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DATE:  Wednesday, March 19, 2025  1 
TIME:  6:00 PM 2 
LOCATION: Remote Attendance via Zoom or CCRPC Office (110 West Canal St., Winooski) 3 
 4 
 5 

MEMBERS: 
Bolton: Absent Buel’s Gore: Absent 
Burlington: Andy Montroll Charlotte: Deirdre Holmes 

(Alternate, late)  
Colchester: Jacki Murphy Essex Jct.: Cristin Gildea 
Essex: Andy Watts Huntington: Joe Segale 
Hinesburg: Absent Jericho: Catherine McMains 
Milton: Absent Richmond: Bard Hill 
St. George: Absent Shelburne: Jeff Carr 
So. Burlington: Chris Shaw So. Burlington: Michael Scanlan 

(Alternate) 
Underhill: Absent Westford: Benjamin Bornstein 
Williston: Karen Peterson Winooski: Mike O’Brien 
Cons/Env.: Miles Waite VTrans Matthew Arancio 
FHWA: Absent Ind/Bus: Absent 
GMT: Absent Socio/Econ/Housing: Bruce Wilson 
Agriculture: Absent BIA: Absent 

 6 

CCRPC STAFF: 
Charlie Baker, Executive Director Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Director 
Emma Vaughn, Communications Manager Christine Forde, Senior Transportation Planner 
Taylor Newton, Planning Prog. Dir. Forest Cohen, Business Director 
Amy Irving Witham, Senior Business Manager Kim Smith, Business Office Manager 
Darren Schibler, Senior Planner  

 7 

OTHERS: 
None  

 8 
1. Call to order; Attendance; Changes to the Agenda 9 

The meeting was called to order at 6:00 pm by the Chair, C. Shaw. There were no changes to the 10 
agenda. 11 

 12 
2. Draft Minutes - February 19, 2025 Board Meeting  13 

C. Shaw noted that according to Roberts’ Rules, there is no requirement to have formal action on 14 
the minutes. C. McMains, J. Murphy, and G. Mott all noted corrections to the minutes which have 15 
been incorporated into the final February 19 minutes. 16 
 17 
C. Shaw stated that minutes stand as corrected by suggestion of the members. 18 
 19 

3. Public Comment Period on Items NOT on the Agenda     20 

https://ccrpcvt.sharepoint.com/sites/Shared/Shared%20Documents/Commission/Meetings/Agenda%20Packets%20FY25/FY25%20Minutes/ccrpcvt.org/agendas-minutes
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None.   21 

 22 

4. Minor Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendments 23 

 24 
TIP Approval: A. Montroll moved to approve the minor TIP amendment. J.Murphy seconded.  25 
 26 
At M. O’Brien’s question, C. Forde confirmed that these are unallocated funds from the Interstate 27 
funding.  28 
 29 
The motion passed unanimously with MPO members voting as follows:  30 
 31 

Bolton: Absent Burlington: Yes (4) Charlotte: Absent 
Colchester: Yes (2) Essex Jct.: Yes Essex: Yes 
Hinesburg: Absent Huntington: Yes Jericho: Yes 
Milton: Absent Richmond: Yes St. George: Absent 
Shelburne: Yes S. Burlington: Yes Underhill: Absent 
Westford: Yes Williston: Yes Winooski: Yes 
VTrans: Yes     

 32 
5. Authorize Executive Committee to warn public hearing for UPWP & Budget 33 

C. Shaw noted that this is normally done by the Board, but in order to allow enough time between 34 

the warning date and hearing date, it would be best to have the Executive Committee warn the May 35 

21 public hearing.  36 

 37 

A. Montroll made a motion to authorize the Executive Committee to warn the May 21 public 38 

hearing. The motion was seconded by Garret Mott. The motion passed unanimously. 39 

 40 

6. Accept FY25 Mid-Year Report 41 

C. Shaw clarified that under Robert’s Rules, this is considered a Treasurer’s report and does not 42 

require a motion in that it is a statement of fact. However, at C. Baker’s suggestion C. Shaw agreed 43 

that this is important and per tradition the Board can act on the report. 44 

 45 

F. Cohen explained that the organization is running a deficit of $61,785. It is not uncommon to 46 

experience a deficit at the beginning of the fiscal year since most vacations fall in the first half of 47 

the year; however, this is a slightly higher deficit than normal. He pointed out a few items of 48 

interest, including cash balances, money market reserve fund balances, checking account 49 

balance. He noted that we have a hefty accounts receivable but it is nearly twice accounts payable; 50 

in addition, total assets are nearly twice liabilities, both of which are good. He pointed out that 51 

Deferred Income – ACCD is not unusual since we receive large payments on a quarterly basis; 52 

Deferred Income – Communities is also at a healthy level. 53 

 54 
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F. Cohen reviewed the total balance sheet and summarized by saying that we are a little bit behind 55 

on revenue (47%), specifically staff time billing relative to the fiscal year. Expenses are relatively on 56 

target, including staff salaries and benefits. 57 

 58 

B. Hill asked for clarification that a majority of state grants are paid by reimbursement invoice, 59 

including the transportation billing which is our single largest source. F. Cohen confirmed that 60 

ACCD funds are on a quarterly installment basis, along with a few others. However, even revenues 61 

paid on installment need to be earned and billed whether we have them in the bank or not. B. Hill 62 

continued by clarifying that billable revenue is also affected by vacations and leaves as well as by 63 

in-services and trainings. 64 

 65 

J. Segale asked for clarification on why there is a deficit of $61,785 even though it appears that we 66 

have plenty of revenue. F. Cohen explained how the deficit is calculated. J. Segale asked whether 67 

the organization is still forecast to be on balance by the end of the year. F. Cohen agreed that this is 68 

the goal and noted that this is part of the budgeting process. C. Baker called out that this is a 69 

greater deficit than normal, so he has emphasized to staff the need to decrease admin time and 70 

increase billable time, even by a percent or two. 71 

 72 

J. Carr made a motion that the Board accept the financial report. The motion was seconded by 73 

K. Peterson. 74 

 75 

J. Carr expressed concern at being at 28.5% of direct project revenue at the mid-point in the fiscal 76 

year. He noted that many staff are on extended leave, and while he does not indict the leave policy, 77 

he remains concerned about being able to get subcontracted help at this point in the fiscal year. A 78 

healthy balance sheet is an artifact of careful monitoring, and should be reserved for unexpected 79 

situations. 80 

 81 

J. Carr also asked if the allocation of local dues that has gone to our bottom line larger than usual, 82 

and if so what portion of that is going towards matching funds on MPO projects as they have 83 

historically been used. Are local dues being used to cover a shortfall in billable hours? Do we have 84 

enough staffing to cover our obligations and carry our overhead? 85 

 86 

C. Baker responded with the following: 87 

• The $60,000 transfer of local dues is still being used to match additional MPO funds; this is 88 

above and beyond the amount being matched with additional state revenue received in 89 

recent years. He noted that all municipal dues get allocated to this match at some point in 90 

the year, but what’s different this year is that they were applied earlier than normal. J. Carr 91 

pointed out that doing this in December seems to be making the bottom line number a little 92 

less bad than it otherwise was. C. Baker noted that it was done last year as well, though it 93 

was a lesser amount, but this is still an important point. 94 

• C. Baker noted that in terms of staffing, there have been two parental leaves in the last 6-9 95 

months. One happening right now has no consultant management responsibility, so it does 96 
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impact the 28% of consultant dollars flowing through. He agreed that this does not look 97 

good, that we are always chasing our tail, and that the consultant dollars have been going 98 

up while our ability to fully pass it through may be limited; sometimes it is something 99 

happening with the town, and sometimes it is our ability to get projects moving. 100 

 101 

J. Carr reframed his statements by saying that building up a financial reserve has allowed the 102 

organization to absorb a rough operating year, and that this might be one of those despite what the 103 

balance sheet shows. C. Baker clarified that he expects to be close to zero balance by the end of 104 

the year, so this might not be the year the reserve is needed. J. Carr also noted that issues like 105 

these can affect the direct overhead rate. 106 

 107 

C. Shaw called the motion, which passed unanimously. 108 

 109 
7. Buel’s Gore Plan Approval 110 

T. Newton reviewed the staff memorandum, which recommends that the Board approve the Gore’s 111 
plan and confirm its planning process. 112 
 113 
Plan completed in 2024; reviewed by staff and PAC, which is responsible with providing the Board 114 
with a recommendation on plan approval. From staff’s perspective, this is a straightforward 115 
approval. G. Mott stated appreciation for CCRPC staff’s assistance in drafting the plan. 116 
 117 
At B. Hill’s question, G. Mott noted that the population of the Gore has increased into the low 118 
thirties. At C. Shaw’s question, G. Mott confirmed that there are 6 members on the Planning 119 
Commission. He also clarified that the voters of the Gore legally have no say in the approval of the 120 
plan; instead, the appointed Supervisor, Jake Perkinson, is the equivalent of a Selectboard and has 121 
sole discretion to approve the plan.  122 
 123 
G. Mott made a motion to approve the Buel’s Gore Town Plan and confirm its planning 124 
process. J. Segale seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 125 
 126 

8. Draft Board and Committee Member Handbook and Code of Conduct 127 

E. Vaughn referred to the memo outlining the background and process for the handbook and code 128 
of conduct, which has not been updated since 2013. This is the third time the Board has seen it, in 129 
addition to the Executive Committee. The last version presented in January did not include the 130 
graphics as well as some minor text edits, and to extract the formal Conflict Resolution Process 131 
from the handbook. The Executive Committee recommended re-including it as an appendix. 132 
 133 
J. Carr made a motion to approve the Board and Committee Member Handbook and Code of 134 
Conduct with the edits outlined by E. Vaughn. J. Murphy seconded the motion. The motion 135 
passed unanimously. 136 
 137 

9. Charge to Board Development Committee for FY26 Officer Nominations 138 

Chris Shaw charged Catherine McMains, Board Development Committee Chair, to begin the 139 
process of:  140 
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a. Choosing a new Chair, Vice Chair, and Secretary at the June meeting; 141 
b. Identify a representative to the Executive Committee for municipalities with a population of 142 

5,000 or greater; 143 
c. Identify a representative to the Executive Committee for municipalities with a population 144 

less than 5,000; 145 
d. Assign the former Chair the duties of the Nominating Committee and the Bylaw 146 

Development Committee. 147 
 148 

10. Act 181 Implementation Presentation including 1st Draft Future Land Use Map 149 

T. Newton noted that there are several links in the presentation, including to the presentation itself, 150 

the interactive map viewer with commenting features, and supporting materials on the ECOS 151 

engagement webpage. He explained that we are in a 2-month period of public comment, which will 152 

close on May 19th. Staff will summarize comments and post the summary to the ECOS engagement 153 

website by May 23rd. 154 

 155 

T. Newton described the outreach & engagement activities of staff on the Future Land Use Map 156 

update since the start of the year. Planned events include following up with groups contacted 157 

during last year’s engagement effort. These events are summarized by date and municipality on the 158 

ECOS Engagement website. He also reminded Board members to register for the upcoming 159 

Housing Convening on April 28th. 160 

 161 

T. Newton proceeded to a monthly summary of engagement between mid-February and mid-162 

March, including both municipal meetings and regional / statewide focus groups: 163 

• There is a lot of concern about housing choice particularly in rural areas, which could 164 

reinforce wealthy, rural enclaves. 165 

• There is concern about the map’s ability to influence whether housing is affordable.  166 

• Many folks are asking for greater clarity about what municipalities will need to take on when 167 

Act 250 exemptions become effective. 168 

• There is continued confusion about the fact that rural conservation areas mapped by the 169 

RPC are not equivalent to Tier 3 Areas subject to additional Act 250 jurisdiction. 170 

• An economic development focus group surfaced concern about consistency in how 171 

existing industrial parks are categorized (Planned Growth Area vs. Enterprise), which 172 

depends on the development context nearby. 173 

• Ski resorts like Bolton Valley are unhappy being grouped in the Resource-Based Recreation 174 

Area, which staff see as required by statute. Resorts across the state, including Bolton 175 

Valley, have seen these areas classified as Village areas in the past, which feels like a step 176 

back. 177 

• There is a desire to get more granular about the maps and talk about municipal decision 178 

making in planning & zoning. Staff have had to bring people back to the regional level. 179 

• Concern about equity and environmental benefits and burdens comes back to the issue of 180 

housing choice and how the map will influence it. 181 
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• The map needs to plan for resilience, particularly around rivers, even as we try to achieve 182 

smart growth goals for dense, walkable development. 183 

 184 

B. Hill commented that in terms of flood resilience, it is not just a matter of rivers rising, but also of 185 

fluvial erosion and flashy streams in more mountainous terrain. 186 

 187 

T. Newton moved on to discussing draft housing targets. The Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) 188 

has been studying the method by which to disaggregate the regional housing target among 189 

municipalities for over a year, including as late as earlier in the day. T. Newton explained that 190 

CCRPC’s municipalities are divided into three different groups: Urban, Rural, and mixed Urban / 191 

Rural. 192 

• The PAC voted to assign 60% of the regional housing target to the four urban municipalities, 193 

reflecting a desire to achieve smart growth and climate / conservation goals. 194 

• Rural municipalities will end up with about 3.8% of the regional target; currently, the rural 195 

areas account for 7.6% of the regional housing stock. The low regional target percentage 196 

recognizes the importance of working lands and natural resources; where growth occurs in 197 

these municipalities will be an important focus for rural municipalities.  198 

• The remaining mixed urban / rural municipalities would receive 36.2% of the regional 199 

housing target, which will be allocated based on the planning areas in the draft future land 200 

use map. The municipality’s target is also weighted by whether areas are served by 201 

municipal water & sewer. 202 

 203 

T. Newton presented the draft 2030 and 2050 housing targets, noting that the 2030 target is less 204 

subject to influence by planning, since development must already be in the pipeline to be built by 205 

2030. Therefore, the 2050 target has been the focus of staff’s attention. He highlighted that there 206 

are three scenarios: 207 

• The “low” scenario represents a “business-as-usual,” reflecting existing rates of growth, 208 

which has been insufficient to achieve housing goals. 209 

• The “high” scenario is very ambitious, but also reflects the scenario that would achieve the 210 

multi-faceted goals of affordability, climate resilience, efficient transportation 211 

infrastructure, and fiscal sustainability. 212 

• The “mid” scenario. Staff has focused on making this scenario achievable for every 213 

municipality.  214 

 215 

M. O’Brien asked whether there is capacity within the urban municipalities to meet the proposed 216 

goals. T. Newton responded that there are multiple ways to consider capacity (zoning, physical 217 

space, and infrastructure), but these targets have been confirmed with the urban municipalities as 218 

achievable (though there may be needs for wastewater upgrades). 219 

 220 

M. O’Brien asked if the reason that the overall targets are higher than historic growth is due to the 221 

targets set by the state / ACCD. T. Newton confirmed and noted that the target set by ACCD is 222 

reflective of closing the gaps identified in the state Housing Needs Assessment. 223 
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 224 

M. O’Brien asked if CCRPC’s targets are higher than other counties’ targets. C. Baker responded 225 

that CCRPC’s “high” scenario is higher than other counties’, primarily because of the existing 226 

infrastructure present here. C. Baker doesn’t fully understand the math behind calculating those 227 

targets, but his sense is that the “high” scenario would increase Chittenden County’s share of the 228 

state’s population. 229 

 230 

J. Murphy asked T. Newton to explain the “floor” and “ceiling” elements of calculating the urban 231 

municipalities’ targets. He explained that the urban targets were initially calculated based on total 232 

land area alone, but it resulted in outliers with very high targets and low targets. The floor and 233 

ceiling ensure that no urban municipality receives more than 40%, or less than 7%, of the urban 234 

target. 235 

 236 

J. Murphy asked whether this analysis considers rehabilitation of aging or sub-standard housing 237 

stock. C. Baker clarified that a significant share of recent growth has been through redevelopment, 238 

and he expects a significant portion will be going forward. 239 

 240 

B. Hill wondered where all the proposed housing is actually going to go; each municipality has its 241 

own story of opportunities and obstacles to achieving the targets. One consideration for rural 242 

municipalities is road access standards, especially in hilly terrain. Location of septic systems is 243 

also influenced by suitability of soils. He also wondered about the impact of our workforce 244 

shortage (including impacts of immigration policy), construction supply chain on production of 245 

housing, at least in the near term. T. Newton agreed that these are challenging considerations. 246 

 247 

J. Segale voiced appreciation for staff’s work developing a reasonable methodology, noting that 248 

there has been continued conversation with each municipality. He asked for clarification on the 249 

allocation of targets according to the map. T. Newton replied by explaining that allocation of targets 250 

by the map only applies to the mixed urban & rural municipalities. 251 

 252 

M. Waite asked if staff are asking for individual citizens to provide comments on the interactive 253 

map, or if the Board is being asked to provide comment collectively. T. Newton instructed that 254 

anyone can comment as an individual, but ultimately it will be the responsibility of the Board to 255 

scrutinize the map in light of public comment provided over the next few months.  256 

 257 

J. Carr referenced the fact that achieving the targets is dependent on economic conditions, 258 

particularly in the construction workforce due to an aging population and recent immigration 259 

policies. He felt that reality lies somewhere between the “low” and “mid” range targets; the 260 

statewide targets seem to have been developed without acknowledging these realities, and many 261 

communities will simply laugh at the numbers. T. Newton generally agreed, and stated that these 262 

points need to continue to be stated, including in CCRPC’s planning documents. He also agreed 263 

that the targets might change over time, but that the current numbers were developed in 264 

consultation with municipal planning staff. 265 
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 266 

T. Newton outlined the next steps, which involve publicly releasing the targets at the end of March. 267 

Public comment will be open until May 19, 2025. In May – July, staff will consult with municipal 268 

planning commissions and selectboards on the map, targets, and potential Tier 1B areas of Act 250 269 

exemptions. Engagement results and a final proposal for the map and targets will be presented to 270 

the Board in the fall. 271 

 272 

In terms of public messaging, T. Newton noted that staff are preparing talking points and context to 273 

accompany the release of the targets. J. Carr asked to be alerted when the targets are posted 274 

publicly. 275 

 276 

J. Carr also suggested that the messaging around housing targets indicate that there are no 277 

penalties for not achieving them yet, but we should be aware of mission creep, particularly if there 278 

is a change in the Administration. 279 

 280 

C. Baker noted that this effort is an attempt to right a very large ship that has been adrift for a long 281 

time. The last two years have been the first time he has heard positive conversation from the 282 

Legislature about growth in the state after 30 years of a “no-growth” policy agenda. 283 

 284 

11. Legislature-Requested RPC Study Executive Summary 285 

C. Baker explained that this study was another element of Act 181; it asks for a review of how well 286 

RPCs are serving their municipalities and coordinating services. The report has been delivered to 287 

the Legislature but likely won’t get attention until next year. It follows the theme of our small state 288 

figuring out how to do more with less. It also includes the results of a survey of RPC board members 289 

and municipal elected officials. 290 

 291 

C. Baker emphasized one of the main takeaways was a suggestion to evolve RPCs into a Council of 292 

Governments model to improve how they can provide services to municipalities. The report also 293 

addressed coordination with state agencies, since RPCs are asked to provide similar services as 294 

these agencies. 295 

 296 

B. Hill asked about the financial implications of this report in light of the interactions between 297 

federal and state funding streams. C. Baker expressed hope that a different governance model 298 

could make it easier for towns to work together and being less reliant on federal funding. 299 

 300 

J. Segale asked if there are any downsides to the COGs model. C. Baker noted that most states 301 

have either enabled or outright required this model. One downside may be that COGs become 302 

more politically driven by elected officials. There was discussion about the process Connecticut 303 

has undergone, including concerns about Census data consistency and the current federal 304 

administration’s efforts to eliminate data collection. J. Carr noted that creation of COGs can result 305 

in increased competition with municipalities for (grant) funding streams. C. Baker also referenced 306 

additional legislative studies on COGs and county governance models. 307 

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 
 

 

9 
 

  308 

12. Outreach & Engagement Update 309 

C. Shaw reviewed a summary of outreach & engagement activities by Urmila Chhetri, who has been 310 

brought on part-time while Anne Nelson Stoner is on maternity leave, having successfully given 311 

birth to her son Ray on February 22nd. 312 

 313 

13. Chair/Executive Director Updates 314 

a. Executive Director Evaluation Update: C. Shaw stated that C. Baker’s evaluation was 315 

completed today, noting he had achieved outstanding due to ensuring productivity, 316 

maintaining a good management style, and overseeing the compensation study and 317 

employee development activities. C. Shaw also summarized the results of the staff survey 318 

conducted by Aplomb Consultant. Two areas that received softer responses were how the 319 

organization manages conflict (though responses were vague on details), and on the high 320 

workload being experienced by staff. C. Baker perceived that the comments about conflict 321 

were less about personal conflict and more about how to manage professional differences 322 

of opinion. 323 

b. FY26 UPWP: C. Baker noted that the budget and work program is being drafted and will be 324 

presented to the UPWP Development Committee on Tuesday. The requests for projects 325 

received fits within anticipated funding, and a funding eligibility review has been 326 

completed, pending a few shifts to specific project scopes in light of federal funding 327 

parameters. 328 

c. Federal Executive Order implications: C. Baker stated that there is a somewhat clearer 329 

understanding of this compared to last month. There are two batches of federal funding: 330 

Congressionally approved formula funding is not subject to change by the Administration, 331 

so those funds are continuing to flow. The other pot of money involves discretionary funds 332 

given to specific federal agencies; within this, any funds that have been contractually 333 

obligated are continuing to flow. However, funds that are not fully obligated in a contract 334 

are still at risk of being pulled because they are inconsistent with the Administration’s 335 

policies. C. Baker noted that there have not been significant impacts locally except for a 336 

tree planting component of the Winooski Main Street reconstruction project, though there 337 

may be other impacts in the areas of human services and education. 338 

d. Legislative Updates: C. Baker noted that there are two housing bills, one in each chamber, 339 

that will cross over soon. Notably, the Legislature is not reopening fundamental parts of Act 340 

181 or the HOME Act, but there are discussions about funding and financing for housing. J. 341 

Carr asked for clarification about project-based Tax Increment Financing legislation. 342 

e. Other: No other updates.  343 

 344 
14. Members’ Items 345 

None. 346 
 347 
15. Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports  348 

C. Shaw noted that these are included in the packet.  349 
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 350 
16. Adjournment 351 

J. Carr moved to adjourn the meeting and B. Hill seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 352 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:57 pm. 353 

 354 
Respectfully submitted, 355 
Darren Schibler 356 
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