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UPWP Committee Meeting 2 
February 22, 2018 
 
Attendees: 
Mike O’Brien, Committee Chair 
Amy Bell, VTrans 
Barbara Elliot, TAC 
Ken Belliveau, PAC 
John Zicconi, Board 
Mike Bissonnette, Board 
Bard Hill, Board  
Chris Jolly, FHWA 
Justin Rabidoux, TAC 

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

 1 
• Committee Chair Mike O’Brien opened the meeting at 5:30 p.m. 2 
• Introductions were made. 3 
• The minutes from meeting one were reviewed and approved with no changes. Barbara 4 

made the motion and Justin seconded. 5 
• Charlie gave an overview of the project disposition sheet and the updated color scheme.  6 
• Regina provided the Committee with updates related to the land use projects. Justin 7 

asked about how the land use projects are judged. Charlie replied by describing how 8 
land use projects are not PL funded so we’re not “judging” them against transportation 9 
projects but rather assessing them against the available budget/staff time. By the next 10 
meeting, we will be able to better determine how staff hours will be allocated to the 11 
new land use requests and which tasks staff recommends be part of the UPWP. 12 

• Ken stated that Williston would need to know about the implications of municipal 13 
project #10 (Land Value Analysis) earlier in the fiscal year in order to contribute 14 
financially towards the $100,000 project cost.  Perhaps this could be discussed this year 15 
and municipalities could be asked to contribute for FY20. 16 

• Eleni noted that CCRPC staff met with VTrans/FHWA to determine PL funding eligibility. 17 
• Staff recommended that regional project #4 (Exit 14 Intercept) be deferred until the I-89 18 

Needs Analysis is conducted. 19 
• For regional project #6 (Hinesburg Bus) the budget was reduced to eliminate the need 20 

for a consultant and to use a student intern. Charlie recommended keeping this project 21 
with a budget of $5,000. Richard Watts would serve as resident rather than a UVM staff 22 
member. John asked whether there was an indication that this route might be 23 
eliminated by GMT? The was no indication that the route would be eliminated, but an 24 
outreach-related initiative would help boost ridership. The revised proposal expanded 25 
the scope beyond UVM and into Burlington. John is more comfortable with this proposal 26 
with the recent revisions. 27 

• For regional project #10 (East Allen Scoping) there was a brief discussion about its 28 



regional significance. With its current scope, the Committee feels that this is better 29 
suited as a local project. Charlie talked with the Winooski City Manager and understands 30 
that the City would prefer to defer this project to either see if it could be done as a 31 
regional project with Colchester or locally at either mid-year or in FY20.  32 

• $50,000 is the minimum needed for the MRGP work within regional project #11 (Water 33 
Quality Transportation). Eleni described how this figure likely needs to increase if 34 
funding is available (up to $100,000). Eleni noted that $100,000 was allocated in FY18. 35 

• Eleni described the new VEIC project (regional #12). John Z asked for more details on 36 
how this benefits our municipalities (specifically with the county forum) since the state 37 
will already be getting a VW settlement. Eleni will provide the Committee with more 38 
details and a draft scope of work prior to the next meeting. Chris suggested the tasks be 39 
broken out into two separate activities. 40 

• Bryan described the regional project #13 (Regional Bike Share) and will prepare a draft 41 
scope for the Committee to review. 42 

• For municipal project #4 (Asset Management), the project is eligible, but there is a 43 
concern that this project would set an expensive precedent. John stated that if a high-44 
dollar request is made in a year with funding available, then great; however, what 45 
happens when more high requests come in the future with limited budgets? Justin 46 
asked about where the line is drawn for maintenance requests? Chris Jolly described 47 
how this project will help the town make informed decisions with data gathering. States 48 
are required to develop an asset management plan, and data gathering for that purpose 49 
has been determined to be an eligible planning activity. The Committee would like to 50 
make it clear that an approval for FY19 would not indicate a commitment to future 51 
phases. Justin asked for more detail related to the budget. Is this gathering data on 52 
every pipe or taking a representative sample? Staff will reach out to Colchester for 53 
updates.   54 

• Justin explained municipal project #11 (SB Lane Assignments) and how it has already 55 
been looked at multiple times, but yielded conflicting results. This could be handled 56 
through other South Burlington work as an operational initiative. It could also be 57 
considered as an in-house CCRPC technical assistance request. 58 

• Staff moved on to partner requests. There was a discussion about how best to evaluate 59 
Local Motion’s deliverables. Staff received some information from VTrans that wasn’t 60 
entirely helpful. John said that there is little info for the Bikes Mean Business effort and 61 
it seems to be covered in other tasks. We asked them to cut back before because it 62 
seemed to be an overreach. $105,000 seems like a large ask when compared to the 63 
other partner requests. The Committee will review the annual report from Local Motion 64 
prior to the next meeting. Charlie suggested to keep this request as is for now, if budget 65 
allows, and come back to it if needed.  66 

• Neighbor Rides requested a similar $47,000 ask as in previous years. Via Email, John 67 
asked the Committee if we should increase their funding. They submitted a proposal 68 
with how they would use additional funds. Charlie explained how SSTA has raised rates 69 
for E&D service. Charlie wants to have some conversations with VTrans, GMT and 70 
funding partners to learn more and get a better sense of appropriate partners (is NR the 71 
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right service provider?), etc. Chittenden County is an anomaly in how this service is 72 
provided in comparison to other areas of the state. Amy added that TPI guidance for 73 
other RPCs is to serve as E&D coordinators, we could be a co-coordinator/convener in 74 
this effort. Barbara noted that Age Well is providing services to rural areas.  75 

• John suggested that CATMA has no concrete projects in their request. Are UPWP funds 76 
used to hire staff members rather than complete projects? Charlie explained that the 77 
funds are used for deliverables and staff time. Our funds helped them extend beyond 78 
the campus areas as a countywide TDM partner. Staff will reach out to CATMA for 79 
details related to their overall budget and deliverables. 80 

• Marshall gave an overview of Jon Moore’s GMT memo that details how GMT’s decline in 81 
ridership is similar to decline felt by other similar-sized transit agencies around the 82 
country. The Committee felt that it would be beneficial to have GMT present at a future 83 
Board meeting.   84 

• Committee Chair Mike O’Brien adjourned the meeting at 7:15. 85 
 86 
Respectfully submitted, 87 
Marshall Distel 88 


