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Brownfields Steering Committee  
Meeting Summary 

Monday November 16, 2020 at 2:00PM  
 

Attendance:  
Committee: C. Sawyer, S. Kio, C. Beling, T. Smith, L. Scangas 

Staff: G. Brunswick, A. Brunstad 

Guests: None. 

C. Sawyer opened the meeting at 2:06.  

1) Welcome and Introductions. 
2) Adjustments to the Agenda. None.  
3) Financial Report.  Report enclosed.   
 
Update on assessment grant. 

• G. Brunswick was not able to submit the assessment grant because she found out we were 
not eligible because we had not drawn down enough funds. At the deadline, we had 
drawn down only 38% despite our obligated costs. The requirement is that you draw 
down 70% of the grant by Oct. 8th.  

• The new assessment guidelines don’t make you split the money between hazmat and 
petroleum – which is great, for next time.  

• We are going to run out of assessment funds before applying again. But several 
assessment projects are still ongoing, and we will be active doing assessment work for 
about the next 8 months. 

• However, we will not be able to take on new hazmat assessment projects.  
 
Overview of financial report.  
Financial report is updated through Sept. 30th – which was the end of the last quarter.  

Hazardous Materials.  
• We have $14,155 left unobligated in contractual budget line.  
• G. Brunswick said that it would make sense to do a budget adjustment and move funds 

from lines like personnel fringe, travel, and supplies to spend more on assessment. G. 
Brunswick is working on that and already has some draft numbers to consider to stretch 
contractual funds. 

• C. Beling mentioned that it is easiest if the funds moved are less than 10% of the grant – 
which would be a $40,000 shift. C. Beling can work with G. Brunswick to do that. G. 
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Brunswick clarified that if would be less than $40,000.  
• G. Brunswick reviewed obligated project costs. 
Petroleum. 
• Right now, we don’t have any obligated funds for petroleum.  
• There is $58,017 remaining in the contractual line item.  
• Sites we’ve spent money at are the Young Landfill Phase 2 and 60 Noyes St. Phase 1 

(which ended up not being completed). 
Revolving Loan Fund.  
• Budget has been updated to reflect $200,000 supplemental we received.  
• Our two active loans are the Montpelier Granite Works and Maiden Lane. We have 

processed one disbursement and are in the process of a second disbursement for Maiden 
Lane. 

• Montpelier Granite has not requested funds.  
• We have just under $350,000 obligated in the loan leaving $175,518.  
• L. Scangas asked about Mont. Granite not asking for money. G. Brunswick will explain 

after financial report.  
• Our grant obligation is the $100,000 to Maiden Lane. As of most recent disbursement, 

there is about $44,000 left, and we have $147,502 in grant fund.  
• $78,687 as our program income balance which continues to grow each month.  
• T. Smith asked if income balance if program income is what has been paid back to date. 

G. Brunswick said yes. 
• L. Scangas asked if the current program income balance of $78,687 is money we could 

loan out if we want to. G. Brunswick said yes. We can use program income for any 
programmatic expense. We talked about policy for using program income for corrective 
action oversight and plans, etc. especially because assessment funds are low. If there is a 
loan or a grant, we are first going to take it from grant funds.  

• C. Sawyer asked what we are allowed to do with the funds as far as EPA is concerned 
and does it have to be a grant or a loan. G. Brunswick said any programmatic costs and it 
is up to us. That does not include assessment.  

• G. Brunswick clarified that these are eligible programmatic costs for an RLF, so they 
have to be eligible clean-up programmatic costs which includes clean-up planning but not 
assessment. We could pay for CAPS so the assessment funds are not being used for that.  

• T. Smith asked about 14 Stebbins: does the $4,000 go back into the RLF? G. Brunswick 
never took that out, so we only paid out the actual cost. T. Smith asked if we set aside the 
additional $4,000 and considered it not available. G. Brunswick has not been calculating 
obligated costs for program income because there has not been a lot.  

• C. Sawyer stated that we have problems spending petroleum funds because its 
limitations. He asked if we would be given more flexibility in the future. C. Beling said 
not really, but you can give it away to other RPCs that need it.  

• C. Sawyer asked if we have ever taken someone’s Phase 2 ESA and supplemental ESA 
and looked at how much scored positive for petroleum vs. others. Then what if we 
allocated their expenses to make sure we are getting as much petroleum assessment into 
project as possible. When they actually do their test and see how much was petroleum, 
we should be going back and reallocating as much petroleum funds as we can.  

• G. Brunswick was not sure if it can be done in retrospect. When developing a Phase 2 
workplan, there is a clear understanding of which tests will be looking for petroleum and 
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whether a particular effort in a particular area is driven by a petroleum concern.  
• C. Beling also mentioned you need the petroleum determination in advance.  
• C. Sawyer sees lack of petroleum spending being a potential problem for getting more 

hazmat assessment funds.  
• G. Brunswick acknowledges that there will be a need for assessment funds, and we may 

need to work with other RPCs and DEC. 
• C. Beling said that Brattleboro, Burlington, Chittenden, and St. Johnsbury have all 

submitted applications for funds. She also said that only one place in VT was awarded 
assessment funds last year.  

• G. Brunswick will have to keep an eye on sites that are looking for assessment funds to 
direct them to the funding needs until the point where we can reapply.  

• L. Scangas asked about petroleum assessment: what if you are in construction and you 
find a buried tank – do these funds apply if it is not a Brownfields site? C. Beling said no 
and mentioned the possibly of funding through the state’s yank a tank program. L. 
Scangas had this problem and found two drained petroleum tanks, for which there was 
absolutely no documentation, while in construction. He applied for reimbursement from 
the state (Petroleum Cleanup Fund), but they will not provide funding because when the 
property was transferred to the current owner, there was not a building assessment done.  

• G. Brunswick said she would look into the kind of assessment required to know for the 
future. 

  
4) RLF Program Management.  

 
Montpelier Granite Works. 
• While the eligibility documentation was approved, we found out the applicant had not 

documented their Section 106 compliance, and it had been missed by everyone that 
reviewed the application. The proposed development plans were historically sensitive – 
he was planning to rehab the structure and maintain historical features. This could have 
been a reason the Section 106 was missed.  

• As plans moved forward, it became apparent some of the development plans were 
changing, and the development would not be as historically sensitive.  

• Because of COVID-19 the developer is delayed, and they are marketing the site to a 
tenant. Depending on who they find, they may or may not go through with original plan 
as described in the application for funding. 

• The funding may or may not move forward. In order to access our funds, they will need 
to comply with Section 106 and rehabilitate the structure. If they decide to do differently, 
we will potentially not be loaning them funds.  

• Latest update from them was the marketing package they are putting out. L. Scangas 
asked -- wouldn’t they have had to have a Section 106 approved before coming to us for 
funds? G. Brunswick stated when you fill out the eligibility determination, there are 
questions about 106, and all of the sections were checked. The site had been through 
multiple RPCs and the state was loaning them funds. Yet somehow it was missed.  

• L. Scangas – don’t people normally have Section 106 already, and isn’t a 106 a 
requirement for RLF funds? G. Brunswick – if they’re in our assessment program, we 
usually help them complete 106 during the corrective action plan. And yes, 106 is 
required if needed for the site. Documentation was not provided by the owner. 
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• L. Scangas asked when they applied and if there is a time limit for when they have to pull 
some of the money. G. Brunswick --they applied Feb. 14th and the time limit is a year.  

• G. Brunswick displayed the marketing packet with pictures, original building plans, etc.  
• We are waiting to see who they find as a tenant and if they feel they can continue as was 

originally proposed to be compliant with National Historic Preservation Act.  
• L. Scangas asked if the money will go back into our funds if they don’t spend the money 

by next year. We are technically setting aside the money for them. G. Brunswick said 
when the deadline comes around, we will have to decide if we amend the loan agreement 
to maybe extend the time.  

• G. Brunswick said she should talk to the Mont. Granite contact and give him a reminder 
about the date.  

Maiden Lane Housing. 
• It looks great. We processed two disbursement requests, and there is about $44,000 left. 

G. Brunswick asked C. Sawyer what the funding will be used for. C. Swayer said CAP 
work.  

• C. Sawyer explained Champlain Housing Trust property, 30 subsidized housing 
apartments, first tenants are moving in this week. The market rate building, with 33 units, 
will be opening in April.  

• No tenants yet for the shopfront spaces on Main St.  
• CCV and NMC are moving into upper floor spaces now.  
Potential upcoming housing project in Morrisville. 
• G. Brunswick was contacted by Housing Vermont for a project in Morrisville, originally 

for CAP but they may move forward on their own and come back to us for clean-up 
funds. We may hear from them.  

RLF Loan Service/Underwriting. (no update) 
 

5) Updates on Assessment Projects 
Fonda, St. Albans City. 
• Report was submitted, and we are still waiting for comment from DEC. 
• Results were good news. Most of the soil is considered clean, but several locations would 

need to be managed. No PCB soil issues under the building slab. Next step will be to 
develop CAP and how that soil will be managed will be included.  

• C. Sawyer said no update on timing. They are waiting to see if they can acquire 
additional land which impacts how much space there will be for the access rd.   

• When we were working on this workplan, we had two scenarios where one would do 
assessment on rail road land hoping to incorporate the access rd. onto the rail road 
property, but we were not able to get access in time.  

• Now we have two scenarios where access rd. could be entirely on Fonda or it could 
encroach on rail road land. C. Sawyer said they are looking to purchase the land from the 
rail road.   

• G. Brunswick asked how likely it is they will purchase that land. As far as a timeline 
goes, is the request active right now? C. Sawyer said the most active thing is the 
conversation between the City and the rail rd. on that piece of property. G. Brunswick -- 
which could have significant impact on the original timeline? C. Sawyer – nothing is 
going to happen before 2021.  

• T. Smith elaborated – City’s rail rd. contact retired and a new person is coming in.  
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• G. Brunswick said it is helpful to understand if there are changes because a major reason 
we were funded for RLF supplemental funds was for the anticipation it would be used at 
Fonda.  

• C. Beling mentioned that EPA is being very forgiving because of COVID.  
• C. Sawyer is working with consultants on planning for Fonda property – still moving 

forward on developing all the Fonda sites. ECCA/CAP will hold off until negotiations for 
land are completed.  

200 Bridge Street, Sheldon. 
• G. Brunswick received Phase 2 report which was sent to DEC; they had several 

comments that the consultant is going to work on addressing. Should receive a revised 
report this week. 

• No vapor pathway identified to the building. 
• But there are several additional assessment/monitoring tasks they are recommending for 

land area.  
• We have been considering the reuse of the building and the land area/yard as two 

separate projects. So that will still be an approach going forward. 
• G. Brunswick will have more to report once report is revised.  
Enosburg Armory. 
• Phase 1 completed -- took a long time to get access from guard.  
• Town is working through steps to get ownership by end of the year. 
• Some minor assessment work identified: making sure no PCBs in building material and 

no contamination from two USTs. 
• They will not be doing work before ownership.  
64 Lower Weldon, St. Albans City. 
• Assessment work has not started yet.  
• C. Sawyer will be closing on property tomorrow.  
• G. Brunswick will meet with C. Sawyer soon to get updated on schedule, and C. Sawyer 

will need to sign site access agreement. 
  

6) Assessment/RLF Requests 
Young Landfill, Highgate.  Supplemental Phase 2 Assessment.   
• Brunswick review the results of the supplemental phase 2 assessment work completed at 

the site.   
• Next round of sampling will determine if N. plume – with 1,4 Dioxane and some 

petroleum -- is moving off to other properties.  It will also assess whether the petroleum 
landfill plume is expanding.  

• DEC suggested moving forward with the entire assessment at once rather than breaking it 
up into phases.   

• G. Brunswick prepared a document to help the prospective buyer, Jim Harrison, talk with 
adjacent property owners about site access on adjacent properties.   

• T. Smith asked if G. Brunswick knew who the land belonged to that the landfill bleeds 
over onto. G. Brunswick replied that the last name for the Northern one is Ferland. The 
property on the East is Keith Lovejoy. T. Smith asked if they are aware of the landfill 
problem. G. Brunswick said K. Lovejoy was aware.  

• G. Brunswick shared the proposal.  
• There will likely be some follow up contingent on results -- will likely not be the end.  
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• $36,936 being requested from our petroleum assessment funds, and $20,000 of the 
$66,546 hazmat budget is requested from our program. This site already has petroleum 
determination. The DEC did not want to approve full amount, so the request from our 
program is $20,000 toward hazmat.  

• We can just barely accommodate that with a budget adjustment by moving $5,000 to 
make $20,000.  

• L. Scangas asked if they will come back for more funds. G. Brunswick said they probably 
won’t, and they could always go back to DEC.  

• More assessment will be needed for redevelopment but the question is when. 
• Now the current prospective buyer will have a lot of info to work with to consider if 

cleanup cost and scale impact the development plan.  
 
T. Smith made motion to approve both funding requests for Young Landfill as presented. 
L. Scangas seconded. No discussion.  
 
Motion approved. 

  
7) Meeting Summary from July.  Enclosed. 

 
T. Smith made motion to approve the minutes. S. Kio seconded. No discussion.  
 
Motion approved.  

 
8) Other business 

• G. Brunswick asked if an earlier meeting time would work on Mondays. 1:00 PM was 
suggested. The standing meeting time was adjusted to the third Monday at 1:00 PM 
instead of 2:00 PM.  

• Probably won’t need to meet in December.  
 

Motion to adjourn at 3:26 PM. 
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