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CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 2 

LONG RANGE PLANNING COMMITTEE – DRAFT MINUTES 3 

 4 

DATE:  Tuesday, January 27, 2026 5 

TIME:  5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 6 

PLACE: Via Zoom in the agenda  7 

 8 

Members Present: Staff:  

Ben Bornstein, Board Rep (Westford) Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director 

Paul Conner, PAC Rep (South Burlington) Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner 

Annie Costandi, CWAC Rep Sarah Muskin, Senior Planner 

Aaron DeNamur, PAC Rep (Shelburne) Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Director 

Dana Hanley, Board Rep (Charlotte)  

Melissa Heitkamp, CEAC Rep   

Karen Peterson, Board Rep (Williston) Public:  

Sandy Thibault, TAC Rep  

  

Welcome  9 

T. Newton welcomed everyone at 5:32 pm. 10 

Additions/Deletions to the Agenda and Group Agreements 11 

No changes to the agenda. T.Newton reviewed the group agreements. 12 

Approval of January 13, 2026 Minutes 13 

D.Hanley made a motion to approve the minutes. P.Conner seconded. The minutes passed unanimously. 14 

Public Comment 15 

None. 16 

Review Public Comments on Draft 2026 ECOS Plan 17 

T.Newton reminded the LRPC about the stage of the process regarding the adoption of the ECOS plan. T.Newton 18 

reminded the LRPC about the stage of the process regarding the adoption of the ECOS Plan. P.Conner noted that the 19 

current ECOS Plan expires in June 2026. He shared that it is critical that the regional plan is adopted so that 20 

municipalities can take advantage of Tier 1A benefits. T.Newton reminded the LRPC what their role is in the ECOS 21 

Plan adoption process. He shared that staff would like LRPC input on how to address specific comments. 22 

 23 

He shared that there were 18 commentors commenting through three different channels. Generally, there were 24 

comments about accountability, data projections, climate change and transportation goals, fair housing/housing 25 

choice, and grammar. CCRPC staff are looking for LRPC input on whether staff should edit the plan to address 26 

specific comments.  27 

 28 

Comment 1: misalignment between population projections and housing targets. P.Conner stated that the forecasts are 29 

based on 2018 numbers and those numbers are low. The current ECOS Plan acknowledges these are not housing 30 

targets. P.Conner suggested discussing this discrepancy in greater detail and providing some guidance for readers 31 

about what to do with the different numbers. T.Newton shared that the projections are currently being updated in 32 

partnership with VTrans, but the updated numbers won’t be available until after the adoption of the ECOS Plan. They 33 

could be included in an amendment. P.Conner asked what the consequence would be of not including the forecast in 34 

the ECOS Plan at all. T.Newton shared that it is the foundation of the MTP. P.Conner asked if it is worse to not have 35 

it, or to have it, but with wrong data. D.Hanley suggested that adding some additional context, and the intention of 36 

updating the numbers at the next amendment makes sense. S.Thibault agreed and said if the forecast is excluded, 37 
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CCRPC will still need to add context of why it is not there, so it would make sense to include it. B.Bornstein 1 

suggested that including forecasts that are inaccurate (i.e., have already been exceeded in some communities) in and 2 

of itself is a useful piece of data as long as it is discussed. A.DeNamur suggested that this issue is not important 3 

enough to spend a lot of staff time on. E.Churchill said that the forecasts are in the MTP anyway. She recommended 4 

providing the additional context and continuing to include the projections. K.McCarthy shared that she wants to 5 

consider how the projection interacts with the current inadequate housing stock. Do the projections measure real 6 

demand, or the demand that there would be if it were easier to move here. T.Newton summarized the conversation. 7 

P.Conner noted that staff should not try to explain the discrepancies between projections and actual numbers.  8 

 9 

Comment 2: question about estimates for ownership of housing units by unit type. T.Netwon reminded LRPC that 10 

these estimates are required by the HOME Act. A commenter noted that ownership numbers for multi-family units 11 

are unrealistically high based on availability, financing etc. T.Netwon asked if staff should adjust the number to be 12 

more realistic, or keep this number the way it is to encourage this type of housing. P.Conner clarified the comment is 13 

just discussing new dwelling units. P.Conner and A.DeNamur suggested keeping the number what it is as it is a goal. 14 

T.Newton asked if staff should add an action addressing this challenge. The Committee agreed that a new action is a 15 

good idea.  16 

 17 

Comment 3: concern about municipal buy in to try to accomplish the housing targets. D.Hanley shared that this is an 18 

ongoing problem. Municipalities cannot advance all actions in the regional plan for many reasons- whether it be due 19 

to capacity, or different priorities. P.Conner shared that staff should not edit the plan based on this comment. Staff 20 

could bolster language around what is meant by “targets,” but it is not necessary to substantially respond. 21 

 22 

Comment 4: question about data centers. A.DeNamur asked if CCRPC needs to be concerned about data centers in 23 

VT. T.Newton shared probably not in the short term because land, water, and infrastructure is too expensive here, but 24 

in the long term it is a concern everywhere. P.Conner asked if the Public Utility Commission has the power to protect 25 

rate payers etc. If the PUC needs the tools to regulate, maybe an action should be added to the ECOS plan supporting 26 

a regulatory landscape that is prepared for data center pressures. B.Bornstein asked if this is a similar issue to 27 

cryptocurrency centers. T.Newton shared there are differences between the facilities, but would look similar on the 28 

landscape. B.Bornstien asked what we have seen over the last few years. T.Newton shared that there are no current 29 

proposals, and if there are, facilities would look to the southern part of the state due to transmission capacity. 30 

P.Conner observed that if these uses are considered in the plan in the future, the plan should discuss the desirability 31 

of having buildings that take up large amounts of land without providing many jobs. K.McCarthy suggested adding a 32 

small section saying that CCRPC will monitor the situation as this emerging use continues to unfold, with no 33 

associated actions. The Committee liked this suggestion.  34 

 35 

Comment 5: concern about inclusion of roadway expansion in the transportation chapter. E.Churchill shared CCRPC 36 

does not support capacity expansion currently unless it is a safety consideration. P.Conner identified the text (on page 37 

86) that the commenter is referencing. E.Churchill shared staff could tighten language. P.Conner highlighted that 38 

congestion is not necessarily a bad thing for transportation in downtowns, so perhaps that language can be added to 39 

highlight that.  40 

 41 

Comment 6: consider an action related to improving the resilience of transportation system in response to floods. 42 

E.Churchill shared this will definitely be addressed in the new MTP next year. She shared that because the MTP was 43 

approved in 2023 she is reluctant to make major changes to transportation sections at this time. P.Conner asked if 44 

there is any reference to flood resilience and transportation infrastructure in the current plan, because if not it should 45 

be added. P.Conner asked staff to address this comment, but instead of being specific about transportation 46 

infrastructure, staff could include text in the Emergency Management section of the plan about infrastructure 47 

generally. M.Heitkamp suggested adding text in the introduction of the plan explaining data limitations might 48 

address many of these comments. D.Hanley agreed. 49 

 50 
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Comment 7: concern about limited housing opportunities in rural areas and exclusionary zoning. K.McCarthy added 1 

that this is a similar theme staff heard throughout engagement. CCRPC staff have heard time and time again that 2 

housing choice needs to be available in all communities. P.Conner identified that this is not just a rural issue, there 3 

are private covenants and deed restrictions in urban Chittenden County too. P.Conner shared a solution probably 4 

needs to be statewide. M.Heitkamp added that there are tradeoffs that come from choosing to live in an urban or rural 5 

place. There are not just housing shortages in rural places, but also childcare shortages, etc. M.Heitkamp also 6 

identified that homeownership feels impossible for many. K.McCarthy added that staff considered adding an action 7 

about researching deed restrictions to investigate how limiting these covenants are in areas planned for growth. 8 

P.Conner requested that the action not just be about land availability, but also housing type (for example, can a single 9 

unit dwelling be turned into a quadplex, etc). D.Hanley asked if the Jericho research looked at land trust restrictions. 10 

 11 

Comment 8: planned expansion of UVMMC. T.Newton asked if any LRPC member knows anything about this 12 

potential expansion. S.Thibault said she would ask about this, but at this point she has not heard anything. P.Conner 13 

recommended ask one person who would know, but not perpetuate a rumor if this expansion is not real.  14 

 15 

Comment 9: infrastructure implications of the housing targets. P.Conner suggested that part of the point of having 16 

housing targets is to identify where there are infrastructure limitations for housing development. If it is not discussed 17 

it should be. A.DeNamur expressed concern over diving too far into the cost of infrastructure conversation. 18 

 19 

Comment 10: private wastewater systems. T.Newton shared that public wastewater systems have been discussed in 20 

depth in the plan, but not private ones. K.McCarthy added this comment gets at the importance of maintaining 21 

housing stock and that staff could consider adding text about housing retention to the plan. P.Conner shared he likes 22 

Kate’s suggestion about discussing housing retention, but he does not think mapping out private wells throughout the 23 

county is an efficient strategy to promote housing. M. Heitkamp mentioned she thinks it is worth looking into 24 

housing retention as a strategy. Kate talked about the importance of a broader discussion with DEC about promoting 25 

village wastewater, especially with new financing options like CHIP available. 26 

Discuss Future Meeting Dates 27 

T. Newton said that we are in coordination with the LURB on how we can communicate between the preapplication 28 

and final review processes. He will be following up with our LURB contact tomorrow.  29 

 30 

T. Newton suggested a revised meeting schedule – meeting February 17th and 24th, instead of February 10th and 17h, 31 

to give staff more time to compile comments and edits. The plan is to finalize edits to the plan, and make a 32 

recommendation to the Board, at the LRPC’s March 10th meeting.  33 

Other Updates 34 

There were none. 35 

Adjourn 36 

S. Thibeault motioned to adjourn the meeting. B. Bornstein seconded. The meeting adjourned at 6:49 pm. 37 

 38 

Respectfully submitted, Sarah Muskin & Kate McCarthy 39 


