June 11, 2026, CD Board Meeting Minutes
ACCD-Calvin Coolidge Conference Room 6th Floor, National Life
Virtual Microsoft Teams (Meeting ID: 270 435 202 095 56 Passcode: Lu2uX2pH)

[bookmark: _Hlk516642534][bookmark: _Hlk11067270][bookmark: _Hlk485804548]Board Members in attendance in-person: John Kascenska and Angus Chaney
Board Members in attendance virtually: Cynthia Gubb, Gabriel Lajeunesse, John Biondolillo, Maura Collins*, David Riegel* and Lisa Sullivan
Board Members Absent: Liz Ruffa
Staff in attendance in person: Nate Formalarie, Ann Kroll, Julia Connell, Nathan Cleveland, Grace Vinson and Rebecca Walsh

Staff in attendance virtually: Brett Chornyak, Juliann Sherman and Kristie Farnham from the Department of Economic Development

Members of the public virtually: none

Members of the public in person: none

* These board members joined late and were not present for some of the votes. As such, their names are missing from the sections they were not present.

John K chaired the meeting and called the meeting to order at 10:06 a.m. 

No public comments were made.

Town of Hartford Application – 444 Sykes Mountain Avenue
Julia introduced the project and noted that they are returning from last June board meeting. The applicants are requesting same amount as last meeting, $1,000,000, for 48 affordable units as part of a 242-unit master housing project. Julia said that they are making progress on additional funding and have extended their current option agreement to end of September. They are working diligently to complete their environmental review. 

Angus asked about the cost estimates document, he could not find it in the board packet. Julia said she will print it for Angus during the break and assured the board that staff did not have any concerns reviewing that document. She said it was omitted from the packet because it is 62 pages long.

The following individuals came before the board to present on behalf of the Town of Hartford via Teams: 
· Lori Hirshfield, Town of Hartford
· Lexi Webster, Town of Harford
· Andrew Winter, Twin Pines
· Bill Kelsey, Twin Pines
· Matt Moore, Evernorth

Lorri said that Hartford has put housing as a priority and has a strong history of putting through housing projects. 

Bill discussed the development plan, adding details about the property subdivision, residential building, and other amenities. He presented Windsor County 2026 HUD income levels and a current project status.

Matt More provided a funding update. The project has received 9% tax credits and 66% of funding is committed. Matt said that the $1,000,000 from VCDP will enable them to go out to bid within 6 months, especially since VHCB and VHFA have already allocated additional funding for this project. 

Andrew added that the tax credits equate to $1,250,000 in equity which is 45% of the project cost. This project represents over 40% of the tax credits available in the state of Vermont, demonstrating this project is a priority.

Questions, comments, and discussions raised by the board, staff, and applicants: 
Angus asked if there is a plan to use project base subsidies for certain income thresholds. Andrew answered that typical vouchers are not available due to federal level issues.

Angus asked what the strategy is long term for subdividing into two parcels. Lori said that was a misstatement. There are already 2 parcels in separate zoning districts.

Cynthia asked where the additional development will be in relation to this project. Bill showed on the map and discussed permitting of the building.

Possibility of a 2% of cost gap in funding but this would not impede moving forward. Andrew said VHCB is heavily invested and expects that Hartford would work with them to fill any gaps. Twin Pines has been successful in raising philanthropic dollars as well. The Upper Valley Loan Fund is an indicator of how regional employers are approaching funding like this. 

John K told the applicants that Grant awards will be made no later than July 6, 2026. Department staff will notify them when the decisions are final. He asked if the award conditions are acceptable to the applicants.
Andrew said yes. 

Town of Rochester Application – Rochester High School Repurposing Project
Nathan introduced the project and said that the requested $650,000 will be used to complete renovations of the high school in downtown Rochester. The 33,000 square foot building is being repurposed into a multi-use Community Center that includes business tenants and nonprofit organizations, including a Senior Center and potentially an early childcare center. Improvements are particularly focused on energy efficiency of building envelope. Rochester’s VCDP application last year was not successful, and costs have increased since that time. Since that time last year, they've been successful in the town taking ownership of the building and securing tenants in letters of intent for memorandums of understanding and executing lease agreements with potential tenants throughout the facility. The applicants have reduced their request by $100,000, and 83% of other funding is committed. Nathan said that the applicants provided a lot of supporting documentation and responded well to staff analysis. They are working with Two Rivers Ottauquechee Regional Commission (TRORC) and obtained their environmental review release. 

[bookmark: _Hlk118376727]The following individuals came before the board to present on behalf of the Town of Rochester in person: 
· Kathryn Schenkman
· Victor Ribaudo 
And via Teams:
· Patricia Harvey, Selectboard Chair
· Kristen LaPell, Assistant Town Clerk
· Sarah Wraight, TRORC
· Drew Hudson, Town Energy Coordinator

Kathryn discussed the feasibility study that concluded in July 2022. It found that project is doable but challenging, especially considering current rising costs. They have had to value engineer the project several times. She said the building has 2 wings and is a functional community asset. She said they just got news that the architectural fees are $100,000 less than expected. They got an NBRC award last year and continue to fundraise.

Victor added that the choices for the old high school were to board it up and tear it down which is high cost, or to redevelop it. He said that this project turns a liability into an asset, and brings community support to today’s needs- childcare, support for seniors and a recreation center gives people programming and a place to be safe. 
 
Pat discussed that there is something missing from their town with the loss of the high school- no sporting events, etc. Rochester is struggling to stay alive as a town and not a bedroom community and is a hub for surrounding towns. She said it is their responsibility to remain viable.

Drew added that the project planning has added a 200kW solar array to the roof, which is a worthwhile inflation of project cost. He said they may be able to get federal incentive. This addition to the project seeks to electrify the valley and strengthen electricity connection to the area.

Questions, comments, and discussions raised by the board, staff, and applicants: 
John K asked when the high school closed. Victor answered 2018. Kathryn added that the elementary school has been without students since 2020 as well. John asked how many tenants they have. Viktor listed them out and emphasized that they will be pursuing additional tenants.

Pat added that the selectboard is motivated to fill the space with a variety of types of tenants. She said that the select Board has already signed a lease with the school for their use of the building and just this past Monday evening we signed a lease with a physical therapy office to move in.

Cynthia asked if a feasibility study was done for the childcare center considering the rural location. Kathryn responded that they have done multiple strategic assessments and have identified 35-40 families in need. She noted that the current question isn’t need for the service, but who will run it. 

Cynthia asked for an update on their capital campaign. Kathryn responded that they have reserved about half of what they have raised for construction, a little over $500,000. She said that they have been holding events to bring presence and awareness to the building. She highlighted that the environmental review for the project has been completed, which involved some PCB testing. She said that they are ready to go out to bid and this grant will hugely advance the project towards construction.

Nathan asked how they plan to do the construction while minimizing disruptions to current tenants and how the renovations will create a sustainable building. Victor responded that some tenants will be undisturbed as they are in a separate wing from the construction. The affected tenants will be moved to another vacant area of the building while construction is underway and will move back after it is completed. He said that this has been well communicated ahead of the lease.

Nathan asked if the town or school district currently offers preschool. Applicants responded that there is a preschool program, but it doesn’t offer the length that working parents need, so this childcare center would be getting those preschoolers as well as the children who are not yet old enough to attend. The strategic needs include infants and toddlers, which has always been the challenge with the pre-existing daycare center.

Angus commented that he is so impressed with the village and their community spirit with this and other projects they have worked on. 

John K told the applicants that Grant awards will be made no later than July 6, 2026. Department staff will notify them when the decisions are final. He asked if the award conditions are acceptable to the applicants.
Victor and Kathryn said yes. 

City of Rutland Application – Templewood Court 
Julia said that this project is more housing preservation rather than net new units. The applicants seek to complete electrical upgrades to 60 housing units on the Templewood Court campus. All units are LMI seniors. The campus is owned and operated by the Rutland Housing Authority (RHA). Julia said that RHA receives their funding directly from HUD for their operating budget and are putting lots of it into this project. The building is from the 70’s and the electrical system has never been upgraded. The applicants are requesting $385,000, which is a reduction from their pre-application request. They went to VHCB and received funding, so were able to reduce their CDBG request. The property is in jeopardy of losing their insurance if electrical is not upgraded. The only viable alternative to completing the electrical upgrades is constructing new units, which is less cost effective. The buildings are in overall good shape, but there is risk of fire. 

Maura Collins joined the meeting at 11:38 am. 

The following individuals came before the board to present on behalf of the City of Rutland via Teams: 
Rutland City Mayor Tom Donahue, Barbara Spaulding, Kevin Loso, Liz Curry
· Kevin Loso, Executive Director RHA
· Liz Curry, Commonland Solutions
· Tom Donahue, Rutland City Mayor
· Barbara Spaulding, Director of Grants and Outreach, Rutland Redevelopment Authority

Kevin said that Templewood Court began service in 1968. 85% of residents have incomes at or below 30% AMI. He said that their program provides a 20-year Section 8 housing assistance payment contract with HUD which provides RHA with a much stronger sense of what their revenue will be from year to year versus the old public housing program where it was subject to the whim of Congress. He described other funding avenues that were infeasible for these electrical upgrades. He said that the cost estimate for the upgrades is $1,500,000 which is unexpectedly high and resulted in the need to obtain additional funding. The project was awarded VHCB funding last month. They have also been awarded a CDS grant of $650,000. CDBG funds will complete the funding stack and enable the completion of these electrical upgrades.
Kevin added that a resident experienced a fire at one of RHA’s properties which diverted large amounts of time and resources to address. 

Tom emphasized the criticality of this project. Rutland has a higher poverty level than the rest of the state, despite being a county hub for 27 towns. He said the City of Rutland cannot afford to lose this property. 

Kevin followed up that they were finally able to submit their capital needs assessment to VCDP. There are ongoing needs for fully accessible units, though due to the age of the building fully ADA compliant units are not always possible. 

Questions, comments, and discussions raised by the board, staff, and applicants:
Maura asked what other insurance providers they have reached out to. Kevin responded that the completion of this project is more about tenant health and safety. Once a housing authority suffers a loss, insurance companies drop coverage. 

Maura asked why RHA has not recapitalized the property considering the extensive project they are looking at. Liz responded that the property’s ability to handle the debt is extremely constrained. She explained that RHA absorbs all the administrative costs of administering the Section 8 vouchers that go to the nonprofits in addition to their own units. RHA’s total revenue stream is set by their own rents, but their administrative responsibilities extend beyond that. So, absorbing debt complicates their financial flexibility to respond to all their capital needs on a portfolio wide basis. Liz said that the ongoing administrative burden of administering syndicated properties is equally challenging. This VCDP grant is a simpler way of being cost effective and efficient, keeping everything under the same model and being able to deliver important Section 8 administration services for the nonprofit sector, while also being able to move along their own portfolio.

Maura clarified that the tax credits that were used at RAD conversion were typically 4% credits, which are not competitive in Vermont. This project has over $1,000,000 of competitive resources in terms of the CDS money from Congress, the VHCB money and this CD award. She said that clearly the project is using competitive resources, and it would be good to make sure that, especially at the scale of 60 units, the project is considering an uncompetitive source like a 4% tax credit.

Kevin said the property outside of this electrical issue is in good shape so full-scale recapitalization doesn’t make sense.

Maura asked for clarification if Liz said that the need from plumbing is next for these buildings. Kevin responded that things are coming up that are not a matter of deferred maintenance, but obsolescence. 

John K told the applicants that Grant awards will be made no later than July 6, 2026. Department staff will notify them when the decisions are final. He asked if the award conditions are acceptable to the applicants.
Kevin said yes. 

Break for lunch at 12:00pm, returned 1:05pm.

Town of Vernon Application – Vernon Hall Renovations
Nathan introduced the project and said that the applicants are requesting $850,000 for renovations of a senior living facility and additional independent living units. Renovations are targeting mechanical, electrical and plumbing (MEP) and life safety systems, bringing them up to code and improving the building envelope. Most residents served are LMI. He said that this organization has served the greater Vernon area for 106 years. It allows for ageing in place and cost savings for clients staying close to family members. The total project cost for Vernon Hall renovations is $5,500,000 with other funding sources still outstanding. This facility is a major employer in the town of Vernon. Vacancy rates remain very low. The organization is potentially looking at expansion later on. The project will be completed in such a way that displacement would not be of concern to current residents. This is the town’s first time working with VCDP and CDBG grants. 

The following individuals came before the board to present on behalf of the Town of Vernon via Teams: 
· Sandra Harris, Vernon Selectboard, Vice Chair
· Brad Ellis, Executive Director, Vernon Advent Christian Home
· Joseph McCarron, Principal, Capital Care Associates
· Peder Rude, Principal, North Hill Solutions, Ltd. Co.

Brad said that they serve about 110 individuals and have about 89 employees. And provide a continuum of care with three levels offered. 

Joseph added that this project is critical to the sustainability of Vernon homes. The property is in a distressed condition and is not a candidate for capital reinvestment. The renovation of the entire campus will cost $55,000,000 and the Vernon Hall renovation will cost $5,500,000. Joseph said that cost estimates exceeded expectations by $12,000,000. The property is fully permitted and construction ready. There is a robust capital campaign underway- fundraising and grant applications. $6,000,000 has been invested in the project to date for a wastewater treatment project in late 2023, resulting from a septic failure.

Questions, comments, and discussions raised by the board, staff, and applicants:
Maura asked if these units are rented independently like apartments and how folded the services are. Joseph responded that there are annual residency lease agreements subject to per diem charges for services.

Maura asked if this project explored federal tax credits. Joseph answered they did explore and exhausted all other avenues for soliciting capital. There is a cost to using tax credits that was prohibitively too high. 

Angus noted the scope covers many different systems- MEP under the same goal of being with in code. He asked if the project suffered financial impingement would the scope be triaged or is there a compelling reason all the systems must be renovated at once. Joseph answered that they don’t all need to be done at once. Peder added that they had discussed whether it was feasible to break up the systems, but it would further protract the project in not only Vernon Hall itself, but also for the rest of the project as a whole. 

John K told the applicants that Grant awards will be made no later than July 6, 2026. Department staff will notify them when the decisions are final. He asked if the award conditions are acceptable to the applicants.
Brad said yes. 

Town of Fairlee Enhancement – Bridge and Main
Julia introduced the project and said that it was originally funded at the 2020 board meeting for $500,000. This is a multi-site project where both rehabilitation and new construction are involved. VCDP is only supporting the rehabilitation portion. The enhancement request today is for $280,000. Julia said that the applicants have made progress in committing other funds including HOME and CDS. The environmental review is still underway as the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) is under review by the Department of Environmental Conservation. The project has not yet gone out to bid, so no estimate is available to review at this time, but they are seeing increases in what they do have. There may be potential for this project to seek additional funding from State Brownfields Program. 

Angus asked if it is unusual to receive an enhancement request ahead of seeing a construction bid. Julia said VCDP has seen this before, but it is preferred to see the bid so that the true funding gap can be understood. She said that the reason they have come in for this enhancement now is to be able to close this summer. Ann affirms that it is indeed unusual. 

The following individuals came before the board to present on behalf of the Town of Fairlee via Teams: 
· Jonah Richards, Principal Village Ventures
· Austin Meehan, Project Manager Village Ventures
· Gene Craft, Town Administrator

Austin shared that this project encompasses two non-contiguous sites. They are targeting a Fall 2026 construction start. Part of the desire for a VCDP enhancement is to retain a large chunk of capital stack. 
Austin outlined what has changed since the last application. He noted a 15% increase in total development cost, which they can address by value engineering and securing the aforementioned funding sources. Austin went over a list of eligible cost increases. If approved, this request will still be $100,000 less than their original CDBG request. 

Questions, comments, and discussions raised by the board, staff, and applicants:
Angus asked about current considerations of Section 8 subsidies at this site. Austin answered that since last time, they have been on the lookout but unable to secure them. 

Angus asked what’s the latest cost per unit calculation for this project all funds in. Austin answered $496, including developer and consultant fees. 

John K told the applicants that Grant awards will be made no later than July 6. 2026. Department staff will notify you when the decisions are final. He asked if the award conditions are acceptable.
Austin and Jean said yes. 

Town of Underhill Enhancement – Harvest Crossing Affordable Housing
David Regal joined the meeting at 2:03pm. 

Julia introduced the project and said that it started out with a VCDP planning grant in 2021. In June of 2023 the project was awarded $500,000 for project implementation. The applicants seek a $322,000 enhancement due to higher-than-expected construction bids. The enhancement will cover cost increases and a limited contingency. This project is to fund infrastructure in support of housing constructed by Habitat for Humanity. 8 new home ownership units, 6 single family homes and 1 duplex will be affordable and constructed by Habitat for Humanity. They are working closely with the United Church of Underhill who will manage actual infrastructure including leach fields and utilities. There is a groundbreaking event tomorrow for this project.

The following individuals came before the board to present on behalf of the Town of Underhill in person: 
· Dave Clift, Harvest Crossing Project Manager
· Dan Manz, Harvest Crossing Project Manager
· Al Simard, Harvest Crossing Project Treasurer
· Brad Holden, Town Administrator 
Dave provided an update of completed activities and anticipated timelines for continued development activities. VCDP funding will be used for a 400 ft road approaching the property and installation of all-electric utilities. A map was shown of the property and parcels, and the proximity to wetlands was highlighted. The budget and construction bids were reviewed. Bids came in pretty close; another decision factor was proposed start dates. J.A. McDonald was selected. Several line items far surpassed expected costs, across all construction bids, suspected to be partially due to Davis Bacon labor requirements. The project could go on without VCDP funding, but the additional cost would have to be absorbed by the mortgage rates of future homeowners. Dave said that they are trying to limit mortgage rates to $150,000. Additional costs would bring about $40,000 more to each home, averaging $190,000. The more the cost can be subsidized now, the more the affordability will be perpetuated into the future.

Questions, comments, and discussions raised by the board, staff, and applicants:
Angus asked what the realistic timeline is for all 8 people to move in. Dave answered that first 3 homes will be occupied this year, 3 more next year and the final 2 the following year. 

Julia added that VCDP has requested rapid construction of these homes, so the grant can be closed. 

Al added that if they had selected the lowest priced contractor the timeline would be pushed back by another year. 

Dan said that as soon as the grant agreement is signed, they will begin billing it. 

Brad recognized that Underhill is not the cheapest place to live and noted that 31 homes have been sold in the last year at an average of $651,000. The town plan recognized need for affordable housing. He added that the town fully supports this housing and hopes to keep them as affordable as possible.

Maura added that Habitat for Humanity is able to serve folks with much more modest means than other home ownership opportunities. She asked where VCDP will set the upper bounds on income limit in the future for these homes. Julia answered that the restriction is 80% AMI for 5 years. 

John K told the applicants that Grant awards will be made no later than July 6, 2026. Department staff will notify them when the decisions are final. He asked if the award conditions are acceptable to the applicants.
All attendees from Underhill said yes. 

Planning Grant Consent Agenda 
Brett introduced the Wheelock Flood Resiliency Planning application. The town is seeking $60,000 to be used for the development of a planning study and design analysis for 4 bridges and 2 culverts. The project is ineligible for DR funding. He said that Fall Brooks bridge has been closed since 2025, forcing emergency vehicles to take a longer route. The project has obtained their environmental review release, and an engineering firm has been selected. Pat Moulton wrote a very well-written application and has researched all other possible funding avenues. Brett noted some issues to consider are that Wheelock only has a 45.8% LMI population and only got a 21% response rate to a survey sent out to town residents about their support for this planning study.

Julia added that this project may be ineligible for a CDBG implementation grant due to LMI population percentage. 

Ann added that it makes sense to fund this as they are ineligible for other funding sources.

Nathan said that a small sample size disadvantages rural communities with small populations when using the income survey from ACS. This adds some context to the survey response rate they received. 

Angus said that considering the town has been hit with flooding each year for the last 3 years and that Wheelock’s lack of eligibility seems to be based on a technicality, he has no concerns providing this planning grant.

Cynthia moved to fund the Planning Grant to the Town of Wheelock as presented by the Consent Agenda at the level below. Lisa seconded the motion. (David and Maura were not present for this vote).
The motion carried – 6 Yes – 0 Abstention -0 No
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Cynthia – Yes 
Angus - Yes
John K – Yes
John B - Yes
Gabriel - Yes
Lisa – Yes
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	Grant Identifier
	Project Title
	Amount

	07110-PG-2025-Wheelock-223
	Wheelock Flood Resilience Project
	$60,000

	Total Funds Recommended
	$60,000



CDBG Funding Recommendations 
Angus highlighted Vernon as a project to discuss more.

Julia added that both Hartford and Rochester are repeat projects. Rochester significantly reduced their ask, and has a CDS award that is soon expiring, putting on some timing pressure.

Angus clarified if VCDP has a $1,000,000 cap on all projects from a municipality. Julia said VCDP can go up to $1,250,000 if a second national objective is achieved. 

Angus asked whether Fairlee and Underhill might contemplate a third ask to the board. One has bids in-hand, and one does not. He said the concern with Fairlee is they don’t have bids and already have cost increases. He asked what happens when they get bids and then more increases come up. 

Kristie shared that Bridge and Main submitted applications to the State Brownfield Program this week, and that funding decisions are made after the Corrective Action Plan is approved. These are the first applications from Orange County that include housing, so they are being considered favorably. 

Angus asked if those brownfield funds reduce their ask for CDBG. Julia said they were delayed in providing some information to VCDP ahead of this board meeting, creating uncertainty about their budget. It seems like it may offset need for CDBG, but they have not yet gone out to bid so it is unknown. Julia highlighted a bit of urgency due to the risk of losing other funding. Angus asked how useful a partial award would be. Julia reminded that VCDP originally partially funded this project, and that they may come back for more if partially funded again. 

Angus says that part of the reason the board blessed the original IG was because it was an economical solution. With each enhancement, the project is not so attractive anymore, but there’s an “in for a penny, in for a pound” psychology. He said we don’t want the applicants to feel entitled to their full ask. The board prefers projects that come back for a reduced ask or have value engineered or added additional impact.

Maura comments that the phenomenon of returning for enhancements is not unusual, but projects taking longer than anticipated is unusual. When there were more public funds, such as ARPA, the state of Vermont was committing funding to more projects before all the answers were fully understood. She said that as a state, Vermont is pulling away from that practice and holding to sooner construction starts. She endorses what Angus says and adds that this project in Fairlee does have a meaningful calendar-based deadline. 

Angus asks if any other IGs are not quite ready, and could our funding artificially cause deadline issues. 

Ann says that the fact that they don’t have bids nearly guarantees that they will come back to us another time.

Town of Underhill - Harvest Crossing Affordable Housing
Angus moved to fund the Town of Underhill at the full amount of $322,000. Cynthia seconded the motion. 
Maura is concerned they don’t completely know the homeowners’ income levels and asked if there is any information about what their monthly payments will be. She questioned if the board is arbitrarily funding something hoping the mortgages will be lower. Julia reminded that we are funding infrastructure work and that the actual housing is otherwise funded. She said that yes, the hope is to try to keep mortgages low as possible, but the end users will be ultimately LMI. 
Maura says that we have been seeing over-subsidy of affordable homes. She flags that this is an active conversation in the state and without the details, how are we to know certainly that we are not over-subsidizing these homes. 
Cynthia said she would be comfortable with funding this project because of the methods of Habitat for Humanity and their shared equity model. 
Maura said that Habitat for Humanity homes are the cheapest to build, and there is no question that homes are going to eligible households, but there haven’t been enough details looking at what the affordability actually is. She said that the board could say it’s not their concern what the mortgage is, but we may be contributing to the over-subsidy issue without this information. 
Angus said to include an award condition of providing mortgage documentation to VCDP.
John B asked what the sale price of these homes will be. He asked if interest rates go down, could people refinance. He said it sounds great to help people, but we may be precluding helping other people by throwing money at this and he can’t support that.
Gabe asked unless there’s some kind of blanket rule that 30% income must cover mortgage, how would this be managed from a policy perspective. 
Angus said this is a great debate but at the wrong time. He said the board has already endorsed this shared equity model, and that they should focus the discussion on this enhancement for these homes. Though, this debate is completely valid. 
Julia adds that the applicants are going to find a way to continue to find resources to keep the mortgage rates low to avoid passing unforeseen costs to the end user. John B said that between the lines the applicants said that they don’t really need our money. Maura said they clearly have their costs covered if they are breaking ground tomorrow. 
Maura clarifies that there is nothing about this project she doesn’t like. She just doesn’t have enough information to support this enhancement that takes the award from $500,000 to $822,000.
David said there must be a correlation between the end user’s income and the target sale price. 
Angus asked how the board would feel if they communicated these concerns to the applicant and add it as something we would want to have reported on in their close out. He said they can use this as a model to answer these questions about shared equity. 
Maura said if the board doesn’t give them this enhancement today, the homes will be affordable at 50% AMI, but if they do, the homes will be affordable at 80% AMI. The level of subsidy must match the requirements of who these homes will serve. 
David said it doesn’t need to match exactly; they need to maintain a bit of wiggle room. 
John B suggests a different motion to place a contingency on the award, a friendly amendment.
Angus said they want a little more funding, the board wants a little more reporting. He trusts the staff to craft the language such that the board has confidence. 
David agrees, this will require some math to figure out how this works out. 
Maura offered assistance from her staff to VCDP in this effort. 
John B moved to fund the Town of Underhill at the full amount as seen below with the contingency of homes being sold at affordable rates proportionate to homeowner income. Cynthia seconded the motion.
The motion carried – 8 Yes – 0 Abstention -0 No


Cynthia – Yes 
Angus - Yes
John K – Yes
John B - Yes
Gabriel - Yes
Lisa – Yes
Maura- Yes
David - Yes
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	Grant Identifier
	Project Title
	Amount
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07110-IG-2023-Underhill-08
	Harvest Crossing Affordable Housing
	$322,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Funds Recommended
	$322,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	



Town of Fairlee- Bridge + Main
Angus asked if this enhancement came today, what would be the best protection against a third return here if bids come back and cost have inflated again. Ann said VCDP will just tell them that they cannot come back. Angus said yes, we must emphasize this is their final award, we want to make space for other projects. 

Julia said we had just heard from another staff partner (Kristie) that they have been on budget, but VCDP has not experienced that yet. Though, they still could find other funding sources to cover any gaps later. Julia agrees that applicants should not feel entitled to an enhancement when they ask. 

Cynthia agrees we should put a caveat that this is their final award. 

Maura’s impression is that the brownfields work is separate and apart, and that that funding will not close their gap with CDBG. Angus confirmed that none of the costs for brownfields were presented in the budget to VCDP last time. 

Cynthia moved to fund The Town of Fairlee at the full amount as seen below with the caveat that this is the end of their request eligibility. Angus seconded the motion. 
The motion carried – 8 Yes – 0 Abstention -0 No


Cynthia – Yes 
Angus - Yes
John K – Yes
John B - Yes
Gabriel - Yes
Lisa – Yes
Maura- Yes
David - Yes
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	Grant Identifier
	Project Title
	Amount
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07110-IG-2024-Fairlee-18
	Bridge + Main
	$280,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Funds Recommended
	$280,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	



Town of Hartford - 444 Sykes Mountain Apartments
Cynthia said to fully fund this project because it creates 48 affordable units in a good location. 

Angus moved to fund the Town of Hartford at the full amount as seen below. Lisa seconded the motion. 
The motion carried – 8 Yes – 0 Abstention -0 No


Cynthia – Yes 
Angus - Yes
John K – Yes
John B - Yes
Gabriel - Yes
Lisa – Yes
Maura- Yes
David - Yes
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	Grant Identifier
	Project Title
	Amount

	07110-IG-2025-Hartford-213
	444 Sykes Mountain Apartments
	$1,000,000 

	Total Funds Recommended
	$1,000,000 



Town of Rochester - Repurposing Rochester High School
Cynthia said to fully fund this project.

Gabe said that there doesn’t seem to be a full plan for the childcare. 

Lisa said that it’s a community that has worked hard to make something out of the school. She asked how it is going to work trying to do local school programming in the building as well. 

Angus said he has the same thoughts. He questioned if this is setting a precedent former school buildings that go empty. However, the applicants have both the spark and the follow through that is rare in a community, and they are clearly able to dot their I’s and cross their T’s as shown by their solicitation of MOUs. 

Cynthia moved to fund the Town of Rochester at the full amount as seen below. John B seconded the motion. 
David asked if he should abstain from the projects which he was not present for the presentation. The board said it is up to him as he was able to review board packet in advance.
The motion carried – 6 Yes – 1 Abstention -1 No


Cynthia – Yes 
Angus - Yes
John K – Yes
John B - Yes
Gabriel - No
Lisa – Yes
Maura- Abstained
David - Yes
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	Grant Identifier
	Project Title
	Amount
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07110-IG-2025-Rochester-209
	Repurposing Rochester High School
	$650,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Funds Recommended
	$650,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	




City of Rutland - Templewood Court Mandated Electrical Upgrades
Maura asked if staff feel confident that the Rutland and Vernon projects are the most efficient use of public resources or if there was a better way to fund the applicants who have presented.
Julia said these are questions she’s had since the beginning. VCDP asked these two applicants to research other funding sources upfront. But knowing that they reduced their ask by almost half, they did do a little bit of homework, but there was discussion of additional work necessary on this property. That capital needs assessment does feel a bit like they are behind the ball on things. She said that doing these electrical upgrades is still a need for this property, and we have the application in front of us now.
Cynthia highlights who they are serving, this is a very important housing source for that community.
Angus says the applicants presented it diplomatically, but this is urgent.
Maura says their insurer told them they were at risk of being dropped in 2019. There were years of no activity. She wonders if the right response is to get clear about the full rehabilitation needs of this building. The budget may be larger than it currently is. She said we should pause right now and take a different approach. She anticipates they will return for a full rehabilitation.
Julia said that the conversation with VHCB revealed that they did do some capital upgrades to property and not much else is of major concern.
John B said this is an award addressing an urgent need. Angus adds it is the bargain of the implementation grants with the lowest request. 
Julia said there wasn’t a great answer to why they didn’t apply sooner. It was just a delay on their end, no better reason. 
Maura recommends that we reserve the money for this project and staff should ask for a new capital needs assessment. 
John B says we do have enough money to fund all projects. 
Maura says we should give them a modest award today and they can come back in the Fall and get the rest of it an enhancement. 
Maura said that the immediate need is 7 years old. 
Lisa says let’s award it but condition it on the results of the new capital needs assessment. If it comes back fine, nothing changes with the award.
John B said to fund it at the full amount contingent on the updated capital needs assessment content.
Angus thinks it’s problematic to implement that. He said this is not a project to overcomplicate, we want the electricians in there soon. He said that even if there was a delay, he holds to fully fund. The property may need more investment, but they’ve been able to maintain it well since the 1970s.
Maura reminded that it has only been independent for a short time recently, HUD was funding it for most of its history.
Maura proposes to fund it as requested on the condition that staff get a copy of a current capital needs assessment. Prior to closing, VCDP staff will talk with VHCB and discuss if this is the right way to proceed. 

Angus said he thinks the second part is overreach, like the state is trying to nudge private operators to higher cost rehabilitations.

Maura sees it as the opposite. When the capital needs assessment shows they need another $2,000,000 they will come back to VCDP, and that is inefficient economically. 

Angus highlights that this project is the most number of units, the most LMI clientele, and the smallest ask. 
Maura says there’s a way to complete this project without using any CDBG money.

Angus confirms with t happens but is not an award condition on the applicant. 

Maura moved to fund the City of Rutland at the full amount as seen below with the condition that VCDP receives an updated capital needs assessment within 12 months of the award. Angus seconded the motion.

The motion carried – 8 Yes – 0 Abstention - 0 No


Cynthia – Yes 	Lisa – Yes
Angus – Yes 	Maura- yes
John K – Yes 				      David - Yes
John B – Yes	Gabriel – yes 

	Grant Identifier
	Project Title
	Amount
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07110-IG-2025-Rutland C-225
	Templewood Court Mandated Electrical Upgrades
	$385,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Funds Recommended
	$385,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	



Town of Vernon - Vernon Hall Renovations
Angus asked if this project could go forward with partial funding. He said that during the presentation, one person said they could complete a few system renovations at a time and another said it is more efficient to do them all together. 

John K said at the end of the day they need the full amount to do them all together. 

Lisa said that we have the funding available in this round. 

Lisa moved to fund the Town of Vernon at the full amount as seen below. Gabe seconded the motion.

The motion carried – 7 Yes – 1 Abstention - 0 No


Cynthia – Yes 	Gabriel – yes
Angus - Yes 	Lisa – Yes
John K – Yes 	Maura- yes
John B – Yes 			    David – Abstained
	
	Grant Identifier
	Project Title
	Amount
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07110-IG-2025-Vernon-202
	Vernon Hall Renovations
	$850,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Funds Recommended
	$850,000 
	
	
	
	
	
	



December 10, 2025 Board Meeting Minutes 
Angus noted a small edit on page 6; the name Mary was misspelled “Marry”.

Angus made a motion to approve the draft minutes from December 10, 2025 board meeting, Cynthia seconded the motion. None opposed.

The motion carried 6 - Yes – 0 Abstention -0 No
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[bookmark: _Hlk199936120]Cynthia – Yes 
Angus - Yes
John K – Yes
John B - Yes
Gabriel - Yes
Lisa – Yes

Award Condition Extensions
Julia Nathan said that some individuals on the Town of Hardwick’s board were concerned about having a mortgage to secure the CDBG grant. That mortgage is typically provided to the town until benefit is made, and then through the five-year period, and then after that is discharged. Their debit did not want to cover their entire property, and they did not want to subdivide the individual building that we were supporting. So, Hardwick is withdrawing.

Julia said that the $750,000 award to Randolph is being rescinded due to the lack of a viable developer. She said that they are encouraged to reapply once a developer is solidified, but these rescinded funds will be available to award at this meeting today. 

Julia noted that the Underhill and Fairlee projects are on the agenda for today and have been waiting on completing the conditions so that if they are awarded the enhancements today, they can complete one grant agreement instead of needing to add an amendment for the enhancement. 

Julia said that the rest of the projects on the list are still currently working through their award conditions. 

Angus made a motion to approve the award condition extension list as noted except for Hardwick and Randolph. Lisa seconded the motion. (David and Maura were not present for this vote).

The motion carried – 6 Yes – 0 Abstention -0 No


Cynthia – Yes 
Angus - Yes
John K – Yes
John B - Yes
Gabriel – Yes
Lisa – Yes

	Municipality/Lead Grantee
	Application Identifier
	Award Date
	Project Title

	Town of Hardwick
	07110-IG-2024-Hardwick-10
	11/18/2024
	Heartbeet Lifesharing Service Expansion

	Town of Hinesburg
	07110-IG-2024-Hinesburg-01
	06/10/2025
	Riggs Meadow

	Town of Underhill
	07110-IG-2023-Underhill-08
	06/11/2024
	Harvest Crossing Affordable Housing

	City of Winooski
	07110-IG-2020-Winooski C-05
	11/17/2020
	Winooski Falls East

	City of St. Albans
	07110-IG-2024-St Albans C-11
	09/24/2025
	Hope Grove Recovery House - St. Albans

	Town of Fairlee
	07110-IG-2024-Fairlee-18
	06/10/2025
	Bridge + Main

	Town of Randolph
	07110-IG-2023-Randolph -01
	11/18/2024
	Hedding-Church-Forest Ph 1

	Town of Newport
	07110-IG-2022-Newport-10
	11/16/2022
	Newport Crossing

	City of Rutland
	07110-IG-2023-Rutland C-02
	06/11/2024
	East Creek Commons




Adjourn
John B moved to adjourn, Gabe seconded.
The meeting adjourned at 3:58 PM, all were in favor, the meeting adjourned.
