(S

CHITTENDEN
COUNTY DRAFT MINUTES | Executive Committee Hybrid Meeting

RPC All materials online at: ccrpcvt.org/executive-committee

1 DATE: Wednesday, January 7, 2025
2  TIME: 5:45 PM
3 PLACE: Hybrid Meeting — CCRPC Office, 110 West Canal St. Winooski, VT or viaZoom
4
5 PRESENT: Bard Hill, Chair Jacki Murphy, Vice Chair
6 Andy Montroll, at large >5000 Karen Peterson, Secretary/Treasurer
7 Joe Segale, at large <5000 Chris Shaw, Past Chair
8 Jeff Carr, Finance Committee
9
10 ABSENT: None
11
12 OTHERS: Matthew Arancio, VTrans
13
14  STAFF: Charlie Baker, Executive Director Emma Vaughn, Communications Mgr.
15 Eleni Churchill, Transp. Program Director Forest Cohen, Business Director
16 Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director Bryan Davis, Senior Transp. Planner
17 Anne Nelson Stoner, Engmt. Mgr. Maya Balassa, Planner
18
19 1. Start Recording; Call to Order; Attendance
20 B. Hill called the Joint Executive and Finance Committee meeting to order at 5:45 pm.
21
22 2. Changes tothe Agenda, Members’ Items, Group Expectations
23 C. Baker added that J. Carr will be getting to the meeting a little late and is okay with the agenda
24 items 5 and 6. B. Hillreminded the group of the group expectations. E. Vaughn added them to
25 the chat for reference.
26 3. Public Comment (for items not on the agenda)
27 There were no members of the public present, and therefore no public comments.
28
29 4. Draft Minutes - November 5, 2025
30 B. Hill directed members to the draft minutes for November 5 and December 3 and asked if
31 there are any changes. There were none.
32
33 C. Shaw made a motion for the approval of the November minutes. K. Peterson seconded.
34 The motion passed unanimously.
35 C. Shaw made a motion to approve the December minutes. K. Peterson seconded. The
36 motion passed unanimously.
37
38 5. FY254™ Quarter & FY26 1t Quarter Journal Entries
39 F. Cohen introduced the Journal Entries. C. Baker asked, on behalf of J. Carr, about the $900
40 Lake Monsters charge from July. F. Cohen responded that it is an annual sponsorship (“Bike Me
41 Out to the Ballgame”) that our MPO funds cover.
42
43 J. Murphy made a motion to approve the FY25 4" Quarter & FY26 1 Quarter Journal
44 Entries. K. Peterson seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
45
46 6. FY2026 UPWP and Budget Mid-year Adjustment
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C. Baker directed members to the FY2026 UPWP and shared that he hoped the committee
would make a motion to recommend the UPWP and budget adjustment with a few minor edits.
C. Baker shared that there are a couple of new tasks added. C. Baker discussed the mid-year
budget adjustment and noted a few key changes: the regional planning grant with ACCD, a cut
from the State, some assistance to towns, MPO staff funding, TOD RAISE Grant, energy
funding, and EMPG funding. Some federal funds are currently delayed due to questions related
to legal status of staff (and potentially board members) and DEI policy. B. Hill asked whether I-
9’s are used during hiring, and C. Baker confirmed they are. J. Segale asked what kind of work
was being done under the EMPG line item. C. Baker responded that it is used for local
emergency management plans, training, VEM work, and Hazard Mitigation Plan.

C. Baker added that those are all negative revenue impacts shown. C. Baker added that the
staff cost has remained the same. The primary increase in expenses is health insurance. There
will be a couple of small changes made before this goes to the Board. Another dynamic causing
some negative pressure is a slightly higher calculated indirect rate than our approved rate. He
also noted that CCRPC is self-insured for health insurance and we have recently switched third
party administrators. As part of that transition, we have received about $92,000 in surplus
which is not reflected in the current budget but will be booked before year end and will ensure
that we have a positive financial end result.

C. Baker added that we average $80,000 in the positive every year in the past five years with a
cash balance of $1.5 million in the bank. J. Murphy expressed ongoing concern about federal
requests related to legal status and the potential for those requirements to affect other
funding. C. Baker responded that other funding sources have not included similar
requirements. J. Carr asked about capital funding, and B. Hill asked whether a combined
motion could be made.

J. Carr made a motion to send the UPWP and Budget Mid-Year Adjustment to the Board
with minor edits. K. Murphy seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Regional Plan/LURB Process

C. Baker shared that this conversation would continue over the next few months. The LURB
sent their preapplication response letter. There were some comments made on the content of
the document. T. Newton added some examples of areas where more content was requested.
The second part of the letter was about mapping issues for the Future Land Use Map.

Our current map shows about 10.5% of the land area in areas eligible for Tier 1B. The LURB-
directed changes would bring us down to 9.5%. Only two other RPCs have gone through this
process and have also been pushed to decrease these areas eligible for Tier 1B. C. Baker
expressed compassion for the LURB for navigating statute and our maps. C. Baker added that
he hoped the legislature would take this on and change the language to allow for a little more
flexibility. He is working to line up partners, particularly VNRC and Preservation Trust. The other
fork in the road is that all RPCs go through the LURB this year and statutory fixes are not made
until 2027 which would mean re-submitting to the LURB later in 2027. C. Baker hopes that there
will be changes in the legislature by March.

T. Newton added that staff have started to meet with municipalities to absorb these comments,
talk through what areas we need to provide more evidence, and where we can make changes to
the map. Staff are hoping to meet with key municipalities by the end of next week. The major
pushback has been on Shelburne and Williston Road Corridors. J. Carr asked about how the
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LURB is approaching their interpretations. C. Baker responded that in these conversations,
they have tried to make it work with statue by making suggestions. C. Baker added that there
are some areas of statute that need to be updated for this to work. T. Newton added that right
now the process is set up where we have a talk to the LURB once before and once after the plan
is approved. He added that staff is hoping to interact with LURB in between those two points
and work with the towns on any decisions in response. C. Baker added that we will be talking
about the regional plan at the next couple meetings. T. Newton added that he hopes there will
be a draft for the Board to review in March and hearings in May. J. Segale asked if the LURB has
the final say to approve the map. C. Baker responded “yes,” and that there is no appeal
process. J. Segale asked about the advisory recommendations. T. Newton responded that there
are advisory recommendations are purely recommendations and there are also places where
the advisory recommendations are stated after the comment “we don’t know if this meets
statute.” There are two flavors of advisory recommendations. C. Baker added that there are a
few municipalities who did not opt in to Tier 1B that will have another chance to opt-in.

Draft Community Liaison Policy

AN. Stoner shared an overview of the Community Liaison Policy. The document outlines a
policy and process for staff to work with community liaisons to supportin inclusive
engagement for CCRPC projects. Leaning on and working with liaisons is a helpful resource to
ensure engagement is inclusive and builds community trust. AN. Stoner walked through the
elements of the policy. B. Hill asked about how staff negotiate the rate and approve it. AN.
Stoner responded that originally there was a range in the policy, but the rate might change so it
would excluded from the policy for flexibility. She shared that the rate will depend on
qualifications of the liaison and on what partner organizations are paying. B. Hill asked if we are
paying them as individuals or through organizations. AN. Stoner responded that it depends on
the situation. B. Hill suggested clarifying those pathways. B. Hill wondered about the
implications of a 1099. C. Baker added that it was raised to $2,000 this calendar year. K.
Peterson suggested carrying over the roman numerals from the table of contents and adding a
template for liaisons to include receipts as a part of the invoice. J. Segale asked if consultants
could use this policy and how CCRPC would choose liaisons. C. Baker responded that in theory
a consultant could, butin reality, they lean on CCRPC for these kinds of community
relationships. C. Baker added that these are pretty small amounts. AN. Stoner shared that we
would lean on trusted community organizations to choose liaisons. J. Segale asked to ensure
everyone feels comfortable not clarifying a selection process in the policy. AN. Stoner and C.
Baker shared that we can revisit the policy as needed in the future.

K. Peterson made a motion to recommend the Draft Community Liaison Policy to the
Board with minor edits. J. Murphy seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Semi Annual Policy Participation List

C. Baker shared the list and went through the items. M. Arancio added that state transportation
funds are a significant constraint. This is also related to the transit funding. C. Baker asked if
there are other things members think we should be paying attention to. J. Carr added that the
legislature wants us to engage in the state conversation around education. C. Baker added that
when engaging with the legislature, maybe there is a tie between increased housing
development and education that would be a positive force in preventing closing of schools. J.
Carr added that there is a local control component to this and there were a lot of LURB
comments on the education pieces of the ECOS plan. C. Baker added that for contrast, health
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careis a bigissue and our plan does not address it. There are a lot of comments on education
as if the towns have a lot of control over education. J. Carr emphasized that the RPC doesn’t
want to get blindsided by a decision on education that affects the RPCs. C. Baker added that
perhaps RPCs should be paying attention to the education conversation. B. Hill added that to
that point we could add to the list to follow the legislature conversations about education.

10. 2025 Community Engagement Annual Summary
AN. Stoner referred the group to the report in the packet and shared that since she was hired
she has put together an annual summary of work that she has been involved in. She has been
using the internal Equitable Planning Practices Implementation Plan (previously Equity Action
Plan) as a framework for organizing and understanding actions. The report is structured around
the four pillars of action in the plan and summarize accomplished work and upcoming work.
AN. Stoner shared 2025 highlights. C. Shaw thanked AN. Stoner for her work.

11. Act 250 + Section 248 Application
a) Essex Resort Holdings, LLC (25-1462-AN)
T. Newton shared the Section 248 application in Essex for a net metering project over a parking
lot. T. Newton shared the site plan and the proposed arrays. T. Newton stated that staff find
the project to be in conformance.

A. Montroll made a motion to approve the section 248 review letter as written. K. Peterson
seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

12. Chair/Executive Director Report
a) Legislative Breakfast debrief

C. Baker asked for any feedback. C. Baker and E. Vaughn got feedback at the event and after
that legislators liked the event. J. Segale shared that it would have been nice for state
representatives and senators for Huntington and Buel’s Gore to be there. K. Peterson shared
that the presentation was well done. J. Carr asked if anyone expressed how hard it was to
represent Chittenden County in Montpelier. C. Baker responded that no one said that this year.
C. Baker added that Senator Ginny Lyons stated that the entire Chittenden County was
categorized as urban and was excluded from the $195M grant that Vermont got for rural health.
J. Carr added that CHIP was originally proposed excluding Chittenden County.

b) Staff Retreat highlights
C. Baker shared that staff had a retreat with Jason Lorber in December to focus on team
building and appreciation. We will share some highlights at the Board meeting.

c) Eleni’sretirement
C. Baker reminded members that E. Churchill is retiring at the end of June, and E. Churchill said
she willinform the Board at the January meeting during her staff introduction. C. Baker said that
he will be advertising for the position sometime in February.

d) CATMA merger exploration
C. Baker shared that CATMA was interested in a merger. C. Baker is meeting with an attorney
to explore that. J. Carr asked what the downside would be. C. Baker responded that the upside
is that there is a lot of local match funding but there are 3-4 staff there and they are also a
nonprofit organization. C. Baker added that it is a financial stability incentive for them but they
also want to retain their nonprofit status and that is a different dynamic. J. Carr shared that he
thinks it makes a lot of sense but that it might be hard to oversee. E. Churchill shared that they
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had a discussion with CATMA and the staff see the benefit of the merger, itis just the
challenge of the nonprofit.

e) Other
C. Baker shared that in addition to GMT reducing their fixed routes they are also cutting back
on the Older Adults and Persons with Disabilities (O&D) transit services. Some Colchester
riders were not aware of the situation and Colchester asked for more time. There is also some
discussion about who decides what trips are eligible for O&D trips and for what purposes.
CCRPC staffs the O&D Committee for Chittenden County, and there is going to be a special
meeting to talk about these changes. B. Hill shared that he thinks it will be thorny. E. Vaughn
added that as Title VI and ADA Coordinator for CCRPC, she receives inquiries and requests
from members of the public regarding these services. While not responsible for
implementation, CCRPC serves in a coordination and liaison role between members of the
public and the municipalities and/or transit services.

198 13. Draft January 21, 2026 Board Agenda

199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207

C. Baker shared the agenda items for the January meeting. The Municipal Plan Review
Guidelines were reviewed in November and can be removed from the agenda. F. Cohen
confirmed that the Q2 item should be moved to the February meeting agenda. J. Segale asked
about the public hearing agenda item listed to take one minute. C. Baker clarified that just the
motion is intended to last a minute. C. Baker reminded members about the Board’s desire to
hold meetings in person every quarter, which would mean the meeting in March would be in
person. B. Hill clarified that remote would still be an option. C. Baker asked if we should add
the Community Liaison Policy to the January Board meeting, and B. Hill shared that it might be
needed to move due to time. C. Baker will move it to February.

208 14. New Business
209 No new business.

210 15. Adjournment

211
212
213

C. Shaw moved to adjourn. J. Segale seconded. The motion carried unanimously. The
meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m. The next meeting is Wednesday, February 4, 2026.

214  Respectfully submitted,
215 Maya Balassa
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