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

DATE: Tuesday, August 26, 2025

TIME: 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 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) - in person Darren Schibler, Senior Planner & Project Manager
Melissa Heitkamp, CEAC Rep - online Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner & Project Manager
Annie Costandi, CWAC Rep - online Sarah Muskin, Senior Planner and Project Manager
Sandy Thibault, TAC Rep- online Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director
Bob Henneberger, TAC Rep - online Anne Nelson Stoner, Community Engagement Manager
Ben Bornstein, Board Rep (Westford) - in person Charlie Baker, Executive Director
Aaron DeNamur, PAC Rep (Shelburne) - online Public: None

Welcome

T. Newton welcomed everyone at 5:37 pm.

Additions/Deletions to the Agenda and Group Agreements
K. McCarthy noted that agenda item 8 will be discussed at the next LRPC meeting on September 9.

Approval of August 12, 2025 Minutes
P. Conner made a motion to approve the minutes. A. DeNamur seconded. S. Muskin noted S. Thibault was not
included on the attendance list, despite being there. Staff will update the minutes. The motion passed unanimously.

Public Comment
None.

Housing Chapter
T. Newton shared that the Regional Housing Target disaggregation process is imperfect, that the goal is statutory
conformance, and there will be a future regional housing need assessment (this is an action in the plan).

K. McCarthy framed the discussion. She shared key changes to the text since the LRPC saw the chapter in 2024: the
Housing goal has been updated to remove the word “ensure,” a section on housing targets has been added, and data
and context in the Housing Overview section was expanded. She highlighted that actions throughout the plan were
updated to frame the housing targets as opportunities by adding a lead paragraph that links the targets with the
actions outlined in the plan. She also identified the actions in the Housing, Land Use, and Infrastructure chapters that
touch on advancing housing targets. She asked for questions or feedback on the Housing chapter.

P. Conner asked about the section that talks about the housing target breakdown, and what level of detail will be
included in the final chapter. He shared that it would be helpful for municipalities to see these regional numbers and
approach to finding the regional numbers, especially as it pertains to the discussion about the missing middle. He
added that the paragraph on the bottom of page 8 might need to be expanded on since it focuses solely on zoning and
not the other policy levers CCRPC might have influence on.

D. Schibler shared that CCRPC need to address unit type, unit size, unit affordability, and zoning district. He walked
LRPC through the outline of how CCRPC plans to do the housing breakdown:

Zoning District: D. Schibler noted that staff interpreted this criterion as referring to the regional future land use areas,
rather than zoning districts. He also noted that this criterion was met through the method by which the regional
housing target was allocated to each municipality, which relies heavily on land use types across the region.
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Unit Type: CCRPC disaggregated by the following categories: ADUs, multi-unit housing, mobile home, seasonal
camp, and single unit. CCRPC looked at the existing housing stock and where it falls in the different FLU categories.
CCRPC made some assumptions about what percentage of housing will be built where, keeping in mind the goal of
90% of housing built in growth areas.

P. Conner likes most of this approach, except for the differentiation between single and multi-unit housing. He thinks
we will want to have information about duplexes, tri-plexes, and quad-plexes. He suggested the following categories:
singles, duplexes, 3-4 units, and potentially 5-9 units, 10-19 units, and 20+ units. D. Schibler shared that Northwest
Regional Planning Commission (NRPC) is doing something similar and the CCRPC will take that suggestion.

Unit Size: CCPRC made assumptions about how many bedrooms a household unit would need based on household
size. Once CCRPC made these assumptions, CCRPC applied the ratios of totals to 2030 and 2050 household
projections to get the percentage of total households by size, then applied these to 2030 and 2050 housing targets. D.
Schibler asked if LRPC has suggestions about how to make the assumptions about household size to housing unit
size. P. Conner noted that Vermont Housing Finance Agency (VHFA) produces a statewide affordability table as a
resource, which assumes an average of 1.5 people per bedroom for unit size to household size. D. Schibler shared
some of current CCRPC staff assumptions for household size to unit size. A. DeNamur questioned saying that 0% of
a 4-person household will be in 5-unit houses. Staff will reassess based on the question.

Affordability: CCRPC is proposing to break down affordability by using area median income disaggregated by
different income thresholds as a percent of area median income. While 24 V.S.A. §4302 defines certain income
thresholds, CCRPC is using additional thresholds that are used in determining eligibility for public housing subsidies
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Using American Community Survey data on household
income, staff determined what share of new housing would be needed to provide homes that are affordable to each
income group. This is broken down by renter- vs. owner-occupied housing, since the income thresholds are different
for occupancy type. D. Schibler noted that these could be translated to a home sale price or monthly rental cost using
VHFA’s affordability chart. T. Newton added that statute talks about price, not affordability, however, he thinks this
is a good proxy for price.

Quality: D. Schibler noted that CCRPC wants all housing to be high quality and be safe, and that there are not
reliable data sources as to which homes are not code-compliant. Essentially, all new units should be built to code, and
older or non-compliant existing homes should be brought up to code. CCRPC wants to strive for quality and safety
for all housing. P. Conner asked what the legislative intent of this requirement was. P. Conner would guess it is
recognition that Vermont has old housing stock, and therefore there are areas of Vermont that are problematic as it
pertains to investment to improve existing housing quality issues, both in terms of the prevalence of housing quality
issues and the ability of the population to invest in improvements. Could there be a basic analysis about the general
age of housing stock? T. Newton added that this connects to the conversation around the role of municipal health
officers.

T. Newton shared that a new version of the housing chapter will be provided for the next meeting. He also asked
LRPC about the idea of creating a new supplement that is about Housing Data. LRPC members expressed openness
to having CCRPC staff create this supplement.

Benefits and Burdens Analysis (Plan Supplement 3)

A.N. Stoner reminded the LRPC that they have seen the Benefits & Burdens Methodology before. She reviewed the
methodology of how staff approached this analysis, noting that it was guided by statutory definitions, but that more
detailed guidance on how the state is approaching environmental justice is forthcoming. She highlighted that staff
focused most on benefits and burdens most likely to be impacted by regional planning. B. Bornstein asked for a
definition of spatial distribution. M. Heitkamp asked who created the definitions at the state of environmental
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https://housingdata.org/documents/purchase-price-and-rent-affordability.pdf
https://housingdata.org/documents/purchase-price-and-rent-affordability.pdf
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benefits and burdens. A.N. Stoner shared that the Environmental Justice Sub-Committee of the Climate Council,
staffed by the Agency of Natural Resources, worked on creating the definition.

A.N. Stoner shared the 5 steps that are included in this analysis.

1. Visualize Environmental Justice Focus Populations in Chittenden County: Determine the location of
Environmental Justice Focus Populations (EJFPs) within Chittenden County, using the State-established
definition.

2. Define Benefits and Burdens: Determine which environmental benefits and burdens are relevant to CCRPC-
led actions in the ECOS Regional Plan and the included updated Future Land Use map. Determine indicators
for each environmental benefit and burden.

3. Baseline Benefits & Burdens Analysis: Determine whether there are existing/baseline environmental justice
concerns for EJFPs in Chittenden County. Focus on the list of burdens flagged as “most likely to be
impacted” by the FLU map and ECOS actions.

4. Integrate Community Knowledge: Gather qualitative data through community engagement to ensure EJ
indicators are locally relevant and discuss how the ECOS plan and changes to the FLU Map may influence
EJFPs. Summarize qualitative findings in a report highlighting potential positive and negative impacts.
Integrate these findings with any quantitative indicators or analysis.

5. Equity Analysis and Subsequent Plan Updates: Determine potential EJ concerns associated with the benefits
and burdens listed above that are affected by updates to the ECOS Regional Plan and to the FLU map for
EJFPs and make changes to the plan where possible for a more equitable distribution.

A.N. Stoner highlighted that the latest version of the EB&B Analysis integrates community knowledge and the lived
realities of county residents, an issue raised by the Community Engagement Advisory Committee (CEAC). Staff
pulled insights from region-wide engagement on the future land use map and worked closely with the CEAC and the
Vermont Land Access and Opportunity Board (LAOB) to incorporate community voices and the felt needs of
community members. This resulted in a section of the analysis that compiled quantitative data with this qualitative
data by municipality, as well as the conclusion that this work will be ongoing

S. Muskin described how staff then reviewed and compared the 2018 ECOS plan and the 2026 proposed ECOS plan,
including the currently proposed future land use maps, to understand how the plan may or may not advance the
equitable distribution of environmental benefits ad burdens (Planning Goal 15). She shared that there were some key
ways the 2026 Plan advances equity relative to 2018:
e Stronger integration of EJ concepts.
e Deeper and more strategic engagement approach.
e Future Land Use Map has the potential to increase benefits and decrease burdens, we will need to see how it
evolves.
e The plan is framed by climate resiliency and equity: therefore there is stronger climate and resilience focus
and broader integration of equity across topics.

S. Muskin noted that staff also included a section in the analysis about looking ahead and remaining questions to
address the fact that this analysis was imperfect for numerous reasons, despite the importance of the planning goal.
She noted that following actions are included in the plan to ensure this analysis and work continues:

a. Equitable Resource Allocation: Regularly monitor how and where CCRPC resources are distributed with

respect to EJFP populations. Ensure that resources are distributed equitably, taking into account
Supplement 3- the Environmental Benefits and Burdens Analysis.

b. Environmental Benefits and Burdens Analysis. Monitor development of State’s environmental benefits
and burdens analysis. Continue to refine CCRPC’s approach to our own environmental benefits and
burdens analysis to reflect best practices and qualitative data.
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At M. Heitkamp’s request, AN. Stoner shared an example of the narrative for Winooski describing notable
conclusions from the environmental benefits and burdens analysis. M. Heitkamp said she found the narrative a

helpful addition to pair with the data.

M. Heitkamp added that it would be helpful to show a visual or a map to indicate which benefits or burdens are
strong or weak for a given municipality.

S. Muskin shared that CEAC will be reviewing this iteration of the document tomorrow as well as another committee
to have eyes on it.

Regional Future Land Use Map Review

a. Burlington
K. McCarthy shared that as of 8/25/25, the Burlington City Council voted to opt in to Tier 1B Act 250 exemption for

all eligible areas under the regional future land use map.

K. McCarthy reviewed the common themes for engagement in Burlington, highlighting that the community
recognizes the urban development context and the need / likelihood of more development. However, there is also a
desire to balance protection of natural resources, provision of green space for both wildlife and people, and to
manage the impacts of traffic.

The most common theme was confusion about labeling of parks, cemeteries, and golf courses as Planned Growth
Area (PGA) rather than Rural Conservation. Staff worked to clarify that the regional map operates at a higher level
and acknowledges that these green spaces are part of the fabric of a PGA.

There was a question about whether the new Cambrian Rise development and the South End Innovation District
should be labeled as downtown centers. There was also a desire from some folks during the engagement process for
mapped downtown centers to be larger.

K. McCarthy shared the draft future land use map for Burlington. She noted which areas were eligible for Tier 1B.

T. Newton noted that community feedback asked whether major transportation corridors should be considered
downtown centers. CCRPC and City staff held off from making this change because local planning has not affirmed
that these are the most appropriate places for intensive development, but that by mapping them as PGA they are still
eligible for significant benefits under the Community Investment Program.

P. Conner noted that there is an abbreviated process for the Land Use Review Board (LURB) to approve minor
changes to the future land use map of less than 10 acres. B. Bornstein asked for clarification about the distinction
between this minor amendment and a major amendment process. T. Newton added that staff are having conversations
with other regional planning commissions (RPCs), the LURB, and with legislators about other potential ways to
change the regional future land use map outside the regional plan amendment process; for example, if a municipality
completes a planning process for a specific area, like Colchester and the Exit 16 area.

P. Conner asked for more details about how to classify Cambrian Rise, suggesting that other categories like village
center could be appropriate. As a litmus test, he asked whether the future intended scale of Cambrian Rise is intended
to be more intense as compared to the Ethan Allen Shopping Center on North Avenue. CCRPC staff agreed that this
is a consideration to share with City staff as they continue their planning work. K. McCarthy noted that Ethan Allen
Shopping Center and the Farrell Street area were both classified as Village Centers to indicate their status as
emerging nodes for the surrounding neighborhoods.
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B. Bornstein also asked whether the map for Westford accurately reflected what the Selectboard voted to approve for
Tier 1B. T. Newton responded that staff can work with Bornstein to review this ahead of the next LRPC meeting.

Other Updates
T. Newton reviewed the schedule for upcoming LRPC meetings, noting that the goal is for LRPC to vote at their

September 17 meeting to advance the full plan to the CCRPC Board, which is scheduled to vote at their October 15
meeting to advance the plan to the Land Use Review Board.

T. Newton also noted that staff are starting to consider a list of a top 10 priority actions among the roughly 250
actions in the ECOS Plan. Staff may seek LRPC feedback on this list, but will definitely ask for input from other
CCRPC committees, before bringing the priority list to the full board, likely in January.

P. Conner asked if the work that CCRPC and LRPC has done to date is aligned with the guidance on drafting
regional plans as issued by the Land Use Review Board. K. McCarthy agreed that in general it is, with some
intentional departures supported by specific reasoning. She also wondered about the level of feedback from the
LURB as well as state agencies on housing targets and other topics. Finally, she noted that the LURB will be
reviewing two other regional plans in advance of CCRPC’s, which will provide insight on how different regions
approach the process.

P. Conner asked if the plan adoption schedule accounts for incorporating feedback from the LURB and state agencies
in January — March. T. Newton noted that the schedule was adjusted to allow for staff and the LRPC to complete one
round of edits incorporating feedback from the first public hearing, the LURB, and state agencies; this work will take
place in the February — April timeline. P. Conner also suggested messaging to municipalities that the plan and future
land use map might change based on state reviews.

T. Newton noted that staff have already met with the Vermont Natural Resources Council in August, and that VNRC
has submitted a formal request to be notified of and participate in the state approval process of the regional plan.

Adjourn
A. DeNamur made a motion, seconded by B. Henneberger, to adjourn the meeting. The meeting adjourned at 7:01

pm.

Respectfully submitted, Darren Schibler & Sarah Muskin



