
   
 

   
 

CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 2 

 3 
DATE:  Wednesday, Sept 18, 2024  4 
TIME:  6:00 PM 5 
PLACE: REMOTE ATTENDANCE via ZOOM MEETING VIDEO or CCRPC Office 6 
 7 
MEMBERS: Bolton:  Vacant    Buel’s Gore:  Garret Mott 8 

Burlington: Andy Montroll   Charlotte:  Dana Hanley 9 

Colchester: Jacki Murphy    Essex Jct. City: Cristin Gildea 10 

Essex:   Andy Watts   Huntington: Absent 11 

Hinesburg: Absent    Jericho: Catherine McMains  12 

 Milton:  Absent    Richmond: Bard Hill   13 

 St. George: Absent    Shelburne: Jeff Carr 14 

So. Burlington: Chris Shaw   Underhill: Brad Holden  15 

 Westford: Benjamin Bornstein  Williston: Karen Peterson 16 

Winooski:  Mike O’Brien   Cons/Env.: Miles Waite 17 

VTrans:  Amy Bell   FHWA:   Absent 18 

Ind/Bus:  Tim Bachle (6:30pm)  GMT:    Absent 19 

Socio/Econ/Housing: Bruce Wilson   Agriculture: Absent 20 

BIA:  Absent    Railroad Ind: Absent 21 

FTA:  Absent 22 

     23 
CCRPC Staff: Charlie Baker, Executive Director   Eleni Churchill, Transp. Prog. Dir. 24 
  Forest Cohen, Business Director  Amy Irvin Witham, Sr. Business Mgr. 25 
  Trudy Namubiru, Business Office Mgr.  Emma Vaughn, Comm. Mgr.  26 
  Marshall Distel, Sr. Transp. Planner  Taylor Newton, Planning Prog. Director27 
  Dan Albrecht, Nat. Resources Prog. Mgr. Melanie Needle, GIS & IT Mgr. 28 
     29 
Others: Town Meeting TV (Channel Coordinator); Patty Davis     30 
 31 
1. Call to order; Attendance; Changes to the Agenda 32 

The meeting was called to order at 6:01 by the Chair, Chris Shaw. C. Shaw recognized two new 33 
board members, Cristin Gildea and Karen Peterson. Charlie Baker recognized new staff member, 34 
Maya Balassa. M. Balassa is a planner and started at CCRPC in August. M. Balassa introduced 35 
herself and gave an overview of the projects she is working on. Her projects include Buel’s Gore 36 
Town Plan review, RAISE grant, water quality, and Plan BTV New North End. There were no changes 37 
to the agenda. 38 
 39 

2. Public Comment Period on Items NOT on the Agenda – Patty Davis, a member of the public, 40 
spoke. P. Davis is a resident of Essex and was previously on the town planning commission. P. 41 
Davis posed a question asking how the RPC deals regionally with transportation issues that don’t 42 
coincide with the 2014 Essex transportation plan. She asked why Essex is not following the 2014 43 
transportation plan which says trucks are not to penetrate existing residential neighborhoods. The 44 
Sand Hill neighborhood has a lot of semi-trucks. She said the Essex Selectboard does not follow 45 
the 2014 transportation plan. C. Baker responded by saying that the town is not subordinate to the 46 
RPC. The towns make up the RPCs. RPCs don’t have authority over the town. P. Davis asked if there 47 
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is someone who can be recommended to help this group. P. Davis described an accident that 48 
occurred a few years ago. Lower Sand Hill Rd is a residential neighborhood, and the semi-trucks 49 
are affecting their lives and quality of life. Dana Hanley is surprised that she is not getting a 50 
response from the Town staff. P. Davis referenced a Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) funded 51 
study that highlighted that there is an agreement which says that trucks should be using Rt 15, and 52 
Allen Martin Dr. Eleni Churchill shared that the current UPWP has a study that is focused on this 53 
issue. Sai Sarepalli is managing the study. CCRPC Staff will be meeting with Essex Town staff to 54 
discuss the scope. Public outreach to talk about issues and solutions is a part of the study. The 55 
process is just starting. P. Davis thanked the Board and appreciated the discussion.   56 
 57 

3. Consent Agenda 58 
a. TIP Amendment: Mike O’Brien moved to approve the consent agenda. Seconded by Bard 59 

Hill. The motion passed unanimously with MPO members voting as follows.  60 
 61 
Bolton:  Vacant  Burlington: Yes (4)  Charlotte: Yes 62 
Colchester: Yes (2)  Essex:  Yes  Essex Jct.: Yes 63 
Hinesburg:  Absent  Huntington: Absent  Jericho: Yes 64 
Milton:  Absent  Richmond: Yes  St. George: Absent 65 
Shelburne:  Yes  So. Burlington: Yes (2)  Underhill: Yes 66 
Westford:  Yes   Williston: Yes  Winooski: Yes 67 
VTrans:  Yes 68 

 69 
4. Minutes of the July 17, 2024, Board Meeting 70 

Catherine McMains asked for acronyms to be spelled out in the minutes. C. McMains asked for 71 
hyperlinks to be included in the minutes when a presentation is referenced and saved online.  She 72 
also identified that on Line 200 the use of the word ‘adopted’ is mentioned too many times. C. 73 
Shaw informed the Board that board members not attending a meeting for which minutes are being 74 
discussed are welcome to vote on the minutes.  75 
 76 
Garret Mott moved to approve the July 2024 Board Meeting Minutes with amendments. Jacki 77 
Murphy seconded. The motion passed with Brad Holden and Miles Waite abstaining. 78 
 79 

5. FY25 Regional Board Member and Committee Appointments  80 
C. Shaw read the bylaws which described board member and committee appointment 81 
expectations. He noted that the Board Development Committee, Unified Planning Work Program 82 
(UPWP) Committee, Planning Advisory Committee (PAC), Equity Advisory Committee (EAC), and 83 
the Basin 5 Water Quality Council all have opportunities for additional members. The other 84 
committees have full memberships. C. Shaw informed the Board of the frequency of meeting times 85 
for each committee. C. Gildea volunteered to be on the EAC. Karen Peterson volunteered to be on 86 
the Board Development Committee. Bruce Wilson informed the Board that he has been attending 87 
all EAC meetings since the beginning. Andy Watts (Essex) volunteered to be on the UPWP 88 
committee. C. Baker added that Eleanore Walker from Burlington volunteered to participate on the 89 
Basin 5 Water Quality Council. C. Shaw volunteered to be on be on the PAC.  90 
 91 
C. McMains moved to approve the Chair making the committee appointments as written in the 92 
packet with additions made during the meeting and G. Mott seconded. The motion passed 93 
unanimously.   94 
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 95 
6. Potential Transit Service Changes – Clayton Clark, GMT **DEFERRED TO NEXT MEETING** 96 

 97 
7. ECOS Plan Update 98 

T. Newton introduced himself and gave a presentation on the ECOS Plan update process. The 99 
presentation included an overview of the timeline with the adoption of ECOS Plan culminating at 100 
the end of 2025. Engagement for the future land use map will start soon and go through June 2025. 101 
Development of a new future land use map is required by Act 181. Act 181 impacts the 102 
development of the regional plan by requiring municipal workshops and meaningful participation 103 
as defined by the environmental justice bill. The state land use review board (LURB) will approve 104 
the regional plan after the board adopts the regional plan. The oversight of the LURB is new. The 105 
regional plan is also required to map Environmental Justice Focus Populations (EJFP) and consider 106 
the environmental benefits and environmental burdens of the revised future land use map, per 107 
state statute. The future land use map must use the same typologies that are now standardized 108 
statewide for each regional planning commission (RPC). This enables the LURB to compare the 109 
future land use areas from an apples-to-apples perspective across the state. Housing targets will 110 
also be included as required by the Home Act. The Statewide Housing Needs Assessment will 111 
include regional housing targets for each RPC. RPCs are required by the Home Act to disaggregate 112 
the regional housing target to municipalities. CCRPC Staff has already figured out a way to fairly 113 
disaggregate the target to reflect the development pattern we are striving for in Chittenden County.  114 
 115 
T. Newton reviewed the public engagement plan steps which includes step 1: planning and 116 
coordination to work internally as staff to develop a future land use map, step 2: inform and provide 117 
education on Act 181 and explain the future land use map process. C. Baker is already starting with 118 
step 2 through his meetings with selectboards and city councils. Step 3 is assessing environmental 119 
benefits and burdens. Staff need to figure out a methodology to complete this step.  T. Newton 120 
noted that the state’s definition of EJFP has issues because a lot of Chittenden County is showing 121 
up as having EJFP which is not true given our demographics. Step 4 is engagement to review the 122 
draft future land use map with municipal boards and EJFP to understand what the changes in the 123 
future land use map mean for these populations. Step 5 is revising the plan based on feedback 124 
received. 125 
 126 
T. Newton further explained that municipalities are enabled to request inclusion of part of their 127 
municipality as a Tier 1B areas. Requesting a Tier 1B area is an action that the selectboard can 128 
take. This action would allow for some limited Act 250 exemptions. The limit is 50 housing units. A 129 
municipality must make a request to the CCRPC to map these Tier 1B areas.  130 
 131 
D. Hanley added that municipal engagement is going to be interesting because there are so many 132 

voices about changes. Front Porch Forum in Charlotte shows different views related to housing. T. 133 

Newton responded by saying that the engagement plan will be customized for individual 134 

municipalities to meet their needs. Jeff Carr added that this works so long as a town does not say it 135 

doesn’t want any housing. T. Newton informed the Board that CCRPC staff will be making 136 

recommendations to the Board and that staff strives to make this a collaborative process with our 137 

municipalities. G. Mott added that this harkens back to the should vs. shall debate in the early 138 

2000’s. T. Newton responded by saying that many of our municipalities have done a good job of 139 

municipal land use planning, and that the land use typologies match up well with what is being now 140 
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being required. The edges of the villages and rural areas in municipalities may bring some friction. 141 

We want to lean into the work municipalities are already doing. G. Mott mentioned that the RPCs 142 

were more adversarial back a few decades ago, but now with C. Baker and staff’s leadership the 143 

relationship has improved. C. Baker interjected that he has started city council and selectboard 144 

meetings and the message is that we want to do this in partnership with municipalities and 145 

acknowledges that there may be rubs in a few places which require working together to smooth 146 

out. C. Baker asked if the messaging came across well at these meetings. Board members nodded 147 

their heads.  148 

 149 
C. McMains shared that Jericho is doing work to update their natural resource overlay district. T. 150 
Newton offered that the rural conservation typology falls within tier 3 and potentially needs to go 151 
through rulemaking by the LURB. Rulemaking is happening after we adopt the plan. C. Baker added 152 
that a lot of the natural systems mapping has been done through energy planning and he hopes 153 
that the work we have done already will align. C. Baker added that our rural planning area is 154 
generic, and Act 181 requires us to divide up the rural area into conservation lands, rural 155 
residential, and forested/working lands.  156 
 157 
J. Carr said collaboration starts now and that there needs to be a critical review of the statewide 158 
housing target and that a recognition of commuting patterns not respecting boundaries is needed. 159 
General acceptance and credibility of how the housing targets were estimated is needed. When we 160 
get to the municipal level, who says that Burlington and other communities must house all their 161 
workers. If these targets become too aspirational in nature, there is going to be a higher degree of 162 
resistance. Each community is going to be triggered. J. Carr doesn’t see this going in a positive 163 
direction.  164 
 165 
C. Shaw agreed that the map empowers people to make changes, people are not going to 166 
understand that Burlington carries a bigger burden being the economic engine and that there are 167 
environmental consequences of sprawling out. T. Newton state that the  rural communities must 168 
share in the benefits and burdens of housing. He shared that the PAC has estimated municipal 169 
housing targets by looking at infrastructure capacity and looked at our areas planned for growth 170 
without requiring substantial increases in water/wastewater capacity. The result is a methodology 171 
produced results showing growth consistent with the level of growth we have seen with some 172 
added concentration in areas with infrastructure. J. Carr says we need to talk to other RPCs 173 
(Lamoille, Grand Isle, Franklin, Addison, and Washington counties) because these counties are 174 
integrated with us due to Chittenden County having all the jobs, and the other counties have the 175 
bedrooms. T. Newton described that the longitudinal employment household dynamic (LEHD) data 176 
estimates that Chittenden County has about 100,000 jobs and about 63,000 live and work here. 177 
About 30,000 workers commute from other counties.  178 
 179 
C. Baker added that the state and regional targets will be set by the State and then the RPCs will 180 
work with our municipalities to establish municipal targets/goals. C. Baker said we will be 181 
approaching this with good intentions and there will be reactions given that 40% of Vermonters 182 
don’t want to see growth. Act 250 was a major reaction to growth in the 70’s. He asked rhetorically 183 
what is healthy and sustainable growth? D. Hanely agreed that finding the sweet pot is going to be 184 
difficult.  T. Newton added that we will assign a land use planner to be staff lead to work with each 185 
municipality.  186 
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 187 
CCRPC will guide the development of the regional future land use mapping in cooperation with our 188 
municipalities and will make a formal recommendation to the LRPC for each community. Issues 189 
will be outlined. J. Carr asked, what happens if a town doesn’t achieve its target? What is the carrot 190 
or stick? Will more funding be available if housing targets are implemented? What will be taken 191 
away if they don’t achieve their targets? D. Hanely added that it is a big issue when municipalities 192 
don’t have any septic capacity. C. Baker said that housing targets are intended to inform policy 193 
because the legislature is not seeing housing growth happen in a healthy way. Depending upon 194 
what they see, they will turn other policy levers. The map is an important piece for Act 250 195 
exemption areas. The carrot is the regulatory relief in areas that want to grow. The only potential 196 
negative consequence of a housing target not being achieved is if a town refuses to include the 197 
housing target in their plan, or fails to try to implement their plan, which might result in RPCs 198 
denying municipal requests to confirm the municipal planning process and approve the municipal 199 
plan. 200 
 201 
B. Hill shared that the legislature should give municipalities money to expand water or sewer in 202 
areas adjacent to villages. The way to expand is through infill or around the edges of existing 203 
systems. A modest amount of money in exchange for water/sewer for housing development is an 204 
opportunity because towns don’t want to pay for it. B. Hill added that many towns situated along 205 
rivers with surrounding slopes will be like Richmond. T. Newton wrapped up by saying that more 206 
will be discussed in 2025. He shared that the public engagement plan will be presented to LRPC 207 
and PAC in October. T. Newton noted that Interim Act 250 exemptions are available now and 208 
referenced the Act 250 exemption map. C. Baker noted that the exemption areas include about 2% 209 
of the state land area to stress that the area for growth is very limited. 210 
 211 

8. Equity Update 212 
C. Baker explained that Anne Nelson Stoner is celebrating her wedding and is not working this 213 
week. Interns have been hired to assist with ECOS Plan engagement and to update the Public 214 
Participation Plan with an initial focus on updating the stipend policy. We have had an interim 215 
stipend policy for 10 years. It will be consistent with the environmental justice bill. The EAC has 216 
been focusing on what they want to work on and have updated their committee charge and 217 
purpose. EAC is getting more involved with the UPWP process and supporting staff with public 218 
engagement. E. Vaughn and AN. Stoner are updating the board member handbook and adding 219 
code of conduct policies applicable to public meetings. The Board will review this at an upcoming 220 
meeting. AN. Stoner is working on connections with indigenous communities and will bring that 221 
into the ECOS Plan. She is working on a staff retreat and on-going training in restorative justice.  222 
 223 

9. Chair/Executive Director’s Updates 224 
a. Annual Reports: C. Baker noted that all selectboard and city council meetings are 225 

scheduled. Each town receives an annual report to document the work completed. The 226 
reports also include information about Act 181. 227 

b. Housing Issues: Some municipalities met in Montpelier today asking the state to help with 228 
the homeless issues. C. Baker has agreed to help facilitate some conversations within 229 
Chittenden County.  230 

c. Next Meeting Date: Tuesday, October 15 because of a religious holiday.  231 
d. Other: Emma will be sending an email asking if board members want to have a meeting 232 

appointment emailed to them. C. McMains does not do digital calendars. The meeting  233 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/d96022b7dce64945a326e7bf98a2f365/
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packets will include a link to the committee page for meeting minutes review.  234 
 235 

10. Members’ Items -  236 
1. C. Shaw noted that Mike Bissonette has asked for a debrief on regional dispatch. This will 237 

be included in upcoming Agenda 238 
2. M. O’Brien asked about the schedule for Exit 16 construction. C. Baker said there is a hiatus 239 

for Exit 16 to focus work on the Main St project in Winooski. Exit 16 construction will resume 240 
in Spring 2025. Main St will be back open to two lanes with work happening along the 241 
edges/sidewalks.  E. Churchill will reach out to VTrans for more detail and forward it along 242 
to M. O’Brien 243 

3. B. Hill asked about the 3-acre impervious surface permit. A conversation with Department 244 
of Environmental Conservation may be needed. The issue lies with municipalities outside of 245 
the municipal separate storm water system (MS4) permit. B. Hill and C. Shaw agreed that 246 
the PAC and maybe other committees should be emailed to find out their interest on this 247 
topic.  248 

4. D. Hanley asked for GMT cutbacks to be included on our agenda to better understand what 249 
is going on with ridership.  Other board members agreed with various points raised about 250 
the lack of GMT service impacting people’s ability to get to work, especially from 251 
Jeffersonville, Special Services Transit Agency riders, and defending density along transit 252 
routes.  253 

 254 
11. Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports 255 

C. Shaw referred members to the committee minutes in the packet. Links to the committee pages 256 
are provided to simplify the agenda.   257 

 258 

12. Adjournment 259 
 260 
J. Carr moved to adjourn the meeting, and G. Mott seconded. The motion passed 261 
unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 pm. 262 
 263 

Respectfully submitted, 264 
Melanie Needle 265 


