
 

In accordance with provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, the CCRPC will ensure public meeting 
sites are accessible to all people.  Requests for free interpretive or translation services, assistive devices, or other requested 
accommodations, should be made to Emma Vaughn, CCRPC Title VI Coordinator, at 802-846-4490 x *21 or 
evaughn@ccrpcvt.org, no later than 3 business days prior to the meeting for which services are requested. 
 

Agenda 
  Executive Committee 

Wednesday, November 1, 2017– 5:45 p.m. 
Small Conference Room, CCRPC Offices  

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT 
 

1. Changes to the Agenda, Members’ Items  

2. Approval of October 4, 2017 Executive Committee Meeting Minutes* (Action) 

3. FY2017 Audit Recommendation*  (Action) 

4. FY2018 1st Quarter Finacial Report* (Discussion) 
 

5. Act 250 & Sec 248 Applications* 
a. J&M Sand, Milton, #4C1016-1  (Action) 
b. Snyder Creeks Edge, Williston, #4C1306  (Action) 
c. Lomartire Rivers Edge, Colchester, #4C1292-1 (Action) 

6. ECOS Plan Update (Discussion) 

7. Act 73 Report Comments* (Action) 

8. Legislative Breakfast topics (Discussion) 

9. Chair/Executive Director Report   (Discussion) 
a. Clean Water update 
b. Regional Dispatch update 

10. Agenda Review – October 18th Meeting*  (Discussion) 
 

11. Other Business (Discussion) 
 

12. Executive Session – if needed (Action)  
 

13. Adjournment (Action) 
 

∗Attachments 
 
NEXT MEETING –  Executive Committee – Wed. December 6, 2017; 5:45 p.m.  



CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 2 

DRAFT 3 
 4 

DATE:  Wednesday, October 4, 2017 5 
TIME:  5:45 p.m. 6 
PLACE:  CCRPC Offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202; Winooski, VT   05404 7 
PRESENT: Chris Roy, Chair    Mike O’Brien, Vice-Chair 8 
  Brian Bigelow, Secretary-Treasurer Barbara Elliott, At-Large 9 
  John Zicconi, At-Large   Andy Montroll, Immediate Past Chair 10 
Staff:  Charlie Baker, Executive Director Regina Mahony, Planning Program Manager 11 
  Eleni Churchill, Trans. Program Mgr. Forest Cohen, Senior Business Manager 12 
  Bernie Ferenc, Trans. Business Manager 13 
 14 
1. Call to order; Changes to the Agenda.  The meeting was called to order at 5:45 p.m. by the Chair, 15 

Chris Roy.  There were no changes to the agenda. 16 
 17 

2. Approval of September 6, 2017 Executive Committee Minutes.  BARBARA ELLIOTT MADE A MOTION, 18 
SECONDED BY JOHN ZICCONI, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 6, 2017 WITH 19 
CORRECTIONS IF ANY.  Brian Bigelow and Barbara Elliott noted several grammatical errors, which 20 
Bernie will correct.  MOTION CARRIED WITH MIKE O’BRIEN ABSTAINING. 21 

 22 
3. Act 250 & Section 248 Applications. 23 

a. Roosevelt Highway Solar Project, Colchester.  Regina noted that this is the project we discussed 24 
last month where Colchester is asking CCRPC for support on a solar project.  We had some 25 
questions, which Regina reviewed with Colchester staff.  1) In one document, it talked about 208 26 
kW vs. 150 kW in another.  It turns out they are basically the same – 208 is DC and 150 is AC 27 
power.  2)  What do we need to do with this to get them what they want?   Regina said the 28 
letter of support is required for all applicants seeking preferred site status.   3) Why do this now?  29 
Regina said the staff thought they would do a more robust public input phase as they did when 30 
this was first discussed, but the selectboard will do the 45-day notice as they would for any 31 
other request.  4)  Are they okay with us saying that we do not have any specific issues with this 32 
project, in lieu of saying we support it?  Aaron Frank asked that we say the “CCRPC supports the 33 
Town’s efforts to meet this County goal through this project”.  John Zicconi does not feel we 34 
should use his language to say we support it.  A lengthy discussion ensued about changing the 35 
language to be positive, but not come out and say “support”.  JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION 36 
THAT WE APPROVE THE LETTER TO THE P.U.C (Public Utilities Commission) WITHOUT THAT 37 
PHRASE.  MIKE O’BRIEN SECONDED FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES.    Charlie noted that Colchester 38 
is trying to get preferred site status, and if they don’t get RPC approval they can’t get it.  Regina 39 
said the statute says you need a support letter from the town and the RPC.  John Zicconi said 40 
without specific guidance for review, he feels we should treat it like the Transportation Board 41 
does with municipalities who do not have specific ordinances to deal with certain issues and 42 
they provide a letter of acknowledgement.  Regina said this is one of the first applications to be 43 
done so we’re not sure how the P.U.C. will act.  Lengthy discussion continued until BARBARA 44 
MADE A FRIENDLY AMENDMENT TO RESTATE THE SECOND PARAGRAPH TO SAY “The CCRPC has 45 
identified no specific issues or concerns on this site of a previously developed PUD.  The current 46 
Chittenden County ECOS Plan does not provide “specific” guidance on solar siting and therefore 47 
the CCRPC does not have the basis to evaluate compliance or non-compliance.  However, the 48 
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Project is in compliance with Chittenden County’s goal of reducing energy consumption and 1 
reliance on non-renewable energy. “  THIS FRIENDLY AMENDMENT WAS AGREED TO BY JOHN 2 
AND MIKE.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 3 

b. Creekside Village Development, Essex, Application #4C1305.  Regina noted this project consists 4 
of 17 single-family homes, 14 carriage homes and 1 existing single-family home to remain.  The 5 
project was approved by the Essex Planning commission and is consistent with the planning 6 
goals in the Metro Planning Area.  It also meets Criterion 9(L) JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION 7 
TO APPROVE THE LETTER TO THE D.E.C.  BARBARA ELLIOTT SECONDED AND THE MOTION 8 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 9 
 10 

4. FY 19 Municipal Dues Recommendation.  Forest noted that each year we review our local dues 11 
requirement and make adjustments as needed.  The packet contained two options:  Leave as is -12 
level funding; or have a 2% increase.  Charlie recommended that we go with level funding since we 13 
had a budget surplus in FY17.  BARBARA ELLIOTT MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY ANDY 14 
MONTROLL, TO LEVEL FUND THE MUNICIPAL DUES FOR FY19.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  It 15 
should be noted that even though we will level fund the dues, some municipality’s dues will increase 16 
or decrease slightly since it’s based on the Equalized Education Grand List (EEGL). 17 
 18 

5. ECOS Plan Updates. 19 
a. CEDS (Community Economic Development Strategy) Update.  Regina noted this draft is still a 20 

work in progress, but staff wanted to get members thoughts on what has been done to date 21 
which includes some reorganization.  There are a couple of new requirements:  Economic 22 
Resilience and SWOT Analysis.  A new Economic Resilience section was adapted from the State 23 
of Vermont CEDS section on economic resilience.  The SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, 24 
Opportunities and Threats) analysis was taken from the more in-depth analysis reports we did 25 
for the original ECOS plan.  Our goal is that after Board discussion in October, we will take this 26 
out to the municipalities for review.  Discussion ensued, with members questioning various 27 
aspects to get clarification.  Barbara Elliott did commend staff’s work on this so far. 28 

b. MTP Update.  Eleni presented new charts for the memo that was in the packet.  She explained 29 
that we will be running four specific scenarios and one hybrid of the four:   30 
i. Scenario A.  Vehicle capacity scenario that focuses on roadway projects. 31 

ii. Scenario B.  Technology intensive scenario that includes connected and autonomous 32 
vehicles by 2050. 33 

iii. Scenario C.  TDM scenario that includes a robust increase of transit and bike/pedestrian 34 
facilities and travel. 35 

iv. Scenario D.  Two land use scenarios using household (HH) growth.  D1 – 90% of HH growth is 36 
allocated to TAZs that correspond to the center and village planning areas for all towns; D3 – 37 
10% increase in overall HHs in Chittenden County. 38 

Scenario A, D1 and D3 model runs have been completed to date.  Eleni reviewed the various bar 39 
charts showing the difference between 2015, 2025 and 2050.  It was noted that the runs that 40 
include assumption that all TIP projects are completed by 2025, do NOT include Circ Alt Phase 3 41 
projects.  Those projects are included in the 2050 Scenario A.  Each chart shows different 42 
Countywide measures – e.g.  Daily VMT; Daily Total Vehicle Trips; Daily VMT per capita; Daily 43 
Transit, Walking and Biking Mode Split; Daily Delay per Capita; Daily Average Length of Trip 44 
(time); and Daily Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT).  The 2050 runs are shown with seven variations 45 
of what was included:  Base – 2060 w/TIP; 2050 w/TIP and Exit 12B; etc.  The maps define lane 46 
capacity issues.  There are plenty of operation issues where there are delays at intersections.  47 
These will require updated signals, etc.  The intersection and operational delays are NOT 48 
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included on these maps.  Discussion continued with members asking questions.   Andy Montroll 1 
is very happy to see Scenario B because with autonomous vehicles it’s like we’re in 1905 when 2 
horses outnumbered cars and planners would try to estimate how many cars would be on the 3 
roads or who would own cars and when that might happen.  He said as planners we really have 4 
to think of what that might look like with autonomous vehicles, etc.  We have to decide what it 5 
might look like giving youth or elderly the ability to be more mobile.  Eleni noted that as the 6 
technology progresses our assumptions will have to change almost annually.  Andy thinks it’s 7 
great we are doing this.  Eleni mentioned a seminar to be held in November regarding 8 
autonomous vehicles and how this will affect land use and planning.  Eleni noted that these are 9 
preliminary results that we’ll present at the board meeting in October and she’d love to hear 10 
comments.  Charlie noted that the TAC suggested that maybe we shouldn’t be looking at big 11 
interstate projects because we’d be moving the problems out beyond the widened area.  He 12 
noted that after the TAC meeting, the airport asked us to look at Exit 14N, which they have in 13 
their long-range plan, but we don’t. 14 
 15 

6. Municipal Road General Permit Draft Comments.  Charlie noted this will be on the Board agenda in 16 
October.  The TAC and CWAC have both reviewed the staff draft comments and we added their 17 
comments (in yellow).  Charlie noted this is a rather technical communication and are basically 18 
design standards for unpaved roads.  Members agreed that the TAC and CWAC are probably the 19 
best qualified to review the document.  BARBARA ELLIOTT MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY MIKE 20 
O’BRIEN, TO RECOMMEND THESE COMMENTS TO THE BOARD FOR APPROVAL.   MOTION CARRIED 21 
UNANIMOUSLY. 22 
 23 

7. Legislative Breakfast Topics.  Charlie noted that the Legislative Breakfast has been scheduled for 24 
December 12 at the Double Tree.  Some topics were suggested at the last board meeting:  25 
Transportation investment in Chittenden County; CCRPC role as resource to municipalities and the 26 
legislators; Long term water quality funding (the Secretary is making recommendations to the 27 
legislature on November 15th); Airport regional governance; and Act 250 Commission which was set 28 
up to review the law on its 50th anniversary.  Members agreed that airport governance should not 29 
be one of the topics.  John Zicconi suggested since housing is in the news, it may be timely to talk 30 
about that as well.  Staff will refine the topics for discussion at the November Executive Committee 31 
meeting. 32 

 33 
8. Executive Director’s Report.   34 

a. Clean Water Update.  Charlie noted that 1) 5 Chittenden County municipalities received 6 grants 35 
from the VTrans FY18 Municipal Highway & Stormwater Mitigation Program. 2) RPCs statewide 36 
were just able to get $1.5 million of funding in a block grant for non-transportation projects. 3) 37 
on the negative side, we got a significant cut from Dept. of Env. Conservation to do basin 38 
planning.  They’re giving more money to conservation districts and we’re talking to them about 39 
this.  4) Grants-in-aid program has $2.5 million going through RPCs and 187 towns in Vermont 40 
are participating. 41 

b. Regional Dispatch Update.  Charlie reported that a draft agreement has been reviewed by all 42 
towns with dispatch and is going to the attorney general’s office review.  So hopefully, within 43 
30-60 days we should get that back to selectboards/city councils to see if they want to put in on 44 
the ballot for town meeting.  Charlie commended the dedication of Aaron Frank of Colchester to 45 
get this done. 46 
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c. FY17 Audit.  Forest noted that the field work has been completed on the FY17 audit and we 1 
should a draft report for the Finance Committee to review on October 25th and then have Fred 2 
come to the November Executive Committee and Board meetings. 3 
 4 

9. Agenda Review – October 18th meeting.   Members reviewed the proposed agenda.  Chris Roy will 5 
not be here so Mike O’Brien will chair the meeting.  Regina noted that we need to add approval of 6 
the Hinesburg Town Plan.  This is a busy agenda so it may take a while. 7 
 8 

10. Other Business.  There was no other business. 9 
 10 

11. Executive Session.  There was no need for an Executive Session. 11 
 12 

12. Adjournment.  JOHN ZICCONI MADE A MOTION, SECONDED BY BARBARA ELLIOTT TO ADJOURN THE 13 
MEETING AT 7:00 P.M.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 14 

 15 
Respectfully submitted, 16 
 17 
Bernadette Ferenc 18 



 
 
 

Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission 
November 1, 2017 
Agenda Item 4:  FY2018 1st Quarter Financial Report 

July – September 2017 Financial Report 

 

Background: 

 
 

The first three months of fiscal year 2018 (FY18) is in the books.  The unaudited 
income for the first quarter is ($31,520).  A copy of the income statement for July 
through September 2017 is included in your packet. 
 
As can be observed, we are doing fine keeping our expenses under control, but 
we are not generating enough revenue to match the budget year, or our 
expenses.  It would be premature to predict the rest of the fiscal year based on 
just one quarter, but we are on track for negative income at year end.  This is not 
unexpected.   Fortunately, we’ve been able to generate income and build up 
some reserves in previous years, so we will be able to manage through this.   
 
The approved indirect rate for FY18 is 67.42%, which is the lowest approved 
indirect rate we’ve had.  As such, we expect to have trouble generating enough 
revenue to cover expenses over the course of the year.  The budget for FY18 has 
a deficit of just under $100,000. It is now understood that FY19 will also have a 
low indirect rate, and we can expect to see the impact of that when we start 
building the FY19 budget.   
 
Even with our indirect rate challenges, we still find ourselves in a strong financial 
position one quarter of the way through the fiscal year.  Our cash balances are 
very healthy, with a current Reserve balance of $406,565.  There are some funds 
in our cash accounts that are being held for other organizations.  Should they 
need to draw those funds, it would reduce our overall cash position; but not to a 
negative level.     
 
Our current assets over current liabilities is a very robust $758,857, an indication 
that we should be able to pay any bills we have coming up.  We have $200,100 of 
local dues balance available for match for the remainder of the year, which is 
adequate according to budgeted figures.   
 
We may consider starting a conversation about building the local dues balance.  
It would allow us to take advantage of additional infrastructure, or other 
transportation funds and opportunities, that may present in coming years. 
 
  

For more 
information 
contact: 

Forest Cohen 
fcohen@ccrpcvt.org, 846-449 ext. 19 
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CCRPC INCOME STATEMENT PERIOD ENDING September 30, 2017  
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A B C D E F G Q R S T
Income over Expenses Against Budget Approved 1

Program Income FY18 Budget July August September To Date % of Budget 2
Municipal - Regional 25.0% 3

Regional Planning Grant - ACCD 377,778$                  $24,441 $30,026 $35,909 $90,376 23.9% 4
direct $8,000 $197 $174 $1,354 $1,725 21.6% 5

Local/Town Dues (exclusive of MPO match) 29,886$                    $1,456 $154 $65 $1,675 5.6% 6
GIS Income 1,000$                      $54 $54 5.4% 7

Interest Income 400$                         $31 $39 $127 $197 49.3% 8
Other Income 500$                         $0 $0 0.0% 9

Municipal Assistance 9,343$                      $3,300 $3,300 35.3% 10
Champlain Valley National Heritage - LCBP 2,000$                      $0 0.0% 11

 Transportation  12
MPO Transportation Funding - FHWA, FTA, VTrans $1,299,253 $78,985 $106,464 $94,767 $280,216 21.6% 13

Municipal $144,361 $8,412 $11,680 $10,489 $30,581 21.2% 14
Local Match Consultant $80,159 $3,149 $4,475 $2,702 $10,326 12.9% 15

MPO - Expenses/Consultants/Locally Matched - direct $2,252,972 $56,501 $116,505 $66,644 $239,650 10.6% 16
Trans Prog Mgmt Services $9,087 $615 $273 $443 $1,331 14.6% 17

Real Time Traffic - AID - FHWA $17,076 $2,331 $1,955 $1,804 $6,090 35.7% 18
direct $600,706 $15,980 $17,280 $14,715 $47,975 8.0% 19

Better Road Grants - VTrans $44,945 $9,593 $11,752 $2,361 $23,706 52.7% 20
direct $7,000 $1,140 $1,114 $8,371 $10,625 151.8% 21

Total - MPO $4,455,559 $176,706 $271,498 $202,296 $650,500 14.6% 22
10 - Islands Bike Rest Areas - FHWA $0 $0 23

direct $0 $0 24
11 - Islands & Chittenden Bike Rest Areas - FHWA $0 $209 $64 $48 $321 25

direct $0 $0 26
 Natural Resources  27

Brownfields 2016 Hazardous - EPA 6,491$                      $481 $389 $415 $1,285 19.8% 28
direct $40,000 $7,087 $188 $4,586 $11,861 29.7% 29

Brownfields 2016 Petro - EPA 6,491$                      $289 $221 $291 $801 12.3% 30
direct $80,000 $3,467 $3,467 4.3% 31

Regional Energy Plan - DPS $20,000 $0 0.0% 32
RSEP/MS-4 Lead Agency Services 6,714$                      $420 $503 $851 $1,774 26.4% 33

direct -$                              $719 $3,829 $4,548 34
Underhill Stormwater Master Plan 4,605$                      $1,544 $38 $40 $1,622 35.2% 35

direct $17,500 $1,684 $1,684 9.6% 36
Richmond Stormwater Master Plan 6,762$                      $1,044 $478 $60 $1,582 23.4% 37

direct $42,324 $3,152 $3,152 7.4% 38
Municipal Stormwater Plans - Pending 6,423$                      $0 0.0% 39

Mallets Bay Stormwater - direct $50,000 $6,394 $11,401 $17,795 35.6% 40
 604b Water Quality - ANR 3,606$                      $0 0.0% 41

Water Quality - VCWA Outreach - ANR 33,603$                    $2,368 $1,374 $1,829 $5,571 16.6% 42
direct $264,118 $41 $84 $22,718 $22,843 8.6% 43

Grants in Aid Pilot Program - NRPC -$                              $1,035 $4,078 $1,409 $6,522 44
Act 174 Training - NRPC 9,300$                      $2,034 $695 $391 $3,120 33.5% 45

direct $0 $21 $16 $37 46
 Emergency Management/Health  47

Emer Mgmt Perf Grant - Chittenden - VEM 46,498$               $1,690 $4,400 $2,738 $8,828 19.0% 48
direct $0 $292 $74 $366 49

River Corridor HMGP - ANR 11,250$                    $245 $635 $931 $1,811 16.1% 50
direct $100,000 $7,922 $7,922 7.9% 51

Regional Dispatch - direct $50,000 $383 $3,101 $3,484 7.0% 52
Local Emergency Plng Committee Administration 3,000$                      $692 $321 $747 $1,760 58.7% 53

direct $500 $18 $50 $68 13.6% 54
Regional Prevention Partnership - VDH 13,144$                    $1,320 $1,196 $1,734 $4,250 32.3% 55

direct $117,000 $27,507 $27,507 23.5% 56
Chittenden County Opioid Alliance 233,340$                  $16,721 $14,788 $10,781 $42,290 18.1% 57

direct $105,000 $1,107 $1,151 $331 $2,589 2.5% 58
DEMHS MOU - DPS -$                              $579 $579 59

direct $0 $0 60
 61

Subtotal - Operations Support $2,346,856 $159,889 $191,523 $168,230 $519,642 22.1% 62
Subtotal - Direct Project Income $3,815,279 $92,018 $161,635 $163,971 $417,624 10.9% 63

64
Total Income $6,162,135 $251,907 $353,158 $332,201 $937,266 65
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A B C D E F G Q R S T
Subtotal - Operations Support $2,346,856 $159,889 $191,523 $168,230 $519,642 22.1% 62

Subtotal - Direct Project Income $3,815,279 $92,018 $161,635 $163,971 $417,624 10.9% 63
64

Total Income $6,162,135 $251,907 $353,158 $332,201 $937,266 65

66
Expenses Approved July August September To Date % of Budget 67

FY18 Budget 25.0% 68
Direct Project Expenses $3,815,279 $93,140 $160,010 $164,489 $417,639 10.9% 69

Personnel   70
Salaries 1,497,132$               $108,255 $117,630 $114,439 $340,324 22.7% 71
Benefits 562,071$                  $41,880 $40,386 $46,458 $128,724 22.9% 72
Worker's Comp Insurance 4,000$                      $264 $264 $160 $688 17.2% 73
Recruitment 2,000$                      $740 $740 $1,480 74.0% 74

Education/Partnerhsips   75
Conference & Training 20,000$                    $3,825 $129 $3,954 19.8% 76
Conference Travel 13,000$                    $1 $130 $3,150 $3,281 25.2% 77
Dues 15,000$                    $1,860 $1,038 $125 $3,023 20.2% 78
Program Workshops/Meetings 12,000$                    $1,233 $711 $370 $2,314 19.3% 79
Mileage 2,000$                      $8 $16 $149 $173 8.7% 80
Electric Vehicles/CarShare 6,000$                      -$149 -$174 -$135 -$458 -7.6% 81
Communications/PR 20,000$                    $6,371 $95 $590 $7,056 35.3% 82
Publications 1,000$                      $0 0.0% 83

Office & General Operations    84
Rent 138,000$                  $11,006 $11,006 $11,006 $33,018 23.9% 85
Audit/Accounting 23,000$                    $5,512 $5,512 24.0% 86
Copier 18,000$                    $1,082 $1,322 $1,036 $3,440 19.1% 87
Equipment & Software Maint 25,000$                    $1,695 $1,696 $2,090 $5,481 21.9% 88
Depreciation 4,200$                      $435 $435 $138 $1,008 24.0% 89
Supplies 6,000$                      $88 $571 $466 $1,125 18.8% 90
Telephone/Internet 12,000$                    $1,089 $1,089 $1,089 $3,267 27.2% 91
Postage 2,000$                      $90 $500 $590 29.5% 92
Equipment Purchase 16,000$                    -$9 $276 $156 $423 2.6% 93
Utilities 6,000$                      $368 $448 $471 $1,287 21.5% 94
Ineligible 8,000$                      $919 $154 $65 $1,138 14.2% 95
Insurance - General Liability 12,000$                    $832 $832 $832 $2,496 20.8% 96
Janitor 4,400$                      $330 $337 $509 $1,176 26.7% 97
Payroll Processing 3,000$                      $233 $195 $199 $627 20.9% 98
Legal 5,000$                      $0 0.0% 99
Internal Consultants 5,000$                      $0 0.0% 100
Software Purchase 4,000$                      $0 0.0% 101

  102
Operations Support Expenses 2,445,803$               184,043$      183,112$      183,992$      551,147$         22.5% 103

Direct Project Expenses 3,815,279$               93,140$        160,010$      164,489$      417,639$         10.9% 104
105

TOTAL EXPENSES 6,261,082$                   277,183$        343,122$        348,481$         968,786$            106
107

Reserve/(deficit) ($98,947) ($25,276) $10,036 ($16,280) ($31,520) FY18  108
FY18 Approved Indirect Rate - 67.42% 109

Previous Indirect Rates To Date Shown Year End 110
Approved Rate 82.55%, Actual Rate 49.96%* FY17 ($11,378) $22,181 $15,135 $25,938 $85,989 111

112
Approved Rate 79.26%, Actual Rate 72.82% FY16 ($4,320) $16,131 (2,259)$           $9,552 $41,945 113

114
Approved Rate 71.24%, Actual Rate 82.76% FY15 $4,314 ($22,355) (8,506)$           ($26,547) ($34,162) 115

116
Approved Rate 88.00%, Actual Rate 83.56% FY14 $21,378 ($30,213) $8,138 ($697) $149,586 117

*Pending final verification
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October 16, 2017 

Warren Foster  
Acting District Coordinator  
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 

RE:  J&M Sand, Milton; Application #4C1016-1 – DRAFT  

Dear Mr. Foster: 

The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Staff and Executive Committee have reviewed this Act 
250 application for the subdivision of the existing 75-acre parcel of the former Jenkins Sand Pit into three lots. 
Lot 1 will serve the existing single-family residence on the site; Lot 2 will serve the sand pit extraction operation 
(30,000-40,000 cubic yards per year); Lot 3 will have no development. The Project is located at 297 McMullen 
Drive in Milton, VT. The project was approved by the Milton Development Review Board on March 29, 2017.  
We offer the following comments:

The project is located within the Rural Planning Area as defined in the Chittenden County Regional Plan, entitled 
the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan (the Plan).  We find this project to be consistent with this Planning Area. 
The Rural Planning Area is identified in the plan as an area appropriate for low density industrial and residential 
development that is compatible with working lands and natural areas. This area has been used for sand 
extraction in the past, and while there is an existing single-family home on Lot 1, no new development is 
proposed. Therefore, we find this project to be generally in conformance with the Planning Areas of the 2013 
Chittenden County Regional Plan.   

We also find that this project meets the requirements of Criterion 9(L).  We find that this area does not meet the 
definition of “existing settlement”.  Therefore, under Criterion 9(L), the applicant must show that any project 
outside an existing settlement:  

i. Makes efficient use of land, energy, roads, utilities and other infrastructure, and either:  
(I) Will not contribute to strip development, or  
(II) If the project is “confined to” existing strip development, it incorporates infill and minimizes 
the characteristics of strip development.  

We find that this project makes efficient use of land, energy, roads, utilities and other infrastructure. It will use 
existing roads and curb cuts; it does not require the expansion of any utilities; and the site has previously been 
used for sand extraction. We also find that this project will not contribute to strip development. The Natural 
Resources Board Act 250 Criterion 9(L) Guidance indicates that a project does not contribute to a pattern of strip 
development if: 

• The project is designed to have limited visibility from a public highway, does not use water or 
wastewater infrastructure and will not generate significant traffic. 

• The project is a use that contributes to and supports Vermont’s working lands economy, as such projects 
traditionally fit into the rural landscape.  

Both are true of this project. Therefore, we find this project meets the requirements of Criterion 9(L).  
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We have reviewed the Traffic Impact Assessment conducted by Lamoureux & Dickinson Consulting Engineers, 
Inc. and concur overall with its findings.  We specifically concur with their recommendation that the travel route 
for large trucks going to and from the sand pit be McMullen Road west to Hobbs Road and Railroad Street.

Due to the detailed level of development review in most Chittenden County municipalities and the 
environmental permit reviews at the Department of Environmental Conservation, CCRPC will give specific 
attention in its Act 250 reviews to the type of use and the Planning Areas section of the 2013 Chittenden County 
ECOS Plan.  While there are many other topics covered in the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan, there has been 
significant analysis at the Regional level regarding transportation impacts.  The CCRPC will also focus its 
attention on transportation, where appropriate, in accordance with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, 
which is within the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan.

These comments are based on information currently available; we may have additional comments as the 
process continues.  Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Charlie Baker 
Executive Director 

Cc:  CCRPC Board 
       Certificate of Service 



bcady
Districts 4 6 and 9



Page 1 of 2 #4C1306 

c 

October 20, 2017 

Warren Foster 
Act 250 Acting District Coordinator 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 

RE: Snyder Creek’s Edge, LLC; Williston; Application #4C1306 

Dear Mr. Foster: 

The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Staff and Executive Committee have reviewed 
this Act 250 application for a project described as a residential subdivision involving construction of 22 
single family homes, 3 triplex buildings, and one 4-unit townhouse building on a new street with related 
utilities and site improvements. The Project is located on North Williston Road in Williston, VT. The 
project was approved by the Town of Williston Planning Commission on May 24, 2016. We offer the 
following comments:  

The project is located within the Suburban Planning Area as defined in the Chittenden County Regional 

Plan, entitled the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan. We find this project to be consistent with the 

Planning Areas for the following reasons:  

1. The Suburban Planning Area is identified in the Plan as an area planned for growth, and 
therefore this project helps implement Strategy #2 of the Plan, which calls for 80% of new 
development in the areas planned for growth.   

2. The project will be served by municipal water and sewer service, and is accessible via GMT 
transit routes.   

3. The density and uses are consistent with the local regulations.   
Therefore, we find this project to be in conformance with the Planning Areas of the 2013 Chittenden 

County Regional Plan.   

We also find that this project meets the requirements of Criterion 9(L). We find that this area does not 
meet the exact definition of “existing settlement”.  Therefore, under Criterion 9(L), the applicant must 
show that any project outside an existing settlement:  

i. Makes efficient use of land, energy, roads, utilities and other infrastructure, and either:  
(I) Will not contribute to strip development, or  
(II) If the project is “confined to” existing strip development, it incorporates infill and 
minimizes the characteristics of strip development.  

The project makes efficient use of land, energy, roads, utilities, and other supporting infrastructure. The 
project is located in an area with significant existing residential development, it is served by existing 
utilities and public transportation infrastructure, and development within the site will be compact.  
Therefore, the project does not contribute to strip development, and the requirements of Criterion 9(L) 
are met.  

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202

Winooski, Vermont 05404-2109 

802-846-4490 
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Regarding transportation, we have reviewed the Traffic Impact Assessment conducted by Lamoureux & 
Dickinson Consulting Engineers, Inc. and concur overall with its findings.  However, the US 2 eastbound 
approach of the US 2/North Williston Rd/Oak Hill Rd all-way stop controlled intersection is currently 
over capacity. Considering that this is an existing condition, that the development will contribute in a 
minor way, and that the development will not create adverse traffic congestion or unsafe conditions, we 
concur that the developer should not be responsible for mitigating the existing condition. We concur 

with VTrans’ request for a transportation impact fee for the VT-117 and North Williston Rd project.  

Due to the detailed level of development review in most Chittenden County municipalities and the 
environmental permit reviews at the Department of Environmental Conservation, CCRPC will give 
specific attention in its Act 250 reviews to the type of use and the Planning Areas section of the 2013 
Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  While there are many other topics covered in the 2013 Chittenden 
County ECOS Plan, there has been significant analysis at the Regional level regarding transportation 
impacts.  The CCRPC will also focus its attention on transportation, where appropriate, in accordance 
with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which is within the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan. 

These comments are based on information currently available; we may have additional comments as 
the process continues.  Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Charlie Baker 
Executive Director 

Cc:  CCRPC Board 
       Certificate of Service 



lgrenier
Districts 4 6 and 9



Page 1 of 2 #4C1292-1 

October 24, 2017 

Warren Foster 
Acting Act 250 Coordinator 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 

RE:  River’s Edge, Colchester; Application #4C1292-1 DRAFT  

Dear Mr. Foster: 

The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Staff and Executive Committee have reviewed 
this Act 250 application for a Project described as the construction of a 28 lot PRD. The project consists 
of 25 single family lots, a common lot (Lot 26) and 12 duplexes, two preserved common land parcels 
(Lots 27 and 28) and 2,930 feet of public roadway. The Project is located on 634 Mallets Bay Avenue, in 
Colchester, VT. All criteria are under review. However, we understand that the scope of this hearing will 
be narrowed to Criteria 1, 1A, 1D, 1E, 1F, 1G, 6, 8, 8A, 9A, 9B, 9C, 9D, 9E, 9F, 9G, 9H, 9L, 10-Regional 
Plan. The project has gone through sketch plan review but has not been formally reviewed by the Town 
of Colchester. We offer the following comments:   

The project is located within the Rural Planning Area as defined in the Chittenden County Regional Plan, 
entitled the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan. The Rural Planning Area is intended to promote the 
preservation of Vermont’s traditional working landscape and natural area features, and provides for low 
density residential development (generally 1 dwelling unit per acre or less) that is compatible with 
working lands and natural areas.  Development in the rural planning areas is also typically outside the 
sewer service area.  

While 49 proposed units is an unusual development for the Rural Planning Area, CCRPC considers this 
development appropriate for the following reasons.  

1. The ECOS Plan defines the Rural Planning Area as generally appropriate for 1 dwelling unit per 
acre or less. The lot in question is 48 acres, and 49 units are proposed, resulting in a density of 
.98 units per acre. As the ECOS Plan is not intended to prescribe exact uses, we consider this 
density to be appropriate.  

2. This proposal furthers the goals of the Rural Planning Area by permanently conserving 58% of 
the parcel. The development will be clustered and directly connected to a clustered 
development in an area planned for growth (please see CCRPC’s comments on Application 
#4C1292 for more details). Finally, the development will utilize on-site wastewater and will not 
lead to the expansion of sewer infrastructure.     

3. The Town of Colchester recently rezoned part of the parcel in question to allow for a greater 
density of development than was previously allowed. The Town views this rezoning as being 
compatible with and complementing adjacent land uses. Additionally, the rezoning is 
compatible with the 2014 Colchester Town Plan’s policies surrounding the Shipman Hill 
Neighborhood Area. CCRPC has found that the 2014 Colchester Town Plan is compatible with 
the ECOS Plan. Further, CCRPC anticipates changing this parcel to the Village Planning Area in 
the 2018 ECOS Plan to bring our future land use map more in line with Colchester’s zoning. 
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Therefore, we find this project to be in conformance with the Planning Areas of the 2013 Chittenden 
County Regional Plan.   

We also find that this project meets the requirements of Criterion 9(L). Though the project is not located 
in a state designated center or in an existing settlement, it makes efficient use of land, energy, roads, 
utilities and other infrastructure by  

1. Including a road connection between this development and Brigante Woods directly to the 
north, increasing street connectivity, coordinating access and improving the grid network;   

2. Utilizing existing water infrastructure and on-site wastewater;  
3. Clustering development, conserving about 58% of the original parcel; and  
4. Maintaining existing access to a multiuse path that leads to the local schools.  

Additionally, it is a purely residential project. Therefore, the project complies with the requirements of 
Criterion 9(L).   

TRANSPORTATION COMMENTS TO BE ADDED HERE IN ADVANCE OF 11/1/17 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
MEETING.  

Due to the detailed level of development review in most Chittenden County municipalities and the 
environmental permit reviews at the Department of Environmental Conservation, CCRPC will give 
specific attention in its Act 250 reviews to the type of use and the Planning Areas section of the 2013 
Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  While there are many other topics covered in the 2013 Chittenden 
County ECOS Plan, there has been significant analysis at the Regional level regarding transportation 
impacts.  The CCRPC will also focus its attention on transportation, where appropriate, in accordance 
with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which is within the 2013 Chittenden County ECOS Plan.  

These comments are based on information currently available; we may have additional comments as 
the process continues.  Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Charlie Baker 
Executive Director 

Cc:  CCRPC Board 
       Certificate of Service 
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DRAFT 
 

CCRPC Comments on the 
10/18/2017 Draft Report of the Working Group on Water Quality Funding,  

Required by 2017 Act 73, Section 26 
 

Approved by the CCRPC Executive Committee on November 1, 2017 
 
Thank you very much for the hard work and consultation that went into developing this report and its 
recommendations.  It is important to our environment and economy that the State develop a long-term 
funding system that is equitable and is effective in achieving our shared clean water goals. 
 
I. We have some broad comments about the draft report for your consideration: 

1. The State of Vermont made commitments through Act 64 and other mechanisms to the Federal 
Government and our residents to reduce phosphorous loading to Lake Champlain in previous 
years.  While it is good to examine short-term cash flow needs, it is critical that the State 
address the long-term funding needed to follow through on these commitments.  We encourage 
the Group to invest more time and effort in developing the long-range funding system.  

2. We support the implementation of a statewide fee and system to provide adequate funding 
over the next 20 years.  More details about our thoughts on this can be found in Section III. 

3. There is a big assumption in this report that the municipal portion of funding ($25M) needed 
already exists.  It would be more accurate to let Legislators and the public know that the 
municipal funding that is assumed will be new funding that will have to be raised from property 
tax payers.  This “revenue” does not yet exist except in a very few towns.    

  

II. We recommend the following revisions to the Draft Report: 

1. Operations and Maintenance Costs.   

i. At the bottom of page 12, the report notes the Treasurer’s Report did not include 
cost estimates for operations and maintenance.  Please add a sentence or two 
about the significance of that long-term cost. Ongoing O&M costs are present for 
any facility, can be significant, are necessary to realize the water quality benefits of 
any physical improvements, and should be considered and planned for as part of the 
overall statewide water quality funding needs. Our stormwater utilities report 
between ½ to 2/3 of their budgets being needed for operation, maintenance, and 
administrative activities.  This O&M investment is critical to maintaining the 
functioning of water quality projects and their water quality benefits. 

2. Municipal Revenue/Share.  

i. On page 11, Paragraph C. Municipal, leads a reader to conclude that most if not all 
municipalities have ratepayers.  Please break this paragraph into two paragraphs, 
one that discusses sewer systems and a second that talks about developed lands.  It 
would help the legislators to better understand the real-world situation by including 
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what % of municipalities have sewer systems and what % have stormwater utilities.  
Perhaps even include the percent of residents covered by these utilities.  It should 
also be noted in the paragraph for developed lands (roads and 3-acre) that the vast 
majority of municipal costs will be borne by the residents through the property tax. 
A sentence should also be added noting that this revenue source already has high 
demands on it to pay for schools and municipal services.   

ii. On page 18, the table of estimated costs and revenues assumes a substantial 
portion ($11M) to be paid for by private landowners.  This assumption needs to be 
explored more deeply as it seems that a significant percent of those costs may be 
borne by municipalities. There should be a recommendation for several million 
dollars of additional revenue to help with these municipal costs. See 
recommendations v. and vi. below. 

iii. On page 18, the Working Group assumes that municipalities will have an equal 
share of the capital cost with the State of 33%.  See comment #1 above.  This equal 
share of capital cost represents an unequal sharing of overall costs because O&M 
costs are excluded. We would ask the Group to take into consideration the O&M 
burdens being placed on municipalities and explain the current cost sharing in a pie 
chart that includes O&M.  Instead of a bullet on page 19, move this up in the 
conversation so that the reader can understand the full cost of compliance, 
including O&M. 

iv. We appreciate that the Group is anticipating a 20% cost share on municipal roads on 
page 26. 

v. On pages 27 & 28, we recommend that the State should raise enough revenue to 
cover 80% of capital costs (including federal funds) for Sector 3.C. Municipal Non-
Road Developed Lands and Sector 3.D. Private Non-Road Developed Lands when the 
municipality takes the lead on a project.  The recommendation of 50% to be borne 
by municipal tax payers is overly onerous and does not take into account the long-
term O&M costs that the municipality will bear. 

vi. On page 35-36, please revise Recommendation #1 to seek additional funding to 
provide a larger percentage of capital funding by the State and Federal sources and 
reduce the percentage to be borne by municipalities because of the O&M costs 
being factored in. 

3. Project Development Needs.   

i. Please add an additional bullet to page 15 about project development needs.  A 
strong point needs to be made that 20% of funding needs to be non-capital to 
provide adequate resources for the initial two or three stages of work described in 
the project life cycle graphic on page 6.   Some of that funding is available for 
Tactical Basin Plans, but much more is needed to develop projects, or “evaluate 
options and select approach” and working with sponsors and landowners.  Look to 
VTrans as a model for this. 

ii. Please add an additional bullet about project development needs on page 19.  

iii. Please address this issue in Recommendation #1.  There is not effort being invested 
in evaluating issues identified in TBPs to develop a good pipeline of projects.  Either 
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a greater percent of the Clean Water Fund needs to be devoted to this work or 
additional funding needs to be found for this work in the short term. 

 

III. Long-term Funding.  We endorse Recommendation #5 on page 37 that takes a statewide 
perspective to develop a long-term mechanism for raising revenue to address water quality.  Below 
are comments endorsed by the CCRPC Board on February 17, 2017 related to long term funding as 
discussed in the State Treasurer’s Report. 

1. Raising the majority of needed funding statewide will allow the State to best manage 
investments that have the greatest cost-effectiveness.  The cost to society will be less if 
effective investments are made in high-priority locations.  This is important to most efficiently 
and effectively meet our Clean Water goals. 

2. Raise funds statewide equitably. These compliance efforts will be most assisted by meeting a 
significant portion of the cost through statewide revenues.  Municipal budgets, and their limited 
base of property taxes, cannot afford the significant cost of water quality compliance on their 
own.  This will allow for equitable revenue-raising statewide and decrease inequity among 
municipalities in raising sufficient revenue to implement what needs to be done.  Please keep in 
mind that any municipal costs that are not covered by the State will still be borne by taxpayers 
at the municipal level, but probably in very unequal ways as some towns move more quickly and 
some more slowly.   

3. Nexus. That there be a clear nexus between how funding is raised and water quality; that is, the 
revenue source should be closely related to either a significant pollution source or a direct 
beneficiary of improved water quality. Meeting the documented stream impairment and 
phosphorus, stormwater, and nitrogen TMDL requirements should be the principal targets. 

4. Parcel Fee/”All-in.”  A broad-based approach that spreads these costs out among all 
Vermonters.  A parcel-based fee of some kind makes the most sense in terms of having a 
rational nexus and having an “all in” approach.  This would include properties that are exempt 
from property tax including government facilities, State roads and buildings.  In concept, we 
support the recommendation to implement a parcel-based tiered fee at the beginning of FY19, 
with a more accurate impervious-based tiered fee to follow when ready.   

5. Additional revenue source options.  With regard to the various fee/tax mechanism listed on 
pages 59-60 of the Treasurer’s Report, the State should continue to explore the adoption of fees 
with a clear and defensible nexus to water quality.  

6. Additional Resources. The State of Vermont should raise revenue and bond, as necessary, to 
provide the match necessary to obtain additional Federal or private funding opportunities. DEC 
should take an active role in finding and applying for federal funding.   

7. Clean Water Fund Board.  At least one municipal representative should be added to the Clean 
Water Fund Board in 2017. 

8. Administration Options.  Of the four Administration Options presented (see last page for 
summary table), we would like to see Option 1: Water Quality Improvement District as a Utility 
implemented by 2019.  Funds should be raised in a statewide system with billing, parcel (GIS 
and impervious) analysis, and consistent determinations regarding billing, trading, credits, and 
enforcement decisions made at this level.  Some percentage of the funding should be kept at 
the state level for administration and so that high level priorities can be decided by the Clean 
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Water Board about priority investments in different categories and/or watersheds. This will 
facilitate development of trading networks so that real prioritization takes place and also 
provides mechanism for municipalities with less cost-effective implementation options to meet 
their regulatory obligations.  

The majority of funds should be distributed to regions for project identification, management, 
technical assistance, and long-term operation and maintenance.  Providing these functions 
regionally will minimize costs and reduce potentially redundant services if all of this work were 
to happen at a municipal level. Regardless of which option is chosen, it should provide funding 
for and support: 

a. regional prioritization of projects; 

b. a pool of project development, engineering, management/monitoring funds in each region; 

c. a regional or municipal capital improvement plan approach to project selection rather than 
competitive grants; 

d. partnerships between municipalities, property owners, RPCs, conservation districts, and 
watershed associations; 

e. development of a long-term framework for ensuring proper maintenance, operations and 
management of these new clean water assets 

9. Administration Options Cost Analysis. While we assume Option 1 will be most cost effective if 
billed and collected at the state level, we need some more analysis of the cost of administration 
for the four administrative options.  In particular, the cost of billing and collecting the fees needs 
to be examined.  Municipalities have major concerns about being asked to bill on behalf of the 
state including tax exempt properties that do not receive municipal tax bills.   

Relationship to existing stormwater utilities: 

10. Don’t double-charge. We strongly believe that property owners/municipalities with existing 
stormwater fees not be “double charged”. Any statewide fee levied for the purpose of water 
quality should not reduce existing funding of municipal stormwater programs/utilities.  A 
statewide fee should provide for credits if a property owner is paying into a municipal 
stormwater programs/utility or for their own permit (3 acre, Ag).  We want to make sure that 
municipal stormwater utilities have the flexibility to meet the requirements of their current 
permits with DEC. 

11. Access to State funding. Even if a municipality has established a stormwater utility or some 
other locally-based revenue raising mechanism, municipalities would still like to be able to 
access additional state funds because no municipalities have the capacity to raise all of the 
revenues required to address the new TMDL requirements on top of existing MS4 requirements. 

12. Regional Collaboration. We support a system that allows for regional collaboration with other 
municipalities or with property owners with separate stormwater permits when individual 
municipalities determine that this option would be in their best interest. 

 
With regard to how the State of Vermont collects water quality funding, we have the following concerns 
and suggestions: 

13. Collection generally. It is important that the collection system address: 

a. How to impose a new fee on tax exempt property 
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b. How residents will be able to easily distinguish this fee from local property 
taxes. 

c. The cost of administration. 

d. Method of enforcement/penalties when entities do not pay fee 

14. Not municipal collection. There is not a correlation between making funding decisions at a 
local/regional level and collecting the fees. While we appreciate the idea of driving the revenue 
generation and use to a local level, requiring municipalities to collect these funds is problematic 
because: 

a. Any municipality that does not already have a Stormwater utility would have to develop a 
new water quality fee collection system for all properties including tax exempt properties, 
separate from tax bills. 

b. Property owners will not be able to distinguish the state fee from locally imposed 
taxes.  Municipalities are clearly opposed to adding additional costs to the property taxes. 

c. There will be a new cost burden imposed on every municipality to collect and enforce this 
fee. 

15. Statewide collection. We believe that a detailed analysis of collection options will conclude that 
it will ultimately be more effective to develop a statewide billing system (paid for out of the 
revenues) than asking 251 municipalities to develop separate billing systems to bill the fee and 
deduct their administrative costs.  The state will have to develop an administrative monitoring 
system either way.  This could build from state efforts to develop statewide parcel mapping 
(and maybe impervious layer if that is needed).  Municipalities should have the option to add a 
surcharge to the State fee to obtain the costs needed to cover the 20% not being collected by 
the State.  

16. Collection costs.  The cost of collecting parcel fee revenue needs to be better defined as 
different options could vary widely. These costs should be covered by these new revenues and 
not be passed onto regulatory permit fees. If the State does decide on a municipally-based 
collection system, there needs to be further discussion as to how much, if any, beyond the cost 
for administration, of these state fees, remain with the municipality.  

17. Trust Fund. Will these funds carry over from year to year, or be returned to the General Fund if 
unspent?  We’d like to see some sort of trust or enterprise fund be established so that this 
revenue is always reserved for its intended purpose. 

 
 



 
In accordance with provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, the CCRPC will ensure public meeting sites are 
accessible to all people.  Requests for free interpretive or translation services, assistive devices, or other requested accommodations, 
should be made to Emma Vaughn, CCRPC Title VI Coordinator, at 802-846-4490 ext *21 or evaughn@ccrpcvt.org, no later than 3 business 
days prior to the meeting for which services are requested. 
 
 
 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
Wednesday, November 15, 2017 - 6:00 p.m. 

CCRPC Offices; 110 W. Canal Street, Suite 202 
 Winooski, VT  05404 

 

 

 

 

CONSENT AGENDA –   DRAFT 
 C.1   Bike/ped and Municipal Mitigation grant awards, Shelburne Rd signals 

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 (MPO Business) (Action; 1 minute) 

4. Approve Minutes of October 18, 2017 Meeting* (Action; 1 minute) 

5. Review and Accept Draft FY17 Audit* (Action; 15 minutes) 

6. VTrans Project Selection and Prioritization Process* (Discussion; 15 minutes) 

7. GMT Next Gen Plan (Discussion; 30 minutes) 

8. ECOS Plan Update (Discussion/Action; 40 min) 
a. MTP scenario* 

9. Legislative Breakfast preview (Discussion; 10 minutes) 

10. Chair/Executive Director’s Updates (Information; 5 minutes) 
a. Clean water initiatives update 
b. Regional Dispatch update 
c. FY19 UPWP Project Solicitation 
d. Executive Director’s Report (to be sent separately) 

11. Committee/Liaison Activities & Reports * (Information, 5 minutes) 
b. Long Range Planning Committee (draft October 12, 2017)* 
c. Executive Committee (draft minutes November 1, 2017)* 

i. Act 250 Sec 248 letters* 
d. Transportation Advisory Committee (draft minutes, November 7, 2017)* 
e. CWAC & MS4 Subcommittee (draft minutes, November 7, 2017)* 

12. Members’ Items, Other Business (Information, 5 minutes) 

13. Adjourn  
 

The October 18th Chittenden County RPC meeting will air on Burlington Telecom 17 and Comcast 17 on 
__________________ at 8 p.m. and will be available on the web at: http://www.cctv.org/watch-
tv/programs/chittenden-county-regional-planning-commission-71 

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

• Planning Advisory Committee - Wednesday, November 8, 2017; 2:30 p.m. 

mailto:evaughn@ccrpcvt.org
http://www.cctv.org/watch-tv/programs/chittenden-county-regional-planning-commission-42
http://www.cctv.org/watch-tv/programs/chittenden-county-regional-planning-commission-42
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In accordance with provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, the CCRPC will ensure public meeting sites are 
accessible to all people.  Requests for free interpretive or translation services, assistive devices, or other requested accommodations, 
should be made to Emma Vaughn, CCRPC Title VI Coordinator, at 802-846-4490 ext *21 or evaughn@ccrpcvt.org, no later than 3 
business days prior to the meeting for which services are requested. 
 
 
 

• Long Range Planning Committee - Thursday, November 9, 2017; 8:30 a.m. 
• Energy Sub-Committee meeting - Tuesday, November 28, 2017 at 5:00 p.m. 
• Executive Committee - Wednesday, December 6, 2017; 5:45 p.m. 
• Transportation Advisory Committee - Tuesday, December 5, 2017; 9:00 a.m. 
• Clean Water Advisory Committee - Tuesday, December 5, 2017; 11:00 a.m. 
• CWAC MS4 Subcommittee - Tuesday, December 5; 12:15 p.m. 

 
Tentative future Board agenda items: 
 

December 12, 2017 
@ Double Tree 

Legislative Breakfast 

January 17, 2018 National Highway System update 
Warn ECOS Plan Update Public Hearing 
FY18 Mid-Year Adjustment 
 

February 21, 2018 ECOS Plan Update Public Hearing #1 
 

March 21, 2018 Warn ECOS Plan Update Public Hearing #2 
 

April 18, 2018 Warn Draft UPWP public hearing 
 

May 16, 2018 ECOS Plan Update Public Hearing #2 
FY19 UPWP and Budget Public Hearing and Vote 
 

June 20, 2018 – 
Joint Annual 
Meeting with GBIC 
@ ECHO 

Election of Officers 
ECOS Plan Update adoption 
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