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DATE:  January 21, 2026 
TIME:  6:00 PM 
LOCATION: Remote Attendance via Zoom or CCRPC Office (110 West Canal St., Winooski) 
 

MEMBERS:  
Bolton: Tess O’Brien Buel’s Gore: Garret Mott 
Burlington: Andy Montroll Charlotte:  Dana Hanley, Deirdre Holmes 

(alt.) 
Colchester: Jacki Murphy Essex Jct.:  Scott McCormick 
Essex: Andy Watts Huntington:  Joe Segale 
Hinesburg: John Kingston Jericho:  Catherine McMains, Laura 

Crain (alt.) 
Milton: Chuck Wilton Richmond:  Absent 
St. George: Absent Shelburne: Jeff Carr 
So. Burlington: Chris Shaw Westford:  Benjamin Bornstein 
Underhill: Absent Winooski: Mike O’Brien 

Williston: Karen Peterson VTrans:  Absent 
Cons/Env.: Miles Waite Ind/Bus: Tim Bachele 
FHWA: Absent Socio/Econ/Hou

sing:  
Bruce Wilson 

GMT: Absent BIA: Absent 
Agriculture: Absent UPWP Selection 

Committee: 
Phillip Peterson 

 
CCRPC STAFF:  
Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Director 
Emma Vaughn, Communications Manager Forest Cohen, Business Director 
Kate McCarthy, Senior Planner Anne Nelson Stoner, Outreach + Eng. Mgr. 
Charlie Baker, Executive Director Jason Charest, Senior Transportation Engineer 
Sarah Muskin, Senior Planner Darren Schibler, Senior Planner 
Cymone Bedford, Economic Mobility & 
Opportunity Special Assistant 

Marshall Distel, Senior Transportation Planner 

 
PUBLIC:  
Chuck Lacy Nora Senecal 
Deb Sachs Tom Derenthal 
Nolan Rogers Michael Chaucer 
Betsy Paret Sarita Austin 

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

J. Murphy called the meeting to order at 6:01pm. There were no changes to the agenda. 2 
 3 

2. Group Expectations; Public Comment Period on Items NOT on the Agenda  4 
Group Expectations were posted in the Zoom chat. There were no public comments. 5 
 6 
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3. FY2027 Unified Planning Work Program Public Forum 7 
C. Baker called for public comments on the FY2027 UPWP. There were no comments. 8 
 9 

4. Draft ECOS Regional Plan 1st Public Hearing 10 
a. Background 11 

T. Newton provided a presentation on the current status of the ECOS Plan adoption process. 12 
He reminded Board members that the purpose of the public hearing is to hear comments and 13 
not necessarily respond; staff will respond to comments in writing after the meeting. 14 
 15 
At the September Board meeting, T. Newton provided a full review of the past ECOS Plan work. 16 
The Board voted in October to submit the plan to the Land Use Review Board (LURB). The LURB 17 
held a public hearing in December and provided a preapplication memo. Currently, staff are 18 
reviewing LURB comments and additional public comments, which will be shared with the Long 19 
Range Planning Committee. 20 
 21 
The LURB’s memo addressed conformance with statewide planning goals, purposes of a 22 
regional plan, outreach requirements, and 12 required plan elements including the Future Land 23 
Use Map. The L URB’s comments include both required changes and advisory 24 
recommendations, some of which appear to provide direction about statutory compliance. 25 
CCRPC’s plan currently meets 13 of the 15 required goals; the two that require changes are 26 
Educational and Vocational Training Opportunities, and Natural and Historic Features. CCRPC 27 
staff feel confident about being able to address the LURB’s comments on these topics. 28 
 29 
The LURB also had comments on the regional Future Land Use Map itself. Overall, the map 30 
complies with statute, but there are several issues. 31 

• The LURB has asked for more justification for newer or nontraditional centers (such as 32 
those along Shelburne Road in Shelburne, outside the historic village). 33 

• The LURB noted that some of the neighborhoods (Planned Growth Areas or Village 34 
Areas) are large; in some cases they have asked for more justification, and for others 35 
they recommended using different land use categories. 36 

• The LURB noted that several municipal plans are about to expire. In order for Planned 37 
Growth Areas and Village Areas to be mapped in a municipality, the municipal plan 38 
must be adopted prior to LURB review. 39 

 40 
T. Newton reviewed the regional plan future land use categories and how they interface with the 41 
state designation / community investment program and Act 250 jurisdiction. He addressed 42 
LURB comments about each: 43 

• Centers: there is a general lack of existing compact development, a need for civic and 44 
historic resources, and suggestions to expand neighborhoods instead. 45 

• Planned Growth Areas: lack of connections between PGAs and Centers, large PGAs 46 
relative to centers, and PGAs that capture non-neighborhood uses (often employment 47 
centers) which may be more appropriate for another land use category. 48 

• Village Areas: walkability / connectivity and size of Village Areas, but mostly advisory 49 
recommendations. 50 
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• Rural Areas (all four categories): mostly advisory comments and compliance with 51 
mapping standards. The LURB asked for more smoothing of Rural General and Rural 52 
Conservation, but staff may retain the current map. 53 

 54 
T. Newton outlined the process for addressing LURB comments with the LURB itself, member 55 
municipalities, and CCRPC’s Long Range Planning Committee and Board. 56 
 57 
J. Carr asked if the issues along state highways are unique to Chittenden County or if they have 58 
been raised in other regions. T. Newton responded that Northwest RPC and Rutland RPC have 59 
also submitted regional plan preapplications to the LURB, and that while Rutland has received 60 
some comments about this issue, it was not raised regarding St. Albans. CCRPC has some 61 
questions about consistency between RPCs. J. Carr noted that the LURB’s decision is not 62 
appealable, and asked what recourse there is for municipalities that have mapped these areas 63 
as centers in their local plans. C. Baker responded that this was intentional to avoid court 64 
processes but also noted that this issue has been identified with legislators and may be 65 
addressed this session. 66 
 67 
G. Mott echoed J. Carr’s concerns, noting that a state-level process of review seems to 68 
undermine the purpose of regional and municipal planning commissions. He found the LURB’s 69 
comments offensive. C. Baker noted that this is the first time the state is substantively 70 
reviewing town plans and maps; RPCs were instructed to work in a bottom-up way with 71 
municipalities, but the State has imposed statutory guardrails which are causing some of the 72 
friction. Legislative proposals may address this in favor of local decisions. G. Mott stated that in 73 
terms of rural areas, sometimes there is overlap between categories on the ground, such as in 74 
places where the state owns land. T. Newton acknowledged that he does not see any nefarious 75 
intent by the LURB and noted that the LURB has been willing to discuss these issues. 76 
 77 
T. O’Brien was frustrated that the LURB’s comments seem to contradict local work that was 78 
done in service of state planning goals. 79 
 80 
J. Carr was frustrated that the LURB required CCRPC to address an element (education) that is 81 
not within the control of the region or municipalities. T. Newton acknowledged this and noted 82 
that statutory requirements may need to be revisited since they have been added to brick-by-83 
brick over the years. 84 
 85 

b. Open Public Hearing 86 
J. Carr made a motion to open the public hearing on the draft regional ECOS plan. G. Mott 87 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 88 
 89 

c. Public Comment 90 
Chuck Lacy introduced himself as a long-time Jericho resident. He stated the opinion that the 91 
regional future land use map is too restrictive regarding housing. He noted that the plan may 92 
have worked many years ago. However, the ability to accommodate new housing in areas of 93 
existing residential settlement patterns is very limited. He also noted that in Jericho, there are a 94 
significant number of restrictive covenants that prohibit new multi-unit housing in the Village 95 
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Centers. He also stated that he feels that Jericho has typically reserved rural land for the 96 
wealthy, and shared some examples of large, expensive homes in areas where multi-unit, less 97 
expensive homes are not allowed. The local interpretation of smart growth is to reserve most of 98 
town for the wealthy, and those who cannot afford it are concentrated in the village centers. 99 
He feels this is cruel and not fair. He noted that there should be high density where wastewater 100 
is available. He also noted that Jericho has also been losing children from the school system 101 
despite its wealth, and that multi-unit housing is needed to bring more students to the system. 102 
He stated that there need to be more locations where efficient, dense, clustered housing can 103 
be built, including outside of villages. He also noted that the town’s elected and appointed 104 
officials are not representative of the people living in parts of the community where multi-unit 105 
housing is allowed. C. Lacy fears that the regional plan will be interpreted by the Jericho 106 
Selectboard to continue exclusionary housing policies. 107 
 108 
N. Senecal commented on the Shelburne Road corridor noting that there is not a lot of 109 
greenspace in the area and she is concerned about adding more density to this area. She noted 110 
that the state controls the highway, and that the town would need to work with the state on the 111 
issue of greenspace. J. Carr noted that the town controls the zoning and land use pattern 112 
outside the highway. N. Senecal noted she had submitted comments on the plan document to 113 
T. Newton. 114 
 115 
T. Derenthal stated that the UVM Health Center is planning a major expansion in Burlington by 116 
2032, adding several hundred beds which he stated will require about 900 additional 117 
employees. He asked how engaged CCRPC is in figuring out how to get all those people to that 118 
location from their homes. C. Baker stated that this was new information and will reach out to 119 
the UVM Medical Center for information, but he also noted that a project like this would go 120 
through Act 250 at which that issue would be addressed. N. Senecal commented that there is a 121 
need for bus service for patients to reach health services on Tilley Drive in South Burlington. 122 
 123 
N. Rogers noted he had submitted comments to T. Newton and the Long Range Planning 124 
Committee. He commended CCRPC on its public outreach efforts, saying that commenting 125 
has been easy. He noted that the population estimates in the plan seem to be the same as in 126 
the 2018 plan, and he thinks they are unrealistic given current population estimates. He 127 
suggested those projections be updated but wondered if these are accounted for in the housing 128 
targets. He suggested that the housing goals could be higher. He also asked for concrete goals 129 
with timelines so we can measure progress and advocated for ambitious goals. For example, 130 
having a goal of modal shifts in transportation would require new transportation infrastructure 131 
built by that date. He would like to see Burlington connected to surrounding communities by 132 
isolated bike paths in the next ten years, where there is currently disconnected infrastructure 133 
such as sidewalks that end (nobody would use a road that goes nowhere).  134 
 135 
D. Sachs, a Charlotte resident, thanked everybody for their work on the plan, but did not have 136 
specific comments. 137 
 138 
P. Peterson, Senior Transportation Engineer with the City of Burlington, noted that the City is 139 
updating to its comprehensive plan and several major elements in collaboration with CCRPC. 140 
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He noted that City staff are not working in silos and wanted to make sure they are also 141 
integrating their work with the regional plan. 142 
 143 

d. Close Public Hearing 144 
G. Mott made a motion to close the public hearing on the draft Regional ECOS Plan. A. 145 
Montroll seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 146 
 147 

5. Staff Introductions 148 
D. Schibler and E. Churchill provided brief introductions and outlined their work at CCRPC. E. 149 
Churchill also announced that she will be retiring at the end of the fiscal year. Board members and 150 
members of the public expressed their appreciation for Eleni’s work and their pleasure at working 151 
with her over the years. 152 
 153 

6. Draft minutes of November 19, 2025, Board Meeting 154 
C. Shaw made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted. C. McMains seconded the motion. 155 
The motion passed unanimously except that B. Bornstein abstained. 156 
 157 

7. Committee Appointments 158 
C. Baker shared that a couple vacancies occurred as a result of Sam Andersen’s retirement at 159 
GBIC. Alex Demoloy has been put forth as her replacement on the Transportation Advisory 160 
Committee and the Brownfields Advisory Committee. 161 
 162 
J. Carr moved to appoint Alex Demoly to the Transportation Advisory Committee and the 163 
Brownfields Advisory Committee. G. Mott seconded the motion. The motion passed 164 
unanimously. 165 

 166 
8. FY2026 Budget and UPWP Mid-Year Adjustment 167 

C. Baker reminded the Board of the mid-year adjustment process for the Unified Planning Work 168 
Program (UPWP), which helps address changes to project funding allocations compared to what 169 
was budgeted and allows for projects to be added (some of which are still pending). 170 
 171 
C. Baker reviewed the mid-year budget. He called out a small ($15,000) cut to the regional planning 172 
fund based on the proposed budget adjustment act by the Legislature. He also noted that the 173 
Shared Municipal Policy Advisor position has changed to reflect the actual budget from two towns 174 
providing $10,000 each. He pointed out a decrease of $185,000 to the MPO staff funding due to a 175 
shift in the funding source to the RAISE Grant project, and some changes to family medical leave. 176 
There were a few other shortfalls in grant funding; also the Emergency Management Performance 177 
Grant funding is tied up at the federal level, but the budget estimate is conservative. Budget 178 
amounts for office overhead and pass-through funds to consultants remain similar. 179 
 180 
On the expense side, C. Baker noted small changes to staff salaries and a larger change to 181 
benefits. While healthcare costs have been mitigated in part due to a change to our third-party 182 
health insurance administrator, there is still a 7% increase expected. He concluded by noting that 183 
while the budget is presented as negative, it will end up as positive by the end of the fiscal year.  184 
 185 
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C. Baker also explained the indirect rate (expenses that cannot be billed to a grant contract). He 186 
pointed out that while there have been net positive budgets over the last few years, we are unsure if 187 
that will continue into future fiscal years. 188 
 189 
A. Montroll moved to approve the FY2026 Budget and the UPWP Mid-Year Adjustment as 190 
presented. G. Mott seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 191 

 192 
T. O’Brien left the meeting at 7:31pm. 193 

 194 
9. Draft Stipend Policy 195 

A.N. Stoner walked through the updated stipend policy. She noted that CCRPC is beginning to 196 
update its Public Participation Plan starting with the stipend policy to reflect current best practices. 197 
She noted that not every resident of Chittenden County who wants to participate in public 198 
processes can do so due to personal limitations such as childcare, transportation, and work 199 
schedule. Research indicates that while providing monetary stipends cannot fully solve these 200 
issues but does help address these barriers to ensuring everybody can contribute to the vision for 201 
the region’s future. Stipends also recognize the value of people’s contributions to CCRPC’s work. 202 
 203 
A.N. Stoner noted there was an interim stipend policy approved in 2014, under which CCRPC has 204 
been issuing stipends of $50 per meeting. She noted that the recent ECOS public engagement 205 
process was heavy on stipends issued and may reflect a higher-than-normal amount of spending. 206 
Under the staff and CEAC recommendation to increase the stipend to $75 per meeting, 207 
organizational stipend costs would increase to approximately $1,100 per month. This increase 208 
accounts for both inflation and shifts to best practices. 209 
 210 
The Federal Highway Administration allows its funding to be used for stipends to ensure adequate 211 
public representation and participation. 212 
 213 
The memo includes a comparison of stipend amounts among state agencies, Chittenden County 214 
municipalities, and other jurisdictions and organizations, with significant variation. A.N. Stoner 215 
noted that CCRPC’s proposal for $75 per meeting is higher than most of these but acknowledged 216 
that the state is also revisiting its policy and will likely increase its stipend amounts. 217 
 218 
A.N. Stoner reviewed the eligibility guidelines, which among other criteria preclude stipends to 219 
individuals who are already compensated through their employer or organization, and identifies 220 
barriers that may constitute criteria for which people may opt in to receive a stipend. The policy 221 
also includes a list of eligible activities, such as membership and participation on the Board or a 222 
standing CCRPC committee, project-specific advisory committees, and focus groups that are a 223 
part of projects. 224 
 225 
J. Murphy and M. O’Brien thanked A.N. Stoner for her work on this. At M. O’Brien’s question, A.N. 226 
Stoner clarified that stipends are an opt-in system; the reverse was considered, but opt-in made 227 
more sense organizationally. S. McCormick asked whether individuals opt in for every event; A.N. 228 
responded that ongoing committees are typically asked annually whether members want to opt-in, 229 
and members are conscientious of their needs. Focus groups or stand-alone events have an opt-in 230 
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ask each time. G. Mott supported the policy and emphasized that the opt-in process be kept 231 
personal and private. 232 
 233 
J. Carr expressed that he is supportive of the goal and the purpose it serves but is concerned that 234 
the policy itself is too broad in its focus. He feels that it is a lowest-common-denominator policy 235 
and feels that there could have been a more strategic approach to addressing what underserved 236 
communities really need. He also worries that it may undermine the volunteer spirit that has 237 
existed for the RPC, and he does not feel this is a positive change. He stated that although he 238 
initially opposed taking this policy organization-wide, he will support it with strong reservations. He 239 
had hoped that more resources could be dedicated to individuals who really needed them. 240 
 241 
A. Montroll moved to approve the updated Stipend Policy as presented. C. Shaw seconded the 242 
motion. 243 
 244 
A. Montroll noted that the Executive Committee discussed this issue at length and ultimately voted 245 
to recommend the Board approve it. He opined that adding more oversight to this program would 246 
add cost that outweighs the benefit of the policy. He stated that the organization should trust that 247 
people are being honest, and if that is found to be untrue, it can be revisited. C. Shaw 248 
acknowledged appreciation for J. Carr’s points as the voice of caution and reason. 249 
 250 
B. Wilson asked if J. Carr felt that the members of the CEAC are economically challenged. J. Carr 251 
responded no, but that he felt that opening stipends to municipal committee members dilutes the 252 
value that can be provided to individuals who need it. He also noted that a more targeted policy 253 
would result in lower administrative costs. 254 
 255 
D. Hanley asked whether research indicates whether providing stipends increases the participation 256 
of groups the organization is trying to reach. A.N. Stoner responded that this is true nationally, but it 257 
has not been tracked in Chittenden County, and this should be tracked more carefully going 258 
forward. 259 
 260 
A.N. Stoner acknowledged J. Carr’s concerns about volunteer culture but also felt a need to 261 
acknowledge the lived reality of community members. J. Carr noted that A.N. Stoner’s research 262 
indicates that if stipends are too low, they can backfire; A.N. Stoner has heard concerns about this 263 
and the issue of volunteerism in Chittenden County. 264 
 265 
A. Watts noted that the Town of Essex has offered stipends for several years and got positive 266 
feedback about it after a survey of recipients. Some people indicated they would not be able to 267 
participate without the stipends. 268 
 269 
S. McCormick shared that this issue was discussed in Essex Junction, including a proposed 270 
increase to City Councilor stipends to attract membership from disadvantaged communities. It 271 
was ultimately not adopted, but McCormick still feels it is a good tool. He also emphasized the 272 
importance of outreach to these communities, which is an ongoing issue in municipal discussions. 273 
 274 
J. Murphy called the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 275 
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 276 
J. Carr made a motion, seconded by C. Shaw, to amend the agenda to move Item 11 to Item 10 277 
to accommodate A.N. Stoner’s schedule. The motion passed unanimously. 278 
 279 

10. Outreach + Engagement Annual Update 280 
Building upon the monthly updates, A.N. Stoner shared an annual update document. She outlined 281 
the goals and pillars referenced in the plan as well as a summary of progress made in 2025. J. 282 
Murphy and C. McMains thanked A.N. Stoner for her work over the last year and prior. 283 
 284 

11. Semi-Annual Policy Participation List 285 
C. Baker reviewed the list of legislative policy priorities, which has remained consistent in recent 286 
years and represents the Board’s goals for staff to track. One new topic is the issue of school 287 
district consolidation, which may have implications for CCRPC’s work. 288 
 289 

12. Chair/Executive Director Updates 290 
a. Legislative Breakfast debrief and Legislative update | G. Mott shared that he found this great 291 

and useful. He was surprised at some legislators’ reactions but felt there was good give and 292 
take. Legislators also commented positively. There is more attention on transportation funding, 293 
some of which has been diverted to the Education and Public Safety programming; this may be 294 
reversed to avoid a gas tax increase. Also, Green Mountain Transit (GMT) has been actively 295 
asking the Legislature for a committed revenue stream for transit to diversify local funding 296 
beyond municipal property taxes. 297 

b. Older Adults & Persons with Disabilities (O&D) Services update | Referencing a WCAX story, C. 298 
Baker noted that this is one of three revenue sources that pays for Special Services 299 
Transportation Agency service. The budget is tightening, which may result in some riders not 300 
getting trips they need. C. Baker credited GMT and Colchester for advocating for residents in 301 
these difficult conversations. J. Murphy commented that this was the saddest Selectboard 302 
meeting she had ever attended, and that the testimony of people who relied on this service was 303 
heartbreaking. A. Watts noted that Essex Town has a senior bus program partnership with GMT 304 
and wondered why this hasn’t been replicated elsewhere. C. Baker responded that Chittenden 305 
County is unique in Vermont in how municipalities partner to provide service. 306 

c. March meeting | C. Baker encouraged members to attend the March meeting in person noting 307 
that food will be provided. He noted that legally there will still be a hybrid option. 308 

d. Staff Retreat highlights | C. Baker shared that this was a time for staff to step back from their 309 
work, build relationships between staff, and share appreciation for each other. 310 

e. Other | None. 311 
 312 

B. Bornstein left the meeting at 7:57pm. 313 
 314 
13. Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports 315 

J. Murphy referred members to the committee reports linked in the packet. C. Baker pointed out 316 
that the UPWP Committee meeting time is listed incorrectly and should be 10:30am. J. Carr noted a 317 
correction to the date of the Community Engagement Advisory Committee meeting. 318 

 319 
14. Members’ Items 320 
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There were no items. 321 
  322 

15. Adjournment 323 
J. Carr moved to adjourn the meeting. G. Mott seconded. Motion carried unanimously. Meeting 324 
adjourned at 7:59pm. 325 

 326 
Respectfully submitted, 327 
Darren Schibler 328 
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