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Nora Senecal Nora.Senecal@uvmhealth.org I think what is missing from the draft plan and I am not sure if it is indeed part of the scope of the ECOS summary is a more concrete summary of how a population 

increase in the growth areas will affect infrastructure and add to costs in communities.  In my city that is what we are coming up against the most is a lot of 

concern about the cost of growth.  The Regional Plan as written is extensive and informative and I wish more people would read it.  However, the anxiety about 

growth looms large and I believe you have the data to propose a few scenarios that would help communities understand better and be better informed.  If I missed 

this in the plan I apologize. I appreciate all the work that went into drafting this plan.   

Email South Burlington

Nolan Rogers nolierogers@gmail.com Looking through the 2018 plan and I found these attached sections to be helpful. I think the spirit of moving in the right direction is there, but I don't feel 

comfortable saying that we've done a good job. I think some emissions numbers in the new ECOS plan are less ambitious than the 2018 version. I think we made 

some progress on GMT with temporary monies, but now it's going backward. Maybe CCRPC feels differently. I am sympathetic to the perspective that these plans 

need to strike a balance among many competing priorities and that things change. My feeling is that if we're not going to meet objectives we may as well have very 

aggressive and specific objectives so that we're hopefully in a better place when we don't meet them. 

Email Burlington

Nolan Rogers nolierogers@gmail.com I believe it was Dana who responded to my comments mainly saying that the ECOS plan goals are achievable. I certainly agree that some or even most are! 

Alternatively I see some hard goals like carbon emission reduction and some soft goals like mode shifting in transportation or TDM more generally that I don't see 

us meeting in the next few years. This is my subjective view and should of course be taken as a single person's perspective. What I see as the upshot from this 

pessimism is that we should increase/expand/highlight these goals so that when we aim for them we get 50% toward a really ambitious goal rather than get 95% 

of the way to a lesser goal. Along these lines I love thinking about Burlington's "Net Zero Energy Goals" or many of UVM's sustainability goals which they outline and 

then seemingly don't make actual hard effort toward. 

My main complaint from looking at money spent on development in Burlington in the last ~10 years is that it seems most of the money that has flowed through the 

CCRPC for projects or through municipalities for projects has not been aligned with what is in this draft plan. That does not give me confidence that money and 

municipal "will" will be aligned with the plan in the near future. Admittedly this is mostly for transportation-related projects. I look at new signals, wide roads with 

lots of lanes, lack of signal priority for walking and buses, and a bus system that is falling behind its already mediocre reputation. 

I would like to see more specific, ambitious goals with deadlines. Looking back on previous ECOS-esque plans, can we say that there were concrete goals with 

deadlines that were met or not met? Do we think that we have made the long term progress in Chittenden County that we would have wanted to make by now 

compared to long term plans from 20 years ago? 

What is most pertinent to me is my lived experience. I care about my commute from Burlington to Williston and back. I can bike, but the only protected 

infrastructure I have to do that between two of the largest population centers in the state is the Riverside Ave bike path. It takes me about 30 minutes from the Old 

North End to Taft Corners. If I take the #1 bus, it's about 40 minutes and I'd have to walk to the bus station or transfer and that would be over an hour. A car trip is 

~15 minutes. 

I use this as an example. I see very little meaningful effort happening to reduce emissions or shift modes. I hope that that changes, and I believe that a concrete 

goal of "make a fully protected multi use path between any two adjacent population centers by 2035" or something to that end would help. Rather than what I see 

currently as "be a partner in helping mode shift and TDM happen". I am being crude and adlibbing, but I hope the point is taken. 

Another thing that I commented in the document is my concern over the population estimates. I think we're starting to make much better progress on housing, and 

I also think that any housing we build will be filled immediately. I am concerned that both the projections and the goals outlined in the plan are not well founded.

Email Burlington

Nolan Rogers nolierogers@gmail.com One question I had ahead of time was: "What do we do differently when we get to 2030 and most of the goals outlined in the plan for that period have not been 

met?" 

I won't bring it up in the meeting because it wouldn't be productive. This question and the sentiment around it is especially frustrating because it seems like when 

we have an opportunity with a project or policy to work toward these goals we instead pursue a policy or project that doesn't directly work toward these goals. I 

think about things like interchange studies where we spend a ton on consultants when if we had just built active transportation infrastructure or funded GMT with 

those monies we would actually make progress toward the goals instead of adjacent slight progress. Or like how we incentivize public electric charging 

infrastructure but that being effective to reduce emissions requires people to actually shift to electric vehicles which is dependent on the market supplying those 

vehicles. Instead we could be using money to again directly influence mode shift which government has the potential to make electric (rather than relying on 

private companies and individual purchasing decisions). 

I think you will probably get the idea with my question. Obviously having this plan and spending time on it is great—and I love 99.8% of the plan—but it's frustrating 

to have a lack of concrete time-sensitive goals and then not to meet many if any of the time-sensitive concrete goals that we do have. Part of me always thinks 

"Would it have been better to spend the money that we spent on consultants instead on directly buying and building housing, public transit, or active transit 

infrastructure?"

I acknowledge that this is all a slow process and there are many stakeholders and constraints. I aspire to measure things on actions not on promises/goals, and I 

am discouraged based on the progress I see and the decisions I see being made that seem not to share all the values of this plan. 

Can you help pacify my concerns? Can you give me a quick idea of what my public comment at tonight's meeting should be limited to? I want to keep my 

questions/comments within the scope of the meeting. 

Email Burlington

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org The map titles on the actual maps that are inserted within chapters should include the corresponding map number. For example, see page 43, Action 2 that references "Map 10" found on page 42, but the map only contains a title and no map number. This formatting revision will help connect readers to the descriptions of the maps found on pages 31 and 32 in the Plan Methodology section.Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Consider including “Endnotes” to table of contents. Within the chapters the endnote numbers are observed but there is no indication in the table of contents or 

the chapters that inform the reader that the list of endnotes and their sources is located towards the end of the document beginning on page 153. The endnotes 

are also not clearly recognized as active links that allow readers to jump within the PDF to Endnotes section. Perhaps add a sentence to the first appearance of 

“endnote” on page 29 explaining how the endnotes function in the document.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Chapter 3: Watershed Health - Discussion about regulations related to “PFAS” on pages 48 (and the related action 3.2.e) could be expanded with respect to 

human health and environmental protection. Additional information could be included discussing state regulations of these chemicals and related products 

versus other known chemicals that can have adverse impacts on watersheds and ground water resources.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Page 52 Chapter 4 states “Between 2011 and 2019, 1.27 acres of agricultural and natural resource land was lost annually to development per new resident. 32 33 ”. 

Do the sources indicate how many total acres of agricultural and natural resources land were developed? Also, considering adding “... on average  1.27 acres ...” 

to the sentence.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Page 54 Chapter 4 states “Biomass for Heating | Between 2.5 and 5.2% of h omes in Chittenden County use firewood or wood pellets as a heating fuel, as do 

several commercial and civic buildings (some of which are shown in Map 3.)” Where is Map 3 located? Also, the text is missing the closing parentheses ”)” at the 

end of the sentence.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Page 56 Chapter 4: Working Lands - Action, 4.1.d.

a.              What characteristics are envisioned to prioritize working lands and protection efforts? Expanding this vision with additional text and/or illustrations of an 

appropriate subdivision action could be beneficial to readers.

b.              What type of subdivision scenario is being referenced in the statement: “Maintain access to and scale of working lands to support viability after 

subdivision in the rural landscape”? What is meant by stating “maintain access to” if working lands are no longer being used as a resource that led to a 

subdivision action? For example, per the issues, tends and insights, smaller plots of working lands are often becoming too expensive to maintain for families.

c.              Note: Hinesburg has successfully implemented zoning regulations similar to the fixed area ratio model that separate density and minimum lot size by 

allowing/encouraging smaller lots (0.5-acre minimum lot size) to be created where rural density restricts the number of lots.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Page 96, Chapter 8: Housing | Mixed urban and rural: Typo found - “There These  municipalities are allocated 36.2% of the regional housing target is allocated 

with a recommendation that 90% of the housing takes place in areas planned for growth within those towns. ”

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Page 100, Chapter 8: Housing - How often is https://www.zoningatlas.org/atlas updated, and which party takes the lead in commencing/requesting an update to 

zoning districts? As a reminder for this map service, Hinesburg adopted a new zoning map with new districts in September 2025.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Chapter 8: Housing - Action 8.1.b: What would be involved in the process of improving permitting predictability? This is the first mention of “permitting 

predictability ” and it may be beneficial to readers to include some background as to what has been in the past and how it could be improved.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Chapter 8: Housing - Action 8.1.f. Rental Registry: Is that state currently working on a platform/program to build a database or draft state regulations that would 

require regular inspections and building standards? Would this be intended for short-term rentals only, or all rental types? It is good to see this action in the draft 

plan as supporting it would help with ensuring adequate building safety and inspections, such as emergency egress and sprinkler systems (for larger households). 

However, would the state provide resources to assist municipalities that lack the funding and staffing to support regular inspections?

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Chapter 9: Health - a 2025 Community Health Needs Assessment is also available on https://www.uvmhealth.org/about-us/community-benefit. The 2022 

Assessment is referenced in the draft plan on page 105.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Chapter 10: Economy - Action 10.9.a.: What is an example of a technique or policy that would encourage the growth of existing high wage businesses? Generally 

speaking, what could anticipated of actions that call for “encouraging” elements of the action.

Email Hinesburg

Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Chapter 13: Infrastructure & Facilities | Drinking water – Please consider removing Hinesburg as an example of water capacity and quality challenges - see “(e.g. 

Hinesburg)” at the end of sentence 4 in the paragraph. As written, readers may suspect that there could be challenges from both capacity AND quality. As CCRPC 

may be aware, Hinesburg is actively working to overcome the capacity challenge by bringing online a second significant water supply known as Well 6 following 

the November 4, 2025 bond vote that passed, and there are no issues with the water quality of the municipal system

Email Hinesburg



Hinesburg Planning Commission 

(via town planner Zachary 

Nersinger)

znersinger@hinesburg.org Related thoughts between Housing and Infrastructure:The Planning Commission is aware of the need to maintain existing housing stock, especially for aging 

homes, as well as providing opportunities for permitting and constructing ADUs or converting single-family detached homes to 2-family homes in alignment with 

the State’s housing acts and general land use goals. However, in a community like Hinesburg (and many others in the county), most of the properties that could 

accommodate the addition of a permanent secondary dwelling unit rely on private water wells and on-site wastewater septic systems. With aging homes, the 

growing cost of improving, repairing or replacing septic systems can often be a financial barrier to achieving the housing goals of the state; or in other cases, just 

simply being able to offer reasonably priced housing to prospective home buyers. The Planning Commission would encourage the CCPRC to work with the State to 

evaluate the current private wastewater regulations to identify any potential barriers that may have an impact on maintaining the existing housing stock and future 

homeownership opportunities. In addition, are there ways to consider the utilization of a home - as in the number of persons permanently residing in a home - 

when reviewing a request for an ADU without forcing the reduction of an available bedroom in order to maintain wastewater permits?

Email Hinesburg

Chris Yuen cyuen@essexjunction.org With respect to 4302(b)2, CCRPC attended multiple Planning Commission meetings in Essex Junction as a part of their outreach process and promoted their 

online feedback tool for the Future Land Use Map to solicit feedback for this project directly from residents.

Email Essex Junction

Chris Yuen cyuen@essexjunction.org Essex Junction staff coordinated with other municipal and regional staff members at CCRPC's Planning Advisory Committee to recommend adjustments to the 

draft housing targets to better reflect Goal 1 of 4302(c). Specifically, Essex Junction staff recommended increasing housing target percentages for the four urban 

municipalitities (Burlington, South Burlington, Winooski, and Essex Junction) from 50% of the region's overall share to 60%. This adjustment was made in an effort 

to better reflect the smart growth principles defined in subdivision 2791(13) by enabling choice in modes of transportation, as these four communities are already 

served by the most frequent service on Green Mountain Transit's network and directly connect to important economic centers in the region.

Email Essex Junction

Chris Yuen cyuen@essexjunction.org While the physical space of the proposed designated areas are adequate to accommodate the regional housing targets, Essex Junction sent a memorandum in 

May co-signed by the Planning Commission and City Council supporting the draft housing targets in principle, but noted that additional challenges will need to be 

overcome to accommodate the medium and high growth targets. Specifically, local zoning and land use regulations will need to be adjusted to accommodate the 

scale of growth proposed with these housing targets and balance the complex tradeoffs that come with this growth. Additionally, the City shares a wastewater 

treatment facility with the Towns of Essex and Williston. The facility has approximately 145,000 gallons per day of remaining capacity, enough to support an 

estimated 692 new housing units. Expanding this capacity would require engineering investment, facility upgrades, pump station upgrades, and other significant 

capital investment consideratons. Additional planning and investment will also be necessary to ensure Essex-Westford School District has adequate capacity to 

support the expected growth. Finally, even with favorable zoning and infrastructure planning, actual development will depend on market dynamics and will require 

further coordination with state partners and the development community. Essex Junction is commiteed to working collaboratively to address the housing crisis 

and housing targets are achievable.

Email Essex Junction

Chris Yuen cyuen@essexjunction.org Essex Junction has several ongoing transportation-related projects that support this goal. The City is currently working on a Transit-Oriented Development master 

planning project, titled Connect the Junction. Once adopted, this plan will likely help support Action 7.8.a of the ECOS plan, which aims to triple transit ridership 

by 2050. The plan will support this action by concentrating future housing growth around existing frequent transit in the form of Green Mountain Transit's #2 bus 

line that connects Essex Junction to Burlington. Supporting this service with transit-oriented development will help support many of the sub-goals outlined in the 

transportation and climate sections of the ECOS Plan. Secondly, the Pearl Street West Multimodal Improvements Scoping Study, which is concluding soon, will 

improve alternative transportation safety and convenience along Pearl Street/VT15 between West St Extension and Susie Wilson Road. Thirdly, the Amtrak Station 

Improvements project proposes to design and install a new roof canopy, roadway improvements, and other targeted modifications to enhance the bus and train 

user experience at the multimodal station.

Email Essex Junction

Chris Yuen cyuen@essexjunction.org Essex Junction is supportive of the ECOS Draft Plan's housing chapter, which adopts a supply and affordability-focused, data-driven approach that aligns with 

local housing goals. Many of the policy and regulatory changes recommended by Action 1 would greatly improve the City's ability to meet draft regional housing 

targets, particularly the infrastructure investment, regulatory redundancy reforms, and training opportunities for improving development outcomes. Essex Junction 

has made significant local efforts that align with this goal, primarly related to zoning bylaw amendments that support the constructio of new homes and to ensure 

consistency with State laws such as Act 47 of 2023 and Act 181 of 2024. Some highlights of these changes include allowing up to four dwelling units per lot in 

Residential 1 and Residential 2 zoning districts, allowing for a one-story height bonus for affordable housing developments as defined in 24 V.S.A. § 4303, and 

reducing -off-street parking minimums to one space per residential unit. In February 2025, modifications were made to dimensional requirements to further 

support housing development, particularly for smaller projects of up to four homes per lot. Some changes include expanded administrative review, two principal 

structures per lot, reduced setbacks, up to six units per lot in "transitional" zoning districts, clarified design requirements, allowing for tandem parking spaces, and 

adjustments to PUD requirements. We feel as if the ECOS Draft Plan supports and is aligned with these local efforts and will continue to work with regional and 

state advocates on housing policy.

Email Essex Junction


