
  
 

  
 

CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
JOINT FINANCE AND EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 2 

FINAL  3 
 4 

DATE:  Wednesday, July 10, 2024 5 
TIME:  5:45 PM 6 
PLACE:  Remote Attendance via Zoom 7 
 8 
PRESENT: Chris Shaw, Chair     Catherine McMains, Past Chair  9 
  Jacki Murphy, Secretary/Treasurer  Michael Bissonette, at large <5000  10 

Bard Hill, Vice Chair (departed at 7pm) Jeff Carr, Finance Committee  11 
Andy Montroll, at large >5000 (joined late)  12 

            13 
STAFF:  Charlie Baker, Executive Director   Taylor Newton, Planning Prog. Director  14 

  Forest Cohen, Business Director    Trudy Namubiru, Business Office Mgr.  15 
  Emma Vaughn, Communications Mgr.  Eleni Churchill, Transp. Program Director 16 
  Eliana Fox, Transportation Planner  Amy Irvin Witham, Senior Business Mgr. 17 

Anne Nelson Stoner, Equity & Engage Mgr.  18 
 19 
1. Call to Order, Attendance 20 

Chair Chris Shaw called the meeting to order at 5:45pm. The group discussed makeup of the Finance 21 
Committee and Executive Committee because of the new fiscal year. C. Baker and C. Shaw reviewed 22 
the current composition of the various committees, confirming members such as B. Hill, J. Murphy, and 23 
J. Carr for the Finance Committee and B. Hill, J. Murphy, C. Shaw, M. Bissonette, C. McMains, and A. 24 
Montroll for the Executive Committee 25 
 26 

2. Changes to the Agenda, Members’ Items 27 
Item 5, Third Quarter Financials, was moved up to Item 4. 28 
 29 

3. Minutes – June 5, 2024 30 
C. McMains moved to approve the June minutes, B. Hill seconded the motion. The motion carried 31 
unanimously. 32 
 33 

4. Third Quarter Financials (moved to item 4) 34 
F. Cohen brought up the third quarter journal entries. F. Cohen proposed a shift in the match for MPO 35 
funding from $150,000 of ACCD funds down to $100,000.  F. Cohen explained that the ACCD funds 36 
would be fully expended before the end of the fiscal year and that it was more appropriate for those 37 
funds to support regional planning work.  There are sufficient amount of municipal dues to match MPO 38 
program work for the remainder of the year. The Committee agreed to the shift in allocation.    39 
 40 
J. Murphy asked about whether the ACCD funding is one-time or annual. C. Baker explained that ACCD 41 
is a recurring grant but that it can’t be carried over. This is compared to dues money and MPO funds that 42 
can be carried over. J. Carr mentioned that dues are generally better used as matching funds. B. Hill 43 
asked if there was a theoretical downside to F. Cohen’s proposed shift.  C. Baker explained that there 44 
really wasn’t in this case.   45 
 46 
F. Cohen explained that the “headline” for the third quarter financials is that the revenues are 47 
exceeding expenses by just under $5,000, essentially breaking even three quarters of the way through 48 
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the year.  March was a more “negative” month, as a new business office staff was being onboarded.  49 
This would lead to our indirect costs being higher than they were earlier in the year, with the result being 50 
less revenue being generated relative to expenses. F. Cohen suggested that given the amount of 51 
municipal dues remaining, any potential shortfalls would be able to be covered. J. Carr asked what 52 
would help break even for April, May and June. F. Cohen explained that there is about $170,000 in 53 
municipal dues to address any shortfalls if needed. J. Carr asked about the potential for an interim 54 
update between now and quarter four to keep an eye on any potential shortfalls. 55 
 56 
F. Cohen asked if there was a motion to approve the third quarter journal entries. J. Carr asked that the 57 
vote be delayed until the committee had more time to review. J. Carr moved to table the approval of 58 
journal entries until the subsequent meeting. B. Hill seconded. The motion carried unanimously.  59 
 60 
J. Carr asked for a draft P&L for the fourth quarter as a small addition to the next executive committee 61 
meeting. F. Cohen noted that there will not be accurate numbers through June in time for the next 62 
Executive Committee meeting, C. Baker suggested information through the end of May would suffice. 63 
 64 
C. Baker asked F. Cohen to double check the regional match line for MPO work in the P&L to make sure 65 
everything was being booked correctly.   66 
 67 
J. Carr asked about the “PTO Bank” that was established as part of the new Family Leave Policy. C. 68 
Baker explained that it is technically supplemental PTO, to provide staff additional time off if needed. C. 69 
Baker doesn’t expect the PTO bank to be oversubscribed but wants to be prepared given the increase in 70 
new, younger staff. J. Carr is concerned that if multiple staff use the benefit at the same time, the 71 
CCRPC will have to hire temporary staff. 72 
 73 
B. Hill asked for some modification to the expenditure reporting so that the committee can monitor cost 74 
of this new benefit over time. C. Baker and F. Cohen will investigate how to do this. 75 

 76 
5. Act 250 & Section 240 Applications 77 

a) Town of Colchester (#24-1600-NM) 78 
T. Newton shared his screen with the notice letter and the group discussed the proposed solar 79 
facility at the Colchester Recreation Center parking lot and building. The committee has already 80 
reviewed the letter in accordance with the 45-day notice period. CCRPC identified some 81 
constraints on the property but ultimately doesn’t have any concerns. The project has not changed 82 
substantially. The only edit is that it is not a 45-day notice letter, it is an application letter. 83 
C. Shaw asked for a motion to approve the letter with the edit. J. Murphy moved to approve the 84 
letter with edits, C. McMains seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 85 
 86 

b) Vermont Gas Systems, Inc. (#24-1795-AN) 87 
T. Newton explained the project in Milton and that this is a 45-day notice of application letter. The 88 
project is for a small solar array to charge equipment. The letter discusses the need to work with 89 
Agency of Agriculture to address soils. C. Shaw asked for a motion to approve the letter as written. 90 
B. Hill moved to approve the letter, J. Murphy seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 91 
 92 

c) Global Foundries (#24-1898-PET) 93 
T. Newton explained that this letter was a full petition for solar facility in Essex Junction. The 94 
committee saw this at 45-day notice. The only impact identified was soils, and CCRPC request that 95 
the project works with Agency of Agriculture to address this. The impacts are only on a limited 96 
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section of the project. C. Shaw asked for a motion to approve the letter. B. Hill moved to approve 97 
the letter, C. McMains seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 98 
 99 

d) Essex VT BESS (#24-2009-AN) 100 
T. Newton explained that this project was a large battery being proposed on the Global Foundries 101 
property. It is an exciting project, one of the first of its kind in the county. The only concern is about 102 
impacted soils. C. Shaw clarified that Global Foundries had created a new LLC for this project, 103 
which T. Newton confirmed and explained is common practice. T. Newton also explained that 104 
Global Foundries is now its own utility. C. Baker explained that Global Foundries is going to try to 105 
generate and store as much power from solar as possible. T. Newton said a resource of this size 106 
falls under the jurisdiction of ISO New England, the regional transmission authority, so if the grid 107 
has other issues, they can tell Global Foundries to empty the battery to stabilize the electric grid. C. 108 
Shaw asked for a motion to approve the letter. J. Murphy moved to approve the letter, B. Hill 109 
seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 110 
 111 

e) Wheeler Property Act 250 Appeal update 112 
T. Newton explained the history of the property. There is a parcel that had been city-owned and  113 
voter-approved subjected to a land swap in 2016 or 2017 that was the result of a settlement. T. 114 
Newton brought up a map to show approximately where the parcel is in South Burlington. The land 115 
swap made development on the parcel possible, and the City of South Burlington got a natural 116 
resource area in exchange. The developer got an Act 250 permit in 2022. At the time, CCRPC found 117 
that the project conformed with the regional plan. The parcel in question is shown as a rural 118 
planning area, not a suburban area. The neighbors appealed the Act 250 status, it has gone to trial, 119 
and no decision has been made yet, T. Newton and C. Baker wanted to provide the Committee with 120 
an update. C. Baker explained that CCRPC is incurring some attorney fees in order to be apprised of 121 
what happens in the hearings. 122 
 123 
B. Hill asked about the scope of the attorney fees. C. Baker said a couple thousand dollars, 124 
probably. CCRPC is not actively involved in litigation. B. Hill asked if there were any political or PR 125 
impacts for CCRPC. C. Baker said the appellants view the CCRPC as anti-environment and pro-126 
development. It is not a shift in CCRPC’s policy – CCRPC has been trying to strike a balance while 127 
advocating for more housing.  128 
 129 
The group discussed the need for municipalities to take the regional plan more seriously in the 130 
future when updating their zoning, due to the new Act-250 law. C. Baker mentioned that the new 131 
Act-250 law will require more specific mapping to show where Act-250 does or does not apply. 132 
There will be more weight on the regional plan.  B. Hill says this is such a smaller scale in Richmond 133 
but sees a scenario that some residents will support more housing, but not near their houses. 134 
 135 

6. Equity Update 136 
AN. Stoner explained that she is working with the Equity Advisory Committee about formalizing their role 137 
in CCRPC’s bylaws. Right now, their charge is broad and so they are exploring what they would like to 138 
work on. 139 
 140 
AN. Stoner provided an update on the Code of Conduct and explained that it is currently being reviewed 141 
by an attorney. 142 
 143 
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AN. Stoner shared that she is also working with land use staff on summarizing the ECOS Plan update 144 
outreach.  145 
 146 
AN. Stoner is also working on updating Public Participation Plan. Currently, she is researching an 147 
updated stipend policy. 148 
 149 
Lastly, AN. Stoner explained that she is looking into formalizing what CCRPC’s process is for sponsoring 150 
events or making donations. The goal is to develop a process so that money is being spent in an 151 
equitable way that is less based on one person’s discretion.  B. Hill and C. Shaw raised concerns about 152 
the current ad-hoc approach, suggesting the need for a budget and clearer decision-making guideline. 153 
AN. Stoner agreed, highlighting the need to define the organization's goals and criteria for donations. 154 
The team also discussed the importance of advancing equity work through their sponsorships and 155 
events. The annual amount CCRPC “sets aside” for these kinds of activities has been about $13,000, 156 
give or take. C. Baker explained that formalizing the process for sponsorships is one of the 157 
recommendations that came out of our Equity Assessment from a few years back. 158 
 159 

7. Initial Discussion of Exec Dir Evaluation and salary decision process 160 
C. Baker added this item to the agenda just to start the conversation so that he can draft something for 161 
the Committee to be added to the personnel policy. Currently, the policy has a section about 162 
evaluations for staff, and C. Baker suggested that a section should be added for evaluation of the 163 
Executive Director.  164 
 165 
C. Shaw suggested that the first paragraph of the policy would be about a timeline, starting with a 166 
survey in January or February of staff and others about the Executive Director’s performance. C. Baker 167 
asked if there are any other groups that should provide the Executive Committee with feedback on the 168 
Executive Director’s performance, such as Town Managers, CCRPC’s Board, or Legislators. B. Hill 169 
suggested survey takers should be the Staff and Board, and the key groups that the Executive Director 170 
interacts with each year and that any other requested respondents would be determined through 171 
discussion with the Executive Director. B. Hill suggested that the survey administration should make the 172 
survey “blind” so that the Executive Committee can’t tell that the comments are from any specific 173 
group. C. Shaw agreed with B. Hill’s framework.  174 
 175 
C. Baker reminded the group that the Board and Staff combined is about 50 people, so the Executive 176 
Committee will have to be thoughtful about who else gets the survey so that the responses are not 177 
overwhelming. C. Shaw asked who the point of contact to the executive committee would be. In 178 
addition to the timeline C. Shaw suggested, C. Baker suggested that an evaluation discussion of the 179 
Executive Director occurs at the committee’s March meeting, so that a salary discussion can occur at 180 
the April meeting ahead of budget planning conversations.  181 
 182 
C. McMains shared some background about how Executive Director evaluations have occurred in the 183 
past, sharing that the chair always got the surveys from staff, and collated them to be anonymous. C. 184 
Baker will provide the committee with a draft process at their next meeting.  185 
 186 

8. Chair/Executive Director Report 187 
a) Board Development Committee Update 188 

C. Baker advised that the Board Development Committee now has three meetings on the calendar. 189 
The intention of their work is to bring draft bylaw updates to the Executive Committee. 190 
 191 
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b) Open Meeting Law update 192 
C. Baker and E. Vaughn shared information about new open meeting law requirements. C. Baker 193 
explained that the Executive Committee now must be recorded since it is a decision-making body. 194 
This means that CCRPC must provide a hybrid meeting option for these meetings as of July 1, 2024. 195 
E. Vaughn explained that other new requirements are more administrative, like updating complaint 196 
systems and forms. E. Vaughn is adding a summary of the law on the CCRPC website. C. Baker 197 
clarified that other advisory committees don’t make decisions so they don’t have to host hybrid 198 
meetings and can remain fully remote. 199 
 200 

c) Legislative Update 201 
C. Baker shared that the biggest legislative update is Act-250 reform. One big change for CCRPC is 202 
that the DEC will eventually take over floodplain administration. For Act 250, CCRPC has spent, and 203 
will spend, some time with NRB and DHCD staff developing educational materials for RPCs, 204 
Municipalities, etc. to explain the new planning, permitting, and designation process. 205 
 206 

d) Hiring Update 207 
C. Baker shared that the CCRPC agreed to employment terms with a new planner last week. Her 208 
name is Maya Balassa who has been a planner for the City of Portland, ME. She starts August 5. C. 209 
Baker also mentioned that the leadership team is still evaluating an additional position to assist the 210 
Program Directors. 211 
 212 

e) Other 213 
None 214 

 215 
9. New Business 216 

None 217 
 218 

10. Draft July 17, 2024, Board Agenda review 219 
C. Baker brought up the TIP item. VTrans has asked CCRPC to move the public hearing notice for the TIP 220 

to September. Eleni believes it needs to be warned in September and voted on in October. Eleni will 221 

check with Christine.  222 

There will also be a discussion about committee membership. 223 

There is a deadline for Basin Council membership.  224 

Whenever there is a financial report for the Finance Committee, C. Baker and F. Cohen have been trying 225 

to also provide an overview to the full Board. 226 

Item 9 will be a longer conversation to review what is in the new Act 250 bill. There are things that 227 

impact CCRPC’s Regional Plan, then the agenda will flow into a discussion on the ECOS Regional Plan 228 

update. The new legislation explains why CCRPC has decided to delay the ECOS Plan adoption.  229 

C. Baker has not had a chance to update legislative priorities and asks the Executive Committee to punt 230 

this to the September meeting. It will be taken off the agenda. Other items are routine. 231 

11. Executive Session 232 
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C. Shaw asked for a motion to go into executive session. J. Murphy moved to go into executive session 233 

to discuss personnel issues at 7:11pm, seconded by M. Bissonette. The motion passed 234 

unanimously. 235 

 236 
M. Bissonette moved, and J. Murphy seconded, to adjourn the executive session at 7:30. The motion 237 
passed unanimously. 238 
 239 
C. Shaw moved, seconded by J. Murphy, that the Executive Committee recognize employee 240 

achievement and authorizes the Executive Director to spend up to 100% of the FY25 salary budget 241 

as determined by the Executive Director for staff and as determined by the Executive Committee for 242 

the Executive Director.  The motion passed unanimously. 243 

12. Adjournment 244 
M. Bissonette moved, and J. Murphy seconded, to adjourn the meeting at 7:31. The motion passed 245 

unanimously. 246 

Respectfully submitted, 247 
Eliana Fox 248 


