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1 DATE: Wednesday, April 16, 2025
2 TIME: 6:00 PM
3 LOCATION: Remote Attendance via Zoom or CCRPC Office (110 West Canal St., Winooski)
4
MEMBERS:
Bolton: Tess O’Brien Buel’s Gore: Garret Mott
Burlington: Andy Montroll Charlotte: Dana Farley
Colchester: Jacki Murphy Essex Jct.: Cristin Gildea
Essex: Andy Watts Huntington: Absent
Hinesburg: Michael Bissonette Jericho: Catherine McMains
Milton: Chuck Wilton Richmond: Absent
St. George: Abel Russ Shelburne: Jeff Carr
So. Burlington: | Chris Shaw So. Burlington: N/A
Underhill: Brad Holden Westford: Benjamin Bornstein
Williston: Absent Winooski: Mike O’Brien
Cons/Env.: Miles Waite VTrans Matthew Arancio
FHWA: Absent Ind/Bus: Tim Baechle
GMT: Absent Socio/Econ/Housing: | Bruce Wilson
Agriculture: Absent BIA: Absent
5
CCRPC STAFF:
Charlie Baker, Executive Director Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Director
Emma Vaughn, Communications Manager Dan Albrecht, Nat. Resources Program Manager
Taylor Newton, Planning Prog. Dir. Forest Cohen, Business Director
Amy Irving Witham, Senior Business Manager
6
OTHERS:
None |
7
8 1. Callto 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 — March 19, 2025 Board Meeting
13 J. Murphy noted a minor correction to the minutes on line 50 which has been incorporated into the
14 final March 19, 2025 ,minutes
15
16 C. Shaw stated that the minutes stand as corrected by suggestion of the members.
17
18 3. Public Comment Period on Items NOT on the Agenda
19 None.
20
21 4. Draft FY2026 UPWP (Unified Planning Work Program) & Budget
22 C. Baker welcomed Tess O’Brien as the new member for Bolton. C. Baker then walked the
23 members through the draft UPWP text first which details each task as well as the relative dollars
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allocated between consultants and staff hours. Regarding the color-coding of each row, white are
consistent annual tasks while new tasks are in different colors depending upon the type or funding
source: light blue are new non-transportation projects, yellow equals projects which are pending
as grant awards have not yet been announced. Green indicates requests considered by the UPWP
committee which are primarily in the transportation realm.

C. Baker continued noting that there will be some edits coming. These include an examination of a
potential integration of CATMA (Chittenden Area Transportation Management Association) within
the RPC. CarShare Vermont and other projects that are waiting on eligibility determinations may
also change. We are also waiting to hear from the State regarding details on the scope for tasks
associated with the TPI (transportation planning initiative) and ACCD (Agency of Commerce and
Community Development) workplan. Inresponse to a question from D. Farley, C. Baker answered
that all the town requests were honored and proposed for funding (see page 13 of packet). The $2.5
million requested was a very close fit with the transportation funding available.

C. Baker then discussed the budget table. Rows in pink were or will be completed in FY25 and
therefore shown as zeroed out for FY26. This will still show in next month’s versions so as to be
able to compare FY26 to FY25 totals. State funds for the Regional Planning Grant show a $100k
increase. One notable new task to be jointly funded by the participating towns is a Shared Zoning
Administrator with Underhill and St. George that would be a CCRPC employee. A. Russ and B. Hill
expressed appreciation. Line 14 also shows a potential municipal policy advisor to advise on
internal policy and staff issues which may be shared by Winooski, Essex Junction and South
Burlington at $25k each.

C. Baker noted that there is $50,000 less of the ACCD regional planning grant being used for match
of federal Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) funds with a shift to municipal dues being
used as match for transportation projects. Also shown is a potential small Lake Champlain Byway
grant and a large potential grant to establish a Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund program.
Regarding the stability of federal funding, C. Baker noted that MPO funds are a big part of the
operating budget, about 70%, but to the best of his knowledge it is secure as MPO dollars are not
discretionary as Congress authorizes the funds by formula. He also noted on line 19, a $1.7 Million
pass through from the Vermont Community Broadband Board for the Chittenden County
Communications Union District (CCCUD).

Regarding the expense side, C. Baker noted that there is not much change except for an increase in
salaries and benefits for staff raises and also because some new staff only came in halfway
through FY25, and now their salaries are being accounted for over a 12-month period. There are
more funds allocated for software as the organization needs a system upgrade to better manage
projects and time. The budget for human resource consulting is down slightly. Regarding the
CCRPC indirect rate history: the rate increased into the low 90s in FY25 compared to historical
numbers in the high 70s. The cash Balance is at $1.1 million right now. There is about $500,000 in
reserve in case of catastrophic loss of funding.

[ Note: B. Bornstein arrived at 6:24 p.m. |
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Discussion then concluded with C. Shaw noting that there will be a May 21 hearing on the UPWP
at the next board meeting.

Act 181 Implementation Update: Draft Future Land Use Map and Housing Targets (including
housing bills)

T. Newton walked through a slide presentation focused on the comments and feedback received
so farin response to the draft future land use map and the housing targets we issued in mid-March.
All comments are due by May 19" either via commenting on the map or via email to him. CCRPC
will then summarize public comment and share on our ECOS Engagement webpage by May 23™. So
far through mid-April we have had eight municipal meetings, and we will do another push in May
and June on these meetings. We have had one focus group with Nepali community and meetings
are planned for the Swahili speaking and French speaking communities. CCRPC developed and
distributed a 9-question survey for mobile home residents which was distributed directly to that
community with the help of the Vermont State Housing Authority. CCRPC staff have also conferred
with DHCD (Department of Housing and Community Development) and the new Land Use Review
Board. T. Newton stated that CCRPC also expect to collect input targets at the April 30" Housing
Convening at HULA on how we can help the towns/cities meet their housing targets.

From staff, planning commissions and focus groups, the new common themes we have heard
include:

e Centers: There is general agreement about the boundaries of historic centers on the draft
regional future land use map (FLU). However, emerging centers have been more difficult to
map, yet are needed to accommodate housing targets. CCRPC is talking to ACCD staff and
towns about these emerging centers and what those boundaries would be. We may need
statutory clarification in future about these.

e Rural Land Use Categories: There is concern from members of the public and municipal
planning commissions that the FLU map will be used in the future in a regulatory context —
and that the rural categories aren’t truly representative.

e Tier1B: There is little interest in the rural towns of seeking Tier 1B designations. Interest is
strong among the cities and towns with municipal wastewater infrastructure.

e Overall, there seems to be skepticism about Act 181 implementation and a greater desire
to act to solve the housing crisis more urgently. This is particularly true amongst members
of the public that do not typically interact in local planning projects.

T. Newton also described changes to the FLU map guidance jointly developed by Vermont’s
regional planning commissions (RPCs):
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111

112 e Floodplain and River Corridor: These areas can now be displayed as a crosshatch on the
113 FLU map.

114 e Rural General: RPCs now have greater flexibility to remove spaghetti lots (which were

115 historically created at 10.1 acres to avoid septic permitting requirements) from other rural
116 categories and to include in Rural General since these lots cannot usually be effectively
117 used for forestry or farming.

118

119 e Rural Ag & Forestry and Rural Conservation: There is now more flexibility for RPCs to work
120 with municipalities to prioritize one category or the other and to do more smoothing of

121 boundary lines to be more logical.

122

123 G. Mott noted that spaghetti lots are everywhere throughout the state.

124

125 Regarding the Housing Targets table, T. Newton summarized the target methodology and noted
126 that there have not been as many negative comments as anticipated. Comments have been more
127 about the mid-2050 target being significant, yet reasonable since we are in a housing crisis.

128

129 T. Newton asked members what they had been hearing about the housing targets. A. Montroll

130 reported that the Burlington Planning Commission was okay with it. D. Hanley asked how municipal
131 septic is considered. T. Newton replied that access to a municipal wastewater system was only explicitly
132 used as a factor in determining targets of the mixed urban/rural municipalities. D. Hanley noted the
133 Charlotte Town Administrator said that Charlotte should only expect 15-20 units per year. D. Hanley
134 noted that more education is needed about how the targets were created. B. Holden noted that the
135 mixed urban/rural also has a mix of water or wastewater systems. For example, in Underhill we share a
136 water district with Jericho. T. Newton that only municipalities with water systems serviced by the

137 Champlain Water District were considered mixed urban/rural. B. Holden note that in Underhill the

138 consensus was that the town exploded as a bedroom community with the arrival of IBM, but now it will
139 be hard to meet the 11-unit target because all of the good land is gone. This situation will likely not
140 change unless the Town were to change its zoning. T. O’Brien noted that in Bolton mostly the

141 conversation about housing targets is interrelated to discussion about roads. Yes, we need houses, but
142 more cars mean more road maintenance. She also was confused about resource-based recreation land
143 use category and how does this interact with zoning. T. Newton said the FLU map does not override
144 municipal plans or zoning. J. Carr reiterated that the housing targets are aspirational and that meeting
145 them will be hard due to the challenges of building due to tariffs and a shortage of workforce. He said he
146 is still concerned about mission creep and does not want the housing targets to become mandatory.
147

148 In response to a question from Cristin Gildea, T. Newton said that CCRPC staff are tracking

149 comments. These include 10 emails plus conversations CCRPC staff have had with municipal
150 staff. C. Gildea says yes higher targets are in cities. She read the minutes of the Community

151 Engagement Advisory Committee (CEAC) from the April meeting which should be included with
152 other public comments on the draft FLU and housing targets. C. Baker agreed with her. T. Newton
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stated that there is also a concern expressed that there was no housing choice in rural areas,
which is essentially a form of gentrification. A. Russ said the targets make sense as they are in line
with historic rates, but he noted that South Burlington is doubling its units in the high-2050 scenario
which seems unrealistic to him. C. Shaw said that the CCRPC staff had worked with City Planning
& Zoning staff, but yes there is a question of whether or not the City has the capacity to support
that. On the other hand, the City has been averaging 152 units per year in recent years. T. Newton
noted that they have received no general feedback from South Burlington which may be because
the map is similar to South Burlington zoning and because South Burlington has been planning for
growth on Williston Road and Shelburne Road for years.

J. Carr noted that the dynamics of permitting has changed in recent years. Municipal boards are
now citing Act 181 when dealing with abutters’ complaints. Also, there are now TIF districts on the
books to add high density and their current proposed 2025 legislation to also enable project-based
TIFs. Permitting is becoming less of an obstacle but there is still the issue of construction costs as
well as the challenge of that all the municipal fees that drive up cost and taken altogether make
just a lot cost $125k.

Hanley asked if this table specifies percent affordable units per municipality. T. Newton said no
but other parts of the statute say RPCs should identify needed assessments in relation to
price/quality/type/size per zoning district. CCRPC will continue to work to better understand how
to address these new statutory requirements.

[ Note: A. Russ left the meeting at 7:01 p.m. |
T. Newton then went over the timeline of ECOS Plan adoption.

Regarding housing bills, C. Baker noted that S.127 and H.479 are very similar and therefore very
likely to come together as one bill. Major new provisions are:

e Vermont Infrastructure Sustainability Fund: $7 Million to bond bank to help write down the
costs of municipalinfrastructure to support housing development.

e |Land Use Review Board Appeals Study: The study, required in Act 181, will now be due on
November 15, 2025, instead of in January 2026.

e Increasing threshold for appeals of municipal permits: now appellants don’t have to
demonstrate harm, you just had to have 20 people sign a petition to appeal. The bill will
now require appellant to show harm.

e Reviewing management of brownfield soils & process: VT standards are very strict for urban
soils. The goal of the bills would change the standards to reduce the likelihood of having to
truck soils off site.
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195

196 e Community and Housing Infrastructure Program: this will be a new program for a project-
197 based TIF. This passed the Senate and the House will likely support. This program would
198 allow municipalities to buy down the cost of sewer, water, sidewalk and other municipal
199 infrastructure.

200

201 M. Waite asked if there has been testimony on the Brownfields issue. C. Baker said no and that the
202 bills will likely be a study and work with stakeholder groups.

203

204 6. Board Development Committee — nominations update

205 Catherine McMains, Board Development Committee Chair, provided an update. They will meet
206 next week to go over changes and potential members and will come back to the board in May with
207 recommendations.

208

209 7. Outreach & Engagement Update

210 C. Shaw noted there is a summary of outreach & engagement activities provided in the packet.
211

212 8. Staff Updates

213 a. Dan Albrecht introduced himself. He is the Natural Resources Program Manager and has been
214 with the Commission since 2003. Displaying pages from the CCRPC website, he described his
215 work on the Clean Water Service Provider Program (CWSP), the Brownfields Program and running
216 the Clean Water Advisory Committee (CWAC) and MS4 Subcommittee. He noted that Darren

217 Schibler helps him with the Brownfields work and Chris Dubin with the CWSP work. G. Mott noted
218 that he recently met with other chairs of Basin Water Quality Councils, and they all spoke highly of
219 Dan’s work. M. Waite also noted that Dan does a good job of preparing materials for meetings of
220 the Brownfields Advisory Committee while B. Wilson expressed similar sentiments for his work
221 with the CWAC.

222

223 M. Waite explained how the regulatory need to dispose of “urban soils” can drive up the cost of
224 brownfields redevelopment.

225

226 b. Emma Vaughn introduced herself. She is the Communications Manager and has been with the
227 Commission for 11.5 years. Her role has changed a bit over the years but essentially, she acts to
228 take the information the CCRPC presents and make it understandable and approachable. For

229 example, taking a dense 60-page document and turning it into a graphically pleasing and

230 understandable document. Her background is in marketing, which she uses but she has also

231 learned a lot. She works on the website almost every day to be sure it looks good and is functioning.
232 For example, we got 3,600 views last month, which was really high and likely due to the issuance of
233 the Future Land Use Map. It’s important to keep the website fresh. She hopes to update it soon as
234 itis 8 years old. She also handles all graphic needs, e.g. board handbook, FLU materials, ECOS
235 plan, presentations, event materials and helps other staff with their engagement needs. She keeps
236 the Committee lists up to date and reminds towns each year to make appointments as needed.
237 She also helps with event planning/management: e.g. annual meeting, legislative breakfast, the

6
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238 Housing convening, etc. She is also helping to find ways to improve workforce efficiency and is
239 exploring the use of Al. Lastly, she is our Title VI and ADA coordinator. C. Shaw expressed

240 appreciation for her work and can tell when documents have her touch and also noted she is the
241 face of CCRPC at many events. G. Mott expressed thanks for her work as well.

242

243 9. Chair/Executive Director Updates

244 Baker provided an update as follows:

245 a. Housing Convening will be on April 30 (Hula, Burlington)

246 b. Annual Meeting will be on June 18 (Mansfield Barn, Jericho). The Draft bylaws were sent out for
247 review and he needs comments by April 30, and then the Executive Committee will review it.

248 c. Appointments update: Emma just sent notice to the Town from the first half of the alphabet to
249 make appointments to CCRPC’s various committees.

250 d. Federal funding update: okay so far as noted earlier

251 e. Legislative updates: housing bills are moving as described earlier, as well as a bill with tweaks
252 to the open meeting law. The 3-acre stormwater permit reform bill is moving along as well.

253

254 10. Members’ Items

255 None.

256

257 11. Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports

258 C. Shaw noted that these are included in the packet.

259

260 12. Adjournment

261 G. Mott moved to adjourn the meeting which was seconded by A. Montroll. The motion

262 passed unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:39 p.m.

263

264 Respectfully submitted,
265 Dan Albrecht
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