staff agreed to connect B. Bornstein with
resources.

K. McCarthy acknowledged LRPC questions about how Tier 3 areas are discussed in the plan, noting that this is a
confusing issue in statute but staff will put more attention on this language to clarify that Rural Conservation areas
are not the basis for Tier 3 regulation through Act 250.

K. McCarthy also acknowledged LRPC suggestions to rephrase the section addressing investment in infrastructure
for areas planned for growth as opportunities, not challenges.

D. Hanley asked if the University of Vermont (UVM) and the UVM Medical Center are included in the Special Land
Use category. K. McCarthy responded that these were included in Planned Growth Area because they are part of the
fabric of the neighborhood. This is in contrast to the special use category applied to the Burlington International
Airport, Camp Johnson, and the Ethan Allen Firing Range. P. Conner noted that these are restricted access areas not
tied to regional planning goals.

e. Housing Chapter
K. McCarthy noted that staff had planned to divide LRPC review of the Housing chapter into text at this meeting and
housing target breakdowns at the August 26" meeting; she asked whether LRPC wanted to instead address both at
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the next meeting. Because time was running short, LRPC’s consensus was to address both at the next meeting, and P.
Conner emphasized making language stronger per his comments.

f. Changes to goals and actions (policy)

S. Muskin noted that the only new action outside the Land Use and Housing chapters is one related to Regional
Infrastructure and Resource mapping specific to wastewater and groundwater. LRPC supported this addition. S.
Muskin noted that remaining edits to actions were minor changes. K. McCarthy noted that new actions may be
presented at the next meeting relating to housing targets.

P. Conner suggested revisiting use of the word “ensure” in actions, since this is a strong term suggesting commitment
and authority by the RPC to make it happen (such as “ensure all households in Chittenden County have access to
housing that they can afford”). In contrast, the term “support” is relatively noncommittal and this should be revisited
as well.

g. Other topics raised by LRPC

Regarding future meetings, K. McCarthy asked whether the group could meet for 90 or 120 minutes on August 26™;
there was consensus to make time for this important review. Some members requested a remote option for this
meeting, but both remote and in-person options will be available.

Other Updates
None.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 7:00pm.

Respectfully submitted, Darren Schibler and Maya Balassa



