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DATE:  Wednesday, February 19, 2025  1 
TIME:  6:00 PM 2 
LOCATION: Remote Attendance via Zoom or CCRPC Office (110 West Canal St., Winooski) 3 
 4 
MEMBERS:  5 
Bolton:  Joss Besse - late  Buel’s Gore:  Garret Mott 6 
Burlington: Andy Montroll   Charlotte:  Deirdre Holmes (Alternate) 7 
Charlotte: Dana Hanley   Colchester: Jacki Murphy                 8 
Essex Jct.: Absent    Essex:   Andy Watts   9 
Huntington: Joe Segale - late  Hinesburg: Michael Bissonette    10 
Jericho:    Catherine McMains   Milton:  Chuck Wilton    11 
Richmond: Bard Hill    St. George: Absent    12 
Shelburne: Jeff Carr    So. Burlington: Absent    13 
Underhill: Brad Holden    Westford: Benjamin Bornstein    14 
Williston: Karen Peterson   Winooski:  Mike O’Brien   15 
Cons/Env.: Absent    VTrans:  Matthew Arancio    16 
FHWA:   Absent     Ind/Bus: Absent     17 
GMT:   Absent    Socio/Econ/Housing: Absent  18 
Agriculture: Absent    BIA:  Absent     19 
Railroad Ind: Absent    FTA:  Absent 20 

 21 
CCRPC Staff:  22 
Charlie Baker, Executive Director   Eleni Churchill, Transp. Prog. Dir.   23 
Emma Vaughn, Comm. Mgr.    Christine Forde, Sr. Transp. Planner                24 
Taylor Newton, Planning Prog. Director                Forest Cohen, Business Director     25 
Amy Irvin Witham, Sr. Business Mgr.                     Marshall Distel, Sr. Transp. Planner 26 
Sarah Muskin, Sr. Planner   Sai Sarepalli, Sr. Transp. Planning Engineer 27 
Kim Smith, Business Office Mgr  Urmila Chhetri, Assoc. Engmnt Planner 28 
      29 
Others: None 30 
 31 
1. Call to order; Attendance; Changes to the Agenda 32 

The meeting was called to order at 6:00 pm by the Vice Chair, B.Hill. There were no changes to the 33 
agenda. 34 

 35 
2. Draft Minutes to January 15, 2025 Board Meeting  36 

C.McMains noted on line 65, 90 and 100 that there were acronyms used. She requested that 37 
Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), Department of Housing and Community Development 38 
(DHCD), and Family and Medical Leave Insurance (FMLI) be written out in full. 39 
 40 
K.Peterson moved to approve the January 15, 2025 Board meeting minutes with the above 41 
amendments. C.McMains seconded. The motion passed. M.O’Brien abstained.  42 
 43 

3. Public Comment Period on Items NOT on the Agenda     44 
None.   45 
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4. Kim Smith, Business Office Manager Introduction 46 
C.Baker noted that K.Smith is the newest CCRPC staff member. K.Smith briefly introduced herself. 47 
Prior to CCRPC she worked for Green Mountain Transit. The board welcomed her. F.Cohen noted 48 
that she has been a great addition to the team already. 49 
 50 

5. Minor Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendments 51 
C.Forde shared the minor TIP amendments. She stated that there are 10 projects that are being 52 
amended. The two largest amendments are: 1) additional funds are needed for Exit 16, and 2) the 53 
Prim Road/West Lakeshore Drive project in Colchester has changed schedule. The other 54 
amendments are slight schedule shifts. M.O’Brien commented that the stormwater retrofit project 55 
might have a typo included because the amendment is so small. C.Forde shared that it is a very 56 
small change, but she wanted to be precise with the amendments. 57 
 58 
TIP Approval: M.O’Brien moved to approve the minor TIP amendment. J.Murphy seconded. The 59 
motion passed unanimously with MPO members voting as follows:  60 
 61 
Bolton: Absent  Burlington: Yes (4)   Charlotte: Yes 62 
Colchester: Yes (2)   Essex: Yes    Essex Jct.: Absent    63 
Hinesburg: Yes  Huntington: Yes   Jericho: Yes     64 
Milton: Yes    Richmond: Yes   St. George: Absent   65 
Shelburne: Yes   So. Burlington: Absent (2)  Underhill: Yes     66 
Westford: Yes   Williston: Yes   Winooski: Yes     67 
VTrans: Yes 68 
 69 

6. Safety Performance Targets 70 
S.Sarepalli stated that the packet memo describes the proposed Safety Performance Targets. He 71 
explained that each year these targets are brought to the Board for approval and that the targets are 72 
developed by VTrans. The targets have not changed from last year.  73 

 74 
M.O’Brien moved to approve the Safety Performance Targets. C.Wilton seconded. There was 75 
no further discussion. The motion passed unanimously with MPO members voting as follows:  76 
 77 
Bolton: Absent  Burlington: Yes (4)   Charlotte: Yes 78 
Colchester: Yes (2)   Essex: Yes    Essex Jct.: Absent   79 
Hinesburg: Yes  Huntington: Yes   Jericho: Yes     80 
Milton: Yes    Richmond: Yes   St. George: Absent   81 
Shelburne: Yes   So. Burlington: Absent (2)  Underhill: Yes     82 
Westford: Yes   Williston: Yes    Winooski: Yes     83 
VTrans: Yes 84 

 85 
7. Draft Bylaws 86 

C.Baker reminded the board this topic was discussed last month. Since then, the CCRPC attorney 87 
reviewed Article I, C.McMains had a small change in the executive committee responsibilities, and 88 
C.Shaw asked for clarification about the official name for the airport which was updated. 89 
Otherwise, the draft bylaws are the same as last month. C.Baker reminded the Board that if 90 
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approved, the bylaws will need to be sent to municipal legislative bodies for review. After, the 91 
Executive Committee will need to review them again before final approval from the Board. 92 
 93 
M.Bissonette suggested that it is time to move the bylaws along to the municipalities for review. He 94 
suggested that the Board move forward with the bylaws even though this was not listed as an 95 
action item on the agenda. B.Hill suggested that it would be okay to move forward with 96 
recommending the bylaws to be sent to the municipalities since it is not a final vote if the group 97 
comes to a consensus. G.Mott suggested that this change would require action and shared he 98 
would make the motion. B.Hill was concerned about voting on an action item that was not warned. 99 
B.Hill asked if absent a vote, is there a consensus among the attendees to move the draft bylaws 100 
forward to the municipalities for review. G.Mott shared he had no objections to moving the draft 101 
bylaws forward to the towns. 102 
 103 
G.Mott shared that he had suggested changing MPO voting. He shared that there is not a lot of 104 
granularity with the MPO voting being distributed as it is. He suggested that since the board does 105 
weighted voting, the granularity should be changed. He proposed that Buel’s Gore should have a 106 
vote, and thus the granularity of the weighted voting should be changed. C.McMains shared that 107 
the Board Development Committee did discuss this topic, but ultimately decided that it wasn’t the 108 
right way to go. B.Hill summarized that the Board Development Committee discussed the topic, 109 
but unanimously decided to keep the MPO voting method as it currently stands, but reevaluate it 110 
after the next census. J.Carr added that nothing precludes Buel’s Gore from impacting Board 111 
conversation on MPO matters. He also added that the committee discussed whether adding a vote 112 
for Buel’s Gore would, in essence, be giving the State another vote since the Governor appoints the 113 
Gore Supervisor. This helped the bylaw committee feel better about deciding to keep the method 114 
the same during this bylaw update. G.Mott shared that Gores do not have road foremen, so the 115 
Agency of Transportation fills that role. However, often times it is hard for the Buel’s Gore to reach 116 
the Agency, so the claim that Buel’s Gore is represented by VTrans is a large stretch. However, he 117 
said he does understand the decision, but wanted to advocate for Buel’s Gore nonetheless. 118 
 119 
B.Hill stated that by consensus the Board decided to move the draft bylaws forward to review from 120 
the municipalities. 121 
 122 
C.Baker suggested that the draft bylaws be sent to Selectboards next week along with a memo 123 
stating that Selectboard will have 30 days to review. After Selectboard review, the draft bylaws will 124 
return to the CCRPC Board, likely in April. A.Watts shared that the timing will not work well for 125 
Selectboard because of Town Meeting in March, thus a 30-day turn-around will be a challenge. 126 
B.Holden suggested sending the document out mid-March to allow for reorganization after Town 127 
Meeting Day elections. C.Baker noted we will follow this advice and send the draft bylaws out in 128 
Mid-March in time for April Selectboard meetings. 129 
 130 

8. Act 181 Implementation Briefing  131 
T.Newton shared a presentation about Act 181 implementation. He grounded the board in the 132 
overall Regional Plan adoption timeline. He reminded the board that staff have been working on the 133 
regional plan for many years, and adoption delays have happened both so staff could do better 134 
engagement with hard-to-reach communities, and because of the passage of Act 181. Act 181 135 

https://ccrpcvt.sharepoint.com/sites/Shared/Shared%20Documents/Commission/Meetings/Agenda%20Packets%20FY25/FY25%20Minutes/ccrpcvt.org/agendas-minutes


 
                                    DRAFT REGULAR MEETING MINUTES | CCRPC Board Meeting 

   All materials online at: ccrpcvt.org/agendas-minutes 
 

 

4 
 

required the development of a new Regional Future Land Use Map. Staff will focus on developing 136 
this map over the coming months in collaboration with municipalities and communities. CCRPC 137 
will work with LRPC to begin the formal adoption process next month. Staff anticipate adopting the 138 
new Regional Plan in May 2026.  139 
 140 
T.Newton gave a short refresher on the new statutory requirements in Act 181 and shared the 141 
timeline for how CCRPC staff are developing the Regional Future Land Use map. Currently, staff 142 
are collaborating with municipalities and regional interested and affected parties to develop the 143 
map with community input. In late spring, staff will try to gather consensus with planning 144 
commissions and selectboards around map areas. Specifically, selectboards will need to request 145 
areas of the map that they would like to have Tier 1B status. 146 
 147 
T.Newton shared that CCRPC has been collaborating with the other RPCs in the state to create a 148 
methodology guidance document for future land use mapping. He shared that a public facing 149 
version of the draft Future Land Use map will be released next month online. B.Hill asked if the 150 
revised Future Land Use Map will be available next month, when will the map be presented to the 151 
Board. T.Newton shared that commissioners can participate in a variety of ways: They can 152 
comment directly on the map, attend planning commission meetings, and attend public events. 153 
C.Baker shared that the board can review the initial draft next month, but that the map will 154 
continue to evolve before it comes to the Board months later. B.Hill suggested even a brief 155 
introduction will be helpful early in the process.  156 
 157 
T.Newton shared some initial takeaways from planning commission conversations:  158 

1) Planning professionals are reconsidering what a village center is and could be.  159 
2) Many municipalities are interested in partial Act 250 exemptions (Tier 1B), but there is more 160 
uncertainty and concern around full Act 250 exemptions (Tier 1A). He shared that CCRPC plans 161 
to gather municipalities that are interested in full Act 250 exemption (Tier 1A) to prepare them 162 
to apply to the LURB.  163 
3) There are differing opinions about the different FLU categories: some think the area 164 
definitions are too broad, other say they are too narrow.  165 
4) There are concerns around local control and what this new future land use mapping process 166 
means for local control.  167 
5) The timing of this process is tricky for municipalities in a municipal plan adoption process. 168 

 169 
D.Hanley asked where the village centers are that T.Newton referenced as “surprise” centers. 170 
T.Newton shared that some places in Colchester, South Burlington, and Shelburne fit into the 171 
Village Center definition. J.Murphy added that Colchester is large. J.Segale shared that Huntington 172 
only has 5 land use districts, so adding in 11 new regional categories does not feel like it fits nicely. 173 
He shared that the standard methodology might not work for a municipality on the regional map. 174 
T.Newton responded that CCRPC wants to do engagement and return to these types of questions 175 
and concerns in May. CCRPC staff are trying to balance consistency between municipalities, while 176 
attaining an element of buy in from the municipality. T.Newton also shared that staff will document 177 
when CCRPC strays from the methodology. Now that the state Land Use Review Board exists, 178 
CCRPC needs to be able to justify when staff stray from the methodology. J.Segale added that the 179 
purpose of the rural districts on the map is unclear.  180 
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C.Baker shared that the reason for some of the other areas came directly from discussion in 181 
legislative committees. He shared that he does not think there are any implications for the rural 182 
land use categories at this time. However, the conversation will likely continue into next session. 183 
J.Segale noted that it will be interesting to see how the public will react to that answer. 184 
 185 
T.Newton shared the regional housing targets for Chittenden County. He stated that the 2030 186 
targets are reasonable given what CCRPC knows is already in the development pipeline. The 2050 187 
target seems ambitious. He shared that the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Subcommittee will 188 
meet in March to discuss the disaggregation methodology prior to the March 12th PAC meeting. 189 
Draft municipal housing targets will be released in mid-March and will be discussed at the March 190 
Board meeting as well. J.Carr highlighted that these housing targets are all still ambitious because 191 
of construction costs. He pointed out that the county does not have the labor force to actually hit 192 
the goals. He shared that we need to consider what the ramifications are for not meeting the 193 
targets. C.Baker shared that part of the reason for requiring housing targets is to collect data. There 194 
are no actual consequences if the targets are not hit at this time.  195 
 196 
D.Hanley asked about height limitations. T.Newton shared that the targets are an entry point for 197 
conversation around things like height and water/sewer infrastructure. Municipal plans will need to 198 
plan how to accommodate growth. B.Hill shared that the cost to install infrastructure should not be 199 
overlooked and is a tough conversation to have in many municipalities. Spending money to get the 200 
necessary infrastructure for housing is hard. T.Newton shared that the high range of the housing 201 
targets will be scary, but hopefully the fact that it is aspirational will help conversations. 202 
 203 
T.Newton returned to the timeline for the regional plan adoption and discussed when Selectboards 204 
and the Board will need to take action. He noted that the new ECOS website is almost completed. 205 
He requested that the board helps to share information and communicate what they hear with 206 
staff. 207 
 208 

9. Outreach & Engagement Update 209 
C.Baker shared that U.Chhetri has been brought on to support Outreach and Engagement work 210 
while AN.Stoner is out on parental leave. B.Hill shared that the summary document in the board 211 
packet is helpful. 212 

 213 
10. Chair/Executive Director Updates 214 

a. FY26 UPWP: The UPWP process is underway. CCRPC funding should cover all the projects 215 
that applied. The draft UPWP will be available in April. 216 

b. Federal Executive Order implications: There have been a lot of executive orders over the 217 
last few weeks. CCRPC has about 30 different grant agreements, many through the state, 218 
but with federal funding. C.Baker put a pause on 12 grants in January until CCRPC staff 219 
could hear from the federal agencies. About half of the grants have started up again. The 220 
other half still are uncertain. At this point, there has been no significant financial impact to 221 
the organization. Currently, the MPO funding seems safe because it is a formula grant that 222 
is directly authorized by Congress. 223 
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c. Legislative RPC Study update: C.Baker has received a draft report evaluating how RPCs are 224 
doing at providing services to municipalities. Once the report is finalized, C.Baker will share 225 
it for discussion with the board.  226 

d. Legislative Updates: C.Baker shared that the legislature has been slow to get moving. He 227 
encouraged board members to reach out to him if they have any questions or concerns. 228 

e. Other: No other updates.  229 
 230 

11. Members’ Items 231 
None. 232 

 233 
12. Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports  234 

None.  235 
 236 

13. Adjournment 237 
B.Bornstein  moved to adjourn the meeting and D.Hanley seconded. The motion passed 238 
unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:35 pm.   239 
 240 

Respectfully submitted, 241 
Sarah Muskin 242 
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