Comments and Questions: Final Report of the Joint Commitiee on Consolidation (April
10, 2013)

Prepared by Laura Hill-Eubanks, Representative, Central Vermont Regional Planning
Commission.

These comments are submitted with the recognition of the hard work performed by the
Joint Committee and with respect for my colleagues at the Commission. The comments
provided here are in addition to those of David Strong (page 25 of the Report), and are

not meant to be all-inclusive.

1. An effective case for merger has not been made.

The Final Report of the Joint Committee on Consolidation (the “Report™) does not
provide a significant amount of factual material on which to base its conclusions; the
factual information they do offer is difficult to evaluate, as no specific references are
provided and some may be erroneously characterized. The section on The Case for
Merger (p. 4) makes reference to only one “study,” for which no citation is provided. The
study in question, apparently prepared by the National Association of Development
Organizations (NADO), is said to have criticized Vermont for not having regional
planning and development under one roof. The Report uses this finding as part of the
basis for its conclusion that the Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission
(CVRPC) and the Central Vermont Economic Development Corporation (CVEDC)
should merge into one organization.

An online search for this “study” yielded one document prepared by NADO that talked
about Vermont’s regional planning commissions and development; Vermont Association
of Planning and Development Agencies — 2011 Strategic Assessment (“2011 Strategic
Assessment” at http://www.vapda.org/Publications/StatewideStrategic Assessment. pdf).
This document found that the Regional Planning Commissions (RPCs) generally
petrformed their functions well, but noted that they should take on more of a role in
economic development. Fair enough, if true. However, this document did not necessarily
recommend merger of RPCs and Regional Development Corporations (RDCs), but in fact
presented the options of working in partnership or of co-location (“under one roof”) of
the two regional organizations. It also recommended periodic joint meetings of the RPC
and the policy boards of other regional organizations, including the RDCs. (See pages 19,
21, and 25 of the 2011 Sirategic Assessment). In fact many of the multi-state success
stories referenced in the study include regional planning commissions or councils that
partnered or formed consoitia with other organizations, including RDCs, when
undertaking development tasks (see Florida, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Ohio, and
Virginia, for example on pages 28, 31, 33, 35, and 38).

An additional point about the unidentified NADO study referred to in the Report: The
Committee’s Report quotes the NADO study as saying: that “fVermont] appears to lack
the organizational capacity, diversity of programs and services, financial resources and
organizational scale necessary ... to realistically drive regional innovation and growth
on a consistent basis statewide.” If in fact the 2011 Strategic Assessment is the study
they refer to, the statement is quoted incorrectly in the Committee’s Report. The 2011
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Strategic Assessment states that “The network of Regional Development Corporations
appears lo lack the organizational capacity, diversity of services, financial resources and
organizational scale necessary, based on the NADO research team’s external interviews
and knowledge of national counterparts, to realistically drive regional innovation and
growth by themselves” (2011 Strategic Assessment at p. 8). This statement was meant to
be a criticism of the capabilities of the statewide system of RDCs. This would suggest
that the RDCs in Vermont may not be thriving; merger may not solve that problem. If
they haven’t been significantly effective on economic development issues as a stand-
alone entity, then why assume that they will improve their performance as part of a
merged entity?' In fact a merger may make both organizations weaker. As was pointed
out by David Strong in the Report, if the problem for economic development is a lack of
resources, that situation must be improved at the state and federal level. It is unlikely to
be improved by merging these two organizations, especially when one of the goals is to
save money. (The Report also doesn’t seem to show that the merger would actually save
money).

1t should be noted that the only study cited was from NADO, a national organization
seemingly focused primarily on economic development. But where are the studies, from
more diverse sources, showing whether or not the planning functions (including those for
human needs and the environment) would improve, remain strong, or not be diminished
by merger-—especially in Central Vermont? There were no studies cited to show that
merger would in fact make the new entity a more effective planning organization in all
respects. Is the Northeastern Vermont Development Association (NVDA), which they
cite in the Report as a model organization, highly effective at planning for the
environment and communities, as well as for economic development?

The Committee’s Report asserts that planning and development are “at loggerheads” and
need to be improved by merger. This assertion was not accompanied by specific
examples of the perceived problems or suggested improvements, It is difficult to
determine from a reading of the Report what aspects of the current situation were thought
to constitute “loggerheads” or what caused it. There is a need, as recognized by the state
legislature, for planning for the community and the environment, in addition o economic
growth. Does the development community agree that all three aspects are important?

If we are to assess the “case for merger” we will need more information and clearer
evidence on which to base the merger decision. There are other ways to potentially
improve the planning and economic development processes in Vermont, including
collaborations among RPCs and RDCs. It’s difficult to see the need for the drastic step of
merger as is recommended here.

! 1f one of the reasons for merger is to make CVEDC more attractive for purposes of state
performance contracts under Title 24, Chapter 76 (the statute cited in the Report), merger is not
necessary. The contract award system allows for joint proposals from RDCs and RPCs. See
hitp: /www. leg state vt.us/statutes/Tullchapter.cfim? Title=24 8& Chapter=076
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2. The creation of a 35-member development committee and a 9-member development
voting block (plus the addition of three at-large members) diminishes the control of
member towns on the commission.

The Report’s proposed Bylaws, Article VII (p. 21) create a new 35-member Economic
Development Committee (EDC) with significant power and with seemingly no oversight
by the newly formed Commission, its town representatives, or its Boards: “The Economic
Development Committee shall be self-perpetuating: it shall have the sole power and
responsibility to fill vacancies on the Economic Development Committee. The Economic
Development Committee’s duties shall include but not be limited to the following:
appointing annually the nine Development Directors; and overseeing other economic
development activity in the area served.”

In addition, Article XIV of the proposed Bylaws states that “No amendment affecting
membership of the Economic Development Committee or its participation on the Board
or Commiittees of the Commission shall be adopted without the approval of the Economic
Development Committee.”

To summarize: The EDC has the sole power to appoint and remove the nine new
Development Directors. The new Development Directors have voting rights on the
proposed Commission. But these nine new Directors can apparently function as they see
fit with no concern about being removed by the Commission for any reason. They also
are under no obligation to be responsive to the needs of the towns represented on the
Commission. The absence of accountability in this structural arrangement is somewhat
astounding. It is difficult to see how the CVRPC, or any other organization, could agree
to such an arrangement. It certainly is not something I could recommend to my town.

If the CVEDC feels so strongly about keeping their power and autonomy, then why
merge? Why not just form a partnership or collaboration of some kind, as suggested
earlier?

As has been pointed out in the Report, this nine-member voting block has the potential to
dilute control of policy by the member towns—especially when the additional three at-
large members are taken into consideration.

Going forward, the Regional Planning Commission will be shaping what our region will
look like. In fact, the Regional Planning Commissions are likely to be tasked with
deciding where commercial wind farms should and should not go. It is imperative that all
municipalities be on an equal footing when these types of issues come up. If there are 12
members on the Commission who do not answer to their municipalities, and thus do not
have their towns’ interests at heart, these types of decisions may end up being made in a
way that runs roughshod over the priorities of the member towns. Alternatively, if these
additional representatives disproportionately come from one or a few towns, they could
form a voting block that shifts the outcome to favor their towns at the expense of other
towns.
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There are clearly potential benefits of having a permanent committee for economic
development at the CVRPC (similar perhaps to the ones we now have for Brownfields or
Transportation), However, there is no compelling argument for a permanent committee
that also appoints its own permanent voting block. The report admits that the CVRPC
now includes “many business oriented persons” — this seems to suggest that the current
membership of the CVRPC includes a diversity of views and interests. Are we to now
give one group’s interests more weight by increasing their votes and diluting those of the
towns? The logical outcome of this line of reasoning is that every other group with an
interest in planning outcomes should have its own standing committee and its own share
of additional voting members.

Finally, if these Bylaws are adopted, there is no oversight or control over the EDC
members, which means there is no turning back. If folding the CVEDC into the CVRPC
fails, the only obvious option is to dissolve the entire Commission.

3. The Report’s proposed Bylaws lack reference to protections for the environment or
natural resources.

The Report and its proposed Bylaws seem to indicate a shift away from planning that
includes, as one of its primary goals, environmental quality and conservation (as required
by Vermont statutes), and towards a focus on development. While the statute governing
regional planning commissions includes numerous references to requirements in planning
for protection of the environment and natural resources, the Report’s proposed Bylaws
make no actual mention of these ideals. The statute’s goals include, for example: “To
provide a strong and diverse economy that provides satisfying and rewarding job
opportunities and that maintains high environmental standards, and to expand econontic
opportunities in areas with high unemployment or low per capita incomes. ... To identify,
protect and preserve important natural and historic features of the Vermont landscape,
including: (A) significant natural and fragile areas, (B) outstanding water resources,
including lakes, rivers, aquifers, shorelands and wetlands, (C) significant scenic roads,
waterways and views; important historic structures, sites, or districts, archacological sites
and archacologically sensitive areas. ... To maintain and improve the quality of air,
water, wildlife and land resources.”™

Curiously, the proposed Bylaws include some of the language from the statutory duties of
regional planning commissions, but modifies the language of the statute in some cases.’
The result, intentional or not, is Bylaws that lack an explicit reference to protection of the
environment or natural resources.

? See Title 24 Ch. 117, sections 4302(c)(2), (5), and (6) at
http://www leg state, vt.us/statutes/fullsection,cfin 7 Title=24& Chapter=1 17&Section=04302
? See statutory sections 4345a and 4345, at

Lttp://www.leg state, vi.us/statutes/sections.cfm?Title=24& Chapter=1 17
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For example:

* The Powers and Duties section of the Report’s proposed Bylaws (#4) includes:
“Cooperating with the planning, legislative or executive authorities of
nezghbormg regzon.s' countzes or mumczpahtzes fo promote coordmatzon between

* But the language in the Duties section of the statute includes conservation” as
well as development; the statute requires that the Regional Planning Commission:
“Cooperate with the planning, legislative, or executive authorities of neighboring
states, regions, counties, or municipalities to promote coordination of planning
for, conservation and developiment of the region and adjoining or neighboring
territory.” (See section 4345a(4)). Keep in mind that this is “shall” and not “may”
in the statute, an important distinction. Why omit “conservation” when it is
required by statute?

An additional exampie:

* The Report’s proposed Bylaws section on Powers and Duties (#6) includes:
“Undertaking studies and making recommendations on economic, industrial,
commercial, and social development; land development; transportation; historic
and scenic preservation, the conservation of energy, and the development of
renewable energy resources.”

* But the statute reads that a regional planning commission may: “Undertake
studies and make recommendations on land development, urban renewal,
transportation, economic, industrial, commercial, and social development, urban
beautification and design improvements, historic and scenic preservation, the
conservation of energy and the development of renewable energy resources, state
capital investment plans, and wetland protection.” (See section 4345(6)).
Apparently wetland protection will no longer be a function of regional planning in
central Vermont.

There are other differences between the report’s Powers and Duties and those of the
statute. The statute states that the Regional Planning Commission may: “Carry out, with
the cooperation of municipalities within the region, economic development programs for
the appropriate development, improvement, protection, and preservation of the region's
physical and human resources.” The proposed Bylaws change this language to:
“Administering economic development programs for the appropriate zmprovement
protection and preservation of the region’s resources.” *“Resources” is not defined in the
Bylaws. Do they include fragile ecosystems and wetlands? There is no language to
suggest that they do.

Keep in mind that the statute has a “Duties” section (4345a) that requires all of the duties
listed there be carried out by a regional planning commission. But the Report’s proposed
Bylaws have a “Powers and Duties” section. A “power” is not the same as a “duty.” One
is not required to use a power, but a duty must be performed. 1t’s difficult to see why
these are listed as powers and duties. And which are which? Are all of them optional, or
are some and not others?
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The last two items (#’s 16 and 17) of the Report’s Powers and Duties section include the
statement that the new organization will carry out all duties of a regional planning
commission as per 24 VSA ch. 117, and perform other acts and functions that are
necessary or appropriate to fulfill the duties and obligations of the law and the proposed
Bylaws. Apparently these items were included in the proposed Bylaws to keep the new
organization in line with what the statuie requires of a planning commission for various
reasons, including eligibility for certain grants. The wording of this section also maintains
the basic form of a regional planning commission—despite the changes in the
composition and mission of the new organization—resulting in the fact that merging to
form the new organization would not entail first dissolving the CVRPC (which would
require a unanimous vote by the current Commissioners).

Why all the effort to list and modify selected statutory duties in the Bylaws? Why not just
make reference to the statute and say that the organization will carry out all of the duties
of a regional planning commission listed there? Any duties or powers that it was felt were
necessary for the Commission to also engage in economic development activities could
simply have been added to those duties. The most plausible answer (absent an explicit
explanation to the contrary) is that the Report’s Bylaws are an accurate list of what the
Consolidation Committee members intended to be the focus of the newly formed
organization going forward. And based on the proposed Bylaws, that focus would not
seem to include the protection of the environment or natural resources.

Planning for growth should strive to balance what is good for the community, the
economy, and the environment, as Vermont’s laws indicate. I do not see those principles
reflected in this proposal for consolidation,*

4. Tt is not clear whether the Consolidation Committee members were impartial as to
whether to consolidate, or whether the Committee was made up primarily of members
who favored consolidation at the outset,

The make-up of the Consolidation Committee is important from the standpoint of
knowing how much weight to give the conclusions in this Report, especially given that
there is not much hard evidence offered to support its conclusions. I would need to be
persuaded that the Committee members had a diversity of views as regards the question
of whether to consolidate, and all were given significant weight.

The January 2012 minutes of the CVRPC stated that: “Concern was expressed that the
joint committee might be biased toward consolidating, Tt was pointed out that the final
decision will be made by the Commission and towns.” I believe the responsibility
referred to in the latter sentence should be taken very seriously.

*The Bylaws also state that the legal bases for the new organization include 10 VSA, Chapter 12
(in addition to the planning statute of 24 VSA, Chapter 117), Chapter 12 governs the Vermont
Economic Development Authority. It is unclear which provisions of this law influenced the
proposed Bylaws; knowing that would help sort out what the primary focus and function of the
new organization was likely to be. (See

http/fwww leg state.vi.ug/statutes/sections.efin7Title=10& Chapter=012).
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5. Issues and guestions.
The Committee should make available any studies or materials used as the basis of its
conclusions.

The Joint Committee on Congolidation should give its reasons for each item in the
Report’s proposed Bylaws. If CVRPC votes to consolidate, the new Bylaws should be
wiitten by the Commission as a whole, with the bulk of the work being carried out by a
subcommittee of the Commission. These proposed Bylaws should not be adopted as
proposed.

What are the reasons for CVEDC wanting to merge with the CVRPC? Do they need
CVRPC to help make them a more viable organization, both financially and effectively?

The accounts of the CVEDC should be looked at if they have not been already. Is the
CVRPC taking on a risk by merging them into its organization?

Is there really a problem with planning that needs to be solved (provide sources that
document problems), and is consolidation the solution?

How would the various planning functions at CVRPC be impacted by merging with
CVEDC?

Other forms of collaboration, aside from merger, between CVEDC and CVRPC should
be explored,
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TOWN OF EAST MONTPELIER

Comments on CVRPC/CVEDC Merger Committee April 10, 2013 Report:

Issue: Speed of Merger

It appears that there will be no direct contact between the CVRPC and the town, as well as very
little time for the CVRPC representative to present the issue to the town. No binding vote should
be taken on this issue unless each town representative has a directive motion from his/het board
or, at minimum, time enough both for the representative to present the issue to his/her board and
for the board in gquestion to research and determine a proper response. If a town chooses not to
take advantage of the time, so be it, but the town should have the option, It is important to note
that the town is a dues-paying member of CVEDC and has not heard one word on the merger
from that organization.

Issue: Executive Committee Make-up

The Executive Committee appears to have eight members, only one of which has to be a
mumicipal representative. This may not be an-issue, since municipal reps make up 23 of 35
CVPC board slots and could control the make-up of the ED, but it remains true (to me) that the
EC should, within the bylaws, be mandated to have no less than 51% municipal representatlon
(so a minimum of 5 members of the 8-person commlttee)

Issue: Budget Information

It appears that there is too little budget information presented to judge the cost savings aspect of
the merger. Without better numbers, including all organizational assets, it’s difficult to guess if
there is any cost savings potential and, if there aren’t any proven savings, why exactly are we
doing this?

Issue: Next Steps

It may be I simply don’t understand the process, but I don’t see a second opportunity to vote on
the concept. Once the municipalities agree to move forward, it appears the next (and only)
additional hurdle is the bylaw amendment process. At that point, essentially you’ve already
agreed to merge and you’re only working on the details, I would prefer to have the details in
place (at the very least, the so-called “Agreement of Merger”) before towns commit one way or
the other.

- Summary

Simply put, exactly why are we doing this? What part of) LCVRPC is broken? If there are no or
minimal cost savings, there doesn’t appear to bea 31gn1ﬁcant rationale, at least as laid out in the
report, to upset the status quo. The report is well written, but devoid of the kind of specifics that
might support a combination of the two organizational missions. Further, exactly how do we
revert to the current model if this all goes sour? I see no attempt to take baby steps — this is all or
nothing, an approach that municipalities can’t really take. We’ll still be here, and still have the
statutory mandates and need for planning services, if the new organization fails. What we won’t
have is the solid, reliable assistance we currently get from CVRPC,




TOWN OF WARREN
SELECT BOARD
PO BOX 337
WARREN, VT 05674

September 25, 2012

Gunner McCaln, Chairman

Joint CVRPC/ICVEDC Committes on Consolidation
Central Vermont Reglonal Planning Commission
29 Main Sireet, Sulte 4

Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Dear My, McCaln and members of the Commities;

Last December the Warren Planning Commission sent a letter to Ms. Sinclair, Executive Director
of the CVRPC regarding the proposed merger of the CYRPC and the CVEDC which was copied
to us. Al that time the PC felt that detalls of such a merger were lacking and urged the CVRPC to
"take a stop back” before attempling to move forward with a vote on the merger proposal.

It has bean shared with us by the Warren Planning Commission that despite the amount of effort
made by the Joint Commitles that the resulting product will not vield results that will benefit the
Town of Warren. If anything, the new commission will be larger with more layers and less
efficlencies. [as per your proposed organizational chart of September 2012] The origlnal premise
for this merger.was born under the Challengss for Change during the Douglas Administration
which was primarily cost savings driven. The Joint Commities has admitted that this proposed
merger has littte cost savings in its creation. [Notes of September 5, 2012 "...there may be some
savings, but It's not considered fo be very much.”]

Though a formal vote by the member towns on the proposal has yet to oceur, the Town of Warren
Select Board would like to go on the record that they are not in favor of the proposal to merge the
functions of planning and economic developrment. The Select Board further feels that the Joint
Committee has spent valuable ime and resources that could have otherwise been more
productive In supporting the planning efforts of the member fowns.

Sincerely,

P 3

The Watren Select Bo
/

Chairman

Anson Montgomery
Kirstin Rellly
Bob Acldand
Matt Graom

Ce: Susén Sinclair, Execulive Director, CVRPC
Joshua Schwarlz, Executive Director, MRVIPD




