OO NOOULLBS WN K

DDA DPLADDDWWWWWWWWWWNRNNNNNNRNNNRRRRRRRERRB R
OUD WNRPROOONIITUD WNROWOONIMATULDAWNROWLOONOOD VLA WNINERO

DATE:
TIME:
PLACE:

MEMBERS:
Bolton:
Burlington:
Colchester:
Essex:
Hinesburg:
Milton:

St. George:
So. Burlington:
Westford:
Winooski:
VTrans:
Ind/Bus:

CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, October 15, 2024
6:00 PM

IN PERSON ATTENDANCE at CCRPC Office with REMOTE ZOOM VIDEO option

Vacant

Andy Montroll

Absent

Andy Watts (online)
Michael Bissonette (online)
Chuck Wilton (online)
Absent

Chris Shaw

Benjamin Bornstein (online)
Mike O’Brien (online)
Matthew Arancio (online)
Absent

Socio/Econ/Housing: Absent

BIA:
FTA:

CCRPC Staff:

Absent
Absent

Charlie Baker, Executive Director
Amy Irvin Witham, Sr. Business Mgr. (online)

Bryan Davis, Sr.

Transp. Planner

Eliana Fox, Transp. Planner (online)
Marshall Distel, Sr. Transp. Planner

Dan Albrecht, Nat. Resources Prog. Mgr.
Anne Nelson Stoner, Equity and Engagement Manager

Buel’s Gore:
Charlotte:
Essex Jct. City:
Huntington:
Jericho:
Richmond:
Shelburne:
Underhill:
Williston:
Cons/Env.:
FHWA:

GMT:
Agriculture:
Railroad Ind:

Eleni Churchill,
Emma Vaughn,

Garret Mott (online)
Dana Hanley

Cristin Gildea

Joe Segale (online)
Catherine McMains (online)
Bard Hill (online)
Jeff Carr

Absent

Absent

Absent

Absent

Clayton Clark (online)
Absent

Absent

Transp. Prog. Dir.
Comm. Mgr. (online)

Chris Dubin, Sr. Transp. Planner
Christine Forde, Sr. Transp. Planner

Taylor Newton,

Planning Prog. Director

Melanie Needle, GIS & IT Mgr.

Others: Chris Damiani, GMT; Town Meeting TV (Michael Blood)

1. Call to order; Attendance; Changes to the Agenda

The meeting was called to order at 6:00 pm by the Chair, Chris Shaw. C. Shaw covered

housekeeping items for the hybrid meeting so that everyone can be heard. There were no changes

to the agenda.

2. Public Comment Period on Items NOT on the Agenda

There were none.

3. Minutes of the September 18, 2024, Board Meeting

Catherine McMains asked for line 235 to read “minutes review” and in line 240 to capitalize Baker.



47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93

CCRPC Meeting Minutes
2|Page

Jeff Carr moved to approve the September 18, 2024 Board Meeting Minutes with amendments.
Andy Montroll seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Potential Transit Service Changes

C. Shaw introduced Clayton Clark, General Manager of Green Mountain Transit (GMT), who
apologized for missing the last CCRPC Board meeting. C. Clark said he will talk about two things,
one being the potential service changes but first wanted to highlight a study about where GMT
provides service. During the last legislative session, the transportation bill provided $635,000 to
GMT to be used to evaluate their service area. They looked back 20 years to when rural transit
providers were struggling, and while GMT (Chittenden County Transportation Authority or CCTA at
the time) had a mission to provide local urban service, they were asked to expand service into rural
areas so those places would continue to have service. For about 10 years CCTA provided both
urban and rural transit service. Rural transit is financially healthier than it was back then and now
GMT urban service is struggling, so the legislature asked GMT to evaluate the combined urban/rural
service model.

Outside of California there is only one other transit agency with both an urban and rural mission.
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funds rural and urban transit separately, and those funds
can’t be mixed, so in effect GMT functions as two separate transit agencies with one common
leadership team. Over the summer, they studied whether it would make economic sense for the
rural service to be taken over by another rural provider and found that rural service could, in fact,
be provided at a cost savings. C. Clark noted that the Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans) is
facing their own fiscal cliff and they are interested in whether GMT should go back to its urban
roots. The GMT Board is still considering the possibility of separating urban and rural service and
wants to make sure GMT employees wouldn’t suffer the consequences of a rural service transfer,
such as layoffs or lower pay. The study continues to be a work in progress but in the next couple of
years the separation of rural and urban transit service could occur. C. Clark also noted that a
recent organizational assessment found that GMT is not adequately staffed, in terms of
management, to fulfill both urban and rural missions and found that over the last dozen years there
has been a 38% reduction in administrative staff, so they are stretched too thin to provide both
missions. He then asked for any questions about this potential transfer of rural service.

Jeff Carr asked about the VTrans fiscal cliff. C. Clark said that the VTrans Public Transit Section has
a future fiscal cliff in which their own COVID relief funds will be exhausted, and they will have to
consider some changes as they face their own fiscal realities.

C. Shaw asked if the finances are strained for both urban and rural service. C. Clark confirmed that
that the rural operation has its own separate fiscal cliff but is on a longer time horizon so it’s still
healthier than the urban service.

C. McMains said that C. Clark visited Jericho at their last Selectboard meeting. She pointed out that
when the Town had their Tri-Town Committee with Jericho, Underhill and Cambridge, which was
trying to find a way to foster rural transit locally, their various grant applications were turned down.
What can places that are going to lose transit do to be able to connect to other places being served
by transit? C. Clark said that this morning the GMT Board of Commissioners voted to discontinue
the Jeffersonville Commuter route which connects those towns along Route 15 and into Burlington.
Underhill and Cambridge don’t feel very urban but because of their proximity to GMT’s urban
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service, they became part of GMT’s urban portfolio. Both VTrans and Rural Community Transit
(RCT), which is another rural provider, looked to see if it would make sense to continue the bus
service along that route if GMT discontinued service and concluded that the route is not cost
effective. It costs GMT about $63 per rider to offer that service, which is too expensive to operate,
and RCT and VTrans also decided it would be too expensive for them to provide service. Beginning
this Thursday VTrans employees will be riding the Jeffersonville Commuter to let passengers know
the service will be discontinued and offer information about other transportation options like
vanpools and carpools, some of which already exist. The commuter bus serves about 12 people
per day. In the long term, another bus service would likely fall on VTrans to decide if that service is
needed.

C. Clark then talked about the urban fiscal situation, which is that GMT costs have been rising at a
higher rate while revenues have been rising at a slower rate, so even with more funding each year,
the gap between revenue and costs are growing. One of the few good things to come out of the
COVID pandemic was that GMT received additional federal funds to operate their full system
service. However, those were one-time funds which will be exhausted within the next year so GMT
needs to plan on how to live within their budget. They presented their case to the legislature this
past session but GMT is one of many organizations facing a fiscal cliff and the legislature wants
GMT to live within their budget. This now means cutting service in order to find those savings.

This past August GMT staff presented a potential service reduction proposal to their Board with
projected cost savings to address a nearly $3 million funding gap. In looking at their FY26 budget,
which begins July 1, 2025, they have been able to reduce the funding gap to a little more than $2
million, so the good news is that at this time they only need about $2 million in cost savings. This
fall they’ve hosted 9 public meetings to share the potential service reductions and hear feedback.

The proposed plan has three phases. The first phase of reductions is cutting service that is the
most costly per rider and includes the Jeffersonville Commuter, as well as a lot of Saturday service
on other routes, which has fewer riders and higher costs because of staff overtime costs. This
morning the GMT Board approved the phase 1 cuts which go into effect on December 2 and
includes the Jeffersonville Commuter as well as changes to the #6, #7, and #10 routes, and other
routes won’t run as late in the day.

Phase 2 cuts would happen in February or March and focus on commuter service routes. They plan
to consolidate the St Albans LINK and Milton Commuter which currently operate parallel to each
other on [-89 and Route 7. The proposed route would operate on Route 7 which will improve service
to Milton but add 5-7 minutes to the St Albans trip. The Montpelier LINK may also have reduced
service. The commuter routes have not rebounded in ridership since the end of the pandemic so
there is a need to adjust service levels to match ridership.

Phase 3 in June 2025 would be the bulk of service cuts including potential elimination of three
routes: #10 which connects Esses to Williston, #8 City Loop which connects Burlington’s Old North
End to downtown, and #11 which connects the Downtown Transit Center to South Burlington and
the airport. Two of those lines were previously identified by VTrans as underperforming based on
ridership levels but eliminating those routes would impact far more people than other changes.
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The phases were timed strategically for several reasons, including giving time for service to be
saved financially. When GMT went to the legislature and said they may need to cut service to save
$3 million, there wasn’t a lot of interest, but now that there is a list of potential service cuts, there
seems to be more interest from legislators who are hearing from their constituents about the
impacts this will have to their lives. There seems to be an understanding from the legislature,
beyond just the Transportation Committee, about the far-reaching impacts of reducing transit
service. C. Clark has already heard from the Chairs of other legislative committees about their
interest in understanding the potential impacts to their operations and constituents. C. Clark is
hopeful that the groundswell of interest will bring other legislative action related to transit service
and he’s optimistic even during these hard times. Today was the Chittenden Area Transportation
Management Association (CATMA) Transportation Summit which was attended by various
legislators who seemed interested in transit.

Bard Hill asked for clarification about the rural and urban funding situation and why one is doing
better than the other, and he suggested this be a tentative topic for the CCRPC Legislative
Breakfast in December. C. Clark said that rural service is perhaps doing better because it has more
variety in funding sources, including Medicaid, which has had better reimbursement rates lately.

J. Carr noted that C. Clark said that urban and rural are two separate pots of money and asked for
clarification about how much of the $2 million in service reductions comes out of which pot of
funds, and how much of the $3 million comes out of which pot of funds, and of the $2 million and
$3 million, how much of the urban and rural budgets funds those totals? C. Clark said the service
reductions are only happening to urban service. Some of the LINK service is urban and some is
rural, so this would only apply to the urban LINK service. GMT’s overall operating budget is about
$30 million, of which $20 million is for urban operations and $10 million for rural operations. The $2
million funding gap represents about 10% of the urban budget but because so many of GMT’s costs
are fixed, a 10% gap means that more than 10% of service needs to be cut.

Andy Watts noted that maintenance of existing transit routes was added to the legislative policy
agenda at the Vermont League of Cities and Towns (VLCT) annual meeting. C. Clark said he
appreciates VLCT’s support and that Ted Brady was at the CATMA conference today. C. Clark is
appreciative for the broad support for transit across the state.

C. Shaw asked how GMT is doing in terms of urban fleet electrification or using biofuels and if there
are any diesel buses left. C. Clark said they still have diesel buses. About a third of the GMT fleet is
over 12 years old. These vehicles are made to last a long time so it will take time to transition to a
low or no emission (LONO) fleet. GMT has seven electric buses, two of which came in two years
ago but haven’t worked out very well. They received five new electric buses this past year which are
doing better in terms of range due to advances in technology, but their reliability is still
questionable. Three of those buses are not operational, which is a real problem. Standard diesel
buses don’t have this kind of issue. Electric vehicles are subsidized at 90% so the 10% match is
low. GMT is projected to receive 17 more electric buses in the coming years. The FTA has been
clear that they aren’t interested in funding internal combustion engine purchases going forward so
GMT will have to come up with a new strategy. He would prefer to use existing technology like
propane and LONO. He said the seven electric buses represent about 10% of their current fleet.
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C. Shaw asked about the percent of labor costs for urban service as opposed to equipment and
overhead costs. C. Clark responded that most of the equipment is in their capital budget and labor
costs represent the vast majority of their operating costs. There’s high demand for drivers with a
Commercial Driver’s License (CDL), and high demand for heavy duty diesel mechanics, which
means GMT labor costs have skyrocketed over the past four years because of the scarcity of those
people.

Garrett Mott asked if GMT has explored hybrid vehicles. C. Clark said hybrid has been an option but
they are not favored by FTA at this time. GMT would like to explore it again before the next FTA
capital grant round in the spring.

C. Shaw said that at a South Burlington City Council meeting the Councilors presented their
version of proposed route changes and asked if GMT has seen their proposal to connect the #6 and
#11 routes on Dorset Street. C. Clark expressed appreciation for their enthusiasm and
commended their proposed recommendations. He pointed out the challenge of talking about
expanding or adding service during a time of service reductions. He notes that even if GMT is
successful with getting additional funds from the legislature, or if they don’t have to implement as
many service cuts, there are still routes that are underperforming so there will be a need to make
some changes. He wants to ensure that new housing on Market Street is served by transit and not
just by the existing stop at the end of the road.

There are some routes that may not be economically efficient from a transit perspective but may be
necessary as part of a human services system, such as the #11 route that goes by the methadone
clinic. C. Shaw recognizes that perspective and asked about community assessment and how
significant municipal contributions are to GMT’s budget. C. Clark said urban contributions are very
important. For example, outside of Chittenden County, all municipalities combined contribute a
total of $900,000 towards transit. In comparison, Burlington alone contributes $1.9 million. This is
a significant burden on Burlington and its residents. For the urban system, $3.9 million comes from
municipalities and $2.6 million from the State. This is usually flipped with a state providing more
than the municipalities. Urban municipalities contribute significantly towards transit costs and
GMT can’t continue to rely on them to fill funding gaps.

C. Shaw thanked C. Clark and wished him good luck. Charlie Baker added that he anticipates that
this will be a topic at the CCRPC’s December 12 legislative breakfast, and this year the CCRPC
increased the transportation planning funding being passed through CCRPC to GMT, from about
$400,000 to $600,000. C. Clark said this increased funding will allow GMT to hire two planning
staff, creating a planning department of three. Chris Damiani introduced himself as the Director of
Planning at GMT.

5. Draft FY25-28 TIP

a. Presentation and review of the Draft
Christine Forde, CCRPC staff, gave a presentation on the draft FY25-28 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP is part of the CCRPC process, and the TIP is part of the
funding phase with the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and Capital
Program. The TIP is a prioritized, fiscally constrained, four-year document that must be
updated every four years. It authorizes the obligation of federal funds. To get on the TIP,
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projects must have gone through a planning process, be ready for design, have funding, and
be in the VTrans Capital Program in order to move forward.

C. Forde reviewed how to read the TIP document and project list, described what the
different fields represent, and displayed slides with information about annual spending
amounts, which can be affected by large projects with high budgets as well as
congressional funding. She also reviewed the Circumferential Highway (CIRC) Alternative
project list and provided an update on progress. There are nine completed projects from
phase 1 with only two projects still to be completed. There are three projects in phase 2 and
six projects in phase 3, all of which are in the TIP. There are five projects from phase 3 that
have not been started.

The TIP amount changes because it is based on the projects that are ready to spend funds.
This TIP amount is very large compared to those in the past because itincludes expensive
projects like the Main Street Winooski River bridge, Reconnecting Downtown Burlington,
Champlain Parkway, Exits 16 and 17, and the East-West Alternative Transportation
Crossing, which is the walk bike bridge at Exit 14 in South Burlington, as well as other
projects. C. Forde noted that the Bridge/Culvert category has the most funding in this TIP
but historically Paving and Transit are the biggest funding categories when looked at over
time.

Dana Hanley asked who pays for flooding impacts like road washouts? C. Forde said funds
from the Federal Highway Administration for roads are reflected in the TIP, and other
funding will be emergency relief funds. C. Baker added that there will likely be some federal
disaster funding that comes to the state from the US Department of Transportation as it did
after Tropical Storm Irene.

C. Forde then showed slides with specific project information broken out by project type.
She noted that there are fewer paving projects than in past TIPs. C. Shaw asked about the
term CMAQ and C. Damiani explained that it stands for Congestion Mitigation Air Quality. It
was mainly created for metropolitan areas that don’t meet air quality goals but since our
area meets those goals, we have more flexibility in how those funds are used.

b. Warn public hearing for 6pm, November 20, 2024
Jeff Carr moved to warn a Public Hearing for 6pm, November 20, 2024 on the FY2025-
2028 Transportation Improvement Program for Chittenden County. Seconded by Andy
Montroll. The motion passed unanimously with MPO members voting as follows:
Bolton: Vacant Burlington: Yes (4) Charlotte: Yes
Colchester: Absent (2) Essex: Yes EssexJct.: Yes
Hinesburg: Yes Huntington:  Yes Jericho: Yes
Milton: Yes Richmond: Yes St. George: Absent
Shelburne: Yes So. Burlington: Yes (2) Underhill: Absent
Westford: Yes Williston: Absent Winooski: Yes
VTrans: Yes
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6. Basin 5 Tactical Basin Plan Conformance Letter

Dan Albrecht introduced himself as the CCRPC Natural Resources Program Manager and
presented the supporting materials for this item included in the Board packet. D. Albrecht said that
since Fiscal Year 16 CCRPC has received state funding to support greater involvement in the
development and review of tactical basin plans. CCRPC also does a conformance analysis of the
basin plans with the ECOS Regional Plan and offers a formal recommendation of conformance.
CCRPC also helps to review the plans for prioritization of projects. There are three basins in
Chittenden County: Lamoille, Winooski and the Northern Lake Champlain Direct Drainages.

The September 2024 Northern Lake Champlain Direct Drainages draft basin plan is out for public
comment and the letter in the packet describes how the basin plan meets relevant goals, strategies
and actions in the ECOS Regional Plan. A key component of the basin plans is that they conclude
with an implementation table of recommendations by sector, such as Agriculture, Developed
Lands-Stormwater, Developed Lands-Roads, etc.

C. Shaw asked about paragraph 2 in the letter and if the pronouns are correct for Karen Bates. He
also noted in the second to last paragraph on the first page perhaps South Burlington and
Shelburne should be included. D. Albrecht will make these updates.

C. Shaw asked about the natural resources selection table and whether class 3 wetlands can be
de-certified? D. Albrecht said this could potentially happen through field verification. Taylor
Newton noted it would have to be part of a development proposal. C. Shaw asked if this draft basin
plan would also align with the draft ECOS Plan update, which he noted is still in progress. T.
Newton replied it would still be compliant.

Benjamin Bornstein asked if the first bullet on page 13 under the Developed Lands-Stormwater
section should read “ldentify priority” rather than “ldentity priority?” D. Albrecht will make this
update.

Jeff Carr moved that staff make edits as noted and that the Board convey the Basin 5 Tactical
Basin Plan Conformance Letter to the Vermont Department of Conservation (DEC). Seconded
by Garrett Mott. The motion passed unanimously.

FY26 Dues

C. Baker said each October we discuss any changes to municipal dues. Some years ago dues were
held pretty flat but the past few years there have been smaller increases to account for higher
costs and inflation. The Board packet includes the background materials with additional
information on how the proposed rate change was derived. It was noted that there is no increase
for Buels Gore.

Jeff Carr moved to approve the Executive Committee recommendation for a 2.5% dues
increase for FY26. Seconded by Andy Montroll. The motion passed unanimously.

Draft FY24 Financials
C. Baker referred to the memo on page 22 of the Board packet with the financial information. This is
a preview for next month when the audit will be shared. He noted that we have over $1 million in our
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accounts right now, our assets are about one and a half times the liabilities, and unaudited
revenues are in excess of expenses by about $84,000 but this figure will change since the audit
factors in other things. The auditor also often finds other adjustments. There are a couple of
instances of grant money being reflected in our accounts but they have not been “earned” yet.
We’re also working to get more than $600,000 in our reserve account to be able to have about a 3-
month operating reserve to protect the member towns if we ever needed to stop operations.

J. Carr said it’s as good a position as we’ve ever been in, and the current reserve balance of more
than $400,000 is a tribute to the financial team.

Equity Update
Anne Nelson Stoner, CCRPC staff, said she is working with two UVM interns who are helping

research Abenaki history and the CCRPC relationship with the Abenaki community, especially as
we move into regional mapping. The interns are also compiling resources to be shared with
municipalities and doing research in preparation for the CCRPC Public Participation Plan (PPP) and
stipend policy update. She noted that Marshall Distel and Eleni Churchill presented the Unified
Planning Work Program (UPWP) process at the September Equity Advisory Committee (EAC)
meeting, which was helpful since the group is interested in that process and wants to be more
involved.

At the October EAC meeting C. Clark will present the GMT financial situation and there will be more
discussion about the UPWP. AN Stoner is also working with CCRPC staff on an engagement plan
for the ECOS mapping update and how to analyze and assess equity impacts, which is a
requirement of Act 181. She is also working on the code of conduct implementation, updating our
annual evaluation process, and working with staff to prepare a presentation for the Northern New
England Chapter of the American Planning Association (NNECAPA) conference in Stowe this fall.

C. Shaw asked about the meaningful participation requirement of Act 181 and which projects the
EAC is excited about. AN Stoner said the EAC is excited about being involved in the PPP update and
the impacts it will have on communities. They were also helpful with the ECOS Plan public
engagement earlier this year and acted as community liaisons to get input from the public. C. Shaw
recoghized that EAC involvement in the ECOS Plan and other higher-level engagement will be
impactful. C. Shaw asked if there is a sense of accomplishment in that committee, and T. Newton
and AN Stoner agreed that the ECOS Plan engagement and serving as community liaisons are good
steps in this process, and they look forward to the PPP update also being a good project.

10. Chair/Executive Director’s Updates

a. National Association of Development Organizations (NADO) Survey: the CCRPC sent out
this survey earlier this month, thanks to everyone who’s already taken it. Emma Vaughn will
send a reminder this week.

b. Annual Reports: C. Shaw said C. Baker attended the South Burlington City Council meeting
as part of his fall tour with CCRPC updates and annual reports. C. Baker thanked Board
members for accompanying him to those municipal meetings. Visits with the three final
towns are being planned.

c. Housing Issues: the Building Home Together press conference is coming up in Colchester
on October 28.
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d. Next Meeting Date: Wednesday, November 20. There is a lot on the agenda. Audit,
legislative breakfast, hold a hearing for and adopt the TIP, update for town approval process
document, regional dispatch with South Burlington folks, draft Board code of conduct. J.
Carr noted that we don’t have our regular meeting in December due to the legislative
breakfast, so there’s a lot to cover.

e. Other: C. Baker asked how tonight’s hybrid meeting is working, G. Mott said it’s going very
well, the video coverage seems to be better. C. Baker said we might try to do in-person
meetings each quarter.

11. Members’ Items
There were none.

12. Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports
C. Shaw referred members to the committee minutes in the packet. Links to the committee pages
are provided to simplify the agenda.

13. Adjournment

Jeff Carr moved to adjourn the meeting, and Andy Montroll seconded. The motion passed
unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:47 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Bryan Davis



