
   
UPWP Committee Meeting 3 
March 29, 2016 
 
Attendees: 
Chris Roy, Board & Committee Chair 
Andrea Morgante, Board 
John Zicconi, Board (via phone) 
Justin Rabidoux, TAC  
Barbara Elliott, TAC  
Joss Besse, PAC 
Ken Belliveau, PAC 
Amy Bell, VTrans 
Matt Langham, VTrans 
David Armstrong, CCTA 
 
Action items in bold 
 

Staff: 
Charlie Baker 
Regina Mahony  
Eleni Churchill 
Forest Cohen 
Bryan Davis 
Bernie Ferenc 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Committee Chair Chris Roy opened the meeting at 5:47 p.m. 
• Introductions were made.  
• Review and approval of UPWP Committee Minutes – Meeting #2: Barbara moved to 

approve, Andrea seconded, approved with Joss’s change unanimously.  
o Joss’s suggested change to page 2: #42 [Kimball Ave/Kennedy Dr project] Joss 

asked if there are any matching funds from UVM Medical Center for this project? 
Charlie had a conversation with them but nothing is in writing; they could 
provide part or all of the 20% match. The study area has been defined, and this 
project is different than the Exit 12B scoping study.  

• Documents provided for tonight’s meeting: 1) FY17 UPWP Draft UPWP; 2) Draft Budget 
spreadsheet. Bernie notes that the UPWP documents for tonight do not include FY16 
carryforward. 

• Eleni began the discussion of the draft FY17 UPWP Program and Budget, noting the 
color legend: yellow indicates pending grant award or other follow-up questions to be 
answered; green indicates new projects (land use and transportation), red/pink are 
projects not recommended or indicate a budget decrease. 

• 1.1.1.1 Brownfield grant - pending (yellow). 
• 2.1.3.9 Huntington Land Use Regulation project is new. Joss asks if budget changed from 

last meeting, which it hasn’t. This project is for staff time.  
• 2.1.3.12 Shelburne Rural Buildout - not recommended. 
• 2.1.3.13 Richmond - recommended. 
• 2.1.3.14 and 2.1.3.15 South Burlington projects - not recommended. 
• 2.2.2 Regional Transportation Energy Plan - recommended regional project, budget of 

$20,000. 



• 2.2.4 Regional Energy Plan should be colored yellow as this is not under contract at this 
point ($30,000 is pending). This project is for a regional energy plan with municipal input 
rather than developing individual local/town energy plans. 

• 2.3.2.31 TID budget has been reduced from previous spreadsheet ($30,000 down to 
$25,000). 

• 2.3.3.1 CATMA recommended, no change from last meeting (budget $66,000). 
• 2.3.3.2 CarShare VT recommended, no changes. 
• 2.3.3.3 Local Motion recommended, no change from last meeting (budget $80,000). 
• 2.3.4.6 Shelburne phase 2 FBC - recommended, no changes. 
• 2.3.4.13 Burlington Downtown Improvement District - we hope to be completed by June 

(note red date cell). Due to the UPWP development process, it’s better to keep them in 
at this point, then delete when we know it will be complete. 

• 2.3.4.18 Traffic Overlay District - recommended, no changes. 
• 2.3.4.21 Shelburne Southern Gateway - commitment of funding for FY17 due to mid-

year FY16 reduction.  
• 2.3.4.22 Kimball Ave/Kennedy Dr - commitment of funding for FY17 due to mid-year 

FY16 reduction. 
• 2.3.4.24 Riverside Future Street Network (Jericho) - new recommended project. 
• 2.3.4.25 Multimodal Parking Strategy (Winooski) - new recommended project. 
• 2.3.4.27 Envision Tomorrow - not recommended. 
• 2.3.5.1 Winooski River (Main Street) Bridge - recommended. 
• 2.3.6 Technical Assistance - non-project specific Technical Assistance. 
• 2.3.6.7 Update to So. Burlington Transportation Impact Fee Ordinance - recommended. 

Amy suggests adding PL to funding column. 
• 2.3.6.8 Stop Sign Study - recommended. Amy suggests adding PL to funding column. 
• 2.3.7.3 Regional bike/ped plan - funding needed in FY17 due to budget reduction in 

FY16. Justin notes we should remove “Burlington” from Municipality/Partner Agency 
column since this is a regional project. 

• 2.3.8.5 Burlington Bike/Ped Plan - yellow because this is expected to be complete in 
FY16. 

• 2.3.8.15 Path/Sidewalk Policies - recommended. 
• 2.3.8.16 Exit 14 Bike/Ped Study - budget reduced because project will start at mid-year. 

This also means that funding will be needed in FY18. Chris R. asks if this will be a 
feasibility study or scoping study. Eleni notes that we will have conversations with 
South Burlington staff about this and revise description and deliverable as needed. 

• 2.3.8.17 ADA Study, Essex. Budget reduced from $21,000 to $20,000. 
• 2.3.91 Rail Station Planning - the project description and deliverables have been 

updated and CCRPC staff will confirm with VTrans and FHWA as needed. 
• 2.3.10 ITS - budget cell is pink because it was reduced to $20,000. 
• 2.3.13.1 North Avenue - recommended. 
• 2.3.13.3 Winooski Ave - recommended. 
• 2.3.14.4 Shelburne Village Transportation Study- recommended. Add PL to funding 

column. 



• 2.3.15.1 Colchester/Riverside/Barrett - budget will change to $42,000. 
• 2.3.15.3 Mountain View Road Bike/Ped - add PL to funding column. 
• 2.3.15.4 North Williston Road - add PL to funding column. 
• 2.3.16.5 Charlotte Park and Ride - likely to be complete and deleted. 
• 2.3.16.7 Allen Martin Dr - FY16 project that needs funds in FY17. 
• 2.3.16.8 Bank Street - recommended. 
• 2.3.18 Model update - budget increased from $100,000 to $150,000. 
• 2.4.1 Signal Optimization - CCRPC staff will talk to VTrans about whether or not this 

should task should continue to be included. It’s not PL funded (or eligible) and other 
funds are not available.  

• 2.4.2 Transportation Management Services - the yellow cell should be white. Change 
CMAQ to STP in funding column. 

• 3.1.5 Water Quality Project - this is a small grant but the contract is not complete, hence 
the yellow. The focus of this task changes each year, and recently has been on flood 
resiliency. Focus of FY17 is not determined and depends on guidance from ANR.  

• 3.2.3 Road Inventories - $20,000 budgeted for consultant assistance with inventories, in 
addition to CCRPC staff and intern time. At meeting #2 the UPWP Committee discussed 
adding more dollars, but through the process those dollars were redistributed to other 
projects so the balance remains at $20,000. Discussion about how this budget would be 
impacted if 3.2.3.1 Better Roads grants are funded or not. Charlie notes that this hasn’t 
been decided. Amy suggests that the deliverables for both tasks note that they are 
complementary. They are currently identical and may not need to be, although they are 
related and the relationship should be explained.  

• 3.2.3.1 Better Roads - this is yellow because it is a grant program and applications are 
pending for seven towns. (See 3.2.3 above). Barbara asks whether or not towns not 
included in this task should apply to Better Roads on their own. Charlie notes that 
through discussions with the state we are applying individually. We’ll be in touch with 
those towns in the next week or so. 

• 3.2.4 Mallets Bay - recommended, no changes. 
• 5.2.8 Project Management - Huntington - the Town is committing local match funds. 

HMGP = Hazard mitigation grant program. This project is raising the structure in the 
current location and flood proofing the ground level using Emergency Management 
funds. 

• 7.1.22 Colchester Wayfinding - not recommended. 
• 7.1.4 Essex Road Survey - recommended, no changes from last meeting. The budget was 

already reduced due to our hosting the PAVER training this April. 
• 8.1.1 - this has been $10,000 in consultant funds in previous years, CCRPC staff will look 

to see if funds are available to cover direct costs for public participation activities.  
• Row 156 - Bottom line numbers. There have been changes in both directions since our 

previous meeting. Transportation staff costs: $1,573,588, which is a little higher than 
typical years. Non-transportation staff costs: $709,290. Transportation regional 
consultants: $627,560. This may be a little higher than average. Locally matched 
consultant projects: $850,450. CCTA may have more funds available and CCRPC staff will 



have a follow-up conversation with FHWA, FTA and CCTA.  
• Justin asks how much money is really available for towns to apply? Amy suggests that 

it’s about 850,000, which are the locally matched (and partner matched) project 
requests. Charlie notes that we should also include the regionally matched projects. 
Justin is curious about how he should report to his town about what is available versus 
what is requested. Charlie usually thinks of it as (rounded) to $2M, then you include the 
match, so it’s really $2.4M, which excludes FTA. Then you back out $1.6M for staff, 
which brings us back to about $850,000. The balance is largely rollover dollars that 
haven’t been expended.  

• In CCRPC letters to towns/partners letting them know of UPWP process outcome, we 
should relay total available versus request so people understand how competitive this 
process is.  

• In reviewing the budget sheet (11x17), note the asterisk on line 127 that explains the 
need to use additional municipal dues (already in savings) to be able to complete the 
recommended FY17 regional projects. The current municipal dues balance is about 
$230,000. Staff anticipates that we will finish FY16 with an approximately $100,000 
balance. This proposal would use as much as $26,300 from that balance for FY17. In 
addition, the match for any FY16 carryforward projects will come out of this as well. 
The municipal dues account is different than and separate from the organizational 
reserve account.  

• Chris asks how the budget sheet and figures on the draft UPWP are related. Charlie 
directs the Committee to look at the transportation dollars for the bulk of costs. Further 
discussion about cost relationships at a higher level. These two documents are tied 
together in Excel so cells are related to each other. Red cells in Budget spreadsheet (e.g., 
Byways) will not be carried into FY17. Row 48 in Budget sheet (Regional Energy Plan) 
should be yellow. Salaries are inflated through the new grant-funded CC Opiate Alliance 
positions.  

• Recommendation to advance FY17 UPWP and Budget to the Executive Committee and 
Board - John Zicconi moved to approve, Ken Belliveau second, approved unanimously. 
Bernie asks whether or not the motion will include FY16 carryforward? Chairman Roy 
notes yes.  

• Bryan and Eleni note that data and speed study requests will be included in FY17 UPWP 
using staff time. CCRPC staff will ensure that we capture all data requests (these are 
included in a separate tab in previous UPWP spreadsheets). 

• Public hearing will be warned, staff will seek Committee recommendations to advance 
draft UPWP to full Board.  

• The meeting adjourned at 6:52 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Bryan Davis 
 


