
 
Agenda 

  Executive Committee 

Wednesday, February 4, 2015- 5:45 p.m. 
Small Conference Room, CCRPC Offices  

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT 
 

1. Changes to the Agenda, Members’ Items  

2. Approval of January 7, 2015 Executive Committee Meeting Minutes* (Action) 

 
3. Approval of January 21, 2015 Special  Executive Committee Meeting Minutes* (Action) 

 
4. Act 250 & Sec 248 Applications 

a. New England Clean Power Link *   (Discussion 
b. H.W.Ventures, LLC & Georgia Mountain Maples, LLC Application #4C1163-2*(Action) 
c. Southview Estates, Richmond, Application # 4C0558-5A (Action) 
d. UVM Medical Center Expansion, Burlington Application #4C0506-13* (Information) 

5. Agenda Review – February18th  Board Meeting*  (Discussion) 

6. FY15 Mid-Year Adjustment (Technical correction)*  (Action) 

7. FY16 UPWP & Budget Preliminary discussions (Discussion) 

8. Chair/Executive Director Report  (Discussion) 
a. Legislature 
b. Compensation Study Update 
c. Organizational transition - Executive Session – if needed (Action, if needed) 

 
9. Other Business (Discussion) 

 
10. Executive Session – if needed (Action)  

 
11. Adjournment (Action) 

 

 

∗Attachments 
NEXT MEETING – Executive Committee – Wed. March  4, 2015; 5:45 p.m.  



CHITTENDEN CONTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 2 

MEETING MINUTES 3 
DRAFT 4 

Date:  Wednesday, January 7, 2015 5 
Time:  6:45 p.m. 6 
Place:  CCRPC offices, 110 W. Canal Street; Suite 202; Winooski, VT   05404 7 
Present: Andy Montroll, Chair  Chris Roy, Vice Chair (5:53) 8 
  John Zicconi, At-Large  Andrea Morgante, At-Large 9 
  Amy Bell, VTrans (via telephone) 10 
  Lou Mossey, Immediate Past Chair 11 
  Charlie Baker, Executive Director Forest Cohen, Business Manager 12 
  Regina Mahony, Senior Planner  Bernadette Ferenc, Trans. Business Manager 13 
 14 
The meeting was called to order at 5:50 p.m. by the chair, Andy Montroll. 15 
 16 
1.  Changes to the agenda, Members’ Items:  There were none. 17 
 18 
2.  Approval of November 4, 2014 Joint Executive & Finance Committee Minutes.   JOHN ZICCONI MADE 19 
A MOTION SECONDED BY ANDREA MORGANTE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE NOVEMB ER 4, 2014 20 
JOINT EXECUTIVE & FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING.  MOTION CARRIED WITH LOU MOSSEY 21 
ABSTAINING. 22 
 23 
3.  Approval of December 15, 2014 Special Executive Committee meeting minutes.  LOU MOSSEY MADE 24 
A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 15, 2014 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING, 25 
SECONDED BY JOHN ZICCONI.  THE MOTION CARRIED WITH ANDY MONTROLL ABSTAINING. 26 
 27 
4.  Act 250 & Section 248 Applications. 28 

a. A&C Realty, c/o Al Senecal, Essex; Application #4C1274.  This is for the construction of a 20,000 29 
sq building (to include 17,000 sf of warehouse and 3,000 sf office space), 1500 lf of new access 30 
drive and excavation of 90,000 cy of rock over a five year period.  The project is located on Old 31 
Colchester Road in Essex near the intersection of Route 2A and 289.  We note that the project is 32 
within the Enterprise Planning Area of the ECOS plan and that it will not contribute to a pattern 33 
of strip development in that it is surrounded by other industrial uses.  This letter was circulated 34 
to members via email in early December for concurrence since we did not have our regular 35 
December meeting.  JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY LOU MOSSEY TO APPROVE 36 
THE LETTER.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 37 

b. Holly Girl/VIP, Colchester: 4C0757-4B-1.  This is a follow-up to a business expansion on Water 38 
Tower Hill in Colchester.  They had a proportional share condition in their permit and are trying 39 
to reduce that share.  Our November 6th letter recommended that 1) they become a member of 40 
CATMA to assist the owner in realizing the estimated trip reductions through support programs; 41 
2) monitor their peak hour trip count a year after building occupancy  in order to determine if 42 
the estimated reductions are being realized; and, 3) if the trip reductions are not realized a year 43 
after building occupancy, work with CATMA and CCRPC on mechanisms to improve the 44 
reduction, or pay the traffic mitigation fees associated with the peak hour trips that have not 45 
been reduced.  The developer is fine with joining CATMA Employee Transportation Coordinator 46 
Network, which offer ideas on how companies can encourage transit, car-pooling, etc.  They also 47 
agreed to the monitoring of trip reduction.  They do not agree with having to pay the mitigation 48 
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fee for trip reduction not realized, but would continue to work on trying to reduce those trips.  1 
Joe Segale of VTrans responded to the applicant’s letter and offers that “The fact that the State 2 
will use federal or state funds to pay its share of the project cost does not relieve developers 3 
from the responsibility to pay their fair share of any additional capacity provided by the 4 
transportation project beyond what is necessary to address background growth and existing 5 
deficiencies.”  We agree with the Act 145 clarifications provided by Joe Segale in his December 6 
23, 2014 letter.  Regina did note that District #4 Environmental Commission has been frustrated 7 
with VTrans not being at the table to explain their position, but we’ve been working with VTrans 8 
to remedy that. 9 

c. Criterion 9(L) Comments.  Regina noted that we had briefly discussed making comments on this 10 
criterion at our November meeting, but there was no clear indication of when that might be 11 
appropriate.  It came to our attention that the Natural Resources Board would be meeting in 12 
December to talk about Criterion 9 (L) Procedures and Rulemaking, so we prepared the memo in 13 
this meeting packet.  Our main comments are: 14 
• We recognize the statute, as currently written, pigeon holes land use into two types:  15 

existing settlement and commercial strip development.  We do not believe that established 16 
industrial and office parks fall within either of those areas and while a statute change may 17 
be needed, a procedural amendment could help clarify our concerns. 18 

• We are uncertain how existing zoning will be acknowledged. 19 
• We urge the Board to not include a definition of “contribute to” in the Act 250 Rules at this 20 

time. 21 
Her memo addresses each of these in greater detail.  We have not had a response from the 22 
Natural Resources Board and Regina will keep us posted.  When asked if the legislature would 23 
be addressing this in the session, Charlie said it was doubtful as this was added in the 2014 24 
session and there doesn’t seem to be any interest in doing so. 25 
 26 

5.  Agenda Review – January 21, 2015 Board Meeting.  Members reviewed the proposed agenda for 27 
January.  We will have a public forum to get ideas for the FY16 Work Program.  The chair will appoint the 28 
UPWP Committee members. Chris Roy, as Vice-Chair, will chair that committee and Andrea Morgante 29 
and John Zicconi will represent the board.  There will be 2 members of the TAC and 2 from the PAC as 30 
well.  Charlie noted that Chris Granda of Richmond asked for the opportunity to present the Total 31 
Energy Study report completed in December.  This is trying to develop policy to meet state energy goals 32 
for renewable energy and green-house gases by 2050.  Member agreed that this agenda was rather full 33 
so we should consider it for the February meeting agenda.  Staff will be sure board members receive 34 
that report prior to the board presentation. 35 
 36 
6.  FY15 Mid-Year Budget Adjustment.  Charlie began by explaining items on the spreadsheet which 37 
includes new tasks, some with only staff costs, some tasks we are deleting; and existing tasks that have 38 
changes in consultant dollars associated with them.  Some are necessitated by carryover dollars from 39 
FY14, which were amended to actual numbers, as well as increases in project costs.  We also reduced 40 
some consultant dollars in FY15 to reflect what we feel will actually be spent by June 30th.  Some will 41 
have additional funds added in FY16 to complete the projects.   Charlie then reviewed the Revenue and 42 
Expense spreadsheet.  This budget includes replacing the transportation program manager, and adding a 43 
new land use planner and one transportation planner, right now.  We received word today that the AID 44 
grant will be funded, but we just don’t know how soon.  The staff time for that grant is included in PL 45 
line right now, but we’ll have to move it to the new grant line.  Charlie reviewed other areas where we 46 
deleted grants that had been anticipated, but not received – such as energy siting, LEPC for Central 47 
Vermont, brownfields.  On the expense side, there is a reduction in staff/benefit lines reflecting loss of 48 
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staff planner (Paul) and vacancy of a couple of months to replace Michele.  We also reduced 1 
communication/PR expense by spreading website revamp into FY16; saved $4,000 in workmen’s comp 2 
insurance by changing companies; saving $10,000 in general liability insurance.  However, we added 3 
$5,000 for equipment maintenance for IT services; $11,500 for continuing updates on our project 4 
management software.  Amy Bell pointed out that if we are going to hire 3 additional staff that we 5 
probably need to increase our Recruitment line item from $500, which we will do.  As noted when this 6 
budget was adopted, we expect a deficit due to the decrease in our indirect rate, to correct the previous 7 
year’s “surplus”.  ANDREA MORGANTE MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY CHRIS ROY, TO RECOMMEND 8 
SENDING THE BUDGET ADJUSTMENT TO THE FULL BOARD WITH ANY CHANGES FOUND TO BE 9 
NECESSARY.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 10 
 11 
7.  Chair/Executive Director’s Report: 12 

a. Legislative Breakfast review.  Charlie reported that there were 64 attendees at the legislative 13 
breakfast last month.  We asked attendees to complete a survey about the event and 28 did 14 
respond.  He reviewed the survey responses and noted that all were interested in a similar event 15 
in 2015. 16 

b. Compenstation Study Update.  We had expected a report in late December, but now anticipate 17 
something by the end of January, so we hope to discuss this at the February Executive  18 
Committee meeting.  Depending on recommendations received, we may be bringing changes to 19 
the Personnel Policy regarding salary ranges, and perhaps job titles/descriptions. 20 

c. Organization Transition.  Charlie noted that he and Michele complete annual evaluations for 21 
staff that she supervised.  At a staff meeting this morning, we discussed a few organizational 22 
charts, but didn’t come to any conclusions.  Andy Montroll noted that this is the opportune time 23 
to discuss organization structure.  Members agreed that Charlie Baker would be mpo director, at 24 
least in the interim.  Charlie noted that we’re hoping to have the structure worked out in a 25 
couple of weeks so we can advertise the positions we’ll need.  He anticipates at least two 26 
months for the hiring process.  We do need to see if staff members want to take more 27 
responsibility and therefore we might not need to hire a senior manager position.  Members 28 
suggested we have a short Executive Committee meeting prior to the January 21st board 29 
meeting to get updated on organizational structure and positions we’ll be advertising.  JOHN 30 
ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY CHRIS ROY, TO MAKE CHARLIE BAKER THE INTERIM 31 
MPO DIRECTOR.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 32 

8.  Other Business.  There was none. 33 
 34 
9.  Executive Session – not needed. 35 
 36 
10.  Adjournment.  JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY LOU MOSSEY, TO ADJOURN THE 37 
MEETING AT 7:05 P.M.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 38 
 39 
Respectfully submitted, 40 
 41 
 42 
Bernadette Ferenc 43 



 

CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
SPECIAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 2 

MEETING MINUTES 3 
 4 

Date:  Wednesday, January 21, 2015 5 
Time:  5:30 p.m. 6 
Place:  CCRPC Offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202; Winooski. VT   05404 7 
Present: Andy Montroll, Chair    Chris Roy, Vice Chair 8 
  Debra Kobus, Secretary Treasurer (via phone) Andrea Morgante, At-Large 9 
  John Zicconi, At-Large (5:37)   Lou Mossey, Past Chair 10 
  Charlie Baker, Executive Director  Forest Cohen, Business Manager 11 
  Bernie Ferenc, Transportation Business Manager 12 
 13 
We called Debra Kobus so she could join the meeting via telephone.  The meeting was called to order at 14 
5:33 p.m. by the Chair, Andy Montroll. 15 
 16 
1.  Changes to the Agenda/Members’ Items:  There were none. 17 
 18 
2.  Organization Transition.  Charlie said staff reviewed several organizational structures and is proposing 19 
a two manager structure.  He is proposing that Regina be the land use manager and Eleni and Christine 20 
co-manage the transportation program in the interim.  There is interest on the transportation side to 21 
see if co-managers work vs. one manager.  Charlie talked about evaluating in-house candidates on both 22 
sides as we look to make permanent hires.  He asked members if they feel the two manager structure 23 
would work.  Members expressed concern about co-managers and feel one transportation manager 24 
would work best.  When asked how this might impact the budget, Charlie said Michele’s replacement 25 
would be downgraded and the land use manager would be slightly increased, so it should net out to no 26 
significant impact.  There was discussion about hiring junior staff as well.  We received notification of a 27 
new transportation grant which is more engineering and our engineering staff could do it, so we’d hire a 28 
junior position to help with other transportation tasks.  A land use planner position is needed because 29 
we did not replace Paul.  He wants to be sure it’s sustainable and right now it looks okay, but we’ve only 30 
done the first draft for FY16. When asked about workload, Charlie noted that in the interim, their duties 31 
will remain the same with some additional work.  We’ll be moving projects along, and the manager 32 
position would do the evaluations.  We’d split it into three with Charlie overseeing administrative and 33 
communication staff and each of the managers; and they in turn would oversee land use and 34 
transportation respectively.   He did let staff know that we’d make sure we hire the right person.  Andy 35 
feels the organization sounds good.  Charlie noted that we’ll advertise in-house first and then if we can’t 36 
fill it in-house, we’d go outside.  When asked about pay structure, Charlie noted that we’re waiting for 37 
the compensation study.  This change really didn’t come early enough to include in our compensation 38 
study.  We hope there is enough time to send the Executive Committee proposed changes to the 39 
Personnel Policy for your February meeting.  Members agreed that this is a good approach.  Lou asked if 40 
we should provide training for new managers and perhaps other staff to prepare them.  Charlie noted 41 
that we have been supporting & encouraging leadership training through Leadership Champlain (Dan 42 
and Melanie) and Vermont Leadership Institute (VLI) – Regina last year and Eleni this year.   43 
 44 
3.  Adjournment:  LOU MOSSEY MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY JOHN ZICCONI, TO ADJOURN AT 5:52 45 
P.M.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 46 
Respectfully submitted, 47 
Bernadette Ferenc 48 



   
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Executive Committee Members   
FROM: Regina Mahony, Senior Planner 
DATE: January 28, 2015 
RE:  New England Clean Power Link  
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission received the prehearing notice for the petition of 
Champlain VT, LLC d/b/a TDI New England, for a certificate of public good authorizing the installation and 
operation of a high voltage direct current (HVDC) underwater and underground electric transmission line 
with a capacity of 1,000 MW, a converter station, and other associated facilities, to be located in Lake 
Champlain in the Counties of Grand Isle, Chittenden, Addison, and Windsor.  This project is known as the New 
England Clean Power Link Project.   
 
If you recall, we received a presentation on this project at the October 15, 2015 CCRPC Board meeting.   
 
The Public Service Board’s prehearing conference took place on January 28, 2015.  We requested, and the 
Clerk agreed, to list CCRPC on the interested persons list so we can be kept informed.  At this point, we’ll 
need to decide whether to submit comments.   
 
As this project falls out of the realm of the usual issues we would review, I wanted to provide you with 
information on what issues/questions the other RPC’s have raised and have a discussion at your meeting 
to decide whether we should send the PSB comments or not.  The other RPC’s have raised the following 
questions:  

• Addison County RPC: They have requested intervenor status and they will likely focus their 
questions/comments on financial benefits for the Region - primarily any tax benefits to the 
municipalities along the lake.   

• Northwest RPC:  They have requested intervenor status and will raise questions regarding water 
quality, geomagnetic fields and combined impacts with the cable on the New York side, impact on 
Colchester reef, and impact on the capacity of the transmission grid.  Please see the attached memo. 

• Southern Windsor County RPC: They have requested intervenor status.  I don’t yet know what issues 
they will raise.     

 
   

 

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, Vermont 05404-2109 
802-846-4490 
www.ccrpcvt.org 
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 MEMORANDUM 
 

 

To:  Policy/Project Review Committee 
From: NRPC Staff  
Date:  January 8, 2015      
Subject: TDI New England – Section 248  
    

 
This memo concerns the application of TDI New England for a Certificate of Public Good pursuant 30 
V.S.A §248 for the installation and operation of a high voltage direct current (HVDC) underwater and 
underground electric transmission line, a converter station, and other associated facilities.   
 
Project Summary 
The proposed transmission line will have a capacity of 1,000 MW and is proposed to be located on land 
within Alburgh and underwater in Lake Champlain within the town boundaries of Alburgh, Isle La Motte, 
North Hero, Grand Isle, and South Hero.  The proposed transmission line will then continue underwater 
via Chittenden, Addison, and Rutland Counties before continuing its route underground to Ludlow, 
Vermont in Windsor County.   In Ludlow, the direct current will be converted from DC to AC power at a 
proposed converter station and then transferred to the New England electric grid. 
 
While on land the proposed transmission line will be buried approximately 4 feet to 5 feet deep.   When 
entering and exiting the lake, the cable will installed using directional boring.  Underwater, the proposed 
transmission line will be installed using various methods.  Generally, in water less than 150 feet deep, 
the proposed transmission line will be buried between 3 to 4 feet deep under the lake bed using a 
variety of methods including hand trenching by divers, jet plow trenching (the method used for most of 
the cable’s installation in the region), and using a sheer plow.  “Concrete mattresses” will be installed 
between the proposed transmission line and the lake surface at any points when the cable needs to be 
located on the lake floor at depth of less than 150 feet such as when the cable is crossing bedrock or  
when crossing existing infrastructure in the lake).  At depths of greater than 150 feet, the proposed 
transmission line will be laid directly on the lake floor.  “The cables will be stacked vertically in plow 
trenches and strapped together horizontally for bottom laid burial” according to the applicant’s 
testimony.   
 
The following outlines major issues pertaining to the project that were brought up during the 
Policy/Project Review Committee during its initial review of the project during the 45-day notice period 
in October 2014: 
 
Water Quality 
The applicant model effects upon water quality and report results in the “Lake Champlain Water Quality 
Modeling Report” included in the application.  The report modeled the effects on water quality during 
installation at 5 locations in the lake (2 in shallow water less than 20 feet deep, 3 at 60 feet-200 feet).  
The model looked at a few different water quality measures:  total suspended solids (TSS), particulate 
phosphorus (PP), dissolved phosphorus (DP) and eight metals.  The model assumed that a jet-plow was 

75 Fairfield Street  St. Albans, VT  05478-1850  (802) 524-5958  (800) 564-5958  Fax (802) 527-2948 

Serving the municipalities of:  Alburg T  Alburg V  Bakersfield  Berkshire  Enosburg Falls  Enosburg T  Fairfax  Fairfield  Fletcher  Franklin  Georgia  
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used to install the proposed transmission line at all locations, even those at a depth greater than 150 
feet.  
 
The modeling report notes that total phosphorus concentration increases “reach a temporary peak 
concentration at the point of installation and then decrease rapidly.”    Total Phosphorus and Diluted 
Phosphorus levels will be back to near pre-installation levels (.01 mg/L above baseline) within one to 
four hours after installation.   Total Suspended Solids  will also reach near pre-installation levels within 
one to hours after installation.  The report notes that the total mass of phosphorus resuspended in the 
lake during installation equals about .01% of the annual total external phosphorus input to Lake 
Champlain.   
 
According to the report, installation of the cable will not exceed the maximum daily load and the 
Vermont Water Quality Standards for the eight metals that were tested (arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, 
zinc, silver, and mercury).   
 
Another report focused on thermal effects of the proposed transmission line on Lake Champlain notes 
that the cables will create an “infinitesimal thermal contribution.”   
 
Staff has the following questions pertaining to water quality: 
 

1. Will there be any testing of TSS, TP, or other water quality measurements during installation?  If 
yes, who will be providing the testing?  Will ANR and the PSB have access to such testing 
results?   Or is ANR just reliant on the water quality model?  What is the next step if phosphorus 
and metals levels exceed the model?   

 
2. Will the installation of the proposed transmission line have an effect upon the TMDL?   Or more 

precisely, will the installation of the transmission line be accounted for when other agencies are 
accessing the success of the TMDL? 

 
Geomagnetic Fields 
According to the applicant’s geomagnetic studies,” the effect of the NECPL cables on the ambient 
geomagnetic field will be limited largely to the area immediately surrounding the NECPL cables.”   
Within the lake this will mean that the “calculated magnetic field deviations at 10 feet from the cables 
are less than 10% of the ambient geomagnetic field level. Only slightly further away, at 25 feet from the 
cables, the magnetic field deviation is approximately 1% of the ambient geomagnetic field level.”  The 
report continues by stating that the magnetic field level anywhere along the submarine portion of the 
route will be well below public exposure limits and well below the standards for medical devices.   
 
The report does note that “boaters who may be using traditional compasses that rely on the earth’s 
magnetic field may detect a small effect on compass readings above the buried cables in shallow water.”  
The report continues by  providing the following examples: 
 

In water depths of just 10 feet, the maximum compass deviation would be 8 degrees directly 
over the cable and would decrease to 1.3 degrees at a distance of 10 feet or more from the cable 
centerline. The compass deviation also decreases as the depth of water over the cable increases, 
and will be less than 2.9 degrees directly over the cable at depths greater than 19 feet. Where 
the cables are not buried at depths > 150 feet, the deviation at the lake surface would be less 
than one degree. Compass readings and locations obtained from global positioning system 
receivers would not be affected by the NECPL cables. 
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Regarding the effects of the geomagnetic field’s effect on the wildlife, the report notes that “a review of 
neurobiological research to date did not indicate that the change in the geomagnetic field around the 
cable would cause adverse impacts on resident populations of aquatic species.”  The report notes that 
some species, like sturgeon, maybe able to detect the changed in the magnetic fields when near the 
cables, but finds that “probability of resident aquatic species encountering areas with significantly 
altered magnetic fields associated with the buried cable is very low.” 
 
Staff has the following questions regarding geomagnetic fields: 
 

1. How close will this cable be to the cable on the New York side of Lake Champlain?  Have 
cumulative impacts been looked at all?  Especially in terms of electromagnetic fields?   

 
Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species 
The application notes that “six threatened and three endangered plant species were identified in the 
study area.”  All areas that contain such species were avoided by the transmission line’s currently 
proposed route.  
 
Archeological Resources in Lake Champlain 
An archeological report was submitted with the application.  The applicant contracted with the Lake 
Champlain Maritime Museum to assess impacts to historical resources in Lake Champlain.  Per the 
report, most resources will be avoided.  Three “cross-lake” resources will be impacted by the proposed 
transmission line.  Two are railroad trestles (including Rouses Point) that can be documented in their 
current state and examined post installation to ensure that installation caused no impact upon the 
trestles.  Lake Champlain Maritime Museum recommends that a third resource, the Revolutionary War 
Great Bridge, be documented and removed within the transmission line’s selected corridor.   
 
Source Protection 
The report notes that the proposed transmission line will pass through the source protection area of the 
Grand Isle Consolidated Water District’s source protection area for both of its intakes.  The “deep 
intake” may be effected by turbidity caused by the transmission line installation due to their close 
proximity.  However, the Water District has indicated to the applicant’s consultant that it could 
exclusively use the “shallow intake” during the transmission line’s installation to prevent any effects 
upon the public water supply.   
 
Other Questions/Requests 

1. Water depths should be provided on the maps for the area of the lake north of US Route 2 near 
Alburgh.   
 

2. Is there any concern about laying the transmission line on the lake floor in the vicinity of 
Colchester Reef despite depths less than 150 feet?   

 
3. What is the impact on the capacity of the transmission grid?  Will future in state generation 

projects have sufficient capacity? 
 

Conclusion 
For Board members seeking additional information regarding this application, all resources are available 
here: http://www.necplink.com/regulatory-documents.php.  The executive summaries in each report 
are especially useful in trying to digest such a large amount of information.  Other reports that may be 

http://www.necplink.com/regulatory-documents.php
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of interest to the board involve the proposed transmission line’s impact upon the economy, regional 
energy needs, greenhouse gasses emissions, invasive species, and a visual analysis, amongst several 
other topics.   
 
At the Committee’s meeting on January 14, 2015, it will need to determine whether or not Northwest 
Regional Planning Commission should apply for intervener status in the Public Service Board process.  
Staff advises that the Committee seek intervener status regardless of whether or not the Committee has 
significant questions at this time.  By seeking intervener status, NRPC will reserve the ability to intervene 
at a later date if the Committee has questions or concerns about the project, but the Commission is no 
obligated to participate.   
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February 5, 2015 
 
Peter Keibel 
District #4 Coordinator 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 
 
RE:  H.W. Ventures, LLC and Georgia Mtn. Maples, LLC, Milton; Application #4C1163-2 
 
Dear Mr. Keibel: 
 
The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Staff and Executive Committee have reviewed this Act 250 
application for a project generally described as the utilization of an existing maple sugaring building as an 80-seat 
banquet hall. The Project is located on 345 North Road, in Milton, VT.  The project has Conditional Use and Site Plan 
approval from the Milton Development Review Board (with conditions).  We offer the following comments:   
 
The project is located within the Rural Planning Area as defined in the Chittenden County Regional Plan, entitled the 2013 
Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  While the Rural Planning Area is not one of the areas planned for growth we find this 
additional use within an existing building to be suitable within the Rural Planning Area.  Regarding the density and uses 
are consistent with the local regulations.  Therefore, we find this project to be in conformance with the Planning Areas of 
the 2013 Chittenden County Regional Plan.   
 
We also find that this project meets the requirements of Criterion 9(L).  We find that this area does not meet the exact 
definition of “existing settlement”.  Therefore, under Criterion 9(L), the applicant must show that any project outside an 
existing settlement:  
i. Makes efficient use of land, energy, roads, utilities and other infrastructure, and either:  
ii. (I) Will not contribute to strip development, or  
(II) If the project is “confined to” existing strip development, it incorporates infill and minimizes the characteristics of 
strip development.  
 
Because this particular project is adding a use in an already existing building we find that this proposed project is making 
efficient use of land, energy, roads, utilities and other infrastructure.  Secondarily, we find that this proposed project will 
not contribute to strip development as it is already developed.   
 
Due to the detailed level of development review in most Chittenden County municipalities and the environmental permit 
reviews at the Department of Environmental Conservation, CCRPC will give specific attention in its Act 250 reviews to the 
type of use and the Planning Areas section of the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  While there are many other topics 
covered in the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan, there has been significant analysis at the Regional level regarding 
transportation impacts.  The CCRPC will also focus its attention on transportation, where appropriate, in accordance with 
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which is within the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan. 
 
These comments are based on information currently available; we may have additional comments as the process 
continues.  Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Charlie Baker 
Executive Director 
 
Cc:  CCRPC Board 
       Certificate of Service 

 

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, VT 05404-2109 
802-846-4490 
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January 26, 2015 
 
Stephanie Monaghan 
District #4 Coordinator 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 
 
RE:  Southview Estates, Richmond; Application #4C0558-5A 
 
Dear Ms. Monaghan: 
 
The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Staff and Executive Committee have reviewed this Act 250 
application for a Project described as partial review for the creation of a two lot subdivision; construction of one 
single-family residence, an accessory dwelling, shared driveway and onsite water and sewer on Lot 1; and 38.78 
acres of preserved land on Lot 2. The Project is located on Southview Drive in Richmond, VT.  The Criteria under 
review are: 1-Air, 1A, 1C, 1D, 1E, 1G, 5, 6, 8, 8A, 9A, 9B, 9C, 9D, 9E, 9G, 9H, 9J and 9K.  The project does not have 
local approval (and has not asked for it yet).  We offer the following comments:   
 
The project is located within the Rural Planning Area as defined in the Chittenden County Regional Plan, entitled the 
2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  While the Rural Planning Area is not one of the areas planned for growth we 
find this two lot subdivision, with one single family house and one detached accessory dwelling on 4.02 acres, and 
38.78 acres preserved to be a suitable level of growth within the Rural Planning Area.  In addition, the density and 
uses are consistent with the local regulations.  Therefore, we find this project to be in conformance with the 
Planning Areas of the 2013 Chittenden County Regional Plan.   
 
Due to the detailed level of development review in most Chittenden County municipalities and the environmental 
permit reviews at the Department of Environmental Conservation, CCRPC will give specific attention in its Act 250 
reviews to the type of use and the Planning Areas section of the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  While there 
are many other topics covered in the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan, there has been significant analysis at the 
Regional level regarding transportation impacts.  The CCRPC will also focus its attention on transportation, where 
appropriate, in accordance with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which is within the 2013 Chittenden County 
ECOS Plan. 
 
These comments are based on information currently available; we may have additional comments as the process 
continues.  Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Charlie Baker 
Executive Director 
 
Cc:  CCRPC Board 
       Certificate of Service 
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Winooski, VT 05404-2109 
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January 15, 2015 
 
Peter Keibel 
District #4 Coordinator 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 
 
RE:  The University of Vermont Medical Center (formerly known as the FAHC) Expansion; Burlington; Application 
#4C0506-13 
 
Dear Mr. Keibel: 
 
The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Staff and Executive Committee have reviewed this Act 250 
application for a Project generally described as the construction of a 208,000 sf seven-story inpatient building with 
a total of 128 inpatient replacement beds with relocated driveway, sidewalks and parking areas. The Project 
replaces beds in Shepardson 3North and Shepardson 4North and will result in no new office or clinical programs 
and includes a 1.02 acres boundary line adjustment with the University of Vermont. The Project is located on 111 
Colchester Avenue in Burlington, Vermont.  The project has received approval from the City of Burlington’s 
Development Review Board.  We offer the following comments:   
 
The project is located within the Center Planning Area as defined in the Chittenden County Regional Plan, entitled 
the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  We find this project to be consistent with this Planning Area for the 
following reasons:  
 

1. The Center Planning Area is identified in the Plan as an area planned for growth, and therefore this project 
helps implement Strategy #2 of the Plan which calls for 80% of new development in the areas planned for 
growth.   

2. The project is proposed to be served by municipal water and sewer, and is served by CCTA transit service 
with direct stops at the hospital. 

3. The density and uses are consistent with the local regulations. 
 
Therefore, we find this project to be in conformance with the Planning Areas of the 2013 Chittenden County 
Regional Plan.  
 
Regarding transportation, the proposal does not result in any increases in the number of inpatient beds or parking 
spaces at the hospital and therefore no net increase in vehicle traffic is expected.  The Traffic Assessment also finds 
“existing traffic conditions at key entry points to the main FAHC campus are within acceptable norms during peak 
conditions.”  The hospital is a member of CATMA and employs a number of Transportation Demand Management 
Strategies to reduce single occupancy vehicle employee traffic.  Therefore, CCRPC does not have any transportation 
concerns.   
 
Due to the detailed level of development review in most Chittenden County municipalities and the environmental 
permit reviews at the Department of Environmental Conservation, CCRPC will give specific attention in its Act 250 
reviews to the type of use and the Planning Areas section of the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  While there 
are many other topics covered in the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan, there has been significant analysis at the 
Regional level regarding transportation impacts.  The CCRPC will also focus its attention on transportation, where 
appropriate, in accordance with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which is within the 2013 Chittenden County 
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ECOS Plan. 
 
These comments are based on information currently available; we may have additional comments as the process 
continues.  Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Charlie Baker 
Executive Director 
 
Cc:  CCRPC Board 
       Certificate of Service 



   REGULAR MEETING  & 
AGENDA 

Wednesday, February 18, 2015 - 6:00 p.m. 
CCRPC Offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202 

 Winooski, VT  05404 
 

 

 

 

CONSENT AGENDA –   DRAFT 
 C.l   Minor TIP Amendfments 

DELIBERATIVE AGENDA 

1. Call to Order; Changes to the Agenda 
2. Public Comment Period on Items NOT on the Agenda 
3. Action on Consent Agenda (MPO Business) (Action; 5 min.) 
4. Approve Minutes of January 21, 2015 Meeting* (Action; 5 min.) 
5. Total Energy Study Report – Chris Granda ??? (Information: 20 min.) 
6. Important Roads ? (Information )

 (Action) 
7. List of projects for FY 16 UPWP??? (Action ) 
8. Major TIP Amendments - Warn for Public Hearing  (Action) 
9.   (Information, 15 min.) 
10.  
11. Executive Director’s Updates (Information; 15 min.) 

a. Legislature review 
b. Monthly Project Status Report* (sent separately) 

12. Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports * (Information, 5 min.) 
a. Executive Committee (draft minutes Jan 21 & Feb. 4, 2015)* 

i. Act 250/Sec 248 letters*  
b. Transportation Advisory Committee (draft minutes Feb 3,, 2015)* 
c. Planning Advisory Committee (draft minutes Jan. 14, 20154)*  
d.  

13. Members’ Items, Other Business (Information, 5 min.) 
14. Adjourn  

 
The Feb 16tht Chittenden County RPC meeting will air only once on _______, ________ ____ 2015 at 
1 p.m. and will be available on the web at:  http://www.cctv.org/watch-tv/programs/chittenden-county-
regional-planning-commission-47 

 
 
Upcoming Meetings - Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are held at our offices:   

• Transportation Advisory Committee – Wednesday, March 4, 2015; 9:00  a.m. 
• Executive Committee, Wednesday, March 4, 2015; 5:45 p.m. 
• Planning Advisory Committee – Wednesday, March 11, 2015; 2:30-4:30 p.m. 
• CCRPC Meeting - Wednesday, March 18, 2015; 6:00 p.m. 



 
 
 
CCRPC Executive Committee 
February, 6, 2015 
Agenda Item 6: Action Item 
 
FY15 Mid-Year Adjustment – Technical Correction 
 

Issues: 

 

In preparing the spreadsheets to send to VTrans for a contract 
amendment, staff discovered that we had inadvertently missed 
$600 in revenue vs. expenses.  Staff discovered that an error had 
been made in formulas for two tasks (each $300).   

Staff has made these two corrections as well as relabeled columns 
to reflect FTA income as FTA Consolidated Planning Grants instead 
of FTA 5303, as requested by VTrans. 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approving this technical correction to the FY15 
mid-year adjustment. 

  

Finance Committee 
Recommendation: 

This was mentioned at the January 28th Finance Committee 
meeting and they agree that the Executive Committee could 
approve it, as it so small. 

  

For more information 
contact: 

Bernie Ferenc,  Transportation Business Manager; 
bferenc@ccrpcvt.org or 846-4490, ext. 10 
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