
                                                                                                              
CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE - MINUTES 2 
 3 
DATE:  Wednesday, January 15, 2014 4 
TIME:  2:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. 5 
PLACE: CCRPC Offices, 110 West Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT  6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
1. Welcome and Introductions  20 
Chair Joss Besse called the meeting to order at 2:35 p.m.   21 
 22 
2. Approval of November 20, 2013 Minutes  23 
 24 
Dean Pierce made a motion, seconded by Sarah Hadd, to approve the November 20, 2013 minutes.  No further 25 
discussion.  MOTION PASSED.   26 
 27 
3. Review and discussion of the Growth Center Statute Revisions* and the Department of Housing and 28 
Community Development’s Act 59 Report 29 
Charlie Baker explained that he has been participating on the Department of Housing and Community 30 
Development’s Growth Center Working Group and the VAPDA Legislative Committee.  He provided the 31 
Planning Advisory Committee with a quick overview of what DHCD’s Working Group has been working on 32 
and other various growth center bills.  It is anticipated that the result of the Working Group efforts will be a 33 
bill that would clarify and help expedite the application and designation process.  This would include greater 34 
incorporation with Comprehensive Plans.  There are also specific limits on the size of the district area tied to 35 
growth expectations – “the area may be sized to accommodate no more than 150% of the projected dwelling 36 
units…and… an amount of commercial or industrial development, or both, that does not exceed 100 percent of 37 
the projected commercial and industrial growth”.  This could be a challenge, especially depending on the 38 
projections.  A super majority vote was included to try to help address this potential problem.  While Charlie 39 
advocated for improved incentives in this bill, it is likely that those will be established in a separate bill.  In 40 
addition, Senator Snelling introduced S. 214.   41 
 42 
Charlie explained that the agriculture exemption issue was also discussed and he asked the PAC if they had 43 
any thoughts about adding clarity to when an agriculture use qualifies for the exemption.  The PAC described 44 
a variety of challenges with the current system: exempt agriculture uses creates inequity in development 45 
review at the local level; Dept. of Agriculture has not been that helpful in determining whether a particular use 46 
is exempt or not; as some agriculture businesses diversify they engage in businesses that would normally have 47 
to go through development review but because of the temporary or infrequent timing it is challenging to 48 
determine when development review is needed (for example, once a week CSA pick-ups and Bread & Butter’s 49 
Friday night burger night); and when an agriculture business becomes so diversified that development review 50 
is necessary they may be subject to bringing their entire operation up to standard and it could be very 51 
challenging to meet those standards.   In some respects the challenges are similar to those of a home 52 
occupation growing out of its residential space.  While, there are no easy answers to these challenges – if the 53 
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agriculture uses are going to remain exempt, it would be helpful to clarify what exactly is exempt and what 1 
isn’t.     2 
 3 
Charlie asked Hinesburg if they are still thinking about applying for a growth center designation.  Alex 4 
indicated that they are thinking about it but they’ve been advised to wait for these legislative changes.  Charlie 5 
also asked Essex Junction if they would have any interest in applying for the designation along with IBM - he 6 
suggested that the State would be interested in seeing this application.  Robin indicated that IBM may be 7 
interested.  Joss asked if there are any stipulations about the amount of industrial land within a growth center 8 
boundary.  Charlie indicated that there are not any stipulations.   9 
 10 
Paul Conner had a question about the Comprehensive Plan component - he expressed some concern that the 11 
municipalities may not have an exact boundary decided at the time they put the Comprehensive Plan together 12 
and amending the Plan is not a simple process.  Charlie Baker indicated that the idea is to use the Plan 13 
development process to establish some key components of the application itself so that it isn’t duplicative and 14 
costly process.  Paul Conner suggested that perhaps they could show a larger area in the Plan, and then have 15 
the ability to fine tune the boundary at a later date and go smaller if needed.  Paul Conner also explained that 16 
they would have a very hard time meeting the growth targets because of how built up they already are.  Also 17 
flexibility in the boundaries to account of natural resources would be helpful.   18 
 19 
4. Review and discussion of ANR & DEC’s Proposal for a Clean Lake Champlain  20 
Charlie Baker and Dan Albrecht quickly explained some of the recommendations within ANR’s & DEC’s 21 
Proposal for a Clean Lake Champlain and, H. 586 (a bill developed by the House Committee on Fish, Wildlife 22 
and Water Resources and not the administration).  Charlie explained that he will be sending an email to the 23 
Board and will cc the PAC.  This email is included at the end of these minutes as it provides a succinct 24 
overview of the specific points that Charlie mentioned at this meeting.   25 
 26 
The PAC expressed the following comments/concerns during this meeting:  27 

● We’d be raising funds in Chittenden County to help the rest of the State.  It was discussed that the fee 28 
would be tied to watersheds as a way to solve that.  However some of the watersheds extend way 29 
outside of the County.   30 

● This would be another State revenue source that municipalities need to collect - however there may 31 
not be another way to do it.   32 

● Are there any ANR implications?  Charlie indicated that the implications are clear in the Shoreland 33 
bill, but he hasn’t looked into this one yet.   34 

● The road standards pose a problem because you have to have run-outs and need access to private 35 
property to do this and he is wondering if the legislature is going to empower municipalities to do this 36 
(and VTrans).   37 

 38 
5. Regional UPWP Projects – either sub-regional or region wide  39 
Joss Besse explained that he wanted to know if there are any regional challenges that can be tied to the ECOS 40 
Plan strategies that could potentially be good regional, or sub-regional, projects for CCRPC’s FY15 workplan.  41 
Ken described the CIRC Alternative project process as a good example of the benefits reached in having 42 
multiple stakeholders meet on a monthly basis from a few Towns.  The process allowed the municipalities to 43 
get familiar with cross border issues.  Ken felt that other towns could benefit from this.  The PAC provided the 44 
following suggested projects:  45 

• Sarah suggested that the proposed Fair Share Transportation Mitigation legislation may invoke a 46 
similar type of process, because if it passes, Transportation Improvement Districts (TIDs) will need to 47 
be established and the districts may cross municipal boundaries.  While the authority and process for 48 
developing the TIDs is not yet known, there will likely be a municipal and Regional Planning role that 49 
CCRPC could help facilitate.  A variety of issues still need to be worked out in the Fair Share concept 50 
including but not limited to: development projects under the Act 250, 1111 process verse those 51 

http://www.watershedmanagement.vt.gov/erp/champlain/docs/2013-11-20_DRAFT_Proposal_for_a_Clean_Lake_Champlain.pdf
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projects that don’t need to go through those processes; whether developer’s will need to pay both the 1 
State and the municipal impact fees.   2 

• Paul suggested one project may be to build capacity for impact fee expertise in the State, since we’ve 3 
lost our expert – either training for private sector or developing resources at CCRPC.  Ideally there 4 
would be someone that the municipalities can hire when they need assistance in developing the impact 5 
fee ordinance, and other associated issues that come up.   6 

• Sarah suggested that the CCRPC could help municipalities with the FEMA Community Rating System 7 
(CRS).  The process for obtaining CRS status is daunting, and the municipalities could benefit from 8 
having a regional expert that could help with the application, or even just gain understanding of it so it 9 
can be easily described to municipalities that would be interested.   10 

• Dean suggested that, while important, most municipalities are not going to be able to work on the 11 
implementation steps suggested in the Chittenden County Climate Action Plan on their own.  There 12 
may be some role that CCRPC can play in facilitating this, or perhaps some of the implementation 13 
steps could be done at a regional or sub-regional scale in conjunction with interested municipalities.   14 

• Alex suggested a more coordinated approach to stormwater resources and education.  While the MS4 15 
municipalities are involved in RSEP the other municipalities are not connected with this group or 16 
resource.  The CCRPC could investigate how RSEP could be expanded to the other municipalities 17 
(both inside and outside Chittenden County) and what the cost would be for interested municipalities 18 
(would there be a tiered membership depending on the services received?).  Joss asked if the other 19 
non-MS4 municipalities would be interested.  Jeannine and Jennifer indicated that they would need to 20 
look into this further to see if audience is the same; and the cost of membership would be an issue 21 
($5,000 would be a lot). 22 

 23 
6. Colchester Plan Public Hearing for 2014 Town Plan 24 
 25 
Public hearing opened (3:40pm).  No one from the public was in attendance.  Public Hearing closed. 26 
 27 
Regina Mahony provided a brief overview of the edits to this updated Plan.  Regina Mahony explained that the 28 
child care facilities are mapped and referenced as a weakness in the Economic Development Action Plan, 29 
however there is little other discussion in the Plan itself.  The child care requirement is a goal, and Staff found 30 
that the Plan as written is not in-consistent with the State goal, however the next plan update should include 31 
more on child care.  Sarah Hadd explained that there are no zoning barriers to child care; though it is a barrier 32 
to Economic Development and the Planning Commission felt that it was adequately addressed in the 33 
Economic Development Action Plan.  There was some discussion regarding the fact that child care itself is not 34 
a municipal responsibility so there are some limitations on what a municipality can do – particularly regarding 35 
“financing” as the goal reads.  Regina Mahony also explained that a Flood Resiliency element that meets the 36 
requirement has been included in this Plan.   37 
 38 
There were a few questions from the PAC regarding data in the Economic Development Plan index; Census & 39 
State growth projections; and if the projected growth has been taking place in the Growth Center.  Sarah Hadd 40 
explained that they don’t anticipate meeting the first 5 year growth projections because they received the 41 
designation in 2007 when 100 units were already built, and the recession hit shortly after.  In addition, the Fire 42 
District (not Town regulated) is out of capacity and new water tower is being installed within the year to 43 
address this.  There was an additional question about renewables in conservation land and whether it is an 44 
appropriate location.  Sarah Hadd indicated that an Energy Committee has been reactivated and they will be 45 
looking at that.  Regina Mahony mentioned that Dana Hanley, who was not able to attend the meeting, sent an 46 
email earlier in the day about a collaborative planning effort with Colchester for economic development at Fort 47 
Ethan Allen.  Sarah Hadd indicated that the suggestion is already adequately covered in the Economic 48 
Development Action Plan.   49 
 50 
Paul Conner made a motion, seconded by Robin Pierce, that the PAC finds that the draft 2014 51 
Colchester Town Plan, as submitted, meets all statutory requirements for CCRPC approval, and that the 52 
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municipality's planning process meets all statutory requirements for CCRPC confirmation.  Upon notification 1 
that the Plan has been adopted by the municipality, CCRPC staff will review the plan, and any information 2 
relevant to the confirmation process, for changes.  If staff determines that changes are substantive, those 3 
changes will be forwarded to the PAC for review.  Otherwise the PAC recommends that the Plan, and the 4 
municipal planning process, should be forwarded to the CCRPC Board for approval.  No further discussion.  5 
MOTION PASSED.   6 
   7 
7. Regional Act 250/Section 248 Projects on the Horizon 8 
 9 

• Colchester – Water Tower on the hill; Exit 16 Double Crossover Diamond.  10 
• Williston – Park & Ride at Exit 12 several months down the road.  Pre-notification for the 500kW 11 

Solar Farm proposal on Route 2A, next to the Hurricane Lane development.  IBM experimental solar 12 
farm (already existing) got Section 248, Peter K. saw it and felt that the small building needs Act 250 13 
permit.  Considered outside of solar farm. 14 

• Milton – Blackberry Commons and Bonnie’s Way may go back to Act 250 eventually.  McCormick 15 
may come back in for additional.   16 

• South Burlington – Eastwood Ave, Farrell Street, 2nd building, 60 housing units, 5 stories; Rye 17 
Associates on Hinesburg Road, mixed use; So. Village Phase II; Replacement of Friendly’s; and S.D. 18 
Ireland, 240 units (in Burlington).   19 

• Shelburne – follow-up on Rice Lumber; VTel data transmission tower (the PC is opposed to it because 20 
it doesn’t meet the Town’s telecommunication ordinance.  They’ve run out of room at the Town Water 21 
Tower and more applications are coming in); potential AT&T application. 22 

• Hinesburg – Norris, 24 units multi-family, south end of village; HayStack Crossing/BlackRock 23 
construction , 245+ residential and commercial units in the Village that will stretch from north of 24 
Kinney Drugs to Shelburne Falls Road.  Regarding Section 248 – AT&T towers in Richmond, turns 25 
out one is in Hinesburg but accessed from Richmond.  Hinesburg has not seen application yet.       26 

• Essex Junction – Thasher Lane Tree Farm, 300 residential units; People’s United Bank, 51 residential 27 
units (mixed use & parking underneath). 28 

   29 
8. Other Business 30 
 31 

a. Regional planning issues to discuss in the future – Regina Mahony provided a summary of the 32 
responses provided via email, and asked again for information on specific municipal programs (local 33 
Act 250 review, on the record review, MAPA and Capital budgeting).  The PAC would like to focus 34 
on one training topic (or 2 if there are no Plans to review) per meeting as they’ve been good 35 
discussions but they get cut short.    36 

 37 
9. Adjourn 38 
The meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.m.  The next meeting will take place on March 19, 2014 from 2:30pm to 39 
4:30pm.   40 
 41 
Respectfully submitted, Regina Mahony 42 
 43 
 44 
Addendum to the Proposal for a Clean Lake Champlain portion of this meeting:  45 
From: Charles Baker  46 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 5:30 PM 47 
To: Charles Baker 48 
Subject: Draft Lake Champlain TMDL and H.586 49 
  50 
Dear CCRPC Commissioners and Alternates, Municipal Managers, Public Works Directors/Road Foremen, 51 
Planners; 52 
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  1 
Please find attached the draft TMDL (total maximum daily load) proposed for Lake Champlain by DEC.  You 2 
can find more information at http://www.watershedmanagement.vt.gov/erp/champlain/#comments.   Directions 3 
on submitting comments are at the bottom of this email.  Comments are due Friday, January 17 by 4:30pm. 4 
  5 
After this round of review, the State will submit policy commitments later in the Spring; EPA will issue the Draft 6 
TMDL in Late Spring for public comment; and the final TMDL is issued by EPA in the Summer.  7 
  8 
Please let me know if you have thoughts or if your municipality submits comments on the TMDL or legislation 9 
so that I might assist as much as possible. 10 
  11 
Below is a quick summary of each proposal applicable to municipalities in the TMDL and H.586 with some 12 
quick thoughts in italics: 13 
1.       Proposal 3.2 Stormwater from Roads: Municipal Roads - would require  a stormwater permit for each 14 
town for all town roads.  This will include developing a management plan and making improvements.  15 
·         H.586 requires adoption of State Road and Bridge Code(see page 34) with penalties of $5,000/day up to 16 
$25,000 if a municipality does not adhere to the Code. Starting in FY15 a 5% reduction in State town highway 17 
aid will be made if the town hasn’t adopted the code. 18 
·         Significant additional costs beyond current maintenance are expected. 19 
2.       Proposal 3.3 Existing Developed Lands -  would require a permit to municipalities with additional 20 
impervious areas over 3 acres or 15 acres if discharging to a municipal system.  A plan and improvements 21 
would be required.  22 
·         H.586 would reduce the stormwater permit threshold to ½ acre down from 1 acre (see page 23). 23 
·         Again, additional costs are likely. 24 
3.       Proposal 3.4 Non-Regulatory Stormwater Management for Non-MS4 and 3.6 Green Infrastructure 25 
Initiative - include additional efforts to promote and encourage municipalities to adopt green infrastructure and 26 
low impact development practices.  27 
·         These efforts are already ongoing and not expected to add significant capital costs for the towns. There 28 
may be costs to amend zoning if desired. 29 
4.       Proposal 4.1 Minimizing River Corridor and Floodplain Encroachments - would have ANR working to 30 
encourage more municipal protection of river corridors.  31 
·         This is related to incentives for a higher percentage State cost share in the event of public infrastructure 32 
damage from a disaster.  Some of our municipalities have done this additional zoning regulation.  Not 33 
significant costs, but some costs to amend zoning if desired. 34 
5.       Proposal 6.1 Ecosystem Restoration Program - references the current ecosystem restoration grants.  35 
·         These grants are currently only available to non-MS4 communities.  36 
6.       Proposal 6.2 seeks to develop a Vermont Clean Water Improvement Fund using existing resources and 37 
seeking additional resources to fund all of the TMDL proposals.  38 
a.       H.586 Sec 1293 starting on page 26 proposes a Water Resource Preservation Fee for all property owners 39 
based on impervious surface with a default maximum of $50/year. Credits for on-site stormwater management 40 
would be available.  This would be collected by the municipalities and sent to the state.  A municipality can 41 
retain 0.225% of the monies collected or 0.450% if the municipality has taken certain steps.  This fund would 42 
also be funded by a $0.01 per gallon tax on bottled water and a $0.10 tax on each flushable product (soaps, 43 
toilet paper, etc.). 44 
·         The bill as written doesn’t currently exempt or credit a property owner if they are paying municipal 45 
stormwater utility fee. 46 
  47 

http://www.watershedmanagement.vt.gov/erp/champlain/#comments
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/docs/2014/bills/Intro/H-586.pdf
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If you would like to provide written comments on the document entitled, “Draft State of Vermont Proposal for a 1 
Clean Lake Champlain", please feel free to submit written or electronic comments by 4:30pm on Friday, 2 
January 17, 2014 to: 3 
Kari Dolan, Manager, Ecosystem Restoration Program 4 
Department of Environmental Conservation Watershed Management Division 5 
1 National Life Drive, Main 2 6 
Montpelier, VT  05620-3522 7 
Kari.Dolan@state.vt.us 8 
All written or electronic comments MUST include your name and organization that you are representing, if 9 
applicable, in order to be considered. 10 
  11 
  12 
Charlie Baker, Executive Director 13 
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission 14 
110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 15 
Winooski, VT 05404 16 
office: 802-846-4490 x23 17 
cell: 802-735-3500 18 
www.ccrpcvt.org 19 
ecosproject.com 20 
 21 
 22 

http://www.ccrpcvt.org/
http://ecosproject.com/

