DRAFT - MEETING MINUTES
July 30, 2026
HYBRID
9:30 A.M. TO 11:30 A.M.

Members Attending In-person: Chair John Russell, Jamie Stewart, Mark Nicholson, Thad
Richardson

Members Attending Virtually: Rachel Smith, Michael Donahue, Sen. Wendy Harrison, Rep.
Abbey Duke

Members Absent: Michael Keane, Heather Chase, Kim Gobeille

Staff Present: Jessica Hartleben, Executive Director; Ellie Beckett, Program Manager; Jeff Carr,
Staff Support, Farida Ibrahim, CHIP Program Specialist

Others Present: Tayt Brooks (ACCD Secretary), David White (White + Burke), Kara
Alnasrawi (Burlington), Gummi Jonsson (Burlington), Laura Wheelock (Burlington), Ashley
Parker (Burlington), TJ Matteini (GBIC), Alex Demoly (GBIC), Scott Moore (JFO), Sal Spada
(JFO)

9:30 a.m. Roll Call and Agenda Review

o Chair John Russell called the meeting to order. Members attending and present in person
or virtually are noted above.

e Introduction to Tayt Brooks. Tayt Brooks, the new Secretary for the Agency of
Commerce and Community Development joined the meeting to say hello and introduce
himself to the Council. Sec. Brooks views VEPC as a key economic engine for ACCD
that has generated legislative respect. Many thanks to VEPC for their work getting CHIP
passed and launched. He’s here to support the Council and ensure they have the resources
they need to be successful. He’s happy to chat with Council members at any time.

o Chair John Russell inquired as to any additions or deletions to the agenda, hearing none,
moved on to the next agenda item.

9:32 a.m. Minutes — May 28, 2026

o Chair John Russell inquired as to any corrections or changes to the draft meeting minutes
for the May 28, 2026 meeting. Hearing none, requested a motion. Jamie Stewart moved
to accept the minutes of the May 28, 2026, Regular Meeting. Mike Donohue seconded
the motion. Chair John Russell inquired as to further discussion, hearing none requested a
vote. The motion passed 7-0-1.

9:34 a.m. Public Comment

o Chair John Russell inquired as to whether any members of the public present wish to
provide public comment or make any announcements. Hearing none, moved to the next
agenda item.

9:35 a.m. Executive Director Updates
Executive Director Jessica Hartleben provided the following updates to the Council:
e CHIP Update

o VEPC officially engaged SB Friedman to help develop and implement the
PAYGO model. While new to Vermont, other jurisdictions regularly use this tool.
SB Friedman will present at the VEPC retreat in October.

o To date VEPC Staff have received 15 pre-application interest forms. Middlebury
and Vergennes are likely submitting their applications soon.



o

e VEGI

o TIF

We continue to conduct CHIP educational training in person for communities and
municipalities in coordination with the RDCs and RPCs. We were in Lamoille
County yesterday and had about 25 participants. We partnered with VLCT
(Bonnie Wanninger) and DHCD (Alex Farrell). With this visit, we have now done
one of these presentations with every RDC/RPC in the state.

Discussions are starting to explore a second round of trainings in 2027.

The VEPC staff visited Greensea in Richmond. This business will be featured in
the VEGI Annual Report due to the legislature on September 1.

Jessica testified at the Joint Fiscal Committee Hearing on Tuesday regarding the
SAQ’s Background Growth Rate Audit. Jessica requested that Jeff Carr and Tom
Kavet jointly evaluate options for updating the background growth rate
methodology, including but not limited to company-specific rates, updated
industry rates, and forecast-based rates, report findings and recommendations to
the JFC for its consideration and approval.

VEPC staff sent a letter to the Town of Killington to provide updated financial
information by August 7, and to appear at the August VEPC meeting, as VEPC
works with the Town to help them come into compliance with respect to their
ongoing monitoring issues.

9:47 a.m. TIF: Burlington Waterfront Substantial Change Request
o The City is giving VEPC an update on the status of the TIF Waterfront District and the
CityPlace Project.
e David White and Kara Alnasrawi provided an overview of the project to refresh the
Council.

@)

o

Phase I has two components — the north and south tower.

= The South Tower is complete and residential units are nearly completely
occupied and commercial space is about 50% occupied.
= The North Tower is going to house all the affordable units, this was to
assist them with their financing in the South Tower. Full completion is
expected at the end of 2027, however the developer will be going for
TCOs as portions of the building are completed. There will be 364
housing units and 73 affordable units.
Phase 11 is the part of the old mall and LL Bean building. That project is expected
to occur, but the final configuration and timing is unknown. They’ve been hearing
that the developer may come back for permit amendments. For the purpose of
projections and this application, the city did not include any revenue in its
projections and are relying on solely phase I. If Phase II happens, it will generate
revenue above and beyond what is needed for debt service, and they would come
back to VEPC to reduce the percentages of increment retained.



= The city has no intention of going back to the legislature for an additional
extension related to this second phase.

There are slightly fewer residential units, but the project has gained 2 hotels. The
economic impact and ripple benefits are substantial. The hotels played a critical
role in the feasibility of the project overall. They made these projects financeable
in a way they were not proving to be.
While there are fewer affordable units, they are still meeting the city’s 20%
inclusionary zoning requirement. By the developer taking it over from Champlain
Housing Trust, the millions that would have been used for this project are freed
up to create additional affordable housing units elsewhere in the County.
John Russell asked how comfortable the City is with the developer taking on and
managing the inclusionary zoning requirement.

= Kara responded that there is a team at the city that annually monitors
compliance with the City’s inclusionary zoning ordinance and there is a
fine associated with violation of the ordinance. In the case of a violation,
the party would be brought in to a committee that could penalize the party
for continued non-compliance.
Wendy Harrison asked about the levels of affordability.

= Kara said in this project the units are at 65% AMI or lower, for 99 years.
Wendy Harrison asked about a map to visualize where the project was occurring.

= Kara said she would provide visuals later this afternoon.

e Jeff Carr provided his economic analysis

o

The City has done a good job updating the model. We look to be on course to
finish Phase I. It’s really positive to hear that the first is complete and largely
occupied, particularly in the current environment.

The spreadsheet does show a significant positive cashflow balance at the end with
reasonable assumptions.

When you look back at the scheme of things, this is one of the pre-VEPC legacy
TIFs that has gone to the legislature when it has needed things. He thinks it could
give the City the final increment that they may need for public improvements.
The City does a good job of managing to the available money. There is sufficient
data to make positive findings on all the questions and criteria.

There’s nothing negative on the financial side, of course there’s still a large
portion of the second tower to complete, but the risk is significantly narrowed.
The Council deserves some credit for making positive findings in 2023.

The City has been successful in getting grants for these large and challenging
infrastructure projects.

We’re very close to having a success story here.

o Jessica presented excerpts from the staff review:
Most of the Waterfront TIF District expired at the end of FY25. The remaining active portion
consists of three parcels referred to as “CityPlace.” In 2023 the City received VEPC approval to
authorize up to $18.84 million in TIF-supported debt to fund infrastructure improvements



associated with the CityPlace development on the parcels. Since then, CityPlace Phase 1 (also
called Burlington Town Center) has been underway. The South Tower has been completed, with
the North Tower 30% complete and anticipating completion in 2027. Currently, the timing and
final plans for CityPlace Phase 2 (formerly the Burlington Mall/L.L. Bean building) are
unknown and they are not included in the financing plan under consideration today. The City has
secured an additional $35 million in non-TIF funding to support additional infrastructure
improvements in the area. The City has also completed permanent financing for the district
through issuance of the final bond authorized in the 2023 approval.
The City of Burlington is requesting an amendment to the Waterfront District’s TIF
Reconciliation Plan to account for the changes in development expected by the BTC Project.
VEPC should only accept the submitted update from the City if the Council is comfortable that
there is sufficient revenue from expected increment or other revenue sources to service the debt.
In our review, VEPC staff coordinated with ACCD General Counsel John Kessler, as well as Jeff
Carr from Economic Policy & Resources (EPR).
Looking at the totality of the SCR filing and the updated TIF District Financial Model EPR’s
review finds that the Council has enough information in the updated Waterfront TIF Financial
Plan workbook (and accompanying detailed explanations) to make positive findings with respect
to the ‘continued fiscal viability’ of the revised TIF District Financial Plan.
As with all Substantial Change Requests there is a set of 6 questions that are evaluated, and
we’re going to go through each one:

1. Would the change violate any of the approval criteria including Location Criteria,

Project Criteria, Purpose, Viability, Nexus, or Proportionality?
1.

1.

eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee. applicant states that “... This
SCR does not change anything related to
the location criteria, purpose or
nexus...  concerning the TIF District’s on-going
activities. They further note that the updated SCR
filing materials show that ...the district remains
viable and is likely to generate a surplus.... EPR
concurs with that assertion, and believes the
Council has sufficient evidence to make positive
findings under this TIF Rule consideration. Staff
also agrees with this analysis.

2. Would the substantial change request change the overall cost of infrastructure (e.g.,
prospectively increase the liability) or the generation of revenue (e.g., prospectively
result in a revenue reduction) to a degree that adversely impacts the fiscal viability
of the TIF District’s Financial Plan?

The revised TIF District Financial Plan will result in the expected $4,.1MM cumulative cash
flow surplus for the TIF District’s operations through fiscal year 2036. When added to the
‘manage to the available money’ approach to the TIF District’s public infrastructure project
program, those two features of the TIF District’s stated financial management practices and past
actual operating approaches support the City’s assertion that TIF funding revenues have




increased since the last SCR and obtaining such additional funding to support the TIF District’s
infrastructure projects through grant and other funding “..has enabled expansion of the overall
scope of the infrastructure projects without increasing the liability of the TIF fund itself...". We
concur with that observation. EPR therefore believes there is sufficient evidence in the record for
the Council to make positive findings regarding the ‘continued fiscal viability’ of the revised TIF
District Financial Plan with regard to this consideration.” VEPC staff concurs with this analysis.
3. Would the change require that additional education property tax revenue be
utilized without offsetting private development that would increase the grand list
and generate additional Education property tax revenue?
EPR believes that the updated TIF District Financial Plan as proposed is likely pose no
significant threat to the ‘continued fiscal viability’ of the updated Burlington Waterfront TIF
District Financial Plan on either the cost side or revenue side.
As a result, based on our review of this most recent SCR filing of the revised Burlington
Waterfront TIF District Financial Plan filing and the previous operating experience of the City’s
TIF staff and representative (White + Burke), and the City’s elected legislative body and staff to
make this TIF District’s development plans work, EPR believes the Council has sufficient
evidence to make positive findings with respect to ‘continued fiscal viability’ under this
consideration. VEPC staff concurs.
4. Would the change cause the education property tax revenue to increase?
“it is very likely that the approval of this SCR will enable the project to continue to completion
will very likely result in assessed value increases that will likely ...increase the education fund’s
25% share of incremental tax revenue...” As a result, EPR’s review and analysis finds of the
City’s SCR indicates that the Council has sufficient evidence in this record to make positive
findings of ‘continued fiscal viability’ given the SCR includes a reasonable projection of a
significantly positive additional education fund revenues throughout the rest of the TIF District’s
retention period through 2035 using sufficiently conservative and reasonable estimating
methods-determinants.” VEPC staff concurs.
5. Would the change have an impact on the financial viability of the District?
EPR observes that a preponderance of the evidence indicates that the Burlington Waterfront TIF
District’s SCR would not have a significantly adverse impact on the financial viability of the
updated TIF District Financial Plan as filed. The White + Burke narrative points out that the
updated projections indicate that the ‘...SCR (will) result in a projected surplus at the end of the
district...”. As aresult, EPR believes the Council can make positive findings with respect to
‘continued fiscal viability’ under this Consideration.” VEPC staff concurs.
6. Would the change put at risk the long-term economic benefit and the achievement
of other District objectives?
From the standpoint of ‘continued fiscal viability’ and the other economic benefits-objectives of
the Burlington Waterfront TIF District, White + Burke assert that °... Nothing in this SCR risks
the long-term benefits or other objectives of the district. To the contrary, the additional non-TIF
District funding which expands the scope of the public improvements should increase the public
benefits...” Based on the evidence supplied and based on our independent analysis of the data
and assumptions as provided in the revised Burlington Waterfront TIF District Financial Plan as
filed, EPR concurs with that assessment by White + Burke. As such we believe the record has
sufficient evidence for the Council to make positive findings of ‘continued fiscal viability’ under
this TIF Rule consideration.” VEPC staff concurs.




Based on the evidence provided by the city, the analyses conducted by EPR and ACCD Counsel,
VEPC staff recommend that the Council may find that the Burlington Waterfront TIF District
has provided reasonable evidence and justification that the District continues to be viable and
could approve this Substantial Change Request. Staff recommends the Council interrogate the
City relative to the questions raised by Attorney Kessler and Jeff Carr before approving the
Substantial Change Request.

o Jamie Stewart moved that the Council approve the City of Burlington’s Waterfront TIF
District’s Substantial Change Request, finding that the amendments meet the criteria for
approval and that the documents provided show the TIF District continues to be fiscally
and financially viable. Mark Nicholson seconded the motion.

o A roll call vote was held, all Council members voted in favor of the motion. 8-0-0.

At 10:17 a.m. — Adjournment

Jamie Stewart moved to adjourn the meeting. Hearing no opposition, the meeting adjourned at
10:17am.

Minutes taken by Ellie Beckett: July 30, 2026

Revised by Jessica Hartleben: August 3, 2026
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