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DATE:  Wednesday, March 4, 2026 1 
TIME:  5:45 PM 2 
PLACE:  Hybrid Meeting – CCRPC Office, 110 West Canal St. Winooski, VT or via Zoom 3 
 4 
PRESENT: Bard Hill, Chair     Jacki Murphy, Vice Chair 5 
  Andy Montroll, at large >5000   Karen Peterson, Secretary/Treasurer 6 
                                Joe Segale, at large <5000    Chris Shaw, Past Chair 7 
  Jeff Carr, Finance Committee     8 

  9 
ABSENT:  None 10 
 11 
OTHERS:  Matthew Arancio, VTrans   Kyle Connors, CBIZ 12 
            13 
STAFF:  Charlie Baker, Executive Director  Emma Vaughn, Communications Mgr.   14 
  Forest Cohen, Business Director  Bryan Davis, Senior Transp. Planner 15 

Taylor Newton, Planning Program Director Darren Schibler, Senior Planner 16 
Amy Irvin Witham, Senior Business Manager  17 
Anne Nelson Stoner, Outreach & Engagement Manager 18 

     19 
   20 

1. Start Recording; Call to Order; Attendance 21 
B. Hill called the Executive / Finance Committee meeting to order at 5:45pm.  22 
 23 

2. Changes to the Agenda, Members’ Items, Group Expectations 24 
C. Baker noted we should keep the executive session on the agenda. There were no Members’ 25 
Items. B. Hill noted the Group Expectations posted in the chat. 26 
 27 

3. Public Comment (for items not on the agenda) - none 28 
 29 

4. Draft Minutes – February 4, 2026 30 
B. Hill directed members to the draft minutes for February 4, 2026, and asked if there are any 31 
changes. There were none. 32 
C. Shaw made a motion to approve the February minutes. J. Murphy seconded. The motion 33 
passed unanimously.  34 
 35 

5. FY2025 Audit 36 
a. Review of Draft FY2025 Audit 37 

F. Cohen thanked K. Connors for his work preparing the audit. K. Connors noted he is about 38 
80% done with the audit, and he doesn’t expect significant changes at this time. C. Baker 39 
noted that our Board needs to approve it at their March 18 meeting. C. Baker clarified that 40 
the Board needs at least 48 hours’ notice before the meeting. K. Connors stated that this 41 
timeline would be difficult for a fully final, quality-checked version. C. Baker noted that this 42 
may require a special meeting of the Executive Committee and/or Board. F. Cohen clarified 43 
that any timing obstacles are his responsibility and not the fault of CBIZ. K. Connors 44 
reported that this is an unmodified audit; in other words, everything appears consistent 45 
with prior years.  46 
 47 
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K. Connors reviewed the audit numbers, noting that increases in revenue and expenses are 48 
in lockstep and are being driven by projects, rather than administrative costs. This leaves 49 
the Commission with a net position of approximately $145,000 when accounting for the 50 
Commission’s pension liability; adjusting for this puts net position at $832,000. K. Connors 51 
explained that while cash flow is lower year-to-year, this is really due to the timing of 52 
payments and is not a concern. Overall budget vs. actuals are also consistent with prior 53 
years. 54 
 55 
The other element of the single audit involves testing the Commission’s internal controls 56 
(ensuring separation of duties) and verifying that certain types of funding are being used 57 
consistently with federal requirements. This year, CBIZ selected the Highway Planning and 58 
Construction and the National Infrastructure Investments (RAISE grant) programs. CBIZ 59 
found no issues with compliance. 60 
 61 
J. Carr pointed out that the term “net income” can cause some tension with CCRPC’s 62 
member municipalities, who may see that the Commission is “making money” while 63 
charging them dues. J. Carr asked if the Governmental Accounting Standards Board might 64 
ever change that terminology; K. Connors did not think so in the foreseeable future. 65 
 66 
C. Baker noted that on page 41 of the PDF, there is a reference to the FY23 indirect rate. K. 67 
Connors explained that the FY25 indirect rate is based on the FY23 financials results. C. 68 
Baker suggested that there could be explanation of this in the document.  69 

 70 
b. Executive Session 71 

C. Shaw made a motion, seconded by J. Murphy, to enter executive session for the 72 
purpose of discussing the draft audit with the auditor. The motion passed unanimously 73 
at 6:08pm. 74 

C. Shaw made a motion, seconded by J. Murphy, to exit executive session. The motion 75 
passed unanimously.  The Committee exited executive session at 6:19pm. 76 
 77 

c. Action on Draft FY2025 Audit 78 
B. Hill asked how the Executive Committee should proceed given that the audit has not 79 
been finalized. C. Baker noted that in prior years, the Board authorized the Executive 80 
Committee to approve the audit, provided there are no material changes from the 81 
presentation K. Connors will make at the Board meeting. J. Carr emphasized the 82 
importance of approving the audit on time, which can have consequences for several years. 83 
It was the consensus of the Executive and Finance Committee to recommend this course of 84 
action to the Board. 85 
 86 
The alternative would be to schedule a special meeting of the Board to hold this vote. 87 
 88 

6. Act 250 + Section 248 Applications 89 
 90 
C. Shaw made a motion, seconded by J. Murphy, to take no action on this agenda item, 91 
given that there were no Act 250 or Section 248 applications to review. The motion passed 92 
unanimously.  93 
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 94 
7. Draft Language Access Plan 95 

A.N. Stoner introduced the Language Access Plan and provided a high-level overview. She 96 
noted differences in terminology for people with language access needs between the Vermont 97 
Office of Racial Equity and the federal government. 98 
 99 
She reviewed the four factors that determine whether an organization needs to provide 100 
language access services: 101 
1. Who is in the community? (i.e., the number of people with communication access needs 102 

that are likely to be served) 103 
2. How often do these people come into interaction with CCRPC or access programs and 104 

services? 105 
3. How important are these programs and services? 106 
4. Resources available and associated costs to provide language access services? 107 
 108 
J. Segale asked if #1 and #2 are considered a threshold, or are they more descriptive? A.N. 109 
responded that both are thresholds under federal guidance. 110 
 111 
For Factor 1, A.N. Stoner noted that it is difficult to determine language access needs in 112 
Chittenden County because Census Bureau data is not reliable when disaggregated to the 113 
regional level. She clarified the difference between people who speak languages other than 114 
English at home (i.e., those who may be bilingual) versus those who speak English less than 115 
“very well” in determining whether to provide language access services. Using American 116 
Community Survey estimates, A.N. Stoner determined that approximately 5,000-7,000 people 117 
in Chittenden County may require language services. A.N. Stoner also looked at data from 118 
urban school districts (Burlington, Winooski, S. Burlington, and Essex Junction) on languages 119 
spoken, which is more reliable. The 6 languages most likely to be spoken are Nepali, Somali, 120 
Swahili, Arabic, Spanish, and French. A.N. Stoner also noted that this Plan also addresses 121 
communication needs other than language, such as American Sign Language, captioning, and 122 
other accessible formats. 123 
 124 
For Factor 2, A.N. Stoner explained that CCRPC does not track how often people interact with 125 
CCRPC and its programs. Factor 3 will be discussed later in the context of Vital Documents. For 126 
Factor 4, cost has not been a barrier in the past for CCRPC providing language access services. 127 
 128 
A.N. Stoner reviewed the policies of CCRPC regarding language access and the procedures 129 
outlined in the Language Access Plan. She explained the Procedures for Vital Documents 130 
section and the federal definition of Vital Documents – information critical to enabling 131 
meaningful access to CCRPC’s programs, activities, and services or contain information about 132 
procedures or processes required by law. She noted that CCRPC needs to determine what it 133 
considers Vital Documents, which ones to proactively translate and into what languages. C. 134 
Shaw asked whether all public meeting notices would fall under this definition; A.N. Stoner 135 
clarified that information on language access services must be provided for public notices, but 136 
they are not necessarily considered Vital Documents and do not need to be proactively 137 
translated. 138 
 139 
A.N. Stoner explained the federal standard for mandating translation into other languages (6% 140 
of the population speaks the language) vs. the state-modified threshold (3%). Regardless, it is 141 
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difficult to determine whether Chittenden County meets these thresholds due to poor data 142 
quality; there is a possibility that Spanish speaking populations may meet the threshold. Based 143 
on this conclusion, A.N. Stoner has determined that translation services need to take a project-144 
specific approach. 145 
 146 
J. Segale asked whether the ECOS Plan would be considered a Vital Document. A.N. Stoner 147 
said this is something to discuss, but also noted that translating such a document may not be 148 
the most effective way to communicate with certain populations (noting that most English 149 
speakers are not reading the full ECOS Plan). 150 
 151 
A.N. Stoner reviewed the Appendix which provides resources for staff to use when translation 152 
services are needed, noting that it is still in draft form. 153 
 154 
A.N. Stoner reviewed several outstanding questions regarding this Plan: 155 
1. What is CCRPC’s general strategy for accommodating those with language access needs in 156 

meetings? 157 
2. When does it make sense to proactively translate materials (both Vital Documents as well 158 

as project-specific materials)? 159 
3. What are the top languages into which materials should be translated? 160 
 161 
C. Baker noted that this is a first draft and the goal is to finalize over the next few months. The 162 
Community Engagement Advisory Committee (CEAC) has started their review. 163 
 164 
C. Shaw asked about the cost of Propio services, which provides a live translator on-demand. 165 
A.N. Stoner does not have cost details, but she has heard good feedback about the quality of 166 
Propio from state agencies which lean heavily on them. 167 
 168 
C. Shaw also asked how much A.N. Stoner used Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools in creation of 169 
policy documents like this. She responded that she does not use AI for policy drafting, though 170 
she does draw from other policies; however, she does use AI in other parts of her work to 171 
reorganize or structure content, rather than creating content. C. Baker noted that staff are 172 
working on Information Technology and AI policies for the Board to consider. 173 
 174 
J. Segale asked whether this language access plan is responsive to new requirements or is it 175 
bringing us up to current “best practices.” A.N. Stoner responded that this is not new, but it is 176 
not something that CCRPC has previously faced because non-English speakers have not 177 
interacted with CCRPC in the past. The goal of this plan is also to be specific about how CCRPC 178 
provides meaningful language access. E. Vaughn noted that CCRPC has historically provided 179 
language access services upon request for specific projects, often in the City of Winooski, but it 180 
has not been widespread. CCRPC has been able to meet all requests to date since we ask for 181 
advance notice of translation needs, but this plan provides additional resources. C. Baker 182 
noted that most of CCRPC’s language access work happens when we reach out proactively to 183 
these communities, and we are trying to prepare for when communities start approaching us. 184 
K. Peterson is interested in hearing feedback on this plan from the CEAC. A.N. Stoner also 185 
noted that staff are considering how to provide language services for multiple languages in a 186 
single meeting. 187 
 188 
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A.N. Stoner shared that CCRPC’s recently adopted Stipend Policy is already being used as a 189 
model for state agencies that are updating their own policies. 190 
 191 
At C. Shaw’s question, C. Baker clarified that no action is needed at this time for the plan 192 
unless the Committee felt it was ready for approval. No action was taken. 193 
 194 

8. ECOS Regional Plan update 195 
T. Newton reviewed progress that has been made since the February Board meeting. The Long-196 
Range Planning Committee (LRPC) has reviewed edits made in response to public comments 197 
and to the Land Use Review Board (LURB). A fully edited version will be provided for initial 198 
review by the Board at their March meeting. 199 
 200 
In terms of the future land use map, about half of municipalities have no changes, and half 201 
have some changes (totaling about 40 individual changes). Staff discussed specific questions 202 
with the LURB on Monday that resulted in good guidance for CCRPC and support for its 203 
proposals. One of the major questions is what constitutes a mix of uses and a high level of 204 
density in the Shelburne Road and Williston Road corridors to qualify for certain land use 205 
categories. 206 
 207 
T. Newton noted that one thing that will not be ready for the March Board meeting is the revised 208 
housing targets, since these are dependent on changes to the future land use areas. Staff will 209 
run these numbers by the Planning Advisory Committee and bring them with a clean revised 210 
version of the plan to the April Board meeting.  211 
  212 

9. Chair/Executive Director Report 213 
a. Transportation Program Director job advertisement – C. Baker noted that Eleni’s position 214 

has been advertised with plans to review applications starting on March 16th, with the hope 215 
to schedule interviews in April and make a decision on May 1st. This will allow the new 216 
hire(s) to start in early June to have some overlap with Eleni. C. Baker noted that there may 217 
be internal applicants, which could result in reorganization. C. Baker asked if any Executive 218 
Committee members would be interested in being on the interview panel in addition to J. 219 
Segale. C. Shaw and J. Murphy stated they were available in April. 220 

b. FY27 UPWP Update – C. Baker stated that CCRPC received about $2.6-2.7 million in 221 
requests; federal highway revenue is about $2-2.1 million. This means there will be a 222 
significant trim in which requests will be funded. The next UPWP Program Committee 223 
meeting is on March 30. B. Hill commented that CCRPC’s selection criteria might be 224 
subject to more scrutiny if fewer requests are funded; C. Baker noted that “trimming” has 225 
less to do with prioritization and more to do with determining funding eligibility as well as 226 
timing / practical realities (i.e., can a town take on multiple projects simultaneously?) 227 

c. Legislative Update – C. Baker noted that the Legislature is on break this week due to Town 228 
Meeting. One significant bill that is moving is an Act 181 amendment bill S.325, which could 229 
change the mapping process, the road rule, and Tier 3. The Legislature is trying to find 230 
compromise, which may involve postponing implementation dates. C. Baker also noted 231 
that CCRPC worked with partners to develop language clarifying land use definitions, and a 232 
simpler process for amending maps. Some housing bills are moving, including some with 233 
language around town plans and zoning. B. Hill noted that one representative he spoke with 234 
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said there is a larger mismatch in funding vs. requests. C. Baker noted that the Governor 235 
had recommended a 2.5% increase in RPC funding, which has received support from two 236 
committees. C. Baker also reported that the county and regional governance study 237 
committee is trying to develop legislative recommendations by the end of the calendar 238 
year. 239 

d. Other – none.  240 

 241 
10. Draft March 18, 2026 Board Agenda 242 

C. Baker reviewed the draft agenda, noting that they will keep action on the draft audit pursuant 243 
to the earlier discussion. He noted he will move the Executive Director evaluation to April. 244 

 245 
11. New Business 246 

No new business. 247 
 248 

12. Executive Director Evaluation 249 
a. Process - C. Baker called attention to the policy on evaluation of staff, including the 250 

Executive Director. Jason Lorber of Aplomb Consulting has met with Executive 251 
Committee members to review the staff survey questions. It is conducted by a third 252 
party to ensure anonymity. Results will be shared in late March and the Executive 253 
Director’s evaluation will occur in April. B. Hill called out that the last sentence 254 
regarding the staff survey notes the survey will be distributed to other parties 255 
besides staff, and that Executive Committee members should suggest other survey 256 
participants. B. Hill suggested that this should include CCRPC Board members. C. 257 
Shaw suggested that distributing to the full list of parties might become too 258 
complicated. J. Murphy suggested distributing the survey to one of the listed groups 259 
each year and rotate between them. B. Hill agreed and suggested that municipal 260 
managers be contacted this year. J. Segale stated that state agency staff are 261 
important since they also provide funding to CCRPC and play a semi-regulatory 262 
role. C. Baker offered to share a list of people with whom he actually works. 263 

 264 
B. Hill walked through the rest of the Executive Director evaluation process; C. 265 
Baker asked for any feedback from Executive Committee members on the 266 
evaluation form. 267 

 268 
b. A. Montroll made a motion, seconded by C. Shaw, to enter executive session to 269 

discuss personnel matters, to include the Executive Director. The motion 270 
passed unanimously at 7:36pm. 271 
C. Shaw made a motion, seconded by A. Montroll, to exit executive session. The 272 
motion passed unanimously at 8:01pm. 273 

 274 
13. Adjournment 275 

J. Murphy made a motion, seconded by J. Segale, to adjourn. The motion carried 276 
unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 8:01pm. The next meeting is Tuesday, April 7, 2026. 277 

 278 
Respectfully submitted, 279 
Darren Schibler 280 

https://ccrpcvt.sharepoint.com/sites/Shared/Shared%20Documents/Commission/Committees/Executive_Committee/Exec.%20Committee%20FY25/ccrpcvt.org/executive-committee

