
 
Agenda 

Executive Committee 

Wednesday, October 2, 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 September 18, 2013 Executive Committee Minutes* (Action) 
 

3. Revised Act 250 & Sec 248 Policy * (Action) 
 

4. Act 250 & Sec 248 Applications (Action) 
a. The Snyder Taft Corners (4C0887-1R-F) * 

5. Staffing Update – Land Use Planner and Communication Manager (Discussion) 

6. Health Insurance Benefits for CY14*  (Discussion) 

7. Board ad hoc Committee Updates (Action?) 
a. Shoreland Buffer* 
b. Growth Center*  

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

9. Agenda review for October 16th Board Meeting*   (Discussion) 

10. Other Business (Discussion) 

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

12. Adjournment (Action) 

∗Attachments 
 

 

NEXT MEETING – Next Executive Committee Meeting – Wed. November 6, 2013; 5:45 p.m. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 2 

MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT 3 
 4 

DATE:  Wednesday, September 18, 2013 5 
TIME:  5:45 p.m. 6 
PLACE:  CCRPC offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202; Winooski, Vt  05404 7 
PRESENT: Andy Montroll, Vice-Chair  Debra Kobus, Secretary-Treasurer 8 
  Marc Landry, Immediate Past Chair Andrea Morgante, At-Large 9 
  Charlie Baker, Executive Director Michele Boomhower, Asst/MPO Director 10 
  Forest Cohen, Business Manager Bernadette Ferenc, Trans. Business Manager 11 
 12 
The meeting was called to order at 5:40 p.m. by the Vice-Chair, Andy Montroll.   13 
 14 
1.  Changes to the Agenda and Members’ Items.  There were none. 15 

 16 
2. Approval of June 26, 2013 Joint Executive/Finance Committee Minutes.  MARC LANDRY MADE A 17 

MOTION, SECONDED BY DEBRA KOBUS, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JUNE 25, 2013 WITH 18 
CORRECTIONS IF ANY.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THE MINUTES. 19 

 20 
3. FY 15 Municipal Dues.  Members reviewed the spreadsheet showing the FY15 municipal dues with a 21 

1.8% increase.  The spreadsheet also shows what the municipal dues would be even if we had no 22 
increase.  Because of changes in grand list some municipalities dues go down and others up.   When 23 
Marc questioned why some town grand lists go down – it was noted that it’s the equalized 24 
education grand list.  After a brief discussion, ANDREA MORGANTE MADE A MOTION TO 25 
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD A 1.8% INCREASE IN MUNICIPAL DUES FOR FY15.  MARC LANDRY 26 
SECONDED AND THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 27 

 28 
4. FY 13 FINANCIALS.  Forest reviewed the memo that was reviewed by the Finance Committee.  We 29 

had a little over $400,000 in cash at end of the fiscal year.  Current assets over current liabilities if 30 
$370,202.  Marc suggested we look into collateralizing our assets.  That way it protects us beyond 31 
$250,000.  We just have to ask the bank.  Forest will look into this.  We did spend more municipal 32 
dues than we collected in FY13, but there were funds left from previous years which follow the 33 
carryover funds from previous years.  (Some projects cover more than one fiscal year.)  We ended 34 
up with more money than we started with by about $80,000.  Our revenues exceeded our 35 
expenditures.   36 

 37 
5.  Electric Vehicle Lease.  Michele reported that CCRPC staff recently learned of an opportunity to 38 

lease electric vehicles through a leasing company which works with governmental organizations.  39 
There are currently vehicles available for lease at a rate of $110/month for a 3 year lease.  The 40 
allowable mileage for the lease period is 15,000 miles.  The cost of electricity to fuel an electric 41 
vehicle is calculated to be approximately $185 per year.  The cost to register the vehicle is $69 per 42 
year.  The insurance cost would be $1,224 per year with a $250 deductible. 43 

 44 
The total annual cost to lease an electric vehicle would be $2,798, or $.56/mile for 5,000 mi. 45 
Mileage above 5,000 would be $.15/mile (insurance and registration covered in $2,798 above). 46 

 47 
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The estimated annual staff and intern mileage for trips under 50 miles (the approximate range for 1 
one charge on the electric vehicle) is 9,000 miles.  Currently CCRPC reimburses staff for mileage at 2 
the federal rate of $0.565 per mile for a total cost of $5,085. 3 

 4 
CCRPC staff also travels to destinations greater than 50 miles on a regular basis to meet with State 5 
Agency personnel, attend state level meetings, etc.  Currently there is a charging station in 6 
Waterbury which could top off the charge for the return trip.  Estimated mileage for these trips 7 
which could be replaced with EV travel – 6,250 @ $.565 - $3,531. 8 

 9 
Annual cost of 2 Electric Vehicles $5,596 for 10,000 plus $.15/mile above 10,000. 10 
Comparable cost to reimburse staff for 15,250@ $.565 - $8,616. 11 
EV cost - $5,596 base for 10,000 plus 5,250 miles @ $.15 ($788) – Total EV Cost - $6,384. 12 

 13 
CarShare VT will soon have a vehicle available at the Winooski Transportation Hub at Spinner Place.   14 
CCRPC will be exploring the option of entering into a CarShare VT membership and analyzing the 15 
costs to use their services.  If comparable to the costs outlined above, this service could augment 16 
the CCRPC fleet.   17 
 18 
Staff recommends leasing 2 electric vehicles, allowing for full utilization of available lease miles, 19 
availability of more than one vehicle to optimize the use of the vehicles, support of ECOS 20 
Transportation Strategy 6.c.vi to (support and)” accommodate growth in low emissions, low energy 21 
cost electric vehicles”; and that we look into CarShare  VT membership which also supports that 22 
same goal.   23 
 24 
When Charlie asked about maintenance costs, Michele noted that the only maintenance needed is 25 
windshield wiper fluid.  Andy noted that beside the monetary savings, it’s an opportunity for us to 26 
see how these vehicles work and what we need to do to make this region more Electric Vehicle user 27 
friendly.  ANDREA MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY DEBRA KOBUS TO APPROVE THE LEASE OF TWO 28 
ELECTRIC VEHICLES.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   29 
 30 

The meeting adjourned at 5:58 p.m. 31 
 32 

Respectfully submitted, 33 
 34 

 35 
Bernadette Ferenc 36 
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DRAFT 
Interim Guidelines and Standards  

for Reviewing Act 250 and Section 248 Applications 
Adopted by the Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission January 26, 2004 

Amended by the Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission September 19, 2012 
Amended by the Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission ???? 

 
CCRPC Participation in the Act 250 Process 

INTRODUCTION 

History of Act 250 

Vermont experienced new growth in the 1960’s, which brought many important planning issues to 
the forefront. This period of new growth was characterized by the following: 

 Completion of Interstate Highway 89 and the southern Vermont section of Interstate Highway 91; 
 IBM locating a primary facility in Essex Junction; and 
 A growing tourist industry. 

Vermonters are sensitive to the link between the natural and human environments.  Many people 
were concerned that this link was threatened and, in the absence of a mechanism to protect or 
strengthen this relationship, development was proceeding apace.  The steadfastness of concerned 
Vermont natives began to gain recognition with the State government in the late 1960’s. 

Prior to Act 250, there were no State-level environmental regulations or land use controls in Vermont.  
In 1970, Vermont enacted the Land Use and Development Law (commonly known as Act 250).  That 
law created nine District Commissions and an Environmental Board tasked to review development 
applications based on 10 criteria specified in Act 250.  

Why Does CCRPC Review Act 250 Applications? 

CCRPC reviews Act 250 development applications as part of an effective regional planning process 
for the betterment of Chittenden County.  Each of Vermont’s eleven Regional Planning 
Commissions is a party by right which may appear and participate in the Act 250 proceeding of a 
proposed development whose site is located either in or on the boundaries with a municipality that 
is a member of that Regional Planning Commission [“Act 250 Environmental Board Rule 
14(A)(3)”].  In addition, pursuant to 24 V.S.A. § 4345a(13) all RPCs “shall appear before district 
environmental commissions to aid them in making a determination as to the conformance of 
developments and subdivisions with the criteria of 10 V.S.A. § 6086.”   
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CCRPC INTERIM REVIEW PROCESS 

In General 

The CCRPC’s Executive Committee (“EC”) and designated CCRPC staff are responsible for the 
review of Act 250 applications.   

CCRPC staff shall initially review each application before the District 4 Environmental 
Commission (with specific attention given to those applications going to a hearing) for the purpose 
of identifying for the EC whether the proposed project  

1. is or is not in conformance with the provisions of the current Chittenden County ECOS Plan  
(hereafter referred to as the Regional Plan), with specific attention given to the Planning Areas 
section of the Regional Plan; and  

2. fails to comply with one or more of the 10 Act 250 criteria, 10 V.S.A. §§ 6086 (a) (1) through (10), 
with specific attention paid to the criteria dealing with transportation and/or traffic and the other 
criteria within CCRPC’s expertise based on approved technical reports and/or on in-house technical 
expertise or expert opinion of individuals consulted by in-house staff..   

The EC review shall focus primarily on whether the project is or is not in conformance with the 
provisions of the Regional Plan (with specific attention given to a development’s conformance with 
the Planning Areas section) and secondarily on the 10 criteria of Act 250 (with specific attention 
given to transportation and/or traffic issues as governed by the Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(MTP), which has been adopted by reference intocontained within the Regional Plan). 

CCRPC Actions 

The EC may take action on an application only if there is an affirmative vote by the majority of 
those present.  In the absence of such an affirmative vote, the EC and Executive Director will jointly 
bring the matter forward to the full CCRPC Board for action. 

CCRPC staff shall review all applications as required by 24 V.S.A. § 4345a(13) (with specific 
attention given to those applications going to a hearing) and will recommend one or more of the 
following actions to the EC:   

Letters: The EC may submit one or more letters to the District Environmental Commission or 
Environmental Division of Vermont Superior Court to represent the position of CCRPC 
that accomplish one or more of the following purposes: 
 Request clarification of specific matters in the application,  
 Indicate if the proposed development is in conformance with the current Regional 

Plan, or 
The Full CCRPC Board may submit one or more letters to the District Environmental 
Commission or Environmental Division of Vermont Superior Court to represent the 
position of CCRPC that accomplish one or more of the following purposes: 
 Indicate if the proposed development is not in conformance with the current 

Regional Plan, or 
 Indicate if the proposed development does not comply with one or more of the ten 

Act 250 criteria, or 
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 Request a hearing. 
Hearings: If the EC determines it is beneficial for CCRPC to actively participate in a District 

Environmental Commission hearing, the EC will designate the Executive Director, 
CCRPC staff, or an EC member to attend and represent CCRPC at the District 
Environmental Commission hearing.  

ACT 250/SECTION 248 MONTHLY REPORTS 

The EC shall use its monthly draft minutes to the full Commission to provide information pertaining 
to Act 250 applications in which a letter and/or testimony was submitted.  In addition, the letters 
will be presented to the cc’d to the full Commission in the monthly meeting packets.  For each 
application the EC minutes shall identify 

1) the project name, location, and  a brief description,  
32) note any hearing dates on the project, and  
43) any actions the EC decided to exercise.   

Pre-Submission and Post-Submission Discussions  

In order to improve the likelihood that a project will be consistent with the Regional Plan, CCRPC 
staff shall have a discussion with the Planning and/or Zoning staff of its member municipalities at 
the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) meetings on at least a quarterly basis and inquire if any 
new projects currently under municipal planning and zoning review appear likely to have an Act 
250 hearing.  When CCRPC staff learns of such a project, CCRPC staff shall request a meeting with 
municipal staff and the project applicant, so that any regional issues, concerns or potential impacts 
may be identified and addressed at the earliest stages.  These discussions are intended to provide 
information and not formulate CCRPC’s position on specific applications.   

Conflict of Interest 

Real or apparent conflicts of interest will be guided by CCRPC Bylaws, Article XII Resolving 
Conflicting Interests.     

Appeals 

The Environmental Division of Vermont Superior Court is responsible for reviewing appeals of 
District Environmental Commission rulings.  Before CCRPC may be a party in an appeal of a 
District Environmental Commission decision to the Environmental Division of Vermont Superior 
Court (either to contest a District Environmental Commission decision or to support a District 
Environmental Commission decision that is contested by others), the Commission must approve 
such action, following recommendations made by the Executive Committee.  Before CCRPC may 
be a party in an appeal of an Environmental Division of Vermont Superior Court decision to the 
Vermont Supreme Court (either to contest an Environmental Court decision or to support an 
Environmental Court decision that is contested by others), the Commission must approve such 
action, following recommendations made by the Executive Committee.  
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CCRPC Participation in the Section 248 Process 

INTRODUCTION 

The Vermont Public Service Board (“PSB”) is a State quasi-judicial board with jurisdiction over 
public utilities, cable television, water utilities, electric utilities, water carriers, gas utilities, 
telephone utilities, and resellers of telephone services, as described in 30 V.S.A. § 203.  An entity 
that proposes to construct certain types of new/renovated gas or electric facilities must obtain a 
Certificate of Public Good from the PSB pursuant to 30 V.S.A. § 248.  The PSB may not issue a 
Certificate of Public Good unless it finds (among other conditions) that the “…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.” 30 V.S.A. 
§ 248(b)(1).  In addition, 24 V.S.A. § 4345a(14) requires regional planning commissions to “appear 
before the public service board to aid the board in making determinations under 30 V.S.A. § 248.”   

A petitioner is required to provide plans to the regional planning commission not less than 45 days 
prior to filing their petition for the Certificate of Public Good with the PSB.  However, a regional 
planning commission may waive the 45-day requirement.  

CCRPC REVIEW PROCESS  

When CCRPC receives a plan governed by 30 V.S.A. § 248 it may: 

 Hold a public hearing pursuant to 30 V.S.A. § 248(f),  
 Make recommendations, if any, to the PSB and to the petitioner,  
 Participate in the PSB hearing, or not. 

CCRPC Hearing 

Although 30 V.S.A. § 248(f) specifically authorizes regional planning commissions to hold a public 
hearing on the plan for the proposed facility that is the subject of a § 248 petition, it does not specify 
any additional details on the nature or requirements of such a hearing.  It is CCRPC’s policy to limit 
the hearing to the presentation of evidence of one or more of the following:  

 The need for clarification of specific matters in the petition or plan for the proposed facility,  
 Compliance or non-compliance of the petition or plan for the proposed facility with the 

provisions of the current Regional Plan, with specific attention given to the Planning Areas 
section of the Regional Plan; with the Regional Plan, or 

 Whether the proposed facility will or will not unduly interfere with the orderly development of 
the region.  While the statute does not provide specific criteria for review (such as the 10 Act 250 
criteria), CCRPC will review the petition with specific attention paid to transportation and/or 
traffic and the other criteria within CCRPC’s expertise based on adoptedapproved technical 
reports and/or technical expertise approved technical reports and/or on in-house technical 
expertise or expert opinion of individuals consulted by in-house staff.    

CCRPC shall attempt to hold its public hearing at locations and times that are convenient to 
members of the public who are most likely to be interested in the outcome of the petition. 
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CCRPC Recommendations to the PSB 

A regional planning commission must make any recommendation to the PSB and to the petitioner at 
least seven days prior to the filing of the petition with the PSB.  Although § 248 is silent with 
respect to the nature of a regional planning commission’s recommendations, CCRPC’s policy is that 
any recommendations made by CCRPC will be expressed in a letter that accomplishes one or more 
of the following purposes: 

 Requests clarification of specific matters in the petition or plan for the proposed facility,  
 Indicates compliance or non-compliance of the petition or plan for the proposed facility with the 

provisions of the current Regional Plan, with specific attention given to the Planning Areas 
section of the Regional Plan;  with the Regional Plan, or 

 Indicates the proposed facility will or will not unduly interfere with the orderly development of 
the region.  While the statute does not provide specific criteria for review (such as the 10 Act 250 
criteria), CCRPC will review the petition with specific attention paid to transportation and/or 
traffic and the other criteria within CCRPC’s expertise based on approved technical reports 
and/or on in-house technical expertise or expert opinion of individuals consulted by in-house 
staffadoptedapproved technical reports and/or technical expertise.   

PSB Hearing 

To participate in a PSB hearing beyond providing comments on the petition (as noted above), 
CCRPC must be granted “intervenor status” by the PSB.  Although 30 V.S.A.§ 248 does not 
automatically recognize that regional planning commissions are parties in PSB hearings, the current 
practice of the PSB is to allow entities that receive copies of the application according to 30 V.S.A. 
§ 248(4)(C) an opportunity to submit a request to be named as a party when they file a Notice of 
Appearance.  If CCRPC deems that it is necessary to participate in hearings governed by 30 V.S.A. 
§ 248, it shall accompany its Notice of Appearance submission with a letter requesting Intervenor 
Status.  If this request is denied and CCRPC continues to deem it necessary to participate, CCRPC 
may submit a Motion to Intervene. 

If the EC determines it is beneficial for CCRPC to participate in a PSB hearing, it will recommend 
this to the full CCRPC Board.  If the CCRPC Board agrees, it shall designate the Executive 
Director, CCRPC staff, or an EC member to attend and represent CCRPC at the Public Service 
Board hearing. 

EC Monthly Report 

The EC and Staff shall use its monthly minutes to the full Commission to provide information 
pertaining to the EC’s recommended actions relating to Section 248 petitions.  In addition, the letter 
will be cc’d to the full Commission.  This information will include:   

1) the project name, location, and a brief description,  
32) note any hearing dates on the project, and  
43) any actions the EC recommended to the CCRPC.   
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October 3, 2013 
 
Peter Keibel 
District #4 Coordinator 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 
 
RE:  Snyder Taft Corners LLC, Phase 3A & 4A Finney Crossing, Williston, Application #4C0887-1R-F 
 
Dear Mr. Keibel: 
 
The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Staff and Executive Committee have reviewed the Act 
250 application for construction of Phase 3A & 4A of Finney Crossing consisting of Seymour Street, a segment of 
Holland Lane, and residential Buildings M1 (aka Phase 3A and will contain 57 residential units) and M4 (aka 
Phase 4A and will contain 55 residential units), as well as associated drives, parking, and utilities; Construction of 
Zephyr Road from Williston Road to the Hamlet (thereby providing an ingress/egress point on Route 2, in 
addition to the existing one on Route 2A); and an Extension of the Findings of Fact (4C0887-1 R) dated 
December 16, 2009 for an additional five year period. The Project is located on Zephyr Road, in Williston, VT.  
The project has received local approval from the Development Review Board.  We offer the following 
comments:   
 
The project is located in the Center Planning Area as defined in the Chittenden County Regional Plan, entitled 
the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan (the Plan).  Specifically the Plan states that Center Planning Areas “are 
intended to be regional centers or traditional downtowns that serve the County and beyond and contain a mix 
of jobs, housing, and community facilities.  Center Planning Areas also contain the County’s highest density and 
largest-scale developments…  land uses are locally planned and managed to coexist successfully with 
neighborhoods and natural areas.  Places within Center Planning Areas are served by wastewater facilities, other 
infrastructure, and offer a variety of transportation options, including non-motorized modes.”  We find that the 
proposed project is consistent with this planning area.  In addition the project area is already served by 
municipal sewer; and CCTA bus lines are available on Routes 2 and 2A.  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.”  This program provides tools and resources for employers/property managers 
to reduce parking needs 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 housing 
and employment, we strongly encourage the property manager to coordinate with CCRPC on possible TDM 
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 
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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 
 



DRAFT - 9/25/2013 

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) 

Based upon H.526 and the section by section summary.   

Recommendations: 

1. We support improving water quality for the lakes and other surface waters in the 
CCRPC region and we believe shoreland protection is a part of this improvement.   

2. This regulation in and of itself will not do enough to address water quality in our 
region. 

3. More efforts are needed to address the other sources of non-point source pollution. 
4. A lot of community and public engagement is needed as part of the rule making 

process. 
5. All public and private property owners and activities that adds in excess of a 

minimum amount of impervious surface should be required to maintain or improve 
lake shoreland protection whether under this regulation or similar regulations.  Any 
proposed exemptions need to be carefully examined and justified or covered under 
rules meeting water quality objectives. 

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

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

8. Municipal delegation should encourage municipalities to go beyond a minimum 
standard, but all municipalities should meet at least a minimum.   

http://www.leg.state.vt.us/docs/2014/bills/House/H-526C.pdf
https://leg2.vermont.gov/sites/legislature/LSP/Shared%20Documents/H.526_Section_by_Section_Summary.pdf


9. We are concerned with exempting additional development “according to historical 
development patterns.”  This is ambiguous and needs more clarification. 

10. The regulation should consider how to address a situation in which a municipality or 
landowner is trying 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). 

 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 

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


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 
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.   

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


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. 



CCRPC ad hoc Growth Center Committee 
Recommendations 
Draft – 9/17/2013 

 

BACKGROUND 

The Commissioner of Housing and  has been asked by the legislature to provide recommendations 
regarding improving the state designation processes including a look at industrial parks and rural areas. 

ECOS Plan perspectives: 

• Before 1970 less than 20% of new development occurred in rural areas.  (Figure 41) 
• Between 1970 and 2005, new development in rural areas almost doubled to more than 35%. 

Strategy 3.2.2 - Strive for 80% of new development in areas planned for growth, which amounts to 
15% of our land area.   

Action 5.  State/Local Permitting Coordination & Improvement  

a. Support changes to the local and state permitting process to make the two more 
coordinated and effective. Participate in the Agency of Commerce and Community 
Development’s (ACCD) process to improve the State’s designation programs designed to 
encourage development in appropriately planned places and discourage development 
outside of those areas. This program could be improved with regulatory and/or fiscal 
incentives. These could include expedited permitting processes for projects in areas that 
are: a) designated for growth; and, b) where a community has a robust plan, regulations 
and staff capacity; and reduction of  redundancies such as delegation of permitting for 
certain local and state reviews (such as exemption from Act 250).  In conjunction with 
delegation it may be appropriate to develop more stringent standards and thresholds for 
development review in rural areas.   

b. Collaborate with stakeholders to ensure local and state regulations, bylaws and plans 
encourage transparency, predictability and timely review of sustainable and 
environmentally sound development applications.   

c. Develop a transportation assessment process that supports existing and planned land use 
densities and patterns in Center, Metro, Suburban, Village, and Enterprise Planning Areas 
to allow for more congestion and greater mode choice than allowed by current standards. 
The CCRPC will collaborate with the Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans), the 
Natural Resources Board, and other state and local stakeholders to develop a process that 
evaluates the transportation impact from a multi-modal perspective rather than just a 
traffic flow standpoint. 

  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

General - The state permit process should encourage development in appropriately planned places and 
discourage development outside of those areas. This could include expedited processes for projects in 
areas designated for growth and where a community has a robust plan, regulations and staff; for example 



improve the process and reduce redundancies (consider delegation in appropriate situations) for certain 
local and state reviews and Act 250.  If this recommendation would result in a more efficient and timely 
process in designated growth areas, it may be appropriate to develop more stringent standards and 
thresholds for development review in rural areas. 

Tiered Designations – The designation review and approval process and associated incentives should build 
upon each other.  In order:  Village Centers, New Town Centers, Downtowns (all with associated 
neighborhood planning areas), Enterprise Zones, Growth Centers.   

Approval Process –  

1. Building upon the work done in last year’s neighborhood planning area; proposed 
designations should be clearly identified in the municipal plan. 

2. Appropriate zoning should be in place to support the development of designation and 
protection of critical natural resources. 

3. Infrastructure should be in place or planned with appropriate capacity for projected 
development, if appropriate. 

4. RPCs should assist, review, and make recommendations to the State for approval 
regarding the subjects below.  The Downtown Board should review to confirm. 

a. For all designations:  
i. Consistency with adopted municipal and regional plans and planning 

processes. 
ii. Zoning to implement the designation. 

iii. Infrastructure (transportation, wastewater, water) plans to implement the 
designation. 

b. For growth centers/enterprise zone:  
i. Mapping, projections, and build-out analyses. 

ii. The proposed designation’s impact on the village, downtown, or new 
town centers associated with, or potentially impacted by, the growth 
center. 

iii. Evaluate agriculture within growth center and provisions for urban 
agriculture in municipal plan and zoning. 

iv. The efforts of the applying municipality and/or adjacent municipalities to 
further the goal of retaining a more rural character in the areas 
surrounding the growth center. 

c. For Enterprise Zone 
i. With RDC, confirm that the site is needed for high wage, value-added 

employment. 
ii. Municipality does not have conditional uses in this zone 

5. VTrans, ANR, Ag, and ACCD should make recommendations to Downtown Board.  Early 
municipal and RPC consultation with these agencies should be encouraged. 

6. Remove the restriction regarding no more than 150% of residential development and 
100% of commercial and industrial growth.  This presumes a degree of certainty regarding 



projections that is not realistic.  (The state and municipalities should be working together 
to encourage more growth in these locations, not limiting it.) 
 

 
Regulatory incentives – Incentives should build as a municipality attains each higher designation.  Specific 
additional recommendations are: 
 

1.  Provided the project is above a minimum density (eg. at least 4 du/ac net density in residential 
districts, or 2 or more stories), remove the Act 250 jurisdiction in growth centers, Enterprise Zone, 
Downtowns, Villages 

2. If Act 250 is not engaged, municipal DRB approval should be contingent upon final approvals from 
state regarding storm water and transportation, unless delegated. 

3. Prime Agricultural soils mitigation should not be required in areas for targeted for development in 
the designated area (recognizing that some areas in designations are set aside for open space, 
natural resources, and urban agriculture). 

4. To address cumulative rural impacts, reduce thresholds for Act 250 to five lots.  Perhaps allow a 
higher number, but only if clustered on small lots. 

5. A rural fee in lieu of Act 250 should be considered to begin level the playing field. (perhaps: a State  
fee for new homes outside designations (maybe price or size based)) This could be tied to the “Fair 
Share” for transportation fee. 

6. For project specific access permits, revise VTrans LOS standards in designated areas with other 
available modes 
 

Infrastructure Financing incentives -  

1. Target Infrastructure Planning Funds – Increase ANR funding and give priority to municipalities 
planning for water, wastewater, storm water, and other infrastructure to support 
designation/efficient land use/compact development. 

2. Target, promote and install water/wastewater systems in villages. 
3. Simplify local options taxes process to support infrastructure.  Allow all municipalities to be 

eligible (not needing state approval).  In designations increase the percent for munis beyond 70%? 
(reduce the 30% and processing fee).  

4. Expand the capacity of the bond bank to issue revenue bonds (not just general obligation) revenue 
bond district.  Reduce interest rate for projects in designations from the bond bank.  Like VEDA, 
provide 1 % loans to be paid back with additional property taxes in the designated area until the 
loan is paid off.  Risk gets paid with an additional year of the prop tax revenue.  

5. Strengthen business improvement/special assessment districts?  Encourage more? Relate to 
previous, business tax deductions? 

6. Expand the State Treasurer’s municipal equipment loan fund for more eligible purchases related 
to municipal infrastructure.   

 

Enterprise Zone incentives -  



1. Define Enterprise Zone as defined in adopted regional plan.  Provide additional incentives for high 
wage, value-added employment. 

2. Create a VEDA managed RLF for the creation or improvement of industrial parks. 
3. Provide site planning assistance in amounts up to 50% of the total cost.   
4. Provide financing up to 50% of site acquisition and infrastructure development costs.  The State 

can either fund projects using grants, loans (to be recovered from initial lot sales) or a 
combination of both.   

Suggested Revision to Goals section of Statute  
 
An acknowledgement of the importance of enterprise zones in growth center/planning and funding 
legislation just as natural resources and agricultural uses are currently recognized.  Suggested language to 
add to Growth Center bill:  (Refer to Senate Bill 17 for language as well) 
 
It is acknowledged that there are areas that may not be appropriate for, or compatible with existing 
uses within the downtown, village center, new town center or growth centers. Therefore, in order to 
enhance the quality of the aforementioned centers and to create a place for inconsistent uses to locate 
without sprawling into the countryside, enterprise zones shall be recognized and include lands that may 
not be contiguous to the above described areas, but have clearly defined boundaries that are zoned or 
permitted for industrial or business use as of January, 2010 and that have been approved by one or 
more municipalities in their municipal plans to accommodate a share of the industrial and business 
growth anticipated by the municipality or municipalities over a 20-year period. These zones shall to the 
fullest extent possible, function as a single integrated area and provide functional connections to the 
designated growth centers located within a community. These functional connections mean areas 
connected by existing or planned public or private infrastructure. 
 
 



REGULAR MEETING  
AGENDA 

Wednesday, October 16, 2013, 6:00 pm 
CCRPC Offices 

 
 

110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT    
  

5:30 Pre-Meeting Briefing with ad hoc Growth Center Committee 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
1. US2/Clay Point Road Improvements, Colchester (Project HP113, Amendment FY14-01).  
2. US2/Bear Trap Road Intersection Improvements, Milton (Project HP114, Amendment FY14-02) 
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 (Action; 5 min) 
4. Approve Minutes of September 18, 2013 Meeting* (Action; 5 min) 
5. Ad hoc Growth Center Committee Recommendation * (Action Item) 
6. Act 250/Section 248 Policy Update*  (Action Item) 
7. Executive and MPO Directors’ Updates  (Information; 10 min) 

a. CIRC Alternatives Process (MPO Business) * 
b. Act 250 Letters   

1) Quarry Hill Phase 2 (#4C1138-2A) – South Burlington* 
2) Snyder Taft Corners (#4C0887-1R-F)- Williston * 

c. ECOS in Action 
d. Welcome new staff:  Lee Krohn, Emma Long 

8. Committee Reports, as needed, otherwise see attached  (Information/Action; 30 min) 
a. ad hoc Growth Center Committee*  
b. ad hoc Shoreland Buffer Committee*  
c. Public Participation Plan Committee* 
d. Finance Committee* 
e. Transportation Advisory Committee* 
f. Executive Committee* 

9. Members’ Items, Other Business (Information; 5 min) 
10. Adjourn 

*Attachment 
 
The  October 16th Chittenden County RPC meeting will air on ______, __________ __, 2013 at 8 p.m. and repeat on _______, 
_________ __, 2013 at 1am and 7am and available on the web at:  http://www.cctv.org/watch-tv/programs/chittenden-county-
regional-planning-commission-35.  
 
Upcoming Meetings  Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are held at our offices:   

• ad hoc Growth Center Committee, Tuesday, September 17, 2013; 5:30 p.m. 
• Planning Advisory Committee (PAC), Wednesday, September 18, 2013; 2:30 -4:30 p.m. 
• Finance Committee, Wednesday, October 23, 2013, 5:45 p.m. 
• ad hoc Shoreland Buffer Committee – Wednesday, September 25, 2013, 6:00 p.m. 
• Transportation Advisory Committee – Tuesday, November 5, 2013;  9:00 a.m.  
• Public Participation Plan Committee – Wednesday, October 2, 2013,  3:30 p.m. 
• Executive Committee, Wednesday, November 6, 2013; 5:45 p.m. 
• CCRPC Board Meeting - Wednesday, December 5, 2013; 6:00 p.m. 
• Board Development Committee - TBD 
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