Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission

June 11, 2013
Minutes

Present were:

Barre City:  
Michael Miller-absent


Plainfield:  David Strong








        Robert Atchinson-absent
Barre Town:
Byron Atwood



Roxbury:   David McShane-absent
Mark Nicholson-absent      

Waitsfield:  Don La Haye







Harrison Snapp-absent
Berlin: Bob Wernecke




Warren: Craig Klofach-absent
Cabot: Dick Payne



            
   Dan Raddock - absent
Calais:
Rolf Mueller




Washington: 






Duxbury: Brian Fitzgerald



Waterbury: Gunner McCain-absent

        

East Montpelier: Tim Carver
 


Williamstown: Larry Hebert

     Julie Potter



Woodbury:  Janet Shatney-absent

Fayston:  Carol Chamberlin



Worcester:  Bill Arrand- absent
Marshfield:  Faeterri Silver
Middlesex: Ronald Krauth

Montpelier: Tina Ruth

        Kim Cheney-absent
Moretown:    Deb Sargent-absent
Northfield:  Laura Hill-Eubanks
Orange: George Malek

Staff: S. Sinclair, L. Emery, J. Cassino, K. McKee
Others:  Brandy Saxton, Consultant; Jeanne Danielle, alternate representative to the Northern VT Resource and Conservation Development Council.
The meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m.
The minutes of the May 14, 2013 Commission meeting were accepted as written. 
Staff Report Additions:  S. Sinclair announced that Gary Gulka of the Cabot Planning Commission was recognized by the VT Planners Association as Citizen Planner of the Year and will be recommended to the Northern New England Planning Association, as well.
Town Plan Review Committee:  The Orange Town Plan will be reviewed by the Committee for consideration of approval at the July 9 Commission meeting.  The current members of the Committee are:  R. Krauth, T. Carver, T. Ruth, B. Arrand, and G. Malek.  B. Atwood and D. Strong were added to the Committee for the review of the Orange Town Plan.
T. Ruth also stated that she would like to have someone replace her on the Committee when the annual appointments are made in July.

Public Hearing on the Approval of the Middlesex Town Plan and Confirmation of the Town's Planning Process:   The hearing was convened at 7:15 p.m. and staff distributed copies of the Plan review with the Committee's recommendation.  

Conditions warranting approval include findings that the plan:

· Contains each of the eleven elements listed in section 4382 of Chapter 117;

· Is consistent with the thirteen goals established in Section 4302 of Chapter 117. (“Substantial progress toward attainment” of these goals is the standard by which consistency is evaluated); and

· Is compatible with the Regional Plan and the approved plans of other municipalities in the Region.

The previous Middlesex Town Plan was adopted in March 2008 and approved by CVRPC that same year.  The 2013 Plan is not significantly different from the 2008 Plan, which  is understandable considering that the  2008 Plan was a substantially different document from its predecessor, both in form and content. While the 2008 Plan was more comprehensive in scope and was arguably more in keeping with the standards of Chapter 117 than the previous plan, it did also display some weaknesses, particularly with regard to the transportation, energy, earth resources and child care goals.  At that time, it was the opinion of the Committee that none of these deficiencies rose to the level of statutory non-conformance, and  approval was recommended.  The 2013 Middlesex Town Plan addresses past deficiencies and aptly represents the Town through an overall theme of citizen engagement, resource protection, and the preservation of rural character.  These themes specifically include natural resource conservation -- particularly in the context of preserving ridgelines and highlighting public lands, the preservation of development rights in the appropriately regulated areas, promoting affordable and workforce housing in appropriate areas through the use of regulatory strategies, and specific links to both regularity and non-regulatory implementation strategies.  The Plan includes an Economic Development Element and addresses CVRPC's Housing Distribution Plan.

The Middlesex Plan meets all the statutory mandates of Chapter 117 required for “approval” of the document by CVRPC.  The Plan is also in conformance with the 2008 Regional Plan.  Future Plan updates would benefit from revisiting previous goals and objectives and noting completion and from developing specific implementation strategies and mandatory language where appropriate.  
On May 23, 2013  the Town Plan Review Committee voted to recommend approval of the 2013 Middlesex Town Plan to the full Regional Commission.  It should be noted that Ron Krauth abstained from voting.

Comments included:  The planning commission did a very good job, and it is liked that the Town set aside an area for high density development, including small lot size which assists in making housing units affordable.

It was moved, seconded, and approved (12-0-1) to adopt the resolution approving the 2013 Middlesex Town Plan and confirming the Town's planning process. R. Krauth abstained.  
Review of CVRPC's 2008 Regional Plan:  The Vermont Association of Planning and Development Agencies (VAPDA) has been working to strengthen the depth of planning in Vermont and felt that the regional plans should be reviewed just as the municipal plans are.  With support from the Agency of Commerce and Community Development, each Regional Planning Commission, and the High Meadows fund, a consultant, Brandy Saxton, was hired to do the reviews.
Brandy Saxton reviewed the 2008 Central Vermont Regional Plan pointing out there will be an executive summary provided of all the regional plans showing the plans as they align with one another.
She made the following points on the CVRPC Plan: 


--  The Land Use  Element does not contain a land use map as required by statute.  This makes it difficult to tie projects and natural resources to specific locations that are or are not appropriate for the project being proposed.


-- Data on the region's energy use and supply is lacking.


-- The Transportation Element could include listing the regional priorities.


--  The Utilities and Facilities Element also lacks sufficient data regarding capacity and surrounding land use and the linkage to appropriate growth.


--  The policies need more "actionable" statements rather than statements like "encourage."


--  There could be broader outreach and more involvement of partner organizations which would help to develop stronger implementation measures.

--  There should be more discussion on compatibility with  the plans of adjoining regions.


-- The Housing Element is the strongest among the 11 regional commissions.  The Housing Distribution Plan assists the towns with a process for identifying and locating appropriate housing development.


--  The Economic Development Element was not added to the statute until 2013.  CVRPC's Plan was adopted in 2008 and the Commission should be applauded for including the economic development element ahead of its time.


--  Regional significant resources could be more clearly defined.


--  Substantial progress toward the goal is used to determine measureable or perceptible change.  The Plan would be strengthened by stating policies more directly and identifying specific programs or projects that are needed to support a healthy economy in the Region.

--  There are some policies that should be made "mandatory" in the Plan because of the role regional and municipal plans have in Act 250 and Section 248 permit review.


--  The Plan's policies align with the goal of compact settlements, but the lack of a well-articulated land use plan limits the effectiveness of the Plan in guiding growth and development in a manner that would sustain compact centers segregated by rural countryside.


--  The Plan should identify brownfield sites and then recommend implementation strategies.  


--  The Plan is user-friendly, has a consistent format, and is easily readable, but the goals and policies are listed throughout the Plan.   All the goals and policies could be pulled together as one section at the end of the Plan.

Discussion raised the point that it would be fairer if the overall plan scoring at the end of the review was weighted to give more weight to the more important elements of the Plan.  

It was also stated that it's difficult to support stronger land use goals and policies if there isn't sufficient infrastructure to support development.  It was noted that the land use element could identify the needed infrastructure that would support the desired land use.

It was suggested that growth is not happening where there is excess water and sewer capacity, and we could try to identify why that is the case.    It was further suggested that land use happens at the local level; how do regional plans support that in terms of the land use map/element?
Some regional commissions use zoning districts for their land use map, but not all zoning districts reflect the town plan vision.  Instead, the land use map could reflect the intent of the town plans rather than their zoning districts.  We need to think about who the regional plan  audience is and how we want the plan used.
It was noted that not all of the directives in the statute are appropriate for the smaller towns.  It was suggested that CVRPC could focus on what's important to the region rather than trying to meet everything in the statute when not all of it applies in terms of implementation.

The CVRPC Plan is read to educate which is particularly useful to those towns that do not have staff planners.

Regarding should's and shall's, CVRPC could list options; a list of what one could do, that would then provide guidance to towns for their plans.

It was noted that Act 250 wants plans to be more directive so the District Environmental Commission doesn't have to interpret what they think the towns or regions want.

Comment was made that our Plan says there are tradeoffs.    However, those tradeoffs cannot be predicted 5 years in advance.  Where a State agency provides permitting, that trumps the local and regional plans and is left to the State to determine any tradeoffs.  
B. Saxton suggested that we target what is most important to the Region and focus on those areas rather than trying to provide mandatory or directive-type language on every issue.
It was suggested that there could be better guidance for property rights and the needs of future residents.
CVRPC staff provided the following information on the development of our 2016 Regional Plan and the committees that will be needed for input, review and outreach:


--  The Plan would be entitled: Plan Central VT:  Shaping Our Region from the Ground Up.


--  A regional plan committee would be established consisting of regional commissioners, and interested local officials  and regional organizations.

--  There would be working groups or subcommittees on specific topics for various elements of the Regional Plan that would work with staff on development of the elements of the Plan.


--  Staff is aiming to include regional organizations as partners to get their input, insight, and involvement in the development of the Plan.


--  The potential working groups would be:



outreach/public participation,



land use and economic development,



housing, transportation, and utilities, facilities and services,



energy and environmental issues, and



implementation.

Public outreach to gain greater involvement in the development  of the Plan would include making use of the internet, email, video conferencing, social media, interactive activities such as meeting-in-a-box where residents serve as facilitators, youth groups and students, hosting a booth or display at farmers' markets, and using art-based projects as contests to draw attention to the regional planning effort.
CVRPC will be sponsoring an AmeriCorp Vista person to help organize and facilitate the outreach process.  We are continuing to look for additional financial resources, as well.

Commissioners expressed interest in the time frame and how often issues and draft language would come to the Commission.

Thanks were expressed to Robert Wernecke for his chairmanship services over the past 2 years.  R. Wernecke expressed his enjoyment of the process and that he is pleased with the achievements of the Commission.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.  
Respectfully submitted,
Laurie Emery
PAGE  
5

