
 

 

Agenda 
Executive Committee 

Wednesday, November 6, 2013 - 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 October 2, 2012 Executive Committee Minutes* (Action) 
 

3. Act 250 & Sec 248 Applications (Action) 
a. The CVS, GB New England 2 LLC & Spirit Realty Capital in Colchester #4CO757-

13A* 

4. Board ad hoc Committee Updates (Action) 
a. Shoreland Buffer* 

5. ECOS Plan Update – progress plan for submission to ACCD*  (Action) 

6. 2013 Annual ECOS Report (draft to be distributed at the meeting) 

7. Chair/Executive/MPO Directors’ Reports  (Discussion) 

a. CIRC Alternatives 
b. Health Insurance Benefits for CY14 

8. Other Business (Discussion) 

9. Executive Session, if needed – to discuss personnel matters (Action) 

10. Adjournment (Action) 

∗Attachments 

 

 

NEXT MEETING – Next Executive Committee Meeting – Wed. November 20, 2013; 5:45 p.m. 
 We will meet jointly with the Finance Committee to review the FY13 audit with Fred 

Duplessis of Sullivan Powers & Company. 
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Date:  Wednesday, October 2, 2013 5 
Time:  6:45 p.m. 6 
Place:  CCRPC offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202; Winooski, VT  05404 7 
Present: Louis Mossey, III, Chair   Andy Montroll, Vice-Chair 8 
  Debra Kobus, Secretary-Treasurer Andrea Morgante, At-Large 9 
  Marc Landry, Imm. Past Chair  Justin Dextradeur, Chair Growth Center Comm. 10 
  Charlie Baker, Executive Director Michele Boomhower, Asst./MPO Director 11 
  Forest Cohen, Business Manager Regina Mahony, Senior Planner 12 
  Bernie Ferenc, Transportation Business Manager 13 
 14 
The meeting was called to order at 5:45 p.m. by the chair. 15 
 16 
1. Changes to the agenda.  There were none. 17 

 18 
2. Approval of September 18, 2013 Executive Committee Minutes.  MARC LANDRY MADE A MOTION 19 

TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 18, 2013 AS PRESENTED.  DEBRA KOBUS SECONDED AND 20 
THE MOTION CARRIED WITH AN ABSTENTION FROM LOU MOSSEY. 21 

 22 
3. Revised Act 250 & Section 248 Policy.  Regina Mahony noted that the document was in the meeting 23 

packet with tracked changes.  The Executive Committee had discussed this a couple of months ago 24 
and staff took their recommendations to the PAC.  We’re hoping to get beyond our Interim policy.  25 
Basically we are going to focus our review on transportation, planning areas and other areas of 26 
expertise.  Those revisions come up in three places in the policy.  Charlie said there was a note 27 
about what happens when we don’t have time to have an Executive Committee meeting – We’ll 28 
add a second paragraph on page 2 that would provide for staff to draft and submit a letter to the 29 
District Commission if there are no objections from the Executive Committee.  The Executive 30 
Committee would then take action at its next meeting.  Andrea feels we should try to avoid this 31 
and it seems to be happening more frequently.  Regina noted that the applications come in 32 
sporadically.  Andrea suggested we bring this up to the Natural Resources Board so that we have 33 
time to have the EC act.  Discussion ensued about how to rectify this.  Even though we get all 34 
applications, we only review the ones that go to hearing.  Lou suggested that to the best of our 35 
ability we’ll move on these at a warned meeting and if we have to act on this via email we’ll take 36 
action at our next meeting.  We’ll delete the paragraph on Page 2 right above CCRPC Actions.  37 
ANDY MONTROLL MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND THIS POLICY TO THE BOARD WITH THE 38 
CHANGES WE DISCUSSED.  DEBRA KOBUS SECONDED AND THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 39 

 40 
4. Act 250 and Sec. 248 applications.   41 

a.   Snyder Taft Corners (4C887-1R-F).    Although a letter was included in the meeting packet, Regina 42 
distributed a revised letter, which members reviewed.  The application is by Snyder Taft Corners, LLC 43 
for Phase 3A and 4A Finney Crossing in Williston.  The request is construction consisting of Seymour 44 
Street, a segment of Holland Lane and residential buildings M1 (aka phase 3A and will contain 57 45 
residential units) and M4 (aka Phase 4A and will contain 55 residential units) as well as associated 46 
drives, parking and utilities; construction of Zephyr Road from Williston Road to the Hamlet (thereby 47 
providing an ingress/egress point on Route 2, in addition to the existing one on Route 2A); and an 48 
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Extension of the Findings of Fact dated December 16, 2009 for an additional five year period.  A 1 
hearing is scheduled for October 18, 2013 at 8:30 a.m.  MARC LANDRY MADE A MOTION, SECONDED 2 
BY DEBRA KOBUS, TO APPROVE THE AMENDED LETTER.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 3 
 4 

5.  Staffing Update.   Charlie noted that we have hired a new land use planner, Lee Krohn, who spent 5 
the last 24 years in Manchester, VT.  He starts right after Columbus Day.  He will work with Regina to 6 
work on regional and town plans.  As he reported earlier, Andrea Grayson is moving on so we’ll have 7 
a new Communications Manager, Emma Long, starting Monday, October 7th.  Andy will work with 8 
Emma for a transition period.   9 
 10 
Michele noted that in the past week she’s heard from both Justin Rabidoux of South Burlington and 11 
Bryan Osborne of Colchester who complimented our staff and the direction the CCRPC is going with 12 
hands-on help to municipalities.   13 
 14 
Milton’s alternate has resigned from their planning commission as well as from our board, so they’ll 15 
be appointing a new alternate. 16 
 17 
We celebrated Peter Keating’s 25th anniversary at the CCRPC at the TAC meeting yesterday. 18 
 19 

6.  Health Insurance Benefits for 2014. Forest Cohen noted that we’ve discussed this and have decided 20 
to continue to provide health insurance and that we have to go into the exchange.   We have agreed 21 
we’ll provide a monthly block amount of $1,400/family; $1,000/two-person; and $500/single.  That 22 
is based on the benefit employees receive now.  It would be enough to get the “gold” plan without 23 
having to have a payroll deduction.   If an employee chooses a lower tier plan, the balance would go 24 
into an H.S.A. if in a high-deductible plan.  If not in a high deductible plan, you can put the funds into 25 
an Flexible Savings Account (F.S.A.) , which can be used for medical costs, and dependent care costs.  26 
The flip side is that if you don’t use it in a given year you lose it.  We will outsource the 27 
administration of F.S.A. and education as we don’t have the expertise.  Marc agreed that we should 28 
have a third party to help employees make these decisions.  Stefanie Pigeon will come in at the end 29 
of October for an education session for employees to learn about this.  In November staff will go 30 
onto the state website to sign up for the plan they choose.  The employer will purchase the plan but 31 
the employee will pick out the one that works best for them.  Any additional premiums would be 32 
pre-tax dollars.  The opt-out will still be available at 35% of savings to RPC.  Forest noted that the 33 
next time we get together, there will be some changes to the personnel manual to reflect the new 34 
insurance. 35 
 36 

7. Board Ad Hoc Committee Updates. 37 
a. Shoreland Buffer Committee.   Charlie said the committee met last week and came up with 10 38 

recommendations.  They want to meet again near the end of October.  There was a diversity of 39 
opinions.  Marc was happy with the outcome after a lot of back and forth to come up with these 40 
recommendations.  They all agreed to the fact that shoreland protection was a good thing.  41 
Andrea thought the bill had to do with water quality, but also wildlife habitat.  It’s important to 42 
recognize that these are two separate issues.  Those species that live on that edge are important 43 
to the health of the lake.  Charlie said the committee agreed that we need water quality to 44 
preserve the habitats.  Andrea thinks we really need to mention that.  Marc feels if we do 45 
shoreland buffer and water quality we’ll get habitat protection.  The statewide Lake Shoreland 46 
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Protection Commission had a public forum last week and there is another in Burlington 1 
tomorrow evening. 2 

b. Growth Center Committee.  Justin Dextradeur, committee chair, asked Executive Committee 3 
members for feedback on the committee’s recommendations.  Charlie said we are hoping to 4 
make recommendations to the board at its October meeting.  We’ll have a pre-meeting briefing 5 
on this issue as suggested.  Andy Montroll said Burlington is starting to look at form-based codes 6 
and in their downtown there will be significant growth both retail and residential, but when you 7 
look at criteria for regional impact, five units can be a major development.  The policy decision 8 
has been made to have those developments in downtown.  The committee’s suggestion is that 9 
you ask the questions once when you make the designations rather than in each 10-unit project.  10 
You can take out the Act 250 layer if you’ve gone through the designation process leaving the 11 
decision on each project to the local level rather than Act 250.  You’re dealing with that when 12 
you make a case for a designation.  All agreed that the regional planning commissions should get 13 
involved.  Andrea feels one issue is transportation in those communities where state highways 14 
run through, and the communities want Main Street vs. moving traffic. Discussion continued.  15 
Charlie said the idea is to have the state agencies work together to look at the designation 16 
process and agree to look at each on the front end and be sure they agree and can feed into 17 
municipal permitting.  Justin said that as a developer he would rather show what they have on 18 
the ground and then deal with underground stuff after the fact.  When you’ve got a designation, 19 
you do the big picture stuff up front and do specifics at the local level, rather than designation, 20 
local review and Act 250.  Andrea feels that in the designation process needs to focus on making 21 
sure a growth center is in the right location and what you’re doing to control the outside area.  22 
Justin feels that the designation of growth center has to provide that protection for the rest of 23 
the community.  Lengthy discussion continued.  Andrea feels that as a regional organization we 24 
need to focus on all the growth center designations.  Charlie said the committee recommends 25 
that the RPC’s be involved and have a say since we really know the areas of our regions.  Justin 26 
said the overarching issue is there hasn’t been a meeting of the minds of the smart growth 27 
advocates and the natural resources.  Another idea is that in addition to regulatory incentives, 28 
there be a rural fee in lieu of Act 250 so that it balances the development.  Put in an incentive to 29 
get Act 250 out of growth centers and just have local permitting cover it.  Marc said growth 30 
centers have to have attractions that appeal to people for their life styles.  Discussion continued.  31 
MARC LANDRY MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY ANDY MONTROLL, TO BRING THESE 32 
RECOMMENDAITONS FORWARD TO THE BOARD.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  Justin 33 
would like some feedback to help to word this better.   34 
 35 

8. Chair/Executive/MPO Directors’ Reports.   36 
- Lease renewal.  Michele and Charlie met with Redstone and discussed lease terms.  Redstone is 37 

proposing a 10% reduction in price per square foot.  They will look into the HVAC system to help 38 
decrease the noise level.   39 

- Now that we’re getting electric vehicles, Redstone will work with us to install a Level II charging 40 
station for electric vehicles and will also install a Level I station.  Marc Landry suggested decals 41 
for the vehicles to make sure people know we’re out there. 42 

-      Michele noted that we had Dr. Steven Smith here from Carnegie Mellon University to discuss 43 
Adaptive Signal Controls.  The research they’re doing in Pittsburgh is on a second by second 44 
system refresh.  Cities of Burlington and South Burlington are interested in working with this 45 
program.  We have earmark funds left from the exit to the Sheraton (approx. $1M).  Once the 46 
Staples Lane project is done and we know how much of the earmark is left, we can use the 47 
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money for the adaptive signal control at Kennedy Drive, Dorset Street and potentially downtown 1 
Burlington related to Exit 14.  Carnegie Mellon is interested in working with us and this will be a 2 
year-long planning phase before any implementation.  This will help us to manage traffic with 3 
much lower cost than widening lanes, etc.  With the earmark funds we should be able to make 4 
an impact. 5 

-      Charlie said the regional plan review from Brandy and ACCD is asking us to do a schedule for 6 
having revisions to the plan on areas we received “Ds” and “Fs” on.  Regina and Charlie will work 7 
on this for the December 4th meeting. 8 

-    Charlie said given a December 4th board meeting (in lieu of November and December meetings) 9 
we would like to schedule another Executive Committee meeting for November 20th.  Members 10 
agreed. 11 

 12 
9.    Agenda Review for October 16th Board Meeting. Members reviewed the proposed agenda. 13 
 14 
10.  Other Business – there was no other business. 15 
 16 
11.  Executive Session, if needed.  None needed. 17 
 18 
12.  Adjournment.  ANDY MONTROLL MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY ANDREA MORGANTE, TO 19 
ADJOURN AT 7: 16 P.M.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 20 
 21 
Respectfully submitted, 22 
 23 
Bernadette Ferenc 24 



 

 Page 1 of 2     CCRPC_4C0757-13A 

   
 
November 7, 2013 
 
Peter Keibel 
District #4 Coordinator 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 
 
RE:  CVS, GB New England 2 LLC & Spirit Realty Capital, in Colchester, Application #4C0757-13A 
 
Dear Mr. Keibel: 
 
The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Staff and Executive Committee have reviewed this Act 
250 application for a proposed CVS pharmacy on Lot B29 of the Water Tower Hill Park – this is the old Friendly’s 
location. It is important to note that this application is only for full findings under Criterion 5 and 9(K).  The 
Project is located on Upper Mountain View Drive, in Colchester, VT.  The project has not received local approval 
from the Development Review Board.  We offer the following comments:   
 
The project is located in the Metro Planning Area as defined in the Chittenden County Regional Plan, entitled the 
2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan (the Plan).  Specifically the Plan states that Metro Planning Areas “are areas 
where local zoning authorizes places to accommodate jobs and housing in a compact development pattern that 
supports transit service and encourages pedestrian activity and are within the sewer service area.  Commercial 
land uses found in the Metro Planning Area are intended to serve the nearby residential area.   Existing densities 
within Metro Planning Areas are typically higher than those found in the Suburban, Rural, Village, and Enterprise 
Planning Areas and generally range between 4 and 20 dwelling units per acre.  Future development in the metro 
area should be encouraged to occur at the higher end of this range to ensure that there are adequate housing 
and jobs in these areas.”  We find that the proposed commercial project is consistent with this planning area.  In 
addition the project area is already served by municipal sewer; and CCTA plans to re-route the Milton Commuter 
through Colchester in June 2014.  The bus will service Water Tower Hill via Upper Mountain View Drive and 
Rathe Road.  Therefore, we find this project to be in conformance with the 2013 Chittenden County Regional 
Plan.  
 
Also, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, as included in the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan, includes the 
following action, under Strategy 3.2.2, to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips through increased Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) measures.  A regional TDM program was launched in October 2012 under the 
brand “Go! Chittenden County” – www.gochittendencounty.org.  This program provides tools and resources for 
employers/property managers to reduce parking and address traffic issues, and connects individuals to the 
range of transportation options in our region.  The effort is being coordinated by the Chittenden County 
Regional Planning Commission in partnership with service providers and advocates.  As this project is within an 
area of concentrated employment, and will soon be directly on a bus route, we encourage the employers and/or 
property manager to coordinate with CCRPC on possible Transportation Demand Management measures. 
 
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, 
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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 
 



10/22/2013 

CCRPC ad hoc Shoreland Buffer Committee 

Recommendations to the CCRPC for 

Lake Shoreland Protection Commission  

 

Background & Purpose:  The Vermont General Assembly established the Lake Shoreland Protection 
Commission in Section E.126.1 of Act 50 of 2013 in order to: 

• Provide information to the public regarding the current health of waters of the State, including 
the results of the 2012 Agency of Natural Resources’ State Water Quality Remediation, 
Implementation, and Funding Report; 

• Inform the public regarding the regulation of State waters, including requirements the State 
may need to meet in implementing the cleanup plan for Lake Champlain; 

• Summarize for the public the status of efforts to address and improve the quality of all State 
waters, and how regulation of shoreland activity impacts water quality; and 

• Take public input regarding the regulation of disturbance, clearing, and creation of impervious 
surfaces in the shorelands of lakes (bold emphasis added) 

Recommendations: 

1. We support efforts to improve water quality in the lakes and other surface waters in 
the CCRPC region and we believe that shoreland protection is a vital part of these 
efforts.   

2. A shoreland protection program alone will not do enough to address water quality 
problems in our region. 

3. More efforts are needed to address the other causes of non-point source pollution. 
4. Community and public engagement is needed as part of any shoreland protection 

program, and particularly in the rule making process. 
5. We support the exemption from state regulation in municipalities that have adopted 

and enforced their own shoreland protection bylaws.  These municipalities should 
review the state regulations and use best available science as they improve their 
bylaws. 

6. Activities that do not require a shoreland protection permit (municipal or state) as 
proposed in Sec 1446 of H.526   need to be carefully examined and justified or 
covered under other water quality rules to meet the minimum protections in the 
shoreland protection regulations. 

7. The extent and size of the regulated shoreland zone needs to be supported by best 
available science.   

8. It should be clarified that any mitigation should be strongly encouraged on-site, but 
not always prevented off-site. 



9. Municipal delegation should encourage municipalities to meet or exceed  minimum 
standards that are informed by best available science.   

10. We are concerned with the phrase exempting additional development “according to 
historical development patterns.”  This is ambiguous and needs more clarification so 
that water quality is maintained or improved with future development. 

11. The regulation should consider how to coordinate with municipal or landowner 
efforts to encourage public access along the shore. 

 

ECOS Plan:  Ecological Systems Goal: Conserve, protect and improve the health of native species 
habitats, water quality and quantity, and air quality. 
 ECOS Plan Key Issues/Trends/Insights:  

o Water Quality - Vermont water bodies continue to face mounting pressures from 
unsustainable development, farm and forest activities.  Cumulative impacts from these 
land use activities have degraded water quality, aquatic habitat and altered the stability 
of river corridors and lakeshores. Issues that predominate in the County include 
disappearing wetlands, increasing impervious surfaces, steady high pollutant loads 
(mainly from nonpoint sources such as unmanaged stormwater), that result in nutrient 
enrichment and sedimentation, as well as other impairments.  In addition, aquatic 
nuisance species continue to enter our waterways, contributing to the degradation of 
both habitat and recreational opportunities.  Climate change is expected to bring us 
more intense storms at a higher frequency, which will only exacerbate the problem.   

 ECOS Indicators  
 Number and Length of Degraded Rivers/Streams (See the Water Quality and Safety Map 

with Strategy 3.2.3 in Chapter 3):  
o 8 miles or 1% of all stream miles, Shelburne Pond, and Lake Champlain (Malletts 

Bay, Northeast Arm, Shelburne Bay, and Burlington Bay) are considered impaired for 
a variety of reasons (Source: Vermont Dept. of Environmental Conservation, 303d 
List Part A, August 2012 USGS, Vermont Hydrography Dataset, 2001-2004) and 
require a total maximum daily load management strategy.  

o The 2012 Vermont List of Priority Surface Waters also includes:  
 8 miles or 0.53% of all stream miles and Burlington Bay, Muddy Brook and 

Unnamed Tributary of Winooski River are impaired and do not require 
development of a total maximum daily load (TMDL) because attainment is 
expected in a reasonable time (Part B).  

 26 miles or 2% of all stream miles are in need of further study to confirm 
the presence of a violation of one or more criteria of the Vermont Water 
Quality Standards (Part C).  

 93 miles or 6% of all stream miles and Lake Champlain (Burlington Bay, 
Mallets Bay, and Shelburne Bay) and Arrowhead Mountain Lake have 
completed and approved TMDLs in place, though they are not meeting 
water quality standards yet (Part D). 

 41 miles or 3% of all stream miles and Lake Champlain (Burlington Bay, 
Mallets Bay, and Shelburne Bay), Arrowhead Mountain Lake, and Lake 
Iroquois are altered by invasive aquatic species (Part E). 

http://www.vtwaterquality.org/mapp/docs/mp_2012_303d_Final.pdf�
http://www.vtwaterquality.org/mapp/docs/mp_2012_303d_Final.pdf�
http://www.vtwaterquality.org/mapp/docs/mp_2012_priority_waters_lists.pdf�


 15 miles or 1.03% of all stream miles are altered by flow regulation (e.g., 
Dams) (Part F).    

 
 Phosphorus level concentrations in several areas of Lake Champlain have remained 

relatively steady since 2007; however the non-point loads are consistently above the target 
in the Main Lake and Mallets Bay.  Non point phosphorus loading from streams to the main 
section of Lake Champlain are recorded at 3.3 times the target of 51.3 metric tons, and to 
Mallets Bay almost twice the target of 25.4 metric tons.  Though it is important to note that 
the Lamoille River drains to Mallets Bay and is located largely outside of Chittenden County.  
(Source: State of the Lake and Ecosystem Indicators Report 2012, Lake Champlain Basin 
Program).     

 
 Percent of Impervious Surface by Watershed (Source: 2008 Impervious Surface Data, ANR): 

o 8,267 acres or 7% of the Lake Champlain Direct Watershed is impervious.  
o 3,145 acres or 3% of the Lamoille River Watershed is impervious; and within 

Chittenden County 3.6 % impervious.  
o 7,779 acres or 6% of the Winooski River Watershed is impervious; and within 

Chittenden County 5.6% impervious. 
o Chittenden County is 5.63% impervious. 

 Concerns: 
o Habitat Loss - We are experiencing a loss of habitat quality and quantity due to roads, 

invasive species and development patterns. 
o Unstable Rivers - River corridors are unstable due to alterations and encroachments 

leaving us susceptible to costly damage from flood events 
o Non-point Source Water Pollution - While we have addressed point sources of pollution, 

non-point sources are still contributing pollutants to our water bodies.  

 Strategy 3.2.3  Improve the safety, water quality, and habitat of our rivers, streams, wetlands 
and lakes in each watershed.  

While striving toward all of these ECOS strategies, and particularly Strategy #2 – 80% of 
growth in 15% of our land area, it is essential to do so in such a way that we do not impair 
our essential water resources (including potable water) and that we prepare ourselves for 
the impacts of a changing climate.   

2. Non-point Source Pollution - While we have addressed point sources of pollution, non-point 
sources are still contributing pollutants to our water bodies.   
a. Assemble data – Work from existing data collected and further identify the locations 

that are contributing to water quality pollution such as flow, sediment, pathogen and 
nutrient.  Where needed, conduct on-the-ground inventories of water quality and 
biological assessments (in-stream), wetlands, sub-watersheds, river corridors (buffered 
or not) and geomorphology.  Map the existing and new data on one regional map.   

b. Revise Plans and Bylaws and Ensure Enforcement -- Incorporate the above data into 
municipal plans; establish specific statements that protect these resources; develop 
clear standards for how to protect these resources within zoning regulations; and 
initiate on-going enforcement of the regulations. Encourage low impact development 

http://www.lcbp.org/PDFs/SOL2012-web.pdf�


techniques, and shared storm water control programs to maximize land development in 
areas planned for growth. Incentivize best management practices for agricultural uses; 
and encourage the Agency of Agriculture to better enforce their accepted agricultural 
practices.   

c. Implement Non-regulatory approaches - Identify and implement non-regulatory 
approaches to nutrient, pathogen and sediment pollution management. Under new 
MS4 permit requirements, municipalities will be developing flow restoration plans to 
achieve the total maximum daily load requirements for impaired streams, rivers, and 
Lake Champlain.  These plans may require additional public investment in storm water 
facilities or investments or actions by individual property owners.  Support watershed 
organizations. 



 

   
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  CCRPC Board Members   
FROM:   Charlie Baker, Executive Director  
DATE: October 31, 2013 
RE:  ECOS Plan Updates Progress Plan  
In accordance with our ACCD FY14 contract we are required to prepare a progress plan by November 30, 
2013 for addressing the required and recommended regional plan changes identified in the independent 
review (this is Brandy Saxton’s report that she presented to the CCRPC Board at your September meeting).  
The intent of this requirement is to explain how CCRPC will address the D’s and F’s through plan 
amendments, policy changes, or implementation actions.   
 
Following preparation of this progress plan, our contract requires that we update the plan to address the F’s 
by June 30, 2015.  Failing to meet the June 30, 2015 deadline will put us into a “needs improvement” status 
in terms of performing ACCD tasks.  The specific language from the contract follows this memo.  Considering 
our Plan was adopted in June 2013, and the amendment process can be quite lengthy and time consuming 
(approximately 3 to 5 months of process post content development), our resources may be better suited in 
implementation of the Plan rather than addressing the updates by the June 30, 2015 deadline.   
 
We are seeking approval from the Board for the following recommended Progress Plan for ECOS Plan 
updates:  
 

ECOS Plan Update Progress Plan Summary 
Regional Plan  Timeline Comments 
1. Impacts on & from Adjacent 

Regions 
June, 2016 
 

Tie to Flood Resiliency element 
and Hazard Mitigation Plan update 

2. Utilities & Facilities June, 2016 
 

Tie to Flood Resiliency element 
and Hazard Mitigation Plan update 

3. Extraction Resources June, 2018 Tie to the ECOS Plan update cycle 
of 5 years (required by FHA & EDA 
for the MTP & CEDS)  

4. Childcare June, 2018 Tie to the ECOS Plan update cycle 
of 5 years (required by FHA & EDA 
for the MTP & CEDS) 

5. Act 250/Section 248 
Participation 

No update needed  

 
ECOS Plan Update Progress Plan Detailed:  
 

1. The ECOS Plan received a F for §4348a(a)(8) as the plan does not assess the impacts that growth and 
development in adjacent regions may have on Chittenden County, nor does it assess the impacts that 
growth and development in Chittenden County may have on regions.   The Plan simply states that the 
Regions are compatible without any description of how that determination was made. 

a. Staff thoughts: This analysis was done, but not described in the Plan.  This analysis can be 
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updated and added to the Plan. 
b. Recommended Timeframe for Addressing the Deficiency: Because we will be required to 

incorporate a Flood Resiliency section into the Plan after July 1, 2014, Staff recommends that 
we address these issues at the same time.  The All Hazard Mitigation Plans are closely tied to 
the Flood Resiliency component and will need to be updated in 2016 (starting in 2015).  
Therefore, Staff recommends that we amend the Plan by June, 2016.   

2. The ECOS Plan received a D for §4348a(a)(5) because the Plan “includes an extremely limited 
description and assessment of the region’s utilities and facilities” and “does not recommend or 
prioritize specific improvements that are needed to the region’s utilities and facilities”. 

a. Staff thoughts: While wastewater treatment, water supply and stormwater facilities are 
adequately discussed in the Plan, the analysis on some of the other utilities may not be 
discussed as adequately.  Needed improvements on most of the utilities are listed on the 
CEDS list.  However, those needs are not clearly described in Chapters 2 and 3 of the ECOS 
Plan.  Those connections can be improved.     

b. Recommended Timeframe for Addressing the Deficiency:  Again, Staff recommends that the 
utility and facility improvements be amended by June, 2016.  Especially because there may 
be additional utility and facility needs identified through the Hazard Mitigation Plan process 
that would be helpful to include here.    

3. The ECOS Plan received a D for §4302(c)(10) because the Plan “does not include specific policies or 
recommended projects related to the appropriate extraction of earth resources.” 

a. Staff thoughts: This is a fair assessment and largely a result of a lack of relevancy and 
resources to fully assess the issue in Chittenden County.  Throughout the comprehensive and 
extensive discussions that took place in establishing the ECOS Plan, extraction resource issues 
did not rise to a significant level.   

b. Recommended Timeframe for Addressing the Deficiency: Due to a lack of resources to 
research and examine this topic Staff recommends that this is addressed when the entire 
ECOS Plan is updated in 2018. 

4. The ECOS Plan received a D for §4302(c)(13) because the Plan “makes two statements related to child 
care, but both are broad aspirations not specific policies or recommended projects.” 

a. Staff thoughts: This is a fair assessment and largely a result of a lack of relevancy and 
resources to fully assess the issue in Chittenden County.  Throughout the comprehensive and 
extensive discussions that took place in establishing the ECOS Plan, this did not rise to a 
significant level.   

b. Recommended Timeframe for Addressing the Deficiency: Due to a lack of resources to 
research and examine this topic Staff recommends that this is addressed when the entire 
ECOS Plan is updated in 2018. 

5. The ECOS Plan received a D in its effectiveness in Act 250 and Section 248 proceedings because 
“Generally, the plan’s policies are statements of support or encouragement and are not directive.”   

a. Staff thoughts: This is an accurate assessment, but not necessarily fair.  The statutory 
references in the independent review report are Act 250 and Section 248 statutes that 
describe the role of the Regional Plan in those procedures, however, Regional Plans are not 
required to be directive.     

b. CCRPC’s participation in Act 250 and Section 248 proceedings is described in the Guidelines 
and Standards for Reviewing Act 250 and Section 248 Applications.  This policy document 
establishes a cooperative relationship of the CCRPC Board with its member municipalities 
and development community to appropriately address issues of regional concern.  An 
amendment to the Regional Plan that would take a different approach to these proceedings 
is not needed at this time.   



 

 
Below you will find specific language from the ACCD Contract regarding this requirement, and specific 
language regarding our “Ds” and “Fs” from the Regional Plan review report. 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Specific Language from ACCD Contract:  
Regional Plan: Address the required and recommended regional plan changes identified by the 
independent review of regional plans. 
 
a. Submit a progress plan approved by the RPC board to DHCD by November 30, 2013. The progress 
plan will respond to the review, layout a schedule for any plan amendments to address the D's and 
F's, and describe a plan and schedule for addressing the other recommendations from the review, 
through plan amendment, policy changes, or implementation actions. Individual RPC progress 
plans to be incorporated into the FY 14/15 contacts. 
MEASURES: Best -plan approved by RPC and submitted; Better - draft plan submitted pending RPC 
approval or is improved upon after review by DHCD; Needs Improvement - plan not submitted. 
 
b. Update plans to meet statutory minimums - if applicable, RPCs to address recommendations with 
a grade of D or F, excluding the new flood resilience element. 
MEASURES: Best - F (and 0 if appropriate) requirements included in updated adopted plan or 
addressed by other RPC action by June 3D, 2014; Better - F (and 0 if appropriate) requirements are 
being addressed and should be completed by June 30,2015; Needs Improvement - F (and 0 if 
appropriate) requirements are delayed until after FY2015. 
 
Specific Language from the Independent Regional Plan Review:  
 
§4348a(a)(5) A utility and facility element, consisting of a map and statement of present and prospective local and 
regional community facilities and public utilities, whether publicly or privately owned, showing existing and proposed 
educational, recreational and other public sites, buildings and facilities, including public schools, state office buildings, 
hospitals, libraries, power generating plants and transmission lines, wireless telecommunications facilities and ancillary 
improvements, water supply, sewage disposal, refuse disposal, storm drainage, and other similar facilities and activities, 
and recommendations to meet future needs for those facilities, with indications of priority of need. 

Does the plan describe and assess the region’s community/public utilities and facilities, including their ability to meet 
future demand? 

The plan includes an extremely limited description and assessment of the region’s utilities and facilities. It does include 
a map that shows some of the region’s existing utilities and facilities.  

School facilities, libraries, hospitals and government/administrative facilities are not mentioned at all in the plan. 
Recreation facilities, energy infrastructure, communications infrastructure, and solid waste facilities are only 
mentioned in passing. More information is provided about wastewater treatment, water supply and stormwater 
facilities, including some indication of their ability to meet future demand. There is further discussion of the region’s 
utilities and telecommunications in the Economic Competitive Assessment Report, prepared as part of the ECOS 
process, but this information is not directly referenced in the plan. 

Does the plan recommend and prioritize needed improvements to community/public utilities and facilities? 
The plan does not recommend or prioritize specific improvements that are needed to the region’s utilities and 
facilities. Provision of utilities and facilities is essential to implementing the plan’s land use strategy. The plan would be 
strengthened by assessing the needs and recommending projects, similar to the transportation plan. 

Score: D (1 out of 10 points) 
 
§4348a(a)(8) A statement indicating how the regional plan relates to development trends, needs and plans and regional 
plans for adjacent municipalities and regions. 



 

Does the plan assess the impacts that growth and development in adjacent regions may have on the region? 
The plan does not assess the impacts that growth and development in adjacent regions may have on Chittenden 
County. It simply makes the statement that the plan is compatible with the plans of adjoining regions with no 
demonstration of how that determination was made. 

Does the plan assess the impact the region’s growth and development may have on adjacent regions? 
The plan does not assess the impacts that growth and development in Chittenden County may have on adjacent 
regions. It simply makes the statement that the plan is compatible with the plans of adjoining regions with no 
demonstration of how that determination was made. 

Score: F (1 out of 10 points) 
 
§4302(c)(10) To provide for the wise and efficient use of Vermont’s natural resources and to facilitate the appropriate 
extraction of earth resources and the proper restoration and preservation of the aesthetic qualities of the area. 

Does the plan include specific policies or recommended projects that, if implemented, will result in substantial progress 
toward attainment of the goal? 

The plan does not include specific policies or recommended projects related to the appropriate extraction of earth 
resources. 

Score: D (1 out of 10 points) 
 
§4302(c)(13) To ensure the availability of safe and affordable child care and to integrate child care issues into the 
planning process, including child care financing, infrastructure, business assistance for child care providers, and child 
care work force development. 

Does the plan include specific policies or recommended projects that, if implemented, will result in substantial progress 
toward attainment of the goal? 

The plan makes two statements related to child care, but both are broad aspirations not specific policies or 
recommended projects. 

Score: D (1 out of 10 points) 
 
Effectiveness in Act 250 Proceedings 
10 VSA §6086(10) Is in conformance with any local or regional plan or capital facilities program. 

Are plan policies stated using directive or obligatory, rather than discretionary or permissive, language that could 
effectively be used in Act 250 proceedings? 

Generally, the plan’s policies are statements of support or encouragement and are not directive. 

Score: D (1 out of 10 points) 
 
Effectiveness in Section 248 Proceedings 
30 VSA §248(b)(1) with respect to an in-state facility, will not unduly interfere with the orderly development of the 
region with due consideration having been given to the recommendations of the municipal and regional planning 
commissions, the recommendations of the municipal legislative bodies, and the land conservation measures contained 
in the plan of any affected municipality. However, with respect to a natural gas transmission line subject to board 
review, the line shall be in conformance with any applicable provisions concerning such lines contained in the duly 
adopted regional plan; and, in addition, upon application of any party, the board shall condition any certificate of public 
good for a natural gas transmission line issued under this section so as to prohibit service connections that would not be 
in conformance with the adopted municipal plan in any municipality in which the line is located. 

Are plan policies stated using directive or obligatory, rather than discretionary or permissive, language that could 
effectively be used in Section 248 proceedings? 



 

Generally, the plan’s policies are statements of support or encouragement and are not directive. There is no specific 
guidance on siting of energy or telecommunications projects. 

Score: D (1 out of 10 points) 
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