
CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIOJNAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
JOINT EXECUTIVE & FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 2 

MINUTES 3 
 4 

Date:  Wednesday, November 5, 2014 5 
Time:  5:45 p.m. 6 
Place:  CCRPC offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT   05404 7 
Present: Andrea Morgante, At-Large  John Zicconi, At-Large 8 
  Debra Kobus, Secretary-Treasurer Andy Montroll, Chair 9 
  Chris Roy, Vice-Chair   Jeff Carr, Finance Committee 10 
  Charlie Baker, Executive Director Michele Boomhower, Asst/MPO Director 11 
  Regina Mahony, Senior Planner  Bernadette Ferenc, Trans. Business Manager 12 
  Marc Landry, Colchester Rep.  Fred Duplessis, Sullivan Powers & Co. 13 
 14 
The meeting was called to order at 5:45 p.m. by the Chair, Andy Montroll. 15 
 16 
1.  Changes to the Agenda, Members’ Items:  There were none. 17 
 18 
2.  Approval of October 1, 2014 Executive Committee Minutes.  DEBRA KOBUS MADE A MOTION 19 
SECONDED BY ANDREA MORGANTE, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 1, 2014 AS WRITTEN.  20 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 21 
 22 
3.  FY 14 Draft Audit Presentation.  Fred Duplessis of Sullivan Powers & Co. noted that our FY14 audit is 23 
done and unless this group makes any changes it will be the final report.  The financial statements have 24 
been presented and there are no new principles, but next year we will have to show unfunded 25 
retirement for VMERS, as of June 2014.  Because we’re a small group and VMERS is well funded, it will 26 
not be significant.  It shouldn’t be a big expense, but was a change to acceptable accounting standards 27 
and there is a note about this on page 14.  Mr. Duplessis noted that the first part of the audit report is 28 
management’s discussion and analysis and pretty much sums it all up.  Financial statements begin on 29 
page 9.  The statement of Net Position shows us at $545,372.  The income statement shows we took in 30 
$4.85 million and spent $4.7 million. The net position increased by $149,586.    That will decrease in 31 
FY15 with the lower indirect rate.  Page 18 shows how the Commission wants the reserves to show.   32 
Schedule 1 shows we did about $128,000 better than budgeted.  Schedules 2 & 3 are calculations for 33 
indirect rate.  FY14 rate was 88%, but FY 15 is 71.24% based on the FY 13 audit.  We just got approval for 34 
the FY16 indirect rate last week.  Fred further described various schedules.  There were no findings and 35 
we are now a low risk auditee.  They have issued a management letter that is clean because any 36 
previous findings have been taken care of.  Jeff Carr asked if there will anything else besides VMERS on 37 
the horizon for next year.  Fred noted that there were changes in the federal circulars to make things 38 
easier to find, but nothing significant other than pension liabilities.  Fred will attend the November 19th 39 
meeting to present the audit to the full board.  Andy asked staff to step out of the room so the 40 
Executive/Finance Committee members could speak to Fred alone, as has been our practice over past 41 
several years.  Meeting resumed at 6:05 p.m. 42 
 43 
4.  Quarterly Journal Entries (July-September 2014).   Members reviewed the quarterly journal entries.  44 
Jeff questioned two entries for H.S.A.s that seemed in conflict.  Bernie explained that the larger entry 45 
shows prepaid H.S.A. payments that were made to employee accounts for the pay date closest to the 46 
first day of the new quarter and then entries made each month for the actual expenditure of that 47 
month.  Jeff still had questions because the numbers don’t add up.  We’ll ask Forest for a better 48 
explanation.   JEFF CARR MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE QUARTERLY JOURNAL ENTRIES.  CHRIS ROY 49 
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SECONDED AND THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  Jeff asked if we have a policy on when and how 1 
monies are transferred from the money market accounts.  Staff will get back to the Finance Committee 2 
on this. 3 
 4 
5.  FY15 First Quarter Financial Statements (July – September 2014).  Since Forest was unable to be here, 5 
Charlie reviewed the financial statements and answered members’ questions.  We are showing about 6 
negative $30,000 to this point in the year.  Most of this is due to a significantly lower indirect rate with 7 
vacations in August and under billing of our regional planning work contributing to the short fall.  We 8 
will continue to monitor this situation, but will not be surprised if we end up negative for the year given 9 
the low indirect rate. 10 
 11 
6.  Line of Credit Renewal.  Charlie noted that historically we have had a Line of Credit that has not been 12 
used in the last 4 years, but it is up for renewal in December.  Members agreed that it’s a good idea to 13 
have one in place and agreed it should be renewed. 14 
 15 
The Finance Committee portion of the meeting ended and Jeff Carr left at 6:30 p.m. 16 
 17 
7.  Act 250 & Sec. 248 Applications:  Regina noted that all four letters require action. 18 
a. Freeman Woods, Essex – Application #4C0608-30.  Regina noted that this a project located near The 19 

Essex for construction of a 71-unit assisted care facility, 56-unit memory care unit, 6,000sf office 20 
building and 17 townhouses.  Regina noted that our letter references Criterion 9(L) which is strip 21 
development restriction.  First we have to determine if a development is in a very narrowly defined 22 
definition of “existing settlement” served by infrastructure.  Many applications we see do not meet 23 
that definition, so then we go to the next level.  However, this development meets the definition of 24 
existing settlement in full.  Michele wondered if we want to comment on the new Criterion 9(L) 25 
because we don’t want our planning areas interpreted as strip development.  Regina said the 26 
District Commission wants to test procedures before going to rulemaking.  Regina then moved on to 27 
transportation and noted that there is a new Criterion 5(B) that deals with TDM (Transportation 28 
Demand Management) strategies as appropriate.  We are asking for an improvement to the 29 
pedestrian circulation to ensure safe and complete access.  We are also recommending that they 30 
coordinate with CATMA to coordinate possible TDM measures.   When John Zicconi questioned 31 
what CATMA was, Michele noted that it is the Campus Area Transportation Management Area, 32 
which will be changing to Chittenden Area TMA to go beyond the Hill institutions.  There will be a 33 
new membership structure as they change things.  This will become more relevant as applicants 34 
wants to use trip reduction strategies to reduce their transportation impact fees which are 35 
calculated on a per trip basis.  CATMA can help with surveys to ensure the trip reductions are being 36 
realized (using a consistent method as an independent third party), and offer support to employers 37 
to incentivize employees to use alternate modes for commuting.  We are actually meeting with 38 
CATMA in a couple of weeks, and can then take the recommendations to the District Commission.  39 
Discussion continued.  JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY ANDREA MORGANTE, TO 40 
APPROVE THIS LETTER TO THE D.E.C.  MOITON CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   41 

b. Holly Girl/Vermont Information Processing, Inc, Colchester; Application #4C0757*4B-1  This is a 42 
request to revise conditions #12 and 27 of their land use permit relating to peak hour vehicle trips 43 
and the previously imposed traffic mitigation fee.  They are suggesting a reduction in vehicle trips 44 
based on a variety of TDM measures.  We are suggesting they join CATMA and monitor to see if they 45 
trip reductions are realized.  If they can’t, they can work with CATMA and CCRPC to make additional 46 
changes; however, if they can’t meet the trip reductions within a year after occupancy, they would 47 
have to pay the fees associated with the peak hour trips that have not been reduced.  If we have 48 
CATMA monitoring the system it will be consistent.  In this development the original transportation 49 
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mitigation fee is $123,000.  Regarding Criterion 9(L), we’re finding they do not meet the exact 1 
definition of “existing settlement.”  While “strip development” does not seem to accurately describe 2 
this type of development, it does appear to fit the definition.  Because this is an established office 3 
park within the municipal water and sewer service area, is on the CCTA transit line, and this 4 
particular project is an expansion of an existing use in an already developed area we find that the 5 
proposed project is making efficient use of land, energy, roads, utilities and other infrastructure.  6 
We also find that this project will not contribute to strip development as it is already developed; and 7 
the project is infill as the construction is adding capacity to a use in an area that is already developed 8 
and therefore is not contributing to strip development.  It was agreed that the definition for 9 
“existing settlement” is too narrow.  CHRIS ROY MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY ANDREA 10 
MORGANTE, TO APPROVE THIS LETTER TO THE D.E.C.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 11 

c. All Metals Recycling, Inc., Williston; Application #300007-10C.  Chris Roy recused himself because he 12 
approved the salvage yard license at the Selectboard.   Regarding Criterion 9(L), Regina said we 13 
found they do not meet the exact definition of “existing settlement”, but it does fit the definition of 14 
“strip development”, and appears to meet the requirements of 9(L) as it is clearly infill.  The traffic 15 
anticipated from this project is about 13-14 trips per hour throughout the day from 7am to 4pm so 16 
they do not impact the pm peak hour.  However, there is a LOS issue during the am peak hour which 17 
this may impact.  To try to be as equitable as possible within this new system Staff decided to 18 
recommend an appropriate share traffic mitigation fee be applied as there are State capital 19 
improvement projects on both ends of Industrial Avenue.  JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, 20 
SECONDED BY DEBRA KOBUS, TO APPROVE THE LETTER TO D.E.C.  MOTION CARRIED 21 
UNANIMOUSLY, WITH CHRIS ROY ABSTAINING. 22 

d. Shelburne Green, LLC, Shelburne; Application #4C0822-5.  Regina noted we talked about this a 23 
number of times and previously submitted a letter.  We had suggested they put in bus access along 24 
Route 7.  Staff has since met with developer, the town and CCTA.  There are bus stops on Marsette 25 
Road and there seem to be reasonable pedestrian crossings, so we are recommending they use the 26 
existing bus stops for now.  If there is a need for more direct bus service in the future, there may be 27 
another solution.  This letter supports CCTA’s new position.  JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, 28 
SECONDED BY ANDREA MORGANTE, TO APPROVE THE LETTER TO THE D.E.C.  MOTION CARRIED 29 
UNANIMOUSLY. 30 
 31 

8.  Act 250 Policy Revisions re. Criteria 5(B) & 9(L).  Regina distributed a memo giving an overview of new 32 
Criteria 9(L) and 5(B).  Right now our policy says we will address conformance with our planning areas; 33 
and whether a project “fails to comply with one or more of the 10 Act 250 criteria with specific attention 34 
paid to the criteria dealing with transportation and/or traffic and the other criteria with CCRPC’s 35 
expertise based on approved technical reports and/or in-house technical expertise or expert opinion of 36 
individuals consulted by in-house staff.”    Staff asked whether the Executive Committee feels we should 37 
add these new criteria to our policy.  After a brief discussion, members felt that we should leave our 38 
policies vague so if we get more expertise, we can include other criteria.  Members decided to leave the 39 
policy alone at this time.  For now, we will give the District Commission our interpretation of existing 40 
settlement for urban areas in our comment letters.  Our staff will make an effort to attend the hearings 41 
for these projects.  Regina said the state has no set schedule for rulemaking, but we should find out 42 
whether they can let us know when to comment. 43 
 44 
9.  TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) Recommendations.  Andy Montroll said this was presented at the 45 
last board meeting and there was a glitch in that we had not reviewed this with the MS4 communities or 46 
the TAC or PAC before bringing it to the board.  Charlie acknowledged this failure in process and noted 47 
that the TAC and MS4 representatives have now had an opportunity to provide comments.  Charlie 48 
distributed a track-change version of the policy we received in our packet showing comments from the 49 
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TAC.  The only substantive change was on page 7 with concern about municipalities having to collect 1 
another state fee with multiple layers.  For example, churches and other non-profits don’t pay property 2 
taxes, but would have to pay mitigation fees.  So the TAC added language to cover that.  There were a 3 
lot of changes that were made when Charlie asked for comments at the end of October from VLCT & 4 
MS4 professionals.  When Andy asked if committee had seen this, Charlie said they saw last week’s 5 
version and Don Meals had a concern with 2.4, which Charlie described.  The whole premise of Sec. 6 
Mears’ proposal is to force permits on other than point source pollution.  There was some feedback 7 
from all committee members.  Item 2.3 was changed to add that there may be other relevant factors 8 
than cost.  Discussion continued.  Andrea asked about changes to 2.7 and 2.8 to allow a system that gets 9 
to the worst sources of pollution not small ones.  Andy questioned VTrans take on this, regarding 10 
permitting road projects, Charlie noted that VTrans is an MS4 permittee and is providing comments 11 
separately to ANR.  Lengthy discussion continued.  JOHN ZICCONI, MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY 12 
CHRIS ROY, TO APPROVE THE TMDL RECOMMENDATIONS AS REVISED.  MOTION CARRIED 13 
UNANIMOUSLY.  Andy Montroll thanked everyone for their hard work on this.  Discussion continued 14 
about how the MS4 communities are becoming experts on this issue and more rural communities are 15 
looking to them for help.  This may be an area in which CCRPC can provide some support. 16 
 17 
10.  Permit Improvement Recommendations.  Charlie said we have looked at this a couple of times in 18 
the past – 2011 and 2013.  We had a small committee of Brian Palaia, Justin Dextradeur and Curt Carter.  19 
Most of the content in this new document is restated from previous recommendations.  The only thing 20 
new is in Smart Growth recommendations regarding revision of Energy code requirement in Act 250 21 
Criterion 9(F).  The TAC looked at this and Charlie distributed track-change version.  They’re hoping the 22 
PAC can address Vesting.  The only other new thing was 6.c. to get more authority for septic system 23 
permits.  Executive Committee members want to see what the PAC will have to say and then debate it at 24 
the board level.  The Executive Committee was not ready to act on this today. 25 
 26 
11.  Chair/Executive/MPO Directors’ Reports.   27 
a.  Legislative Breakfast.  The legislative breakfast will be held Thursday, December 18th at 7:30 a.m. at 28 
the Double Tree.    29 
b.  At the same time we’re working with our ECOS partners to prepare our annual report, so we’d like to 30 
limit our priority issues for legislative breakfast to 3 topics.  The first thoughts on these are:  1) TMDL; 2) 31 
What are we doing for employment/ economy? 3) Education funding.  These are topics that come from 32 
town managers, as well as shared municipal services.  Discussion ensued about what topics to discuss at 33 
the breakfast – municipal issues vs. regional issues.  Charlie noted that none of these goals can be 34 
accomplished without funding.  Charlie has been viewing this as a forum for our municipalities to 35 
interact with our legislators.  Andy mentioned another area of concern is keeping young folks here for 36 
jobs and to get children into our schools. 37 
c.  Electronic voting question.    This question came up at the last board meeting.  Michele noted that we 38 
are not allowed to vote electronically on anything.  There has to be opportunity for debate.  You can 39 
have telephone conferences as long as there is someone in the room that was publicly advertised and 40 
allows for discussion.  The new Open meeting law if very explicit on this. 41 
d.  Compensation Study Update.  Charlie reported that we’re updating the compensation study done 42 
five years ago.  The consultant had sent a survey to staff a few weeks ago and met with staff last week to 43 
review the survey responses.  The consultant is now sending a survey to comparable public and private 44 
entities to gather data for comparison.  We should have a draft report in December. 45 
 46 
12.  Agenda Review for November 19th board meeting.  Members reviewed and approved the agenda for 47 
the November board meeting. 48 
 49 
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15.  Adjournment.  JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY CHRIS ROY TO ADJOURN AT 8:05 1 
P.M.   MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 2 
 3 
Respectfully submitted, 4 
 5 
 6 
Bernadette Ferenc 7 


