
 
Agenda 

Executive Committee 

Wednesday, September 4, 2013 - 5:45 p.m. 
Conference Room, CCRPC Offices  

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT 
 

1. Changes to the Agenda, Members’ Items  

2. Approval of June 26, 2013 Joint Executive/Finance Committee Minutes* (Action) 

3. Staffing Update – Land Use Planner and Communications Manager (Discussion) 

4. Health Insurance Benefits for CY14*  (Discussion) 

5. Preliminary Review of FY13 Year End Financials* (Discussion) 

6. FY15 Municipal Dues* (Action) 

7. Electric Vehicle Lease* (Action) 

8. Board Ad Hoc Committee Updates (Discussion) 
a. Energy* 
b. Shoreland Buffer* 
c. Growth Center*  

 
9. Statewide Regional Plan Review Process – CCRPC Outcomes* (Discussion)  

  
10. Act 250 & Sec 248 Policy and Applications – None Pending 

 
11. New Board Member Appointments & Training   (Discussion) 

 
12. Agenda review for September 18th Board Meeting*   (Discussion) 

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

14. Other Business (Discussion) 

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

16. Adjournment (Action) 

∗Attachments 
 

NEXT MEETING – Next Executive Committee Meeting – Wed. October 2nd, 2013; 5:45 p.m. 



Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission 1 
Joint Executive & Finance Committee Meeting 2 

Minutes 3 
DRAFT 4 

Date:  Wednesday, June 26, 2013 5 
Time:  5:45 p.m. 6 
Place:  CCRPC Offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202; Winooski, VT   05404 7 
Present: Lou Mossey, Chair   Ed Booth, outgoing Secretary-Treasurer 8 
  Andrea Morgante, At-Large  Debra Kobus, Incoming Secretary-Treasurer 9 
  Chris Roy, At-Large   Jeff Carr, Finance Committee 10 
  Charlie Baker, Executive Dir.  Michele Boomhower, Asst/MPO Director 11 
  Forest Cohen, Business Manager Regina Mahony, Senior Planner 12 
  Bernie Ferenc, Trans. Business Manager 13 
 14 
1.  Changes to the Agenda/Members’ Items.  The meeting was called to order at 5:48 p.m. by the 15 

Chair.  Lou welcomed the new members of the Executive Committee.  Lou added Committee update 16 
to item 13 (Chair/Executive Director’s Report) on the agenda. 17 

 18 
2.  Approval of June 5, 2013 Executive Committee Minutes.  ANDREA MORGANTE MADE A MOTION, 19 

DULY SECONDED, TO APPROVE THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MINUTES OF JUNE 5TH.  Page 1, line 18 20 
was clarified to read “Andy has been asked by the City of Burlington to offer a technical update…” 21 
and on line 19 to change “they” to “Burlington.”  MOTION CARRIED WITH ABSTENTION FROM CHRIS 22 
ROY. 23 

 24 
3.  Approval of March 27, 2013 Finance Committee Meeting Minutes.  ED BOOTH MADE A MOTION, 25 

SECONDED BY JEFF CARR, TO APPROVE THE FINANCE COMMITTEE MINUTES OF MARCH 27TH.  26 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 27 

 28 
4. Approval of May 22, 2013 Finance Committee Meeting Notes.  ED BOOTH MADE A MOTION, 29 

SECONDED BY DEBRA KOBUS, TO APPROVE THE FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING NOTES OF MAY 22, 30 
2013.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 31 

 32 
5. Approve Quarterly Journal Entries – Jan-March 2013.   JEFF CARR MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY 33 

ED BOOTH, FOR THE FINANCE COMMITTEE TO APPROVE THE JOURNAL ENTRIES FOR JANUARY-34 
MARCH 2013.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 35 

 36 
6. Review Financial Reports FY13 through May 2013.  Jeff Carr asked if we have been affected by 37 

Federal Sequestration.  Charlie and Michele said we have not been.  Forest reviewed the balance 38 
sheet ending May 31, 2013.  Cash standing is $224,291; CD’s $61,106; current assets over liabilities 39 
$406,912; Match balance end of April $85,528; Match balance end of May (FY13)  $8,299 plus 40 
(previous years) $53,583 = $61,882.  On the income statement, Forest noted that ECOS income is 41 
pretty low because we haven’t been charging staff hours to these lines. We’ve been allocating those 42 
hours to the match effort.  Transportation staff billing is ahead of the budget year and the revenue is 43 
a big contributor to the current positive income numbers.  Michele noted that we’ll be going over 44 
100% for staff billing and we’ll be using more match.  The consultant line 24 is at 53.5% and it’s not 45 
unusual to be at this level as we have $891,000 in carryover funds into FY14; and by the end of June 46 
it should be a much higher percentage.  Line 26 TCSP grant has only billed 4% but this grant should 47 
be gearing up shortly now that organizing for the Go! Chittenden County effort is complete.  Byways 48 
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grants – there were no billings in May, but because most of them are small, we will be billing at 1 
fiscal year-end.  On the expense side, salaries are at 93.5% for the year, but if we take them together 2 
with benefits, the categories combined should be within budget.  Program workshops line is at 151% 3 
and will be higher as we add Annual Meeting costs.  Rent did adjust up in May with a 3% increase 4 
and there was a CAM adjustment from FY12.  CAM went up from $4.86/sq. ft. to $4.91/ sq. ft.  Jeff 5 
Carr suggested that when we are negotiating the next lease we put some limits on some of the CAM 6 
expenses.  It was noted that Redstone has already agreed to reduce the rent by $1/sq. ft.  Jeff also 7 
suggested that we have something in the lease to have CAM reconciliation within so many days of 8 
the new calendar year.  Unaudited income for May is $26,114, with a year-to-date revenue vs. 9 
expenses of $89,665.  Cash continues to look okay.   10 
 11 

7. Approval of Updated and Consolidated Policy and procedural Documents.   Forest distributed the 12 
recommendations from the FY12 Audit.  One of the recommendations was to conduct a Fraud Risk 13 
Assessment.  Another was to update the accounting and internal controls policies and procedures.  14 
At the last Finance Committee meeting members reviewed the fraud risk assessment.  Staff updated 15 
the accounting manual in the format requested by the auditors and then decided to put all of 16 
related fiscal, personnel and procedures policies into one document.  Part 3 is the new accounting 17 
policies; the fraud risk assessment is included in it, which indicates how we conducted the fraud risk 18 
assessment and the outcome.  Members suggested adding a list of acronyms; and perhaps change 19 
the date for the whole document and have it signed by the current chair each time we update it.  20 
There is some formatting needed: date on front cover, check the Disaster Recovery Plan to be sure 21 
titles are correct, and delete reference to MPO.  The procurement policy had a Code of Conduct that 22 
relates to board members and the Personnel Policies have one related to employees.  Deb 23 
suggested we have the Executive Director review payroll allocations which are transmitted to our 24 
payroll processing vendor every pay period not just quarterly.  She also suggested we archive all 25 
contract and grants for a period of seven years.  Staff will scan all executed contracts into the 26 
computer for retention purposes.  Staff will document how long to retain them, when we archive 27 
and whether there are state or federal regulations to follow.  Lou suggested we incorporate these 28 
changes and adopt this document.  ANDREA MORGANTE MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY ED 29 
BOOTH, TO APPROVE THE NEW PROCEDURES AND CONTROLS POLICIES WITH THOSE SIX 30 
AMENDMENTS.  A friendly amendment was added to have a full review of the document in one year 31 
and every two years after that.  MOTION MAKER AND SECONDER AGREED TO THE FRIENDLY 32 
AMENDMENT.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 33 
 34 

8. Updating Bank Account Signers.  Forest noted that we typically have the three officers (Chair, Vice-35 
Chair, Secretary-Treasurer) and the Executive Director and Assistant/MPO Director on the bank 36 
accounts and signers on the checking account.  The Line of Credit and our deposit accounts need 37 
resolutions.  ANDREA MORGANTE MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY ED BOOTH, TO AUTHORIZE THE 38 
THREE OFFICERS AND THE TWO DIRECTORS TO BE THE SIGNERS OF THE LINE AND CREDIT AND 39 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS (ALL ACCOUNTS).  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 40 

 41 
9. Approval of Updated Salary Ranges.  Forest noted that when we looked at salary increases this year, 42 

we realized that some folks were bumping up against the highest pay ranges.  The pay ranges had 43 
not been updated since FY11 when we had the last salary study.  Staff applied three years of the 44 
FCPIU.US as had been the practice at CCMPO and it came to 6.9% so we adjusted the maximum 45 
levels only (rounding the dollars).  This will get us through FY14 and 15 and then it’ll be time for 46 
another salary study.  Jeff Carr suggested we should use the Employment Cost Index rather than CPI 47 
because it reflects what employees are actually paid.  Discussion continued about keeping this for 48 
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salary ranges only and not tied to raises.  DEBRA KOBUS MADE A MOTION TO INCLUDE 6.9% 1 
INCREASE IN THE MAXIMUM RANGES.  ED BOOTH SECONDED AND THE MOTION CARRIED 2 
UNANIMOUSLY. 3 

 4 
10. Discuss Continuing to Offer Health Insurance Benefits. Charlie noted that with the Health Exchange 5 

coming up, we wanted to be sure there was agreement that the employer sponsored health 6 
insurance benefit continues as our employees understood when they were hired.  Members agreed 7 
to continue providing health insurance and Charlie and Michele will come back to this committee 8 
with policy recommendations in a couple of months, once more definitive costs are known. 9 

 10 
11. Act 250 & Sec. 248 Policy and Applications.  Regina distributed a new letter regarding the Skateland 11 

project in Essex that includes a roller rink, go cart arena and separate building for climbing center.  12 
They had some traffic questions but those were worked out at the local DRB.  There is a 13 
requirement to have a follow-up traffic study in a year.  Chris Roy questioned the mitigation efforts 14 
since Lowe’s project had some.  Michele said it deals with signal timing and lane reallocation.  Their 15 
peak traffic will not be rush hour.  We are doing a Colchester Essex Network Transportation Study 16 
(CENTS) which is looking at Susie Wilson Road and if we come up with and relevant findings while 17 
the case is still open we will make the DEC  aware of them.  CHRIS ROY MADE A MOTION, 18 
SECONDED BY ED BOOTH, TO ACCEPT THE LETTER TO THE DEC.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 19 

 20 
12. Agenda Review for the July 17th Board Meeting.  Members reviewed the proposed agenda and 21 

added approval of the meeting calendar for FY14.  Charlie said right now we’re getting our contract 22 
for FY14 from ACCD.  If the funding level is consistent with the amount adopted in the UPWP no 23 
changes will be needed, but if it’s different, Staff will bring make the full board aware of the contract 24 
award changes.  Charlie noted that there is talk about regional plan update and conformance with 25 
state statutes.  We may have the state Commissioner of the Department of Housing and Community 26 
Development (DHCD) come to our September meeting.  In the recent consultant review of regional 27 
plans statewide, the consultant retained by DHCD questioned the substantiveness of the ECOS plan 28 
element required planning elements for childcare and compatibility with adjacent regions.  Staff has 29 
had a lot of discussion about best policies vs. interpretation of the statute.  Discussion continued.  It 30 
was recommended we send a note to board members about the review of the ECOS Plan by the 31 
DHCD consultant, Staff’s interpretation of the review and plans for a presentation to the Board 32 
regarding the review and the next steps for improvements. 33 

 34 
13. Chair/Executive Director’s Report.   35 

 36 
a. Charlie noted that he’s contacted members of the three new committees – Energy Siting, Public 37 

Participation and Shoreland Buffer and all three can meet before the end of July. 38 
b. Office Relocation.  Charlie said GBIC had offered VEDA first choice of the 3rd floor at 60 Main Street. 39 

They currently are located in the ground floor of the building and have decided they would like to 40 
utilize all of the third floor space.  This will not leave room for the CCRPC to be co-located in the 41 
building.  Frank Cioffi of GBIC has asked us to look at 40 Main Street next door, but Staff has 42 
determined it would be a 10-20% increase in rent.  Staff will document the process for securing a 43 
lease location for the period 2014-2019 and proceed with discussions with Redstone regarding 44 
remaining at 110 West Canal Street, Winooski. 45 

c. Michele wanted members to know the news that CCTA service will be added in Colchester.  Basically 46 
the Milton quasi-commuter bus will be coming down Route 7 corridor (instead of I-89) with stops in 47 
Colchester for a three-year trial period. 48 
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d. Michele reported that we completed an intense analysis of the Exit 14 intercept facility and slip lane 1 
with costs and operating structure.  It would cost over $50 million and add a slip lane with direct 2 
access from the interstate, but it was unlikely that CCTA would serve it.  No entity has stepped up to 3 
say they want to develop this project.  There was a $4 million earmark secured by Sen. Leahy.  Some 4 
of that money was used for Exit 14 ramp lane expansion that currently goes into Burlington from the 5 
southbound westerly interstate off ramp.  The funds remaining total $1.4 million after the ramp 6 
project.  Staples Third lane is $400,000 over budget prior to commencing construction.  The state 7 
has requested that earmark funds be directed toward the completion of the Staples Lane project.  8 
Should funds remain following that project, VTrans would support a potential investment in signal 9 
system upgrades in the area. She further described emerging Adaptive Signal Control and indicated 10 
that the professor specializing in the development of this technology (based at Carnegie Mellon in 11 
Pittsburgh) has agreed to come to Vermont and train VTrans and other local officials.  CCRPC will 12 
sponsor this event in the fall.   13 

e. Circ alternatives process.  Michele said the studies are all going well.  Originally another task force 14 
meeting had been planned for early summer but staff has notified the Task Force that the next 15 
meetings will be held October 30th,  November 7th , and November 21st for final deliberations on the 16 
FY15 and beyond capital program recommendations.  17 

f. It was noted that new board members can view all CCRPC training sessions on our website. 18 
 19 

14. Other business 20 
a. Ed Booth went to the GBIC annual meeting yesterday and Charlie and Michele were there as well 21 

when GBIC adopted the ECOS plan. 22 
b. Lou thanked Ed for his service to the CCRPC board and the Executive Committee and noted that it 23 

was a pleasure to work with him.  Ed will continue as the PAC representation from Huntington. 24 
 25 

15. Executive Session.  None needed. 26 
 27 

16. Adjournment.  CHRIS ROY MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN AT 7:35 P.M.  ED BOOTH SECONDED AND 28 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANMOUSLY. 29 

 30 
Respectfully submitted, 31 
 32 
 33 
Bernadette Ferenc 34 



   
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:        CCRPC Executive Committee   
CC:   Charles Baker, Executive Director; Michele Boomhower, Asst/MPO Director;  

Bernie Ferenc, Business Manager 
FROM:  Forest Cohen, CCRPC Business Manager 
DATE:    August 29, 2013  
RE:         Health Insurance Plan Designs for Calendar Year 2014, and Going Forward 
In light of new legislation at the federal and state level regarding health insurance, the Executive Committee 
has discussed the choice between continuing to offer a group health insurance plan or discontinuing an 
employer sponsored group health plan as the legislation allows.  The Executive Committee has decided that 
the CCRPC will continue to offer a group health insurance benefit at this time.   
 
The CCRPC, as an employer with less than 50 employees, will be required to obtain health insurance through 
Vermont’s health insurance exchange, called Vermont Health Connect, effective January 2014.  One of the 
major differences between the previous system of employer sponsored group health insurance and the new 
system is that employees will be able to choose from the variety of plans offered under the exchange, as 
opposed to the employer deciding which plan or plans the employee may choose from.  In previous years the 
RPC had conferred with the Executive Committee and staff and had arrived at a single plan that was the most 
desirable.  Under the exchange, the RPC will not dictate which plan an employee can choose.  This fact 
necessitates some changes to how the health insurance benefit is designed.   
 
The current benefit is structured as follows, and is represented at the top of the Health Insurance Plan Design 
Information Sheet.  Essentially, there is a premium share for a particular plan, a set HSA employer 
contribution based on family demographic, and an opt-out provision if employees have other ways of 
obtaining quality health insurance.  Because the employer no longer decides which plan will be available to 
the employees a straight premium share becomes more problematic as different employees may have 
different premium levels based on the plan they choose.  The HSA benefit also becomes difficult because an 
employer could only contribute to an employee’s HSA if the employee selected an HSA eligible plan, which 
may not occur in every case.   
 
Given these parameters, offering block amounts based on family demographic similar in dollar value to the 
level of benefit employees are accustomed to now seems to make sense.  The Health Insurance Plan Design 
sheet shows a number of different ways to index the block amounts, and budget implications of each.  The 
RPC needs to decide what the appropriate block amounts are.   
 
The next challenge is designing ways to deliver health insurance benefit dollars if an employee chooses to 
enroll in a plan where the premium does not use up the entire block amount.  Staff is working with Stefanie 
Pigeon, principal of Affiliated Associates, our current health insurance broker, to design an infrastructure to 
deliver these benefit dollars in a way that is beneficial to the employee, legal, and administratively feasible.  
The initial assessment is that continuing to provide an employer HSA contribution for those that are eligible 
along with a carefully structured HRA (Health Reimbursement Account) is the way to go.  Stefanie and her 
team are working on a proposal to present to staff in September to help us finalize the benefit structure.  
  

 

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



Health Insurance Plan Design Information Sheet - August 2013

Current Structure  

Health Insurance - MVP 2013 & HSA Single 2 Person Family  Status
Monthly Cost to 

the RPC
Comp @ 35% of 

Cost 
Total Monthly Premium $450.52 $901.04 $1,171.36 Family $1,328.99  $                465.15 
CCRPC Monthly HSA Contribution $208.33 $333.33 $333.33 2 Person $1,099.22  $                384.73 

Single $591.28  $                206.95 

RPC pays 85% of premium, contributes $2000/yr to single and $4000/yr for 2p & family HSA

Total Monthly Health Insurance Cost $658.85 $1,234.37 $1,504.69 Status

Difference in 
Monthly Cost to 

the RPC
Comp @ 35% of 

Cost 

Family to Single $737.71  $                258.20 

Monthly CCRPC Contribution to HI Cost $591.28 $1,099.22 $1,328.99  2 person to Single $507.94  $                177.78 

Family to 2 person $229.77  $                  80.42 

*CCRPC Census (based on family demo) Single 2 Person Parent & Children Family
*new employees assumed to be family 4 3 1 10

VT Health Connect Rates - CY 2014 Single 2 Person Parent & Children Family

Platinum Premiums for CY14 (averaged) $589 $1,177 $1,136 $1,654
90% $530 $1,059 $1,022 $1,488
85% $500 $1,001 $966 $1,406

Gold Premiums for CY14 (Standard, averaged) $505 $1,011 $976 $1,420
  

Possible Plan Designs  Single 2 Person Parent & Children Family Monthly Cost CY14  Cost
Estimated FY14 

Cost
FY15 Estimated  (10% 

Increase)

RPC pays 100% of Platinum plans $2,434.18 $3,591.27 $1,155.89 $16,738.10 $23,919 $287,033 $257,397 $301,384.94

RPC pays 100% of Gold plans $2,101.78 $3,092.67 $995.51 $14,403.00 $20,593 $247,116 $237,438 $259,471.30

RPC pays 90% of Platinum plans $2,198.76 $3,238.14 $1,042.30 $15,084.29 $21,563 $258,762 $243,261 $271,700.05

RPC pays 85% of Platinum plans $2,081.05 $3,061.58 $985.51 $14,257.39 $20,386 $244,626 $236,193 $256,857.60

RPC pays flat (600, 1100, 1400) - close to current $2,400 $3,300 $1,100 $14,000 $21,160 $253,920 $240,840 $266,616.00

RPC pays flat (500, 1000, 1400) - close to gold $2,000 $3,000 $1,000 $14,000 $20,360 $244,320 $236,040 $256,536.00

"Broker fees" assumed to be $20/month per participant $270,706
$182,788

  

FY14 Health Insurance Budget (with HSA)
FY13 Actual Cost w/HSA & Opt-Out (unaudited)

Partial Opt-out

Health Insurance Opt-Out Table 2013



   
 
 
 
To:   CCRPC Finance Committee 
 
From:  Forest Cohen, CCRPC Business Manager 
 
Cc:   CCRPC Executive Committee 

Charlie Baker, CCRPC Executive Director 
Michele Boomhower, Assistant/MPO Director 
Bernie Ferenc, CCRPC-MPO Business Manager 
 

Date:   August 27, 2013 
 
Re:   FY13 Year End Financials – Period Ending June 30, 2013 
 
Contained below you will find a summary of the FY13 Year End (unaudited) Financials for CCRPC through 
June based on financial reports for the period ending June 30, 2013.    
 
Through June 
 
Balance Sheet ending June 30, 2013 
 

• Cashing standing:  $393,732  in Checking/Money Market/Savings/Petty 
 

• Cash Equivalents (CD’s):  $61,170  
  

• Current Assets over Current Liabilities:  $370,202 
 

• Match Balance:  (FY13) $-4,573 + (Previous Years) 53,583 = $49,010  
 

Income Statement through June 30, 2013 
 

• Income Highlights 
 

 Transportation staff billing finished at 105.5% of budget, and the revenue associated is the 
largest contributor to our current positive income numbers.   

 
 The Brownfields grants finished with about half the staff revenue that we had projected, but 

with strong consultant billings.   
 
 The emergency management grants continue to produce revenue at or above budgeted 

amounts.   

 

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



• Non-Direct Project Expense Highlights  
 

 Salaries and Benefits lines did exceed the mid-year adjusted budgets by year end, and the 
committee had been informed that this was likely.   
 

 Budget lines that were materially over budget this year, and would likely exceed those 
amounts again next year, have been increased for FY14.  These lines include:  Program 
Workshops, Mileage, Audit/Accounting, Copier, and Equipment Maintenance. 

 
 Budget lines that were clearly over budgeted, such as Postage and Software Purchases were 

significantly reduced for FY14.   
 
 The Equipment Purchase line was clearly under-utilized in this fiscal year.  Some of the 

anticipated equipment purchases ended up being eligible project expenses under the 
Transportation and Brownfields programs.  This budget line is reduced by $5,000 in FY14, but 
still leaves room for appropriate investment in needed equipment.   

 
• Net Income (unaudited) 

 
 June Income:    $6,306 

 
 Year to Date Income:  $86,696 

 
 
Income Statement through 6/30/2013 
The unaudited/unadjusted revenue in excess of expenses for FY13 stands at $86,696.  Revenues 
outperformed the budget by nearly two percentage points, and the Operations Expenses ended at 99% 
of the budget.  There were some savings on the Expense side, but the robust revenue numbers are the 
biggest driver of the surplus.   
 
Cash Flow through 6/30/2013 
The cash levels finished well ahead of projected levels.  It appears that the organization gained cash in 
FY13; however looking strictly at the numbers at the end of June overstates the gain.  June deposits were 
much higher than usual, and this is because three months of worth of VTrans invoices were all paid in 
June.  As each VTrans invoice is worth around $225,000, we can quickly see how June deposits were 
approximately $400,000 more than what we’ve come to expect each month.   
 
The other side of this equation is that a large portion of those deposits will be paid to various 
consultants, whose bills had been accumulating in the Accounts Payable account.  After all of the bills are 
paid, the accumulated cash that can be allocated to reserves will be closer to the net income for FY13 
than the net cash position right on June 30.    
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A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T
Income over Expenses Against Budget Mid-Year Adjusted 1

Program Income FY13 July August September October November December January February March April May June To Date % of Budget 2
Municipal - Regional 100.0% 3

Regional Planning Grant - ACCD 321,848$                  $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $25,604 $41,776 $323,416 100.5% 4
Local/Town Dues (exclusive of MPO match) 101,099$                  $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $8,425 $101,099 100.0% 5

GIS Income 1,000$                      $468 $20 $275 $585 $104 $30 $100 $165 $125 $1,872 187.2% 6
Rental Income 1,680$                      $140 $280 $0 $140 $140 $280 $140 $140 $140 $140 $140 $1,680 100.0% 7

Interest Income 600$                         $5 $4 $173 $11 $17 $81 $18 $16 $106 $17 $16 $74 $538 89.7% 8
Other Income 4,500$                      $14 $0 $110 $519 $2,040 $1,000 $1,000 $0 $4,683 104.1% 9

Municipal Assistance 13,725$                    $2,200 $1,900 $1,925 $3,950 $0 $1,500 $1,025 $1,475 $3,100 $17,075 124.4% 10
Champlain Valley National Heritage - LCBP 1,500$                      $1,750 $1,750 116.7% 12

Broadband $4,000 $1,882 $1,882 47.1% 13
Regional Plan for Sustainable Development - HUD $35,000 $3,284 $6,076 $4,677 $70 $6,931 $1,009 $5,622 $27,669 79.1% 14

direct $400,000 $7,067 $5,886 $5,954 $26,149 $19,197 $8,472 $8,298 $51,726 $3,714 $13,325 $59,629 $209,416 52.4% 15
Vermont Home Energy Challenge $3,750 $1,213 $2,548 $2,791 $6,552 174.7% 16

direct $53 $71 $547 $106 $777 17
Energy efficiency and conservation - DOE 4,000$                      $2,197 $2,197 54.9% 18

direct $100,000 $8,900 $43,600 $52,500 52.5% 19
 Transportation  20

MPO Transportation Funding - FHWA, FTA, VTrans $1,202,211 $96,252 $111,146 $99,941 $118,276 $108,582 $86,212 $116,398 $100,054 $95,529 $100,569 $121,457 $113,842 $1,268,257 105.5% 21
Municipal $133,579 $10,215 $11,384 $10,337 $11,895 $11,101 $8,911 $11,487 $10,221 $9,715 $10,153 $12,665 $2,057 $120,141 89.9% 22

CCTA - FTA - direct $374,883 $12,111 $27,491 $24,379 $23,940 $25,325 $28,748 $54,145 $44,476 $45,300 $73,962 $359,876 96.0% 23
MPO - Expenses/Consultants/Locally Matched - direct $2,291,134 $55,568 $147,092 $110,049 $94,489 $93,109 $245,474 $63,699 $111,386 $97,994 $91,046 $111,237 $241,155 $1,462,297 63.8% 24

Trans Prog Mgmt Services $1,558 $260 $587 $628 $672 $248 $2,395 153.7% 25
TCSP Grant - FHWA- direct $482,625 $11,855 $8,379 $7,416 $9,504 $6,078 $71,822 $115,054 23.8% 26

Total - MPO $4,485,990 $174,147 $297,113 $244,705 $248,599 $212,792 $366,181 $232,187 $284,185 $255,718 $211,899 $297,409 $503,086 $3,328,021 74.2% 27
03-#01 (Additional Signs and Panels) - FHWA $0 $291 $291 28

direct $0 $72 $72 29
06-#04 (Signage and Visitor Improvements) - FHWA $0 -$20 $1,414 $935 $1,361 $228 $3,917 30

direct $0 $1,400 $3,000 $423 $356 $5,179 31
06-#06 (Outreach & Audio-Intepretation) - FHWA $0 $697 $697 32

direct $5,000 $951 $951 19.0% 33
07-#01 (Byway Council Contract) - FHWA $0 $455 $455 34

direct $0 35
08-#05 (Corridor Mgt Plan & Capacity Building) - FHWA $5,000 $771 $705 $72 $90 $1,638 32.8% 36

direct $0 37
08-#06 (Chittenden Rec. & Cultural Sites) - FHWA $0 $644 $704 $699 $2,048 38

direct $0 $871 $54 $925 39
09 - Byway Publications - FHWA $5,000 $513 $737 $1,251 25.0% 40

direct $14,000 0.0% 41
10 - Islands Bike Rest Areas - FHWA $1,000 $172 $125 $32 $64 $64 $160 $617 61.7% 42

direct $20,000 $4,332 $3,504 $713 $8,549 42.7% 43
11 - Islands & Chittenden Bike Rest Areas - FHWA $1,000 $214 $125 $32 $64 $32 $111 $578 57.8% 44

direct $40,000 $6,230 $3,476 $705 $10,410 26.0% 45
12 - Interpretative Planning- FHWA $500 0.0% 46

 Natural Resources  47
Brownfields 2010 Hazardous - EPA 20,000$                    $696 $343 $398 $1,666 $704 $442 $643 $201 $412 $2,893 $291 $8,689 43.4% 48

direct $25,000 $8 $9,576 $1,497 -$1,364 $45 $4,817 $21 $2,843 $225 $4,035 $3,572 $25,275 101.1% 49
Brownfields 2010 Petro - EPA 20,000$                    $1,401 $916 $478 $1,193 $652 $544 $914 $603 $60 $412 $1,457 $342 $8,971 44.9% 50

direct $25,000 $2,118 $3,043 $7,794 $11,012 $5,324 $45 $558 $4,072 $768 $25,575 $7,167 $18,673 $86,150 344.6% 51
Regional Stormwater Education (RPC Staff) 7,000$                      $160 $321 $160 $240 $301 $631 $623 $1,064 $983 $1,353 $261 $6,097 87.1% 52

direct -$                             $79 $79  53
StreamTeam $1,800 $120 $132 $119 $325 $241 $241 $281 $369 $438 $2,267 125.9% 54
direct $18,000 $12 $12 0.1% 55

Centennial Brook Flow Restoration $6,000 $3,078 $110 $317 $337 $400 $20 $4,262 71.0% 56
direct $91,485 $2,953 $7,565 $7,085 $962 $14,228 $30,957 $63,750 69.7% 57

Water Quality Grant (604b) - ANR 3,600$                      $565 $1,800 $2,365 65.7% 58
Stream Geomorphic Assessment Tool - ANR 6,000$                      $3,467 $99 $3,566 59.4% 59

direct $5,000 $3,375 $625 $4,000 80.0% 60
 Emergency Management  61

Fluvial Erosion - PDM 08 - VEM 5,000$                      $1,631 $1,781 $3,412 68.2% 62
direct $0 $31 $31  63

Floodplain Maps & Bylaws - VEM 1,000$                      $417 $417 41.7% 64
direct $0  65

Emer Mgmt Perf Grant - Previous Year - VEM 13,000$               $2,626 $2,785 $2,798 $8,209 63.1% 66
direct $0 $27 $24 $155 $206 67

 EMPG - Previous Year - Central - VEM 5,875$                 $314 $2,318 $2,632 44.8% 68
direct $3,000 69

EMPG - Current - VEM 37,000$               $4,609 $4,797 $3,015 $5,035 $3,658 $5,383 $3,258 $5,444 $4,442 $39,641 107.1% 70
direct $59 $34 $33 $126 71

EMPG Current - Central - VEM 17,625$               $4,642 $1,791 $0 $4,000 $2,924 $3,692 $3,436 $3,486 $23,972 136.0% 72
direct $14,000 $2,433 $1,208 $160 $1,933 $5,734 41.0% 73

 Landslide Mapping and Hazard Assessment - VEM 1,000$                      $846 $1,517 $2,363 236.3% 74
Local Emergency Plng Committee Administration 3,000$                      $619 $498 $256 $404 $377 $242 $296 $94 $229 $121 $215 $121 $3,473 115.8% 75

direct $0 $96 $80 $77 $51 $39 $29 $232 $199 $43 $61 $906 76
Hazardous Materials Emer Prep - Previous Year - VEM 1,500$                      $2,550 $2,719 $1,522 $6,790 452.7% 77

HMEP - Current Year - VEM 4,500$                      $2,084 $2,084 46.3% 78
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Subtotal - Operations Support 1,985,142$               $149,730 $174,602 $163,524 $185,234 $176,012 $141,299 $186,504 $162,949 $152,576 $157,211 $182,749 $183,864 $2,016,254 101.6% 80
Subtotal - Direct Project Income $3,910,685 $80,347 $193,207 $149,938 $178,081 $125,282 $324,098 $128,157 $188,985 $207,659 $131,494 $201,482 $503,545 $2,412,276 61.7% 81

82
Total Income $5,895,827 $230,077 $367,810 $313,463 $363,315 $301,293 $465,397 $314,661 $351,933 $360,235 $288,705 $384,231 $687,408 $4,428,529 83

84
85

Expenses Mid-Year Adjusted July August September October November December January February March April May June To Date % of Budget 86
FY13 100.0% 87

Direct Project Expenses $3,910,685 $82,614 $190,148 $151,527 $173,160 $130,901 $324,325 $134,110 $184,369 $211,031 $132,753 $209,270 $491,278 $2,415,487 61.8% 88
Personnel   89

Salaries 1,148,407$               $76,692 $117,840 $92,247 $107,424 $104,346 $80,988 $83,397 $91,062 $111,679 $92,504 $101,778 $112,281 $1,172,239 102.1% 90
Benefits 427,409$                  $28,407 $36,013 $33,894 $32,579 $32,334 $38,202 $38,509 $32,163 $44,155 $31,902 $32,172 $49,877 $430,207 100.7% 91
Third Party Administrator 7,000$                      $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,525 $1,560 $3,000 $0 $0 $0 $6,085 86.9% 92
Workman's Comp Insurance 5,180$                      $437 $364 $364 $364 $364 $364 $364 $364 $364 $364 $364 $364 $4,441 85.7% 93
Recruitment 500$                         $0 $2,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,500 500.0% 94

Education/Partnerhsips   95
Conference & Training 14,500$                    $240 $2,777 $574 $776 $1,573 $967 $1,108 $2,339 $204 $0 $326 $1,668 $12,552 86.6% 96
Dues 13,000$                    $1,451 $315 $0 $2,888 $106 $375 $713 $661 $200 $2,212 $0 $0 $8,921 68.6% 97
Program Workshops/Meetings 10,000$                    -$50 $365 $392 $396 $5,450 $1,228 $138 $1,078 $3,061 $2,848 $315 -$6 $15,215 152.2% 98
Mileage 3,900$                      $408 $113 $845 $215 $772 $471 $436 $527 $188 $307 $436 $368 $5,087 130.4% 99
Travel 7,000$                      $10 $15 $325 $18 $44 $217 -$6 $777 $1,020 -$261 $639 $1,570 $4,366 62.4% 100
Communications/PR 15,000$                    $4,843 $0 $425 $583 $183 $417 $599 $464 $654 $555 $407 $6,198 $15,327 102.2% 101
Publications 1,400$                      $0 $0 $0 $216 $346 $165 $0 $64 $43 $95 $0 $0 $928 66.3% 102

Office & General Operations    103
Rent 132,000$                  $10,484 $10,484 $10,484 $10,484 $10,484 $10,484 $10,484 $10,484 $10,484 $10,484 $12,990 $10,694 $128,523 97.4% 104
Audit/Accounting 22,400$                    $4,124 $150 $17,057 $2,059 $0 $0 $0 $80 $0 $0 $0 $1,020 $24,490 109.3% 105
Copier 19,000$                    $1,060 $2,473 $1,431 $1,590 $1,890 $1,875 $1,329 $1,060 $2,931 $1,540 $1,740 $1,482 $20,402 107.4% 106
Equipment & Software Maint 20,000$                    $2,149 $1,286 $1,706 $1,028 $1,782 $1,473 $1,348 $2,944 $1,348 $2,546 $1,348 $1,808 $20,764 103.8% 107
Depreciation 6,003$                      $252 $252 $252 $252 $390 $390 $390 $390 $390 $390 $390 $390 $4,128 68.8% 108
Supplies 10,000$                    $357 $640 $864 $1,082 $176 $636 $232 $278 $975 -$52 $700 $16 $5,905 59.1% 109
Telephone/Internet 11,000$                    $803 $1,912 $492 $378 $666 $647 $605 $351 $603 $568 $611 $644 $8,279 75.3% 110
Postage 6,000$                      $135 $0 $0 $167 $0 $527 $635 $135 $262 $1,135 $263 $9 $3,268 54.5% 111
Equipment Purchase 25,000$                    $0 $1,724 $0 $130 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $135 $1,989 8.0% 112
Utilities 6,500$                      $0 $957 $395 $198 $362 $379 $553 $360 $1,133 $42 $642 $325 $5,347 82.3% 113
Ineligible 6,500$                      $686 $131 $0 $705 $0 $0 $1,216 $0 $1,269 $1,411 $211 $390 $6,020 92.6% 114
Insurance - General Liability 4,200$                      $177 $177 $177 $177 $177 $177 $177 $177 $177 $177 $200 -$19 $1,953 46.5% 115
Janitor 4,400$                      $320 $320 $320 $320 $480 $293 $293 $320 $320 $320 $480 $320 $4,107 93.3% 116
Payroll Processing 4,000$                      $226 $392 $183 $170 $170 $243 $214 $357 $260 $168 $168 $289 $2,840 71.0% 117
Legal 6,000$                      $2,800 -$1,225 $3,761 $0 $88 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,424 90.4% 118
Internal Consultants 5,000$                      $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,050 $0 $3,600 $0 $4,650 93.0% 119
Software Purchase 5,000$                      $0 $368 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11 $11 $0 $0 $0 $389 7.8% 120

  121
Operations Support Expenses 1,946,299$               136,011$         180,342$           166,190$        164,198$        162,183$        140,517$        144,271$        148,004$        185,770$        149,255$        159,782$        189,824$        1,926,346$        99.0% 122

Direct Project Expenses 3,910,685$               82,614$           190,148$           151,527$        173,160$        130,901$        324,325$        134,110$        184,369$        211,031$        132,753$        209,270$        491,278$        2,415,487$        61.8% 123
124

TOTAL EXPENSES 5,856,984$                   218,625$            370,490$              317,716$          337,358$          293,083$          464,843$          278,382$          332,373$          396,801$          282,009$          369,052$          681,103$          4,341,833$           125
126

Reserve/(deficit) 38,843$                        11,452$              (2,680)$                 (4,254)$             25,957$            8,210$              554$                 36,280$            19,561$            (36,565)$           6,697$              15,180$            $6,306 $86,696 127

 



CCRPC Cash Flow/Targets FY13
July August September October November December January February March April May June

Checking $43,829 $387,179 $287,512 $165,759 $208,874 $317,041 $313,652 $166,399 $304,858 $139,034 $177,881 $111,432

Credits $510,322 $142,106 $54,645 $496,133 $280,168 $330,163 $277,811 $381,211 $238,898 $354,604 $205,289 $725,785
ACCD Payments $76,811 $76,811 $76,811 $76,811
Debits ($243,783) ($241,772) ($176,398) ($529,829) ($172,001) ($333,552) ($501,874) ($242,752) ($404,722) ($392,568) ($271,737) ($433,521)

Balance at end of month $387,179 $287,512 $165,759 $208,874 $317,041 $313,652 $166,399 $304,858 $139,034 $177,881 $111,432 $403,696
Local Savings $60,771 $60,774 $52,805 $50,912 $50,914 $50,916 $50,918 $50,920 $50,922 $50,924 $50,926 $85,530

Credits $3 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $34,604 $3
Debits $0 ($7,971) ($1,895) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$23,649

Balance at end of month $60,774 $52,805 $50,912 $50,914 $50,916 $50,918 $50,920 $50,922 $50,924 $50,926 $85,530 $61,885
Money Market $42,486 $22,488 $22,490 $22,491 $122,500 $122,516 $122,531 $122,547 $122,561 $122,576 $122,592 $88,003
Credit $2 $2 $2 $100,009 $15 $16 $16 $14 $16 $15 $13 $7
Debit ($20,000) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($34,601) $0

MM Balance at end of month $22,488 $22,490 $22,491 $122,500 $122,516 $122,531 $122,547 $122,561 $122,576 $122,592 $88,003 $88,011

North County CD's $60,786 $60,786 $60,955 $60,955 $60,955 $61,018 $61,018 $61,018 $61,106 $61,106 $61,106 $61,170
Line of Credit Borrowing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

total net cash position $531,226 $423,593 $300,117 $443,243 $551,427 $548,119 $400,884 $539,359 $373,641 $412,504 $346,072 $614,761

Cash at the beginning of FY13 $207,872 $359,326 $323,332 $287,458 $328,274 $292,279 $256,455 $297,271 $261,277 $225,402
  

Cash per Balance Sheet end of FY13 $454,901

Date 6/30/2013

Accounts payable $540,337
Accounts receivable $534,755

Net Asset/Liability -$5,582

Original Projection
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Executive Committee and Full Commission  
FROM:    ad hoc Energy Siting Committee    
DATE: August 8, 2013 
RE: Recommendations on Energy Siting Policy Commission’s recommendations for Siting Electric Generation in 
Vermont  
 
CCRPC convened an ad hoc committee to develop recommendations related to the Energy Generation Siting Policy 
Commission’s report on Siting Electric Generation in Vermont.  There are a total of 28 recommendations in the report.  
The Ad Hoc Committee focused its review on recommendations that relate to RPC involvement in developing energy 
guidelines and policies of the regional plan, funding, and how it interacts with its member municipalities in the 
preparation of the regional plan and its review of municipal plans.  The full report can be read here.  
 
Recommendations of CCRPC’s ad hoc Energy Siting Committee 
Many of the EGSPC’s recommendations put an increased emphasis on planning that strengthens the role of RPC’s in the 
Section 248 process.  Generally, CCRPC’s ad hoc Energy Siting Committee is in support of the role the EGSPC has 
recommended for RPCs. However, some issues of concern did arise and are discussed below.  The full text of the 
EGSPC’s recommendations is in the next section.  The CCRPC ad hoc Energy Siting Committee recommends: 
 

1. general support of the EGSPC’s recommendation 1 for the Public Service Department (PSD) to provide RPCs 
with the guidance needed to carry out energy planning that contributes to the state achieving energy goals.   

 
2. the following changes to the EGSPC’s recommendation 2:  

 
a. Close collaboration with municipalities be emphasized more in updating regional plans to ensure 

compatibility between municipal and regional plans. 
b. The regional planning process should also evaluate and address compatibility between municipalities 

and adjacent regions regarding energy siting planning. 
c. Clarify that the regional plan only be ‘dispositive’ under 30 V.S.A § 248 specifically related to criterion 

30 V.S.A § 248  (b) (1) and not all criteria.  Criterion (b)(1) currently states:  “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;” and, 

 
3. that per recommendation 3, funding be increased for each RPC to take on this expanded work.   It should be 

recognized that this is an expanded set of tasks for the RPCS that will increase their role in the section 248 
process and costs to accomplish this work are unknown.  It should also be recognized that the work involved for 
each region will vary depending largely upon population and the number of municipalities. The CCRPC ad hoc 
Energy Siting Committee recommends that funding be based upon the formula for allocating regional planning 
funds to the eleven RPCs in the state with regards to population and the number of municipalities.   
 

4. adoption of recommendation 4, but asks that this recommendation include language encouraging 
municipalities to collaborate in the development of the regional plan and examining compatibility with adjacent 
municipalities in their municipal plan.  
 

5. implementation of EGSPC’s recommendation 10. 
 

 

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

https://leg2.vermont.gov/sites/legislature/EGAC/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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6. implementation of EGSPC’s recommendation 22.  
 

7.  recommendation 28 which states that funding be identified to support the expanded responsibilities of the 
eleven RPCs in the state. 

 
Full Text of EGSPC’s Recommendations Relevant to RPCs 
 
EGSPC’s Recommendation 1: The PSD shall develop a state ‘roadmap’ to meet the CEP and statutory energy targets.   
 
The PSD shall develop a 'roadmap' for meeting Vermont’s goals and statutory targets through scenario planning, 
incorporating many new tools that are currently available to address environmental considerations as well as economic, 
transmission and load requirements. This dynamic modeling of different scenarios will enable policymakers to 
understand a range of potential paths for meeting the state’s energy and environmental protection goals, and will 
include, among others, recommendations on: the mix of in-state and out-of-state energy sources; the anticipated mix of 
technologies; areas of high and low potential for energy siting; economic and environmental costs and benefits; and the 
broad parameters for cumulative impact of each scenario. It will also provide RPCs with essential guidance to carry out 
their own energy planning so as to contribute to overall state energy goals while also meeting and respecting other 
objectives, such as natural resource goals. 
 
Process: This planning exercise should be carried out by the PSD in collaboration with the Agency of Commerce and 
Community Development (ACCD), ANR, other relevant state agencies, utilities, and RPCs14, with ample opportunity for 
public input. The PSD should facilitate this exercise through technical assistance and administration of funding provided 
by the legislature. It should also be closely coordinated with the Vermont System Planning Committee (VSPC) to 
proactively plan for the state’s future transmission needs. VSPC and VELCO planning and public outreach strategies have 
demonstrated effective approaches to collaborating with multiple agencies and utilities, as well as involving the public in 
decisions about alternative scenario planning that could serve as important models for building a ‘roadmap’ for energy 
planning. The Commission recommends that a similar group be formed to aid in the energy planning process.  
 
Outreach: A fundamental element of building a roadmap must include a concerted effort by the PSD and other relevant 
agencies to explain - and illustrate - to communities across the state what different energy scenarios will entail. This will 
allow communities to understand that meeting the CEP and statutory goals will not result in covering all ridgelines with 
turbines or all fields with solar farms, but rather will comprise a mix of may different energy sources at a variety of 
scales, balancing strengths and weaknesses of each (in terms of output, costs, natural resource impacts, greenhouse gas 
emissions, etc.) and optimizing conservation and efficiency measures. The Commission recommends that the PSD 
consider an education outreach effort about how energy works, the challenges to our current energy system, and the 
basic economic and environmental costs and benefits of our choices. This will also enable communities and 
municipalities to more effectively participate in their own energy planning exercises to find constructive ways to 
proactively contribute to state goals.  
 
Tools: Some of the tools that could inform this process include: ANR’s newly released ‘Biofinder’ tool to identify areas of 
particular natural resource importance; the Vermont Renewable Energy Atlas; energy scenario planning models under 
development by the University of Vermont’s Gund Institute, Energy Action Network (EAN), and others; VELCO 
transmission maps; VSPC’s identified constrained areas on the electric grid; cumulative impact models built by the 
Wilderness Society (among others); and an new ‘Energy Zones Mapping Tool’ developed by the Eastern Interconnection 
States Planning Council. In addition, there are a number of important federal resources, including those of the National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory, the Department of Energy, and the US Environmental Protection Agency.  
This state-level planning will provide the fundamental inputs, guidance and tools for effective planning at the regional 
level. As indicated in Recommendation #2, the iterative work between the PSD and the RPCs will be critical to this 
process, and will require that energy aspects of regional plans be developed in a coordinated fashion to enable the PSD 
to assess whether the plans, taken together, are consistent with Vermont energy goals and statutes. Given the rapid 
pace of technological advancement and energy demand that could have siting implications, these plans will need to be 
updated on a regular basis. 
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EGSPC’s Recommendation 2: RPCs shall develop energy guidelines, policies, and land use suitability maps as part of 
their regional plans in order to identify high/low potential areas for electric generation siting consistent with 
legislated energy goals and the CEP. 
 

 By updating regional plans to include these guidelines, policies, and land-use suitability maps (to be defined in 
relevant statutes), RPCs shall have formal party status and their plans shall be given ‘substantial consideration’ 
under 30 V.S.A. § 248 in the siting process.  

 If determined by the PSD to be consistent with legislated energy goals and the CEP, the plans shall be 
‘dispositive’ under 30 V.S.A. § 248 in the siting process.  

 
 
The best places for energy development, and the resources to fund their development, are limited by a number of 
factors. To this end, identification of these places relative to the requirements of the type of energy generation 
technology in question - and the potential impacts of that technology - is essential for Vermont’s energy and land use 
policies to succeed.  
 
a) The first step is to ensure that the statutes governing RPCs and their plans define the necessary elements to 
incorporate in a regional plan in order for it to be consistent with legislated energy goals and the CEP. This may 
require amending statutes, including 24 V.S.A. §§ 4302, 4348(a), 4350, and 4382. Such amendments would provide: i) a 
clear definition of the energy-related content of those plans, including the aspects necessary for the PSD to make a 
consistency determination; ii) guidance on energy siting and planning; and iii) timelines for when the energy aspects of 
regional plans need to be submitted to the PSD, consistent with statutory requirements for updating the CEP.  
 
Using many of the tools described in Recommendation #1, the PSD/ANR will provide the necessary guidance, tools, 
training, and resources to RPCs which, in their processes, work in collaboration with municipalities to develop the 
energy aspects of their regional plans that reflect their geographic characteristics as well as their energy generation, 
conservation and efficiency priorities.  
 
Examples of high potential areas could be: places where efficiency gains might be possible (e.g., capacity upgrades at 
existing hydroelectric sites, or maximizing the thermal potential of McNeil Generating Station or other biomass CHP 
plants); ‘low-hanging fruit’ (e.g., brownfields, public buildings, new construction, rooftops, land under existing 
transmission lines, etc.); and specific zones. Examples of low potential areas might be those with a particularly high 
natural resource value, such as rare and irreplaceable natural areas, large habitat blocks, or areas that provide an 
important habitat connectivity function. Generation facilities proposed for sites within designated ‘high potential’ areas 
will still need to comply with all environmental regulations and meet the natural resource standards set forth in 30 
V.S.A.§ 248(b)(5). These high potential/low potential areas may differ significantly by technology.  
It is the intent of the Commission to provide regions with the opportunity to proactively indicate how they prefer to 
contribute to meeting state goals. However, for a region to simply opt-out or construct a blanket prohibition against 
any particular technology does not constitute adequate planning or meet the intent of this recommendation.  
 

 By completing and adopting the energy update of a regional plan pursuant to the revised statutes, the RPCs 
shall have formal party status upon notice to the PSB, and their plans shall be given ‘substantial 
consideration‘15 (i.e. greater weight than currently applies under 30 V.S.A. § 248).  

b) Once updated, the elements of each regional plan affecting energy will need to be reviewed by the PSD, 
concurrently with other updated regional plans to determine both individual plan consistency and - in the aggregate – 
overall statewide consistency with the legislated energy goals and the CEP16. The intent is to encourage regions to be 
consistent with the state energy goals, but to also provide sufficient flexibility for the regions to be both creative and 
selective about doing their part to meet the goals.  

 If the PSD determines overall statewide consistency of RPC plans with legislated energy goals and the CEP, and 
if it then determines that the elements of a given regional plan affecting energy are also consistent, then the 
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regional plan shall be ‘dispositive’ in the siting process, meaning that any project appearing before the PSB 
must be in conformance with the regional plan.  

 If the elements of the regional plan affecting energy are not deemed consistent, then the PSD should provide 
guidance for ways to adjust the plan to bring it into consistency.  

 If a region does not adjust its plan in a manner that the PSD determines is consistent with legislated energy 
goals and the CEP, but its regional plan contains the new energy sections required by statute, then the plan 
shall receive ‘substantial consideration’ in the siting process, but shall not be dispositive.  

 If any disagreement about consistency is not resolved between a RPC and the PSD during this planning phase, 
then the PSB will make a determination of consistency as needed to determine the weight to be given a 
regional plan in the context of a particular docket. The PSD and the RPC are parties to the process and will 
provide evidence as to whether a regional plan is consistent with legislated energy goals and the CEP.  
 
 

 
EGSPC’s Recommendation 3: As a top priority for legislative attention, the RPC planning costs must be adequately 
funded.  
 
 
The Commission believes that the foundation of improving the siting process is enhanced planning work at all levels, 
with particular emphasis on Vermont’s 11 regions. For this reason, it recommends as a top priority that the legislature 
approve adequate resources for this critical planning work (estimated initial cost of $40,000 per region, to be 
administered by the PSD). It will be equally important to fund the costs of periodic updates of the regional plans 
(schedule and amount to be established by the PSD).  
The Commission acknowledges that allowing regional plans to become dispositive in the siting process is a substantial 
increase in leverage accorded to regions, and can only be granted if the plans are developed with the necessary 
attention to a wide range of complex factors affecting energy in Vermont. However, it also believes that with sufficient 
resources and training, this planning work will not only engage Vermonters at all levels in understanding the benefits 
and costs of our energy choices, but also will provide them the opportunity to proactively participate in determining 
how their regions will help meet state goals. Without adequate funding for this planning process, the recommendations 
outlined above are meaningless.  
 
EGSPC’s Recommendation 4: Once regional plans have been updated as per Recommendation #2, municipal plans in 
that region shall be reviewed by the RPC for compatibility with the regional plan (in accordance with 24 V.S.A. § 
4350). If approved as compatible, then they shall be given ‘substantial consideration’ by the PSB in the siting process.  
 
 
It is the intent of the Commission to provide municipalities with the opportunity to proactively indicate how they prefer 
to contribute to meeting regional goals. However, for a municipality to simply opt-out or construct a blanket prohibition 
against any particular technology does not constitute adequate planning or meet the intent of this recommendation.   
Under 24 V.S.A. § 4350, “the RPC shall approve a municipal plan if it finds that the plan: (A) is consistent with the goals 
established in § 4302 of this title; (B) is compatible with its regional plan; (C) is compatible with approved plans of other 
municipalities in the region; and (D) contains all the elements included in subdivisions 4382(a)(1)-(10) of this title.” If 
municipal plans are approved by the RPCs under the updated regional plans, the Commission recommends that they be 
given ‘substantial consideration’ by the PSB in the Section 248 siting process.  
 
In order to assist towns with the development of compatible municipal plans and related siting policies, guidelines for 
what constitutes a compatible municipal siting policy should be developed by the RPCs in collaboration with the PSD and 
ACCD. Technical assistance in developing and revising such policies and plans should be made available to municipalities. 
If a municipality chooses not to participate, or if its plan is not approved by the RPC, the plan will retain ‘due 
consideration’ currently accorded to municipal planning recommendations under 30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(1).  
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The Commission recommends that the language in 30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(1) be amended to clarify that ‘due consideration’ 
or ‘substantial consideration’ will be given to municipal or regional ‘plans’ rather than just to the recommendations of 
commissions or a portion of those plans. Currently the statute requires that the PSB find 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, the recommendations of the municipal 
legislative bodies, and the land conservation measures contained in the plan of any affected municipality.”  
 
The Commission also recommends that 30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(7) be amended to have an electric generation facility be in 
compliance with the CEP rather than the ‘electric energy plan’ in order to address the interrelated issues across the 
energy subsectors. Currently the statute states that, before the PSB issues a CPG, it shall find that “the purchase, 
investment or construction…is in compliance with the electric energy plan approved by the department under section 
202 of this title, or that there exists good cause to permit the proposed action.” 
 
EGSPC’s Recommendation 10: Provide RPC funding support, if requested, on a cost-share basis in the application 
period, defined as the point at which they receive official notice of the project.  
 
These funds would cover expenses for those RPCs that have completed the planning process (in Recommendation #2) 
and would be applied to expenses associated with experts, staff time, attorneys and other related ‘party’ costs. These 
costs should be funded under the following limits.  

 In order for a RPC to be eligible to receive funding, the PSD must first determine that the energy implications of 
the regional plan are consistent with the legislated energy goals and the CEP. Under this scenario, the PSD does 
not have any direct control over the region’s plan, but there is an incentive for the RPCs to make the regional 
plan consistent with the CEP and legislated energy targets.  

 Once a RPC has been cleared to receive funding, the funding would be limited to arguments of whether or not 
the project is in conformance with the regional plans. In addition to that limitation, the expense would have to 
be reasonable and the funding would be provided on a cost-share basis. This share will be determined by the 
PSB (e.g. 70% state, 30% RPC).  

 
If a municipality raises an issue, and the statutory parties (ANR, PSD, etc.) cannot resolve the issue, then the PSB has the 
authority to hire an expert to address the concern. 
 
 
EGSPC’s Recommendation 22: When determining a project’s impact, the PSB should give ‘substantial consideration’ 
(i.e. greater weight) to Act 250 criteria as part of the siting process review.  
When determining a project's impact, the PSB should give 'substantial consideration' (i.e. greater weight) to Act 250 
criteria as part of the siting process review.  
 
These criteria include 10 V.S.A. § 6086(a)(1) through (8) and (9)K. This recommendation is made with the explicit 
understanding that, consistent with current practice and case precedent, the PSB will, and should, continue to include in 
its 30 V.S.A. § 248 (b)(5) review, examination of impacts beyond the more narrow 10 V.S.A. § 6086(a)(1) through (8) and 
(9)K criteria in order to make a broad finding on a project's effect on esthetics, historic sites, air and water purity, the 
natural environment, the use of natural resources, and public health criteria. The Commission also recommends that the 
Natural Resources Board consider reviewing and modernizing all of these same Act 250 criteria (10 V.S.A. § 6086(a)) to 
reflect new scientific understanding of impacts related to electric generation and global climate change. 
 
EGSPC’s Recommendation 28: The PSD shall make a recommendation to the Legislature regarding funding options to 
cover the costs of an improved siting process.  
 
 
The PSD, in cooperation with other relevant agencies, shall consider options for funding mechanisms to cover the 
costs of an improved siting process for the purposes of making recommendations to the Legislature. This would help 
address issues of increased demand for services from relevant agencies (ANR, PSD, PSB, and possibly VAAFM and DOH) 
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related to an increasing number of electricity generation dockets, as well as costs related to improved efficiency 
measures, and increased public participation. The recommendations included in this report have attempted to keep 
additional costs to a minimum. However, there are certain critical components that the Commission feels must be 
funded if the entire package of recommendations is to succeed (see Exhibit 20 for details). It is important to note that 
some of these costs are one-time initial costs, whereas others will be marginal increases in recurrent costs. 
Consequently, it will be important to consider funding mechanisms that allow for both.  
 
Potential funding mechanisms to consider are that used in a number of other New England states, including: i) filing 
fees assessed to applicants (on a per MW basis); ii) annual fees assessed to all generators (note: merchant generators 
are not obligated to pay the gross receipts tax imposed on utilities for the sale of electricity, whereas they impose a 
burden on the siting process that is not adequately recovered by the present fee structure. In this context, it is 
important that project related costs not be borne by taxpayers.); and iii) bill-back authority, which is currently available 
in statute (30 VSA, §§ 20, 21), but is not used as fully as it could be. Once the mechanisms are established, it would be 
important to consider an overall cap, as is done in all other NE states, to ensure fairness and predictability for applicants.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Commission is aware that State budgetary resources are constrained in the current economic environment and 
has made an effort to keep additional costs of the recommendations to a minimum. It has also identified potential 
sources of funding, where possible, to address both initial ‘investment’ costs, as well as any recurrent costs generated by 
the approach. It is the Commission’s belief that there are certain key recommendations that are central to the overall 
success of the proposed approach to revising the siting process. If these recommendations – such as financing the RPC’s 
planning efforts, hiring a Case Manager and improving the PSB website – are not adequately funded, then in could 
critically undermine the overall goals. 
 
Exhibit 20 summarize the three types of costs anticipated by the Commission related to the recommendations 
contained in this report: i) Initial costs: those that require a one time, up-front investment, such as the initial planning 
costs for RPCs or the website design and installation; ii) recurrent costs: those that will have an annual or otherwise 
regular recurrence, such as a Case Manager or regular updates of the Regional Plans; and iii) costs that occur on an ‘as 
needed’ basis: these include costs related to specific studies requested during the contested process, periodic website 
improvements, or funding for RPCs (on a cost-share basis) to support their work as a statutory party. Exhibit 20 outlines 
a few of the potential types of fees that could be considered to help meet the anticipated costs resulting from improving 
the siting process. 
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Date: August 27, 2013 

To: Commissioners 

From: Charlie Baker, Executive Director 

 Dan Albrecht, Senior Planner 

Re: Summary of 7/31 LCRCC sponsored meeting, re: Lake Shoreland Protection  

Attendees: 
Adam Lougee, ACRPC Matt McMahon, LCRCC Moe Germain, GBIC John Wilson, Colchester 
Trey Martin, ANR Susan Warren, ANR Senator Diane Snelling Wendy Schroeder, Charlotte 
Jason  ??? Michael Metz Denise ??? Staige Davis, Burlington 
George Howe, Charlotte Paul Simon, Colchester Pam Loranger, Colchester Tom Battey, Colchester 
Charlie Baker, CCRPC Dan Albrecht, CCRPC Regina Mahony, CCRPC Marty Illick, CCRPC 
Louis Mossey, CCRPC Don Meals, CCRPC John Zicconi, CCRPC Marc Landry, CCRPC 
 
Susan Warren, Lakes and Ponds Section Chief in the VT DEC Watershed Management Division outlined 
status of the legislative process, the scientific basis for good shoreland management, the legal basis for 
shoreland regulation and the relationship of shoreland management to other lake uses. Her key take home 
points included: 
---habitat diversity and productive in the nearshore area of lakes is much better in areas with more natural 
habitat than areas with lawns and few trees; 
---action on this is needed to address four related concerns: water quality, habitat quality, bank stability/erosion 
and economic benefits. 
 
 
Key issues and questions raised by those in attendance included: 
---how big a contributor is runoff from lakeshore properties as a percentage of the overall pollution? 
---It would be good to get a copy of a recent report paid for by LC Basin Program addresses the health of 
nearshore habitat near developed vs. undeveloped shorelines. 
---how would a regulatory program be implemented? Ms. Warren noted that simple, non-controversial 
homeowner activities could fall under a general permit while higher risk activities would require a site specific 
permit. 
---It would be good if regulators consider how a calendar deadline (beyond which lakeshore activities would be 
regulated) may lead to a spurt of redevelopment actions prior to the deadlines and if so, how the negative 
effects of that could be mitigated. 
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CCRPC - ad hoc Designation Program Committee    Agenda Item 8 c. 
Draft Meeting Notes from July 16, 2013 
 
Members present:  Justin Dextradeur (Chair), Sandy Dooley, Suzanne Blanchard, Michael 
O’Brien, Joe Colangelo, Brian Palaia 
 
Staff present: Charlie Baker and Regina Mahony 
 
The Committee reviewed a draft list of Designation Program Incentives received from ACCD.  
The Committee had a variety of general comments (listed here), and specific 
suggestions/edits/questions for each item on the list (found in tracked text below). 
 
General Comments: 
Standardize – the Committee found the list as written confusing because it is unclear what is 
intended as a state incentive once the designation is awarded, and what the local municipality 
is responsible for doing in order to apply for the designation and maintain status of the 
designation.  Therefore the Committee has suggested that this is clarified. 
Simplify – the Committee suggests that the State consider simplifying the variety of designation 
programs that can be applied for by creating one designation with steps or tiers that could 
account for the minor differences between the current programs.  This type of re-organization 
of the system would likely alleviate the confusion around these designations. 
Treat all the same – the Committee questioned whether the benefits should be at all different 
between the designations.  In other words, why should a Growth Center designation receive 
greater benefits than a Village center designation? 
 
Designation Program Incentives – list originally provided from ACCD 
7/16/13 
 
Capital for all types of infrastructure 
 

• Restore funding (increase $400K) for the Downtown Transportation Fund to support 
transportation-related capital improvements Increase transportation funding. All 
designations eligible. 

• Advance the fair share revenue concept.  Target portion of fair share to designations. 

• Infrastructure Construction Funds – Limit eligibility or give priority to qualifying areas for 
water, wastewater, sidewalks, and other infrastructure to support efficient land 
use/compact development revolving loan fund priority?  Is this happening anyway? 

• Dedicated funding for the existing sales tax reallocation program for municipalities  – 
currently the sales tax reallocation draws from the same pool as tax credits, which is 
oversubscribed  Is this related to construction materials??? 



 

• Simplify local options taxes process to support infrastructure.  Allow all munis to be 
eligible.  In designations increase the percent for munis beyond 70%? (reduce the 30% 
and processing fee).  

• State zero % 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.  

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

• Reduce interest rate for projects in designations from the bond bank.   

• Expand the capacity of the bond bank to issue revenue bonds (not just general 
obligation) revenue bond district. 

Funding to increase capacity to plan and coordinate (state, regional and local) 
 

• Restore MPG funding (increase $500K) to support capital planning and training, assess 
infrastructure needs in designated areas, and help municipalities to create 
“development-ready” master plans in areas that are working towards designation, 
maybe this is a higher priority than designations?. 

• Provide assistance, training and models from state and RPCs to enhance local capacity  

• Incentives to adopt bylaws / form based codes to improve local land use laws and the 
review process – zoning should be in place prior to designation 

• Target Infrastructure Planning Funds – limit eligibility or give priority to qualifying areas 
for or water, wastewater, sidewalks, and other infrastructure to support efficient land 
use/compact development mirror MPG 

• Target, promote and install water/wastewater systems in villages  move to infra 

A permitting/incentive structure that makes development inside centers more attractive than 
development outside of centers 
 

• Increase funding for the existing downtown and village center tax credits for qualified 
projects in the designated downtowns and villages (current cap $1.7M) ok. move to 
capital/financial (access spills over)  standardize across all designations. 

• Issue rules to reallocate sales taxes paid on construction materials used on qualified 
redevelopment projects in designated downtown ask Mike?  All projects? All 
designations? 



 

• Act 250 exemptions for downtowns/Neighborhood Development (all) Areas  with 
increased jurisdiction outside these areas  need to see municipal zoning for rural area, 
could this be customized for each town that wants this, rural fees, no limit on #’s or 
population size – tie to density 

• Target brownfield  funds to downtowns and villages all designations 

Financial incentives: 
• Payroll tax credit for the location a new or existing business to a designated areas 

• Business tax credit for location a new or existing business to a designated areas 

• Pool local bank capital to fund redevelopment  ??? 

• Increase net-metering benefits to downtown businesses for new development 

Incentives for housing in and around centers 
 

• Funding for towns that permit new housing developments within neighborhood 
development areas.   Funding to support local priorities like parks, sidewalks, 
infrastructure – infrastructure section - duplicate 

• Incentives to create new housing  – rebate state permit fees for designations and  
increase the reduction for affordable units 

• Tax abatement for increased property valuation (renovation of existing buildings or new 
construction) within designated areas for education tax? 

• Reduce property taxes on multi-unit rental housing already exists  

• Target thermal upgrades to buildings within in designated areas efficiency vt program?  

• Tax incentives to improve quality of rental housing in designated  areas affordable 
housing tax credits get used for this?? 

• Eliminate Act 250 jurisdiction for housing projects in existing historic buildings within 
designated areas – too limiting only if can’t get bigger exemptions 

Incentives for industrial parks around centers 
 

• Create a VEDA-managed revolving loan fund to develop shovel-ready sites, incubators, 
look at CT industrial park program 



 

• Make these types of developments eligible to be included in designations as long as in 
or adjacent to designations, stand alone?     

Possible Revenue 
• Proceeds from state internet taxes (requires federal legislation) – do we need to include 

in this? 

• State  fee for new homes exceeding $500,000 or 2nd homes built outside designated of 
centers all houses maybe size based  

• State affordable housing tax credits 

 



REGIONAL PLAN ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
IntroductIon

Intro-1

How were the regional plans assessed?
This Regional Plan Assessment used 28 criteria including the 10 plan elements required by 24 VSA 
§ 4348a(a) and the 13 statewide planning goals established in 24 VSA § 4302(c). The remaining 
five criteria were the planning process described in 24 VSA § 4345a(5), the requirement to 
define substantial regional impact found in 24 VSA § 4345a(17), the use of the plan in Act 
250 proceedings, the use of the plan in Section 248 proceedings, and the plan’s overall user-
friendliness.

The plans were given a letter grade (A+ to F) for each criteria equivalent to points on a 0-10 scale. 
The points were totaled for all 28 criteria to assess the overall grade for each plan. Generally, the 
grading system indicates:

A The plan fully addresses the criteria. All of the required 
components of a plan element are complete, the rationale is 
well-considered and built on a solid planning foundation, and 
the desired outcomes are well-articulated. The plan includes 
policies, strategies, recommendations or projects that are 
specific, directive and would make substantial progress 
towards furthering statewide planning goals if implemented.

B The plan mostly addresses the criteria. Most of the 
required components of an element are complete and 
there is evidence of a solid planning foundation for the 
associated policies. The plan includes policies, strategies, 
recommendations or projects that align with statewide 
planning goals, but as stated they may not be adequately 
specific or directive to ensure their implementation.

C The plan partially addresses the criteria. Some of the required components of an element 
are incomplete or the evidence of a solid planning foundation for associated policies may 
be lacking. The plan may include policies or recommendations that align with statewide 
planning goals, but they are expressed in broad, general terms that do not provide specific 
guidance for implementation measures that would achieve the desired outcome.

D The plan only superficially addresses the criteria. Most of the required components of an 
element are incomplete and there is no evidence of a solid planning foundation for associated 
policies. The plan may re-state a statewide planning goal, but it does not offer any more 
specific policy guidance on how that goal should be implemented in the region. 

F  The plan does not address the criteria. The required element is essentially incomplete or 
missing, and there is no evidence of a solid planning foundation for associated policies. The 
statewide planning goal is not referenced or supported with policies or recommendations.

For the 10 required plan elements, the assessment considered:

(1) Statement of Basic Policies. Does the plan express a clearly articulated vision and guiding 
principles for growth and development in the region? Is the language used directive (‘must’ or 
‘shall’) or suggested (‘may’ or ‘encourage’)?

(2) Land Use Element. Does the plan contain a land use element and a future land use map? Is 
there a written description of the desired future land use pattern for the region, including the 
appropriate location, intensity and character of development? How was the map created and 
what does it represent? Does the written statement and map recognize the hierarchy of the 

GRADE POINTS
PER CRITERIA ENTIRE PLAN

A+ 10 266-280

A 9 238-265

A- 8 210-237

B+ 7 182-209

B 6 154-181

B- 5 126-153

C+ 4 98-125

C 3 70-97

C- 2 42-69

D 1 15-41

F 0 0-14
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REGIONAL PLAN ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
IntroductIon

Intro-2

regional settlement pattern (ex. downtowns, village centers, suburban neighborhoods, hamlets, 
rural and working lands, and remote or undeveloped lands)? Does the written statement and 
map reinforce Vermont’s traditional settlement pattern of compact centers separated by rural 
countryside? Can municipalities use the plan to inform local land use plans and regulations?

(3) Energy Element. Does the plan include an inventory and assessment of the energy being 
produced and consumed in the region? Does the plan consider how the region’s planned 
growth and development will affect energy demand? Does the plan include policies on energy 
conservation that are specific enough to direct action to reduce energy consumption? Does the 
plan make clear connections between land use patterns and energy consumption? Does the plan 
offer guidance on the appropriate siting or scale of renewable energy projects in the region? Can 
municipalities use the plan to inform local energy planning and programs?

(4) Transportation Element. Does the plan include an inventory and assessment of the region’s 
transportation infrastructure, facilities and services? Does the plan include a transportation 
map showing existing and any planned transportation features? Does the plan include a 
prioritized list of transportation improvements that will be needed to accommodate planned 
growth with estimates of timing and cost, and identification of potential funding opportunities? 
Can municipalities use the plan to inform local planning for transportation improvements?

(5) Utility and Facility Element. Does the plan include an inventory and assessment of the region’s 
utilities, facilities and services? Does the plan include a map showing existing and any planned 
infrastructure and facilities? Does the plan include a prioritized list of improvements that will 
be needed to accommodate planned growth with estimates of timing and cost, and identification 
of potential funding opportunities? Can municipalities use the plan to inform local planning for 
infrastructure and facility improvements?

(6) Statement of Preservation Policies. Does the plan express clearly articulated guiding principles 
related to the preservation of significant natural, scenic and historic resources? Is the language 
used directive (‘must’ or ‘shall’) or suggested (‘may’ or ‘encourage’)?

(7) Implementation Program. Does the plan identify specific actions or projects that would 
implement its policies, including priorities, timing, cost estimates, funding opportunities, lead 
agency or organization, and potential partners?

(8) Compatibility Statement. Does the plan include an assessment of the impacts that growth and 
development in adjacent regions may have on the region? Does it include an assessment of 
how its plan for growth and development may affect adjoining regions? Does it identify shared 
resources that require coordinated planning?

(9) Housing Element. Does the plan include an assessment of the region’s housing needs? Is the 
assessment based on the best available data, and forecasts of demographic and economic 
trends? Can municipalities use the plan to inform local planning around housing issues?

(10) Economic Development Element. Does the plan include an assessment of the region’s economy? 
Is the assessment based on the best available trend data and forecasts? Is there a description of 
desired future economic development in the region, including the appropriate location, type and 
scale of development? Does the plan recommend specific projects or programs to implement 
its economic development policies? Can municipalities use the plan to inform local planning for 
economic development?

For each of the 13 statewide planning goals, the assessment looked for specific policies or 
recommended projects that, if implemented, would result in substantial progress towards 
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REGIONAL PLAN ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
IntroductIon

Intro-3

attaining the goal. General, broad statements of support or encouragement - examples would be 
“promote pedestrian-friendly village areas” or “maintain water quality” - were not considered 
adequate to result in substantial progress. Provisions like “construct or upgrade sidewalks when 
roads are built or repaired in villages” or “restore or maintain naturally-vegetated buffers of at 
least 50 feet along all surface waters” were considered adequate to result in substantial progress.

With regard to the planning process, the assessment considered whether there had been an 
opportunity for meaningful and broad-based public involvement in developing the plan, as well as 
what background studies or data serve as a foundation for the plan.

The assessment examined how each plan defined ‘significant regional impact’ and how that 
definition influences the regional commission’s participation in state regulatory proceedings.

To assess the plan’s effectiveness in Act 250 and Section 248 proceedings, the language used to 
express policies was considered (use of directive or obligatory terms rather than discretionary or 
permissive terms). When available, records of the plan’s role in recent proceedings was reviewed.

The final criteria is not a statutory requirement, but relates to the overall readability and user-
friendliness of the plan. Is it effectively communicating its message? Is it well-organized and 
structured? Does it use plain language or is it full of poorly explained planning jargon? Who is the 
target audience for the plan? 
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REGIONAL PLAN ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
Chitttenden County Regional Planning Commission

CCRPC-1

§4348a(a)(1) A statement of basic policies of the region to guide the future growth and development of land and of public services and facilities, 
and to protect the environment.

Does the plan include a set of guiding principles that could be effectively used to manage 
future growth and development in the region?

The combination of the vision, principles, broad goals, topic goals and the strategies form a 
framework for managing future growth and development in the region. As the plan is organized, 
this framework is not immediately evident to the reader, however. 

The plan opens with a lengthy description of the ECOS planning process that is followed by the 
vision, principles and broad goals. If this order was reversed, particularly with the vision and 
broad goals moved to opening pages of the plan, the guiding principles would be more effectively 
communicated. 

The 17 topic goals are presented individually throughout Chapter 2. If they were also presented 
together, perhaps within the introduction alongside the broad goals, a reader could - from a 
single page - get a much better sense of the plan’s overall framework for managing future growth 
and development. In general, the introduction does not clearly explain the elements of the plan 
and the relationships between them.

Score: B (6 out of 10 points)

§4348a(a)(2) A land use element, which shall consist of a map and statement of present and prospective land uses.

(A) Indicating those areas proposed for forests, recreation, agriculture, residence, commerce, industry, public, and semi-public uses, open spaces, 
and areas which require special consideration for aquifer protection, wetland protection, or for other conservation purposes.

(B) Indicating locations proposed for developments with a potential for regional impact.

(C) Setting forth the present and prospective location, amount, intensity and character of such land uses and the appropriate timing or sequence 
of land development activities in relation to the provision of necessary community facilities and services.

(D) Indicating those areas that have the potential to sustain agriculture and recommendations for maintaining them.

Does the plan establish desired land use patterns and the appropriate location, intensity 
and character of future development in the region, as shown on a land use map and 
described in a written statement?

The plan describes desired future land use and development within the region, primarily as 
established through currently adopted municipal zoning. The land use map is a composite of 
municipal zoning districts grouped into six general planning areas (Center, Metro, Suburban, 
Enterprise, Village, and Rural). As such, these areas do not accurately reflect the regional 
hierarchy of settlement patterns - Williston has a Metro area roughly equal to that of Burlington, 
and Milton has a Metro area larger than Winooski or South Burlington.

The future land use map and the written description of the planning areas shown on that 
map are located within different parts of the plan, which could be confusing to the reader. The 
future land use map is presented in association with Strategy 3.2.2, which calls for 80% of new 
development to occur in the areas planned for growth (includes all planning areas except for the 
Rural Planning Area or 15% of the region’s land area). 

The written explanation of the planning areas within Chapter 4 is primarily descriptive and 
general. It does not include specific standards that could be applied in regulatory proceedings.
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REGIONAL PLAN ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
Chitttenden County Regional Planning Commission

CCRPC-2

Does the plan identify any proposed development that has potential for regional impact?

The plan does not identify any specific proposed development that has potential for regional 
impact. However, the plan does state that development outside the planning areas designated as 
appropriate areas for growth are more likely to have a significant impact on the region.

Does the plan include recommendations for maintaining farmland?

The protection of working lands is one of the core guiding principles of the plan and there are 
some general recommendations for maintaining farmland included in the plan.

Score: B- (5 out of 10 points)

§4348a(a)(3) An energy element, which may include an analysis of energy resources, needs, scarcities, costs, and problems within the region, a 
statement of policy on the conservation of energy and the development of renewable energy resources, and a statement of policy on patterns and 
densities of land use and control devices likely to result in conservation of energy.

Does the plan identify and assess the region’s energy resources and needs?

The 2012 ECOS Energy Consumption and Production Analysis Report, which is referenced in 
the regional plan, is a thorough assessment of the region’s current energy consumption, recent 
trends in consumption and efficiency/conservation, and existing energy supplies and generation. 
The study does not project future needs.

Does the plan establish policies related to energy conservation, including guidance on 
approaches to land use and development that could conserve energy?

The plan includes a number of policies that relate to energy conservation, but most are general 
statements of support and encouragement rather than statements that are specific or actionable. 
The plan’s approach to future land use - focusing new development within the 15% of the 
region’s land area planned for growth - furthers energy conservation goals, particularly by 
supporting transit service.

Does the plan establish policies related to renewable energy projects, including guidance 
on project siting or scale?

The plan is supportive of the state’s goal of 90% renewable energy by 2050 and includes a 
number of policies that encourage renewables. The plan notes that siting of energy projects 
and the lack of local control or influence is a matter of concern to municipalities in the region. 
It recognizes the conflicts that exist between natural/scenic preservation goals and renewable 
energy goals. The plan does not specifically offer any guidance on energy project siting or scale.

Score: B (6 out of 10 points)

§4348a(a)(4) A transportation element, which may consist of a statement of present and prospective transportation and circulation facilities. 

A map showing existing and proposed highways, including limited access highways, and streets by type and character of improvement, and where 
pertinent, anticipated points of congestion, parking facilities, transit routes, terminals, bicycle paths and trails, scenic roads, airports, railroads and 
port facilities, and other similar facilities or uses.

Recommendations to meet future needs for such facilities, with indications of priorities of need, costs, and method of financing.

Does the plan describe and assess the region’s transportation infrastructure and needs?

The plan includes a thorough assessment of the region’s transportation infrastructure and needs, 
which is presented through written description, maps, and supporting data.
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REGIONAL PLAN ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
Chitttenden County Regional Planning Commission

CCRPC-3

Does the plan recommend and prioritize needed transportation improvements?

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which is part of the overall ECOS plan, does identify 
specific transportation improvements, estimated costs and funding sources.

Score: A+ (10 out of 10 points)

§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)(6) A statement of policies on the preservation of rare and irreplaceable natural areas, scenic and historic features and resources.

Does the plan include a set of guiding principles that could be effectively used to preserve 
natural, scenic and historic resources?

While the plan clearly supports and encourages strategies to preserve natural, scenic and 
historic resources, there are relatively few specific or actionable statements. Additionally, the 
plan is essentially silent on the preservation of historic resources except as they contribute to 
scenic character. 

The Natural Resources Analysis referenced in the plan includes more specific recommendations. 
For example, it calls for municipalities to follow the recommendations and use the tools 
outlined in CCRPC’s Natural Areas Planning Guide and to implement the recommendations of 
the Vermont Wildlife Action Plan. Some of these more specific, actionable strategies could be 
incorporated into the main body of the regional plan to strengthen the preservation policies.

Score: B- (5 out of 10 points)
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CCRPC-4

§4348a(a)(7) A program for the implementation of the regional plan’s objectives, including a recommended investment strategy for regional 
facilities and services based on a capacity study of the elements in this section.

Does the plan describe how its recommendations will be implemented, including strategies 
for funding needed facilities and services?

This regional plan is designed to be a strategic plan and therefore, with the exception of the 
transportation element, it focuses on implementation efforts over a five-year period and 
on the ECOS projects currently in progress. While there are a few specific funding-related 
recommendations, generally the plan does not detail long-range projects or investments that 
will be needed to implement the plan’s strategies and actions. The Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan and the CEDs, which are part of the overall ECOS plan, do identify specific transportation 
improvements and community projects, and estimate costs and funding sources for many.

Score: B+ (7 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 (0 out of 10 points)

§4348a(a)(9) A housing element that identifies the need for housing for all economic groups in the region and communities. In establishing the 
identified need, due consideration shall be given to data gathered pursuant to subsection 4382(c) of this title. If no such data has been gathered, 
the regional planning commission shall gather it.

Does the plan identify the need for housing in the region and its municipalities?

The plan does clearly identify, and to a limited degree quantify, the need for housing in the 
region. As a strategic plan, it does this on a regional, rather than municipal level, and over a short 
rather than long period. 

When the plan quantifies the need for housing it generally identifies the amount needed by 
2015. Given that this plan is being adopted in 2013, the time horizon is not far enough out. 
Municipalities will be looking to the regional plan for guidance on projected growth and housing 
needs to help shape their plans, policies and implementing regulations and will likely want to 
look out to at least 2020, based on the current 5-year municipal planning cycle. It is evident from 
reading the plan that CCRPC has done longer-term projections and estimates of growth. The plan 
could be strengthened by including more specific and longer-term projections of housing needs 
within the main body of the document.
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CCRPC-5

Is the assessment of need based on an analysis of current population and housing 
characteristics, projected growth, and demographic trends?

The plan is built on a detailed analysis of current demographic, housing and economic data, 
which is referenced, but not included, in the plan.

Score: B- (5 out of 10 points)

§4348a(a)(10) An economic development element that describes present economic conditions and the location, type, and scale of desired 
economic development, and identifies policies, projects, and programs necessary to foster economic growth.

Does the plan describe and assess the region’s economy?

The plan, by incorporating three detailed analyses (Economic Base Analysis, Economic 
Competitive Assessment, and Target Sector Analysis), provides a thorough assessment of the 
region’s economy.

Does the plan recommend economic development strategies, including specific policies 
and actions needed to support a healthy economy in the region?

The plan includes strategies, policies and recommended actions intended to support a 
healthy economy in the region. The plan also serves as the region’s Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy (CEDS) and therefore includes a list of specific projects to further the 
region’s economic development goals.

Score: A+ (10 out of 10 points)

§4345a(5) Prepare a regional plan and amendments that are consistent with the goals established in section 4302 of this title, and compatible with 
approved municipal and adjoining regional plans. When preparing a regional plan, the regional planning commission shall:

(A) Develop and carry out a process that will encourage and enable widespread citizen involvement;

(B) Develop a regional data base that is compatible with, useful to, and shared with the GIS established under 3 V.S.A. § 20;

(C) Conduct capacity studies;

(D) Identify areas of regional significance. Such areas may be, but are not limited to, historic sites, earth resources, rare and irreplaceable natural 
areas, recreation areas and scenic areas;

(E) Use a land evaluation and site assessment system, that shall at a minimum use the criteria established by the secretary of agriculture, food 
and markets under 6 V.S.A. § 8, to identify viable agricultural lands;

(F) Consider the probable social and economic benefits and consequences of the proposed plan; and

(G) Prepare a report explaining how the regional plan is consistent with the goals established in section 4302 of this title.

Was there opportunity for meaningful and broad-based public involvement in developing 
the plan?

This plan was developed through a five-phase process that provided multiple opportunities for 
meaningful and broad-based public involvement. CCRPC reached out to local organizations and 
municipal partners, engaged the public through the arts and social media, and specifically sought 
input from marginalized communities.

What supporting studies or other data form a basis for the plan? 

The plan was built upon previous planning efforts and a number of technical studies undertaken 
as part of the ECOS planning process. These are referenced throughout the plan.
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Does the plan identify areas of regional significance?

The plan does not identify areas of regional significance.

Does the plan identify viable agricultural lands?

The plan does not identify viable agricultural lands although primary agricultural soils are 
shown on the Natural Systems Areas Map.

Score: A- (8 out of 10 points)

§4345a(17) As part of its regional plan, define a substantial regional impact, as the term may be used with respect to its region. This definition shall 
be given due consideration, where relevant, in state regulatory proceedings.

How does the plan define ‘substantial regional impact’ and how does that definition 
influence the RPC’s involvement in regulatory proceedings?

The plan clearly defines a project as having ‘substantial regional impact’ if it is not consistent 
with the future land use plan, but notes that the policies of the regional plan will only be given 
effect over the policies of the municipal plan if there is a conflict whereby one plan would allow 
the project and the other would not. The RPC has a policy to guide its review of applications and 
participation in state regulatory proceedings.

Score: A (9 out of 10 points)

§4302(c)(1) To plan development so as to maintain the historic settlement pattern of compact village and urban centers separated by rural 
countryside.

(A) Intensive residential development should be encouraged primarily in areas related to community centers, and strip development along 
highways should be discouraged.

(B) Economic growth should be encouraged in locally designated growth areas, or employed to revitalize existing village and urban centers, or 
both.

(C) Public investments, including the construction or expansion of infrastructure, should reinforce the general character and planned growth 
patterns of the area.

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

The principal land use policy expressed in the plan is to focus new development within the 
areas planned for growth. The plan also speaks to investing in infrastructure, transportation and 
other public improvements within areas designated for growth and protecting rural, working 
and natural lands from development. However, the strategies and related actions are mostly 
statements of support or encouragement and not specific or actionable. 

Many of projects funded through the ECOS grant and listed under the strategies in Chapter 
3 of the plan are furthering this goal. The project lists included in the MTP and CEDS also 
contain many specific recommended projects that would result in substantial progress towards 
attainment of this goal, but that connection is not directly stated in the plan.

Score: B+ (7 out of 10 points)
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§4302(c)(2) To provide a strong and diverse economy that provides satisfying and rewarding job opportunities and that maintains high 
environmental standards, and to expand economic opportunities in areas with high unemployment or low per capita incomes.

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

The ECOS Plan also serves as a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy. As such, it 
includes a number of specific policies and recommended projects that could further this goal.

Score: A+ (10 out of 10 points)

§4302(c)(3) To broaden access to educational and vocational training opportunities sufficient to ensure the full realization of the abilities of all 
Vermonters.

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

The plan includes specific polices and recommended projects that further this goal. The plan’s 
education policies were based on the Chittenden County Education Analysis completed as part of 
the ECOS planning process, which identified needs and offered general recommendations.

Score: A (9 out of 10 points)

§4302(c)(4) To provide for safe, convenient, economic and energy efficient transportation systems that respect the integrity of the natural 
environment, including public transit options and paths for pedestrians and bicyclers.

(A) Highways, air, rail and other means of transportation should be mutually supportive, balanced and integrated.

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

The ECOS Plan also serves as the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. As such, it includes a 
number of specific policies and recommended projects that could further this goal.

Score: A+ (10 out of 10 points)

§4302(c)(5) To identify, protect and preserve important natural and historic features of the Vermont landscape, including:

(A) significant natural and fragile areas;

(B) outstanding water resources, including lakes, rivers, aquifers, shorelands and wetlands;

(C) significant scenic roads, waterways and views;

(D) important historic structures, sites, or districts, archaeological sites and archaeologically sensitive areas.

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

While the plan clearly supports and encourages strategies to identify, protect and preserve 
natural and historic resources, there are relatively few specific or actionable statements. 
Additionally, the plan is essentially silent on the preservation of historic resources except as they 
contribute to scenic character.

Score: B- (5 out of 10 points)
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CCRPC-8

§4302(c)(6) To maintain and improve the quality of air, water, wildlife and land resources.

(A) Vermont’s air, water, wildlife, mineral and land resources should be planned for use and development according to the principles set forth in 
10 V.S.A. § 6086(a).

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

While the plan clearly supports and encourages strategies to maintain and improve the quality of 
air, water, wildlife and land resources, there are relatively few specific or actionable statements.

Score: B (6 out of 10 points)

§4302(c)(7) To encourage the efficient use of energy and the development of renewable energy resources.

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

The plan includes a number of policies that relate to energy conservation, but most are general 
statements of support and encouragement rather than statements that are specific or actionable. 
The plan’s approach to future land use - focusing new development within the 15% of the 
region’s land area planned for growth - furthers energy conservation goals, particularly by 
supporting transit service.

Score: B (6 out of 10 points)

§4302(c)(8) To maintain and enhance recreational opportunities for Vermont residents and visitors.

(A) Growth should not significantly diminish the value and availability of outdoor recreational activities.

(B) Public access to noncommercial outdoor recreational opportunities, such as lakes and hiking trails, should be identified, provided, and 
protected wherever appropriate.

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

The plan contains little specific policy language related to outdoor recreation. Recreation 
appears in the plan primarily as a sideline or supporting issue when another topic is being 
discussed. Many recreation-related projects appear in both the CEDS and MTP project lists 
indicating that it is a focus of community improvement efforts.

Score: B (6 out of 10 points) DRAFT
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§4302(c)(9) To encourage and strengthen agricultural and forest industries.

(A) Strategies to protect long-term viability of agricultural & forest lands should be encouraged & should include maintaining low overall density.

(B) The manufacture and marketing of value-added agricultural and forest products should be encouraged.

(C) The use of locally-grown food products should be encouraged.

(D) Sound forest and agricultural management practices should be encouraged.

(E) Public investment should be planned so as to minimize development pressure on agricultural and forest land.

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

The plan is clearly supportive of agriculture and forest, but most of the related policies are not 
specific or actionable. The plan’s approach to future land use - focusing new development within 
the 15% of the region’s land area planned for growth - furthers this goal. However, the plan 
focuses much more on policies that encourage development within the growth areas rather than 
to policies that discourage it in rural areas.

Score: B (6 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 this 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)(11) To ensure the availability of safe and affordable housing for all Vermonters.

(A) Housing should be encouraged to meet the needs of a diversity of social and income groups in each Vermont community, particularly for 
those citizens of low and moderate income.

(B) New and rehabilitated housing should be safe, sanitary, located conveniently to employment and commercial centers, and coordinated with 
the provision of necessary public facilities and utilities.

(C) Sites for multi-family and manufactured housing should be readily available in locations similar to those generally used for single-family 
conventional dwellings.

(D) Accessory apartments within or attached to single family residences which provide affordable housing in close proximity to cost-effective 
care and supervision for relatives or disabled or elderly persons should be allowed.

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

The plan clearly identifies affordable housing as a critical concern for the region. However, the 
housing-related policies are general statements of support and encouragement rather than 
statements that are specific or actionable.

The Chittenden County Regional Plan had previously included housing targets that 
municipalities had to plan for before their plans would be approved by CCRPC. That approach 
has been dropped and the ECOS Plan does not set forth another strategy to make substantial 
progress toward attainment of this goal.

Score: C (3 out of 10 points)
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§4302(c)(12) To plan for, finance and provide an efficient system of public facilities and services to meet future needs.

(A) Public facilities and services should include fire and police protection, emergency medical services, schools, water supply and sewage and 
solid waste disposal.

(B) The rate of growth should not exceed the ability of the community and the area to provide facilities and services.

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

The plan speaks about the provision of public facilities and services in general terms and 
contains very few specific or actionable statements on the topic. The CEDS project list contains a 
number of recommended public facilities and services projects.

Score: B- (5 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 this 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.

How effectively has this plan been used in Act 250 proceedings?

The ECOS Plan has not yet been used in an Act 250 proceeding.

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: C (3 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.

How effectively has this plan been used in Section 248 proceedings?

The ECOS Plan has not yet been used in a Section 248 proceeding.
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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)

User-Friendliness of the Plan

How is the plan organized and is it easy to navigate?

The plan is organized into four chapters: Introduction; Regional Analysis; and Plan Priorities; 
Implementation; and Using the ECOS Plan. Chapter 2 is further subdivided into four subsections 
containing 17 topics, each of which describes a goal and lists indicators intended to measure 
how well the region is doing relative to achieving that goal.

The organization of the plan is not well-described in Chapter 1 and the connections between the 
31 concerns, 17 topic goals and the 8 strategies is not readily apparent. If the concerns-strategies 
matrix on page 79 had been referenced or appeared in the introduction, it would have helped 
the reader make those connections. A similar chart could have been created for the goals and 
strategies. The organization of the plan generally follows the steps of the ECOS planning process, 
and as a result the contents of the plan are fragmented and it is challenging to navigate.

Who is the audience and what is the purpose(s) for which the plan was primarily written?

The plan does not appear to have been written for a general audience, but rather for the 
organizations involved in its development. The ECOS planning process emphasized bringing 
together many partners working in the region. This brought a greater focus on some topics - like 
education and health - that are often not well addressed in regional plans. The resulting plan is 
an over-arching strategic document for all the involved partner organizations that could be used 
to coordinate and prioritize their annual work plans. 

The plan is heavier on broad, shared concepts and goals than on specific, directive policies that 
could be used to guide future growth and development in the region. Given the strategic natural 
and short time horizon of the plan, it will probably not be that useful as a framework or guidance 
document for municipal planning in the region.

Score: B- (5 out of 10 points)

Overall Score:  B- (153 out of 280 points)DRAFT



 
REGULAR MEETING  

AGENDA 
 

Wednesday, September 18, 2013, 6:00 pm 
CCRPC Offices 

 

 

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

CONSENT AGENDA –       
 C.1    

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 July 17, 2013 Meeting* (Action; 5 min) 
5. ACCD Review of CCRPC ECOS Plan, Brandy Saxton, Place Sense  (Information; 45 min) 
6. Municipal Dues – FY15  (Action; 10 min) 
7. Executive and MPO Directors’ Updates  (Information; 10 min) 

a. CIRC Alternatives Process (MPO Business)  
b. Staffing 
c. Electric Vehicle Lease 
d. Act 250 Letters   

1) Miller Realty Group, Essex 
8. Committee Reports, as needed, otherwise see attached * (Information/Action; 30 min) 

a. Growth Center Committee 
b. Energy Committee 
c. Shoreland Buffer Committee 

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

 
 *Attachment 
 
 
The July 17th Chittenden County RPC meeting will air on Friday, July 26, 2013 at 8 p.m. and repeat on Saturday, 
July 27, 2013 at 1am and 7am and available on the web at:  http://www.cctv.org/watch-tv/programs/chittenden-
county-regional-planning-commission-33.  

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

• Climate Action Plan Committee -   Tuesday, July 16. 2013, 3:00-4:30 p.m. 
• Executive Committee Meeting, Wednesday, September 4, 2013; 5:45 p.m. 
• Executive  Committee, Wednesday, August 7th , 5:45 p.m. 
• Transportation Advisory Committee – Tuesday, September 3, 2013, 9:00 a.m.  
• Planning Advisory Committee (PAC), Wednesday, September 18, 2013; 2:30 -4:30 p.m. 
• CCRPC Board Meeting - Wednesday, September 18, 2013; 6:00 p.m. 
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