
CENTRAL VERMONT REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
Regional Plan Committee 

Draft Minutes 
November 7, 2023 4:00 – 5:30 pm 

Via Zoom; physical location: Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission 
29 Main Street, Suite 4, Montpelier, VT 05602 

Committee Members: 
X Alice Peal, Waitsfield Alternate Rep 
x Rich Turner, Williamstown Rep 
 John Brabant, Calais Rep 
x Mike Miller, Montpelier Alternate Rep 
 Vacant 

1 
Staff (in person): Brian Voigt, Christian Meyer, Lincoln Frasca, and Sam Lash (remote) 1 
 2 
Adjustment to the Agenda 3 
No adjustments   4 
 5 
Public Comment 6 
No public present 7 
 8 
Approval of the minutes 9 
Not everyone read last month’s minutes so approval was delayed until next meeting. 10 
 11 
Winooski Basin Tactical Basin Plan 12 
B. Voigt and L. Frasca shared the status of the Draft Tactical Basin Plan’s conformance status with the 13 
2016 CVRPC Regional Plan. The comment period for the Tactical Basin Plan ends 10 November 2023. 14 
Individual comments should be submitted to the Basin Planner Keith Fritschie. The Regional Plan 15 
Committee is tasked with making recommendations to the board on conformance and additional 16 
comments they feel should be submitted to the Agency of Natural Resources. 17 
 18 
B. Voigt and L. Frasca reviewed their comments on the June draft of the Tactical Basin Plan and 19 
summarized which of their comments were and were not integrated into the current October draft plan 20 
(see Appendix A of meeting materials). A. Peal asked about certain comments that were not integrated 21 
into the current draft. Specifically, the reclassification of surface waters recommended in the Tactical 22 
Basin Plan vs. on a case by case basis. A. Peal emphasized the importance of having more information on 23 
wetlands and changes over time in the plan.  24 
 25 
M. Miller overall does not like the structure of the Tactical Basin Plan. Goals, specifically around 26 
wetlands, should be quantified with an evaluation of where we are at. This will help define more 27 
strategic actions. Energy plans are a good example of plans that lay out what the goals are and what we 28 
need to do to achieve them. We can’t evaluate the wetlands program because we don’t know where we 29 
are at. In the Total Maximum Daily Load chapter there is not a clear sense of where we are at in 30 
achieving the goals set out.  31 
 32 
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B. Voigt described the purpose of the conformance matrix (see Appendix B of meeting materials) 1 
created by staff between the Tactical Basin Plan and the 2016 CVRPC regional plan. He explained the 2 
conformance review process beginning with the Regional Plan Committee, the Clean Water Advisory 3 
Committee and then to the Board for a final vote.  4 
 5 
A. Peal asked what staff thought overall about conformance with regional plan, and how the Tactical 6 
Basin Plan may inform the upcoming new regional plan. B. Voigt demonstrated how the matrix shows 7 
conformance with our plan. CVRPC’s new regional plan could be written with more aggressive goals and 8 
strategies that raise the bar for future Tactical Basin Plans. M. Miller spoke to the legal definition of 9 
conformance that states the two plans cannot prevent either from achieving its goals. L. Frasca 10 
expressed the importance of submitting comments along with a conformance recommendation to the 11 
Department of Environmental of Conservation for the benefit of longer-term planning beyond this year’s 12 
Tactical Basin Plan update 13 
 14 
M. Miller made a motion recommending to the Board of Commissioners that the 2023 Draft Tactical 15 
Basin Plan conforms with the 2016 CVRPC Regional Plan. R. Turner seconded. All were in favor and none 16 
opposed. 17 
 18 
Future Land Use Report 19 
C. Meyer presented on the status of the Draft Regional Planning Report (see meeting materials) and 20 
explained the background for creating consistency across future land use maps and policies statewide.  21 
The report is due back to the Legislature on 15 December 2023 and there will be no formal motion to 22 
endorse or adopt the language. However, strong comments or resistance should be noted. 23 
 24 
A. Peal spoke to the desire of developers who are really pushing for Act 250 to change and make 25 
development more cost effective. She described a local example of a rural builder trying to avoid the Act 26 
250 review process in the Mad River Valley. She noted the tension between developing and 27 
environmental protection including flood mitigation. M. Miller expressed concern about forcing all 28 
regions to do things the same way. We could lose the cross checking between Regional Planning 29 
Commission’s and the potential for new and diverse planning strategies. The title Planned Growth Area 30 
could be better defined as an Urban Area. When planning it is important to ask the questions, “Do we 31 
want to change, evolve, or maintain an area.” If we have historic designations within urban areas we can 32 
get those incentives and the growth areas will get other incentives. We DON’T want growth incentives 33 
or tax benefits in the historic areas that we are trying to maintain. Planning is about looking at a future 34 
state, and what we need to do to get there. Existing land use plans are often looking in the rear-view 35 
mirror. The uniformity of the planning process might suppress innovation and lead to mediocre plans. 36 
He suggested that instead of sticking to one way of doing things, they should consider successful models 37 
from other states. An idea should be built, and tested, before applying to all regions.  38 
 39 
C. Meyers asked, “Does this draft give us the flexibility to write the plan we want to write?” He is looking 40 
for comments to bring to the team of regional planners that is drafting this policy. M. Miller expressed 41 
his disagreement with the 60-day review for river corridors, floodplains, historic preservation, and 42 
transportation proposed by the state. He argued that their process in Montpelier is more efficient, as 43 
they issue administrative permits within 24 to 48 hours and streamline various processes.  In the city we 44 
regulate to the map rather than the Act 250 process which requires a site visit to determine if there is a 45 
wetland or not. The maps should be updated and accurate so we can issue permits faster and more 46 
efficiently. The draft designations seem to be selected through an Act 250 lens and not from a future 47 
land use planning perspective. 48 
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A. Peal spoke about Waitsfield’s zoning and the complicated nature of housing in industrial zones and 1 
mix uses. You really can’t say anymore where it does and where it doesn’t flood. There are new places 2 
that never flooded before and need evaluations and mitigation strategies implemented. We need to 3 
understand how the water flows through the whole watershed. She understands M. Miller’s point but is 4 
not ready to throw out Act 250.  5 
 6 
A. Peal tasked the committee with sending comments to C. Meyer for dissemination at the Board 7 
meeting next week.  8 
 9 
Regional Plan Update  10 
Progress was discussed on a regional plan update, with a goal of starting to distribute chapters for 11 
review in December.   12 
 13 

A. Peal made a motion to adjourn, seconded by R Turner. All in favor, motion carried.  14 


