
 

 

CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 2 

MEETING MINUTES 3 
 4 
Date:  Wednesday, February 3, 2016 5 
Time:  5:55 p.m. 6 
Place:  CCRPC Offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202; Winooski VT  05404 7 
Present: Andy Montroll, Chair   Chris Roy, Vice-Chair 8 
  Mike O’Brien, Secretary-Treasurer John Zicconi, At-Large 9 
  Brian Bigelow, At-Large   Lou Mossey, Immediate Past Chair 10 
Staff:  Charlie Baker, Executive Director Regina Mahony, Planning Program Manager 11 
  Eleni Churchill, Trans.  Program Manager 12 
  Forest Cohen, Business Manager Bernie Ferenc, Trans. Business Manager 13 
Others:  Martha Maksym, Executive Director, United Way of Chittenden County 14 
 15 

1. Changes to the Agenda/Members’ Items.  Charlie noted that there will be no discussion on the 16 
MOU as VTrans attorneys are now reviewing it. 17 
 18 

2. Review of Dr. Brumsted’s Op-Ed and Chittenden Opiate Burden Reduction Alliance (COBRA) 19 
grant applications including CCRPC serving as backbone organization.  Charlie said that a lot of 20 
this is rooted in the ECOS Plan health section which was developed with our partners at United 21 
Way and the Medical Center.  One of the issues regarding health that was new in our plan was 22 
the opiate issue.  We have connections with the CAPE project where UVM got a grant and we 23 
helped with data on health and crime issues primarily in Burlington.  We have another grant 24 
“Partnership for Success” where we are the fiscal agent for a $300,000 grant.  Most of the 25 
recipients are working on prevention measures with youth.  Some of the indicators involve the 26 
partners who help with the data.  Charlie has been careful to note that we don’t have a role in 27 
health care and don’t want to, but we are providing data.  The medical center invited him to 28 
serve on the Community Health Investment Committee where $750,000 is invested each year.  29 
The idea in Dr. Brumsted’s Op Ed piece is to work towards a future where they help people stay 30 
healthy rather than just treating symptoms to get healthy.  There been a lot of conversations 31 
about how to deal with the opiate issue.  Last week we were asked to become the backbone 32 
organization to coordinate meetings, be the fiscal agent, etc.   This is a $100,000 grant 33 
application which is part of a $300,000/yr three-year effort where we would hire staff to 34 
facilitate a steering committee of the involved parties and work on data integration and analysis.  35 
They have come to us as a neutral third party that does both of these things in our current work. 36 

 37 
Martha Maksym is Executive Director of the United Way of Chittenden County and has been 38 
there over 22 years.  They have been a part of this since 1996 when they started the Champlain 39 
Initiative, which she described.  They ran the Champlain Initiative until approached by the 40 
CCRPC to participate in the new ECOS regional plan.  This was unique for Champlain Initiative 41 
because ECOS involved the municipalities which CI did not.  She noted that Collective Impact is a 42 
systematic approach to address a really complex societal issues.  There are five components to 43 
the opiate crisis:  a. education; b. treatment; c. recovery; d. safety; and e. public education.  44 
When you deal with all of these areas, you end up with a lot of organizations that should be 45 
involved.  She further described calls she’s been getting on the issue and what they want to do.  46 
She started to see a lot of work at cross purposes.  The medical center has a Collective Impact 47 
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Grant Opportunity and she thought we could use this approach to organize the players to 1 
answer these questions: 2 

 Shared goals 3 

 Shared measurement. How are we going to know we got there? 4 

 How do we make sure there are mutually beneficial activities? 5 

 Continuous communication 6 

 Backbone organization – a neutral organization that will be behind the scenes to make 7 
sure data is collected, organize meetings, etc. 8 

As they tried to decide who would do that Martha said the United Way considered it, but did 9 
not feel they would be neutral, so Penrose Jackson suggested that we do it under ECOS umbrella 10 
because the partners are already committed to working together.  We are looking for $100,000 11 
per year from medical center for three years; Stiller Family Foundation has committed $100,000 12 
per year for three years and we have a strong interest from SIM grant through Green Mountain 13 
Care Board for $100,000 per year for three years.  The medical center committee is meeting 14 
next week to review the grant applications.  The whole purpose is to support the organization.  15 
We would hire two staff – one for data gathering about the opiate crisis; and the second to be 16 
project manager to be sure the alliance is doing what they say they’re doing.  Others would be 17 
asked to provide seed money to put into programs, such as Boys & Girls Club to add activities to 18 
keep children busy and off the streets.  After discussion with Charlie, Martha did add our 19 
organization as the tentative backbone organization on the application, but that could change if 20 
the board didn’t agree. 21 
 22 
Charlie wanted to bring this to the Executive Committee to be sure you want us to take this on.  23 
Andy asked Charlie if this is something feasible for our staff to do.  Charlie said yes, we can do 24 
this.  The two employees would be working for this steering committee full-time.  These are not 25 
complicated grants to manage.  Martha said there is only one opiate issue application.  Other 26 
proposals deal with other issues and the hospital committee will make the decision.  Andy asked 27 
members if they’re open to this.  Lou Mossey asked whether it would impact our work program.  28 
Charlie said no and that it would be complimentary to the work we are already doing such as 29 
Melanie’s data collection for ECOS and the CAPE work.  Charlie noted that back in the Challenges 30 
for Change days, getting more involved with Health and Human Services was mentioned as 31 
something to consider.  John was concerned about the location of the staff.  Martha said 32 
Burlington Police Department and hospital each have some space, but she is concerned about 33 
the perception of this and where those people would be housed.  Mike O’Brien said when he 34 
first read this he thought this was just treatment, but now he hears that it’s prevention, 35 
treatment, law enforcement, etc.  Martha said this is about organizing everything. Mike feels it’s 36 
important and is something that we’ve been talking about.  He knows the mayor’s group is in 37 
favor.  Martha said their staff tried to decide who the chair should be, such as Dr. Chen, 38 
Vermont Commissioner of Health.  Mike O’Brien asked if this is going to work together with 39 
what Rutland has been doing.  Martha said yes and noted that the U.S. Attorney’s office is at the 40 
table.  Mike asked if three years were a realistic timeframe. Martha said this is the organization 41 
that will get everyone talking to each other and sharing data.  Mike feels it’s a long-term 42 
problem and he hopes in three years there’s a well-defined and organized group and that it 43 
won’t be gone in five years.  Martha said being under ECOS umbrella would keep us all together.  44 
Mike said if it’s under ECOS, how will it affect the CCRPC long-term? Charlie said Martha is trying 45 
to be sure all these organizations work together and share data.  They’re hoping that once you 46 
get this all in place, you could have a system working that doesn’t require extra staffing.  She is 47 
also having a collaborative of funders to talk because perhaps United Way would no longer 48 
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invest in treatment because the hospital and other agencies would cover it; and United Way 1 
could switch support to, say recovery.  Lengthy discussion continued.  Martha feels the 2 
leadership committee will be in charge and staff wouldn’t be day-to-day managed by CCRPC.  3 
When Mike asked if this effort just covers Burlington, Martha said all of Chittenden County.    4 
MIKE O’BRIEN MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD THAT WE TAKE THIS 5 
PROPOSAL ON.  JOHN ZICCONI SECONDED.  Members discussed whether the board should be 6 
making the decision.  Charlie said the clean way would be to amend the work program.  Lou 7 
suggested a look into how the ECOS plan might affect other things and how CCRPC can do more 8 
of this type of thing.  We are amenable to be planners and the backbone organization.  Charlie 9 
felt that we are fully “partnerized” and there aren’t many more out there.    THE MOTION WAS 10 
THEN AMENDED TO READ “MIKE O’BRIEN MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD 11 
THAT WE TAKE THIS PROPOSAL ON AND AMEND OUR WORK PROGRAM.  JOHN ZICCONI 12 
SECONDED.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. John Zicconi does not support housing these 13 
staff people with law enforcement because it sends the wrong message.  Another location 14 
would be better.   15 
 16 

3. Approval of January 6, 2016 Executive Committee Minutes.  CHRIS ROY MADE A MOTION TO 17 
APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 6, 2016 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING.  MIKE 18 
O’BRIEN SECONDED AND THE MOTION CARRIED WITH LOU MOSSEY ABSTAINING. 19 
 20 

4. Act 250 &Section 248 Applications.  There were none this month. 21 
 22 

5. Draft MOU with VTrans and CCTA.  The attorneys at VTrans are now engaged.  They are asking 23 
that it be an Agreement.  We anticipate this being on the agenda for our March meeting. 24 

 25 
6. Sidewalk Grant.  Charlie noted that VTrans is proposing to discontinue funding Chittenden 26 

County STP Sidewalk program.  The Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) reviewed this at 27 
their meeting yesterday.  The sense of the TAC was that it’s not so bad because VTrans has been 28 
increasing funding for Bike/Ped and transportation alternatives and the program has gotten 29 
bigger.  Eleni said the greater issue with them was the federal funded construction projects that 30 
went from 80% fed/10%state/10% local funding to 80% federal and 20% local funding with no 31 
state match. The state’s argument is that if they don’t fund federal projects, they’ll have more 32 
money to put into the State Funded Construction Projects, which is new this year.  They are 33 
proposing this pot go from 80% state funds with 20% local match to 50% state funds and 50% 34 
local funds.  VTrans suggests this is a better deal because there are less requirements for 35 
construction projects using state funds only.  Discussion ensued.  John is concerned about 36 
cutting the $300,000 because even if they added more money to the bike/ped program 37 
statewide, there is no guarantee our communities will get the same funding.  Members hope 38 
that VTrans wouldn’t try to spread the money evenly all around the state when the densest 39 
population in in Chittenden County.  Some TAC members were going to take this issue back to 40 
their communities to get feedback.  Charlie noted that our towns are likely shifting some of the 41 
funds that would have gone to bike/ped projects to water quality projects.  John asked whether 42 
the state thought we’d see less money over the next 3-5 years.  Eleni feels that we are 43 
positioned well to get these funds.  In the past we’ve received 23.47% of the bike/ped municipal 44 
awards.  We can do this because our communities can use PL funds for the scoping portion.  45 
She’s sorry we’re losing the sidewalk program and a letter might be prudent letting them know 46 
that we have these real needs in Chittenden County.  Chris Roy said if we have the funding we 47 
can deal with this locally and not impose on the state.  Mike suggested we let our feeling known 48 
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to the Chittenden County legislators who serve on the House and Senate transportation 1 
committees.  Andy gave Charlie the authority to communicate this to the state as appropriate. 2 

 3 
7. 1st Rough Draft of Tech Industry/Young Families Summary Report.  Regina Mahony said we have 4 

a project in this year’s work program to get a handle on the tech industry and young families to 5 
see if we can do anything.  She said this is a very rough draft that Melanie and Emily have been 6 
working on.  We’re trying to get a handle on what issues there are in the tech area and whether 7 
housing is an issue.  They’re bringing it here now to see if board members think this is heading in 8 
the right direction.  Their main conclusion is that we may undertake projects that support 9 
healthy community development like the following: 10 

 Continuing to promote investments in all modes of transportation, especially between areas 11 
with high planned housing density and employment centers. 12 

 Continuing to promote housing development for all income levels in area planned for 13 
growth. 14 

 Continuing a regional housing conversation to determine needs and opportunities for 15 
housing development throughout the county. 16 

 Collaborate with the Chamber of Commerce to enhance the Vermont Brand and promote 17 
Chittenden County as a burgeoning tech center. 18 

Andy feels it’s on the right track and feels there are a lot of groups doing things but we need an 19 
inventory of what’s being done.  This is on the right track to see where the challenges are.  20 
Charlie would like to bring this to the board in March so if there are follow-up items, we have 21 
time to add them to the FY17 UPWP.  He feels the most important will be conversations about 22 
transportation infrastructure and then housing conversations.  We’ve been growing as a county, 23 
but the workers are having to live outside the county.  Andy feels we really want to have our 24 
area be considered a tech center and put a framework on some of these things.  John Zicconi 25 
suggested that we spell out STEM in the beginning of the document.  Lou Mossey noted there is 26 
a push on the education side for more STEM training. 27 

 28 
8.  H.249 Council of Governments (COG) Legislation and FAQ.  Charlie noted that we had included a 29 

draft of the legislation in the packet, but there is a new version as of this afternoon.  He did 30 
testify this afternoon, but only to give information.  The committee voted it out this afternoon.  31 
Charlie said they ended up adding one sentence regarding voting that a COG “maintain an equal 32 
number of representatives appointed from each member municipality.”  The other changes 33 
were to increase percentage of towns voting in favor from 60 to 67%.  They clarified that you 34 
can’t use a state grant given for one thing to pay for COG services.  Charlie said that two weeks 35 
ago he had his annual check-in with Milton.  He said the Milton Selectboard is very opposed to 36 
the notion of COGs and there was discussion about Charlie’s & RPC’s intent to take over the 37 
towns.  He was not very effective trying to dissuade them that this is not an intent of anyone 38 
here.  Lou thinks this goes back to a decade ago when there was discussion of regional or county 39 
government.  Lengthy discussion ensued.  Members had concerns about some of the 40 
requirement in the bill.  Charlie noted that this conversation very much mirrored the 41 
conversation in the House Government Operations Committee today.  Those concerns included: 42 

 How to have at least 50% be municipal elected officials, because they’re already pulled in all 43 
directions 44 

 Some rural communities don’t have staff so they rely on RPC for that. CCRPC is one of the 45 
few in Vermont that really supports the municipalities and doesn’t do a top down approach. 46 
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 Why does the process have to be so complicated? or Why don’t we just change the duties of 1 
the RPCs?  The House Gov Ops committee decided that it’s better to have a more 2 
transparent process for each of the towns in a region to decide if they want to turn their 3 
RPC into a COG.  What if a town doesn’t want to participate?  The legislature looked at this 4 
that if a town wants to do it they can, if they don’t they don’t have to.   5 

Charlie said it did pass out of the House Government Operations Committee today so he thinks 6 
it will go directly to the floor or possibly another committee.  He feels there is another 7 
opportunity to testify in the Senate committee.  Andy said we really don’t know how our 8 
communities feel and he would hate for us to take a position one way or the other.  It was noted 9 
that this is only enabling legislation so we could stay as we are now.  Members agreed Charlie 10 
can continue to provide factual information on this topic. They also agreed that we need to let 11 
the full board know what’s going on.  Perhaps we need to get feedback about what the 12 
aversions are.    13 
 14 

9.  Chair’s/Executive Director’s Report.   15 

 ECOS Annual Report.  The report was emailed yesterday.  Hard copies were distributed.  16 
Charlie noted that information included came from discussions with ECOS partners.  17 
Members briefly discussed the report and gave suggestions. 18 

 Personnel Evaluations. Charlie noted that evaluations for all staff were completed on 19 
Monday.  It was a very positive process.  Staff all got high marks on performance.  There was 20 
a lot of support for the new management structure. 21 

 UPWP Update.  Charlie noted we received 67 project suggestions for the FY17 UPWP with 22 
the total amount twice as much as what we have budgeted, so we’ll have to do some 23 
cutting.  The next committee meeting will be Thursday, March 3rd. 24 

 Legislative Update. Besides the COG bill, Charlie has been following 4 others that have RPC 25 
implications: 26 

 A bill that passed house last year would change the municipal plan review from 5 years 27 
to 10 years, but is still up in the air. 28 

 Solar Siting Task Force just came out with a report.  Adam Lougee from Addison County 29 
RPC represented VAPDA.  It appears that a compromise may be developing where 30 
individual municipalities would have less weight in the Public Service Board process, but 31 
if the towns cooperated in developing a regional plan that would carry more weight.  32 
This is connected to the energy planning that RPCs are involved in and he thinks the 33 
energy planning in general is a good idea, but the actually siting criteria and/or mapping 34 
could be challenging. 35 

 Senate bill 123 is ANR’s permitting process bill.  They have 83 processes and are trying 36 
to get it down to five. 37 

 There’s a bill the Agency of Commerce introduced that might take away our ability to 38 
“negotiate” a contract annually with them.  We are talking with them to make sure we 39 
retain that ability. 40 
 41 

10. Review of February 17, 2016 Board Agenda.  Members reviewed and approved the agenda for 42 
the February 17th board meeting. 43 

 44 
11. Other Business. There was no other business. 45 

 46 
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12. Executive Session. JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY LOU MOSSEY, TO GO INTO 1 
EXECUTIVE SESSION AT 8:05 P.M.TO DISCUSS PERSONNEL ITEMS.  THE MOTION CARRIED 2 
UNANIMOUSLY. JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY LOU MOSSEY, TO COME OUT 3 
OF EXECUTIVE SESSION AT 8:35 P.M.  THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 4 
 5 

 6 
There being no further business the Committee adjourned at 8:35. 7 
 8 
Respectfully submitted, 9 
 10 
 11 
Bernadette Ferenc 12 


