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

DATE: Tuesday, January 13, 2026
TIME: 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
PLACE: Via Zoom in the agenda
Members Present: Staff:
Paul Conner, PAC Rep (South Burlington) Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director
Melissa Heitkamp, CEAC Rep Maya Balassa, Planner
Karen Peterson, Board Rep (Williston) Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner
Annie Costandi, CWAC Rep Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Director
Bob Henneberger, TAC Rep
Ben Bornstein, Board Rep (Westford) Public: Nolan Rogers
Dana Hanley, Board Rep (Charlotte)
Aaron DeNamur, PAC Rep (Shelburne)

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

Additions/Deletions to the Agenda and Group Agreements
None.

Approval of September 30, 2025 Minutes
K. Peterson made a motion to approve the minutes. A. DeNamur seconded. The minutes passed unanimously.

Public Comment

N. Rogers, from Ward 3 in Burlington, shared that he liked the plan, but also wanted to express his concerns about
implementation. He shared that many of the goals of this plan will likely not be accomplished. N. Rogers expressed a
desire for more of the goals to be met. He shared that he thinks it could be helpful to have more short- and medium-
term goals and make a statement to meet 20% of a large goal versus 100% of a small goal. He expressed a preference
for clear and concrete goals and metrics. D. Hanley shared appreciation for the comments. She also shared that in the
past there weren’t even implementation metrics and many of the goals require regional coordination and
collaborations. She stated the importance of setting a high bar and is supportive of how the goals are laid out.

P. Conner looked forward to seeing the written comments and would like to look through them in advance of a
meeting. M. Heitkamp shared appreciation for the comments from N. Rogers. She shared an idea to come back to the
goals more routinely and build in reflection time. T. Newton responded that the LRPC will review the goals in a few
meetings.

Land Use Review Board (LURB) — Pre-application Comments

T. Newton presented on the Land Use Review Board (LURB) comments. T. Newton shared a timeline for the 2026
Draft ECOC Plan. T. Newton grounded the committee in the role of the LRPC on the ECOS Plan. D. Hanley asked
about how CCRPC found the LURB comment process. K. McCarthy responded that this is the first time regional
plans have been reviewed by an external body. Everybody recognizes that this is a big shift. K. McCarthy felt that
everyone has been understanding during this new process and that overarchingly the recommendations were not
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surprising. The places where the comments are hard to deal with are because the conditions on the ground are
challenging to label using statutory definitions. In addition, the comments were fine grained.

K. McCarthy reviewed the format of the LURB’s memo and summarized the themes in the comments for the LRPC.
K. McCarthy shared that overall, the ECOS Plan meets most of the State Planning Goals and Plan Elements. Most of
the comments on the Regional Future Land Use Map were about newer or nontraditional centers and requested for
justification for different land use categories. K. McCarthy shared the new Act 181 framework with the LRPC to
remind them of how the land use categories interact with the State Designation program and Act 250 exemptions.

T. Newton then started reviewing comments by Future Land Use Area, starting with themes in the comments on
Centers. A major impact of changing the Center categories is how it impacts the Planned Growth Areas. The LURB
had comments about new Centers, like in Shelburne and Williston. In Planned Growth Areas, the LURB had
comments on their size and distance from Centers. K. McCarthy added that LURB suggested some of the Planned
Growth Areas be changed to Transition, which staff are struggling with how to interpret. P. Conner shared that Board
members noted some of this is tied to ambiguity in statute. K. McCarthy agreed. T. Newton added that there are some
differences across the state. D. Hanley responded that she is frustrated because the underlying zoning is important but
doesn’t seem to be recognized. K. McCarthy shared that the zoning isn’t relied upon in statutory descriptions. T.
Newton added that in the application, CCRPC didn’t provide zoning as evidence; however, if CCRPC is going to
push back, zoning will be utilized.

M. Heitkamp asked about the LURB comments about Williston. T. Newton responded that the LURB is trying to
interpret statute, including the mix of uses within PGAs. K. McCarthy added that the application of PGA may be
challenging people’s ideas of “‘compact”. M. Heitkamp reflected that they want more connectivity and compact
development than they are seeing. M. Heitkamp asked why the LURB is having issues with some of the areas. T.
Newton responded that it is hard to imagine something different than what is there now. P. Conner added that he had
no sense that any Board member had a conflict of interest.

T. Newton continued presenting comment themes for Village Areas, Transition Areas, and Enterprise Areas. D.
Hanley asked if the LURB is sensitive to what Essex is trying to achieve and their complicated planning history in
Saxon Hill. T. Newton responded that CCRPC did not get into history of the area in the application. M. Heitkamp
asked about how consistency could be holding us back and why consistency is so important. T. Newton responded
that consistency is important because staff want to make sure municipalities and RPCs are being treated equally and
expressed that he doesn’t feel that seeking consistency is holding the plan back. K. McCarthy added that it is
interesting question to keep in mind. P. Conner added that his perspective is that Act 181 is the tip of the iceberg and
that implementing this will take huge legislative support, which he thinks will come from consistently applying state
statute. D. Hanley added that Saxon Hill is a huge regional draw for industrial development. M. Heitkamp responded
that equality is not always fair and that it is important to get rid of bias, but flexibility is important for regional and
local differences. K. McCarthy responded that she wondered if the LURB is having this same discussion as they look
at each of the regional planning commissions plans, which vary greatly. T. Newton shared that he is also worried
about consistency across the state would like the LURB to treat CCRPC equally.

T. Newton presented on Rural Areas. K. McCarthy responded that when a parcel could be Rural-Ag or Rural-
Conservation, Rural-Conservation was prioritized. B. Henneberger asked if residences are excluded from the Current
Use layer. T. Newton responded no: that the whole parcel is Rural Ag & Forestry if a parcel is in Current Use. P.
Conner shared that his perception is that the Rural General category also holds the tension between what is and what
is planned for. T. Newton shared that the Rural categories were challenging to have discussion about with
municipalities.

T. Newton shared that 12 municipalities opted in for Tier 1B. The LURB questioned asked Westford opted in only
for only partial area and requested more information about that decision.
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K. McCarthy presented the next steps. Staff are proposing that LRPC review public comments from the RPC hearing
at the January 27 meeting, review proposed ECOS Plan edits (text edits) at the February 10' meeting, review
proposed ECOS Plan edits (map edits) at the February 17 meeting, and finalize proposed ECOS Plan edits and make
a recommendation to the Board of Directors at the March 10 meeting. K. Peterson asked about the access CCRPC
has to the LURB. K. McCarthy responded that staff still need to understand what engagement points CCRPC can
have with the LURB. K. Peterson asked who the main point of contact is for CCRPC in the LURB. K. McCarthy
responded that the contact is Sarah Hadd.

K. McCarthy asked if the LRPC has any feedback about what information they need in order to do the work ahead. P.
Conner responded that it is probably a variable based on how many public comments the LRPC gets before the next
meeting. Based on how many comments come in, P. Conner is interested in how else the LRPC can be helpful. P.
Conner expressed an interest in the LRPC being a sounding board to brainstorm how to address those two areas,
education and natural and historic features. K. McCarthy asked what the best format would be to get information. B.
Bornstein responded that the presentations are helpful. A. DeNamur echoed what P. Conner said. M. Heitkamp asked
if there was a way to mobilize some pressure on the LURB to address issues of inequity. T. Newton responded that
he intends to have more conversations with municipalities and the LURB. T. Newton added that the ECOS Plan will
likely need to be updated in two years. K. McCarthy encouraged the group to reach out if they ever need anything
prior to the meetings. K. McCarthy described how municipalities opt in for Tier 1B and apply for Tier 1A in response
to questions in the meeting comments form N. Rogers. T. Newton added that there might be legislation during this
session that may impact on what is in the ECOS Plan.

Adjourn
A. DeNamur motioned to adjourn the meeting. B. Bornstein seconded. The meeting adjourned at 6:49 pm.

Respectfully submitted, Maya Balassa



