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DATE:  February 24, 2026 
TIME:  5:30 PM to 7:00 PM 
LOCATION: Remote Attendance via Zoom on the Agenda 
 

Members Present: Staff:  
Karen Peterson, Board Rep (Williston) Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner 
Annie Costandi, CWAC Rep Sarah Muskin, Senior Planner 
Aaron DeNamur, PAC Rep (Shelburne) Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director 
Dana Hanley, Board Rep (Charlotte) Public: 
Melissa Heitkamp, CEAC Rep   
Bob Henneberger, TAC  
Sandy Thibault, TAC Rep  

 
1. Call to order; Attendance; Changes to the Agenda 1 

T. Newton welcomed everyone at 5:31pm. 2 
 3 

2. CCRPC Group Agreements 4 
T.Newton shared the CCRPC Group Agreements in the chat. 5 
 6 

3. Draft Minutes of February 17th, 2026 7 
A.DeNamur made a motion to approve the prior meeting’s minutes. B.Henneberger seconded. The 8 
minutes passed unanimously. 9 
 10 

4. Public Comment Period on items NOT on the Agenda 11 
None. 12 
 13 

5. Review Proposed Changes to the Draft 2026 ECOS Plan 14 
T.Newton shared what will be reviewed this evening, referencing the LRPC packet, then started 15 
walking through the plan updates. 16 
 17 
Introduction: T.Newton shared an updated graphic and some updated text about shifting 18 
demographics. K.McCarthy highlighted that the terminology “other than white” is a term that 19 
comes from the Census even though it is not CCRPC preferred language. D.Hanley asked what the 20 
preferred terminology is. T.Newton shared that the ECOS Plan uses the term BIPoC most often. 21 
S.Muskin clarified that the ECOS plan tries to be specific whenever possible.  22 
 23 
The first major change in the Introduction is added discussion that LRPC requested last week 24 
related to the difference between housing targets and population projections. Map 9 was removed 25 
(Economic Infrastructure) because it only showed areas that were zoned industrial and had access 26 
to infrastructure. Per LURB comments, two maps were added, one of conserved areas and one of 27 
Recreation, Scenic and Historic Resources. The map descriptions were added. 28 
 29 
Equitable Planning Practices: There were minor changes added to actions. S.Thibault asked if the 30 
plan addresses data centers. T.Newton shared that context was added about data centers to the 31 
Land Use chapter reviewed at the prior meeting. 32 
 33 
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Implementation: A change was made to the text regarding priority actions. B.Henneberger asked 34 
about municipalities being able to add a 1% local option tax at Town Meeting instead of through a 35 
charter change. He asked if the plan should include text about this. T.Newton shared that CCRPC 36 
staff are monitoring this policy at the State level and that he will check with E.Churchill about 37 
whether she thinks discussion should be included in the Transportation Chapter about this. 38 
 39 
Supplement 1: Sections were added to Public Process summarizing comments from the State 40 
Agencies, the LURB Comments, and Public Comments. There also is a place holder to address 41 
comments received at the second public hearing upon completion. D.Hanley commended CCRPC 42 
staff on the comprehensive outreach conducted for this plan. S.Thibault requested that all the 43 
commentors from the public hearing receive a response. Staff confirmed that this is being done, 44 
though in at least one case they lacked an email address to respond. 45 
 46 
Supplement 6 (Enhanced Energy Plan): T.Newton explained the purpose of an Enhanced Energy 47 
Plan as context for any new committee members. B.Henneberger asked if there is any language 48 
about the battery plants needed to satisfy electrical demand. T.Newton identified areas in the 49 
supplement that discuss battery plants. The changes that were made to the plan were in response 50 
to the Department of Public Service comments. The section discussing energy costs was 51 
bolstered, including transportation costs.  52 
 53 
D.Hanley asked if the Enhanced Energy Plan should talk about data centers and asked for 54 
clarification on the issue. T.Newton shared that the Enhanced Energy Plan does not discuss data 55 
centers, but that the Land Use chapter talks about monitoring data centers instead. The current 56 
thinking is that because electricity, water and land are so expensive in Vermont, development of 57 
these centers is unlikely, but CCRPC will monitor the issue. 58 
 59 
T.Newton shared that context was added around Vermont’s grid design. Current Energy demand 60 
data was updated, as was residential heating sources and current thermal energy use, and 61 
residential energy efficiency programs, and electricity use. The renewable energy generation target 62 
setting section was updated. T.Newton shared that the CCRPC Energy Committee set a goal in 63 
2018 that the County would generate 50% of its electrical energy use in County. Information was 64 
added about the need for additional transmission capacity in order to meet this goal. The municipal 65 
targets were also updated. T.Newton also shared that some local constraints were added to the 66 
maps in this section. 67 
 68 
Supplement 7: The Housing and Land Use goal in this supplement had a discussion added about 69 
what percentage of the housing targets are being planned in areas planned for growth. K.McCarthy 70 
added that housing targets are meant to encourage housing, not limit housing in anyway, and text 71 
should be added somewhere in the plan to this effect. For example, although housing should be 72 
planned in areas planned for growth, the targets should not be used in exclusionary ways. The 73 
LRPC agrees the draft text shared by K.McCarthy should be added: “All of these are preliminary 74 
estimates that will be refined through the Regional Housing Needs Assessment. These estimates 75 
should not be used as a justification for preventing particular housing types in locations in a 76 
community that can reasonably accommodate them.” There was general support for this language.   77 
 78 
Future Land Use Map 79 
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K.McCarthy shared the map viewer. T.Newton discussed the removal of a Village Center along 80 
Shelburne Rd, switching it to Planned Growth Area in South Burlington/Burlington. T.Newton also 81 
highlighted that Marble Island in Colchester was switched from Village Area to Rural General 82 
because it is not walkable/connected, despite having water infrastructure. A section in Colchester 83 
on 2A east of the historic village was also switched from Village Area to Transition because of lack 84 
of walkability. Another big change in Colchester may be that West Lake Shore Drive might not be a 85 
Village Center without civic assets, so the Village Center may expand to include more civic assets 86 
such as Bayside Park.  87 
 88 
T.Newton shared another few edits: in Richmond, the LURB suggested that the Planned Growth 89 
Area on Cochran Rd. towards the East is better mapped as Transition. In Shelburne, the transition 90 
area covering the O’Brien parcel off of Irish Hill Road is being changed to Planned Growth Area, 91 
now that the municipality has completed zoning updates. In addition, the southern part of the 92 
O’Brien parcel is being changed to Rural Conservation, reflecting future conservation status per the 93 
development agreement with the Town. Another big change is at the intersection of Kennedy and 94 
Kimball in South Burlington will be a Planned Growth Area. T.Newton shared that the Village Center 95 
on Shelburne Rd. was expanded. He also shared that the Meadowland Industrial Park in South 96 
Burlington was mapped as PGA, but is now mapped as Enterprise.  97 
 98 
T.Newton shared that CCRPC is evaluating whether an area in Williston’s PGA should in fact be 99 
Enterprise based on LURB comments. He also shared that Burlington had two Downtown Centers 100 
and the LURB suggested connecting the two centers because the Southern Center did not comply 101 
with statue on its own. D.Hanley asked about sprawl, but also suggested this might not be a 102 
concern because the Pine Street corridor is so built out. T.Newton shared that Burlington has a 103 
SECORD plan that allows for higher buildings and it seems like a good center candidate. 104 
 105 
T.Newton also highlighted that the Essex Experience was found to not to meet the requirements for 106 
a center by the LURB, so CCRPC is proposing redesignating it as PGA. D.Hanley shared that there 107 
may be plans to put a municipal building in that area. T.Newton responded the Selectboard might 108 
be moving in a different direction.  109 
 110 
T.Newton shared some points of tension still between CCRPC and the LURB for the map. CCRPC 111 
will have a discussion with the LURB next week to talk about some of the remaining FLU map 112 
conundrums. 113 
 114 
T.Newton shared that next meeting, the LRPC will discuss the “edits to be determined” and the 115 
“edits in progress.” Staff will report back about what the LURB says at their meeting on March 2nd, 116 
which CCRPC is attending. Per D.Hanley’s request, K.McCarthy will share the LURB meeting link 117 
with LRPC members. 118 
 119 
M.Heitkamp asked what the pushback was against including Shelburne Museum in the Village 120 
Center. T.Newton shared the LURB comments. M.Heitkamp, D.Hanley, and K.Peterson feel that 121 
the Museum should likely be included as it is a draw to the community, and is in a walkable 122 
downtown area. M.Heitkamp asked if CCRPC sees Burlington as two distinct Centers and what the 123 
advantage is to make one larger Center. T.Newton responded that the City is planning on them 124 
being two distinct Center and wants them both to have the Center designation, so they are willing 125 
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to make them connected. T.Newton also shared context about the steps in the designation 126 
program, which may make it beneficial to combine them. T.Newton also shared that the City may 127 
have two different downtown organizations, which might make it confusing for the people who run 128 
the downtown program.  129 
 130 
M.Heitkamp also raised that many immigrant communities are viewing VT as a stop through place 131 
before moving to more affordable areas of the country. She wondered if we need to consider this in 132 
the ECOS plan as demographics shifts. T.Newton shared that the plan has policy about affordable 133 
housing and wanting to keep immigrant populations supported here in Chittenden County, but it is 134 
important for CCRPC to monitor this issue.  135 
 136 
To assist the LRPC in reviewing the FLU Map, K.McCarthy shared the different map layers on the 137 
map viewer and how to use them. 138 

 139 
6. Other Updates 140 

K.Peterson noted that she may not be able to attend the meeting on March 10th.  141 
 142 

7. Adjournment 143 
D.Hanley moved to adjourn the meeting. M.Heitkamp seconded. Motion carried unanimously. 144 
Meeting adjourned at 7:00 pm. 145 

 146 
Respectfully submitted, 147 
Sarah Muskin 148 


