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NORTHWEST REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
POLICY/PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 

 

WEDNESDAY, February 22, 2017 

6:15 P.M.  
Conference Room #1 – Northwestern Medical Center 

133 Fairfield Street, St. Albans, VT 
 
AGENDA:   
 
 

1. Changes or Additions to the Agenda 
 

2. Public Comment 
 

3. Minutes – review November and February (1st meeting) minutes enclosed 
 

4. Project Reviews  
See enclosed project summary sheet 

 
5. Updates 

 
 

If you cannot attend the meeting, please call the Commission at 524-5958. 
 

In accordance with provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, the NRPC will 

ensure public meeting sites are accessible to all people or provide an opportunity for individuals to 

request special accommodations. Requests for free interpretive or translation services, assistive devices, 

or other requested accommodations should be made to Amy Adams, NRPC Title VI Coordinator, at 802-

524-5958 or aadams@nrpcvt.com, no later than 3 business days prior to the meeting for which services 

are requested. 
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Policy and Project Review Committee: Monthly Business Report   

 

Month:  February 2017 – 2nd meeting 

Project Reviews 
 

 

1) Project Type: Swanton Wind, LLC   Project Location: Rocky Ridge, Town of Swanton 

Substantial Regional Impact: Yes   No  (If yes, Board action required) 

 Project Details: 20 MW Wind Generation Facility.   

 Project Comments: NRPC has “intervened” in the case.   

 Conformance with Regional Plan: Yes   No    
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POLICY/PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 1 

 2 

WEDNESDAY, November 9, 2016 3 

 4 

The meeting of the Policy/Project Review Committee was held at the Swanton Village Complex in 5 

Swanton, VT.  At 5:40 PM, C. Steen opened the meeting.  6 

 7 

ATTENDANCE: 8 

Commission:  Garrett, Harold ; Guernsey, Michael ; Howrigan, Patrick ; Leach, Christopher ; 9 

Speer, Neal ; Steen, Colleen ; Charron, Claude ; Irwin, William ; Jensen, Sylvia ; Voegele, 10 

Albin ;  Lavoie, Ross ;  Larocque, Alisha . 11 

 12 

Staff:  T. Newton 13 

Guests: B. Buermann and T. Benton.   14 

 15 

Changes to Additions to the Agenda: 16 

T. Newton asked that a discussion about quorum issues be placed on the agenda after project reviews.   17 

 18 

Public Forum: 19 

H. Garrett asked why there wasn’t a second public forum at the end of the agenda.  The Committee 20 

discussed whether or not it wanted to have a second public forum on the agenda.  W. Irwin stated that 21 

he felt that there should be a uniform policy across all NRPC boards related to public forums.  A. 22 

Voegele asked that the question be forwarded to the Board. B. Buermann asked that the question 23 

actually be brought up before the Executive Committee at the meeting on November 30.  The 24 

Committee agreed.   25 

 26 

Minutes 27 

W. Irwin asked other Committee members whether or not it should be noted in the minutes when 28 

Committee members arrive late.  The Committee felt it was appropriate to include when Committee 29 

members arrive, if late, in the minutes to ensure that any questions about quorum where to arise they 30 

could easily be answered.  M. Guernsey asked if T. Newton could clarify if a quorum continues if a 31 

quorum was present at one time, but Committee members had subsequently left.  B. Buermann asked 32 

how recusals and abstentions should be addressed in voting.  T. Newton stated that he would look into 33 

both issues.    34 

 35 

W. Irwin requested that the following changes be made to the minutes: on page 1, line 43, the “a” 36 

should be “at”. On page 2, line 14, “follow” should be changed to “follows.” On page 2, line 22 “would 37 

drain” should be replaced with “draining.” On page 2, line 25 the word “were” should be struck. On 38 

page 2, line 36, the word “a” should be inserted between “on” and “300.”  On page 2, line 39, the last 39 

word should be “plants” not “plans.”  On page 2, line 40, the word “said” should be included after 40 

“She” and the word “that” should be struck.  On page 3 line 7, the word “project” should be “projects.”  41 

On page 3, line 27, the second “e” in “conservation” should be struck.  On page 3, line 34, the word 42 

“and” should be added between “Pond” and “thinks.”  On page 3, line 41, the word “acre” should be 43 

used instead of “acres.” On page 4, line 4 it should read “federal aviation administration.”    44 
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 1 

A. Larocque arrived at 5:53 PM.  N. Speer arrived at 5:55 PM 2 

 3 

H. Garrett motioned to accept the minutes of the October meeting as corrected.  A. Voegele seconded.  4 

All in favor.   5 

 6 

Project Reviews  7 

 8 

Swanton Wind, LLC – Town of Swanton – Rocky Ridge 9 

Project Details: 20 MW Wind Generation Facility. The applicant had previously submitted a 45-day 10 

notice of application in the fall of 2015. The applicant has now submitted full application. 11 

 12 

T. Newton noted that the schedule for review of the project at the Public Service Board is still 13 

forthcoming.  T. Newton reviewed the comments and questions that were posed by the Committee to 14 

Swanton Wind, LLC in September 2015.  He then reviewed the how each comment and question was 15 

addressed in the Swanton Wind, LLC application.  The Committee discussed if the project is receiving 16 

federal subsidies.  T. Newton stated he would get information about whether or not the project is 17 

receiving federal subsidies.  C. Leach asked about economic impacts.  T. Newton noted that the 18 

economic impact analysis provided with the application did not factor in any potential changes in 19 

electrical rates.  A. Larocque asked if the aesthetic analysis provided with the application analyzes 20 

clear, written community standards from just the “host” municipality or surrounding municipalities.  T. 21 

Newton said that he would get an answer regarding the question.  T. Newton said NRPC would 22 

interview in the PSB proceeding in the near future as authorized by the Board of Commissioners.   23 

 24 

Mill River Holdings, LLC – Beauregard Drive and Lake Street – Town of St. Albans 25 

Project Details:  26 

 27 

T. Newton provided an overview of the project.  The Committee discussed the proposed sidewalks. A. 28 

Voegele noted that the Town of St. Albans does not want the applicant to install sidewalks now, but 29 

would instead like to require that money be escrowed by the applicant for a future sidewalk to be 30 

installed.  He stated that this would happen when sidewalk is installed on adjacent parcels and 31 

connected to the existing sidewalk in the City of St. Albans approximately between 600 and 700 feet 32 

away from the subject property.  The Committee decided that it would not directly address the 33 

sidewalk issues and advised that the Town and District Commission could work on the issue 34 

themselves.  M. Guernsey asked about the side of the structure and A. Larocque asked about the 35 

parking capacity on site.    36 

 37 

M. Guernsey motioned that the Committee find that the project does not have a substantial regional 38 

impact and is in conformance with the Regional Plan.  A. Larocque seconded.  All in favor.   39 

 40 

Vermont Green Line Devco, LLC – Lake Champlain – Towns of Grand Isle and South Hero 41 

Project Details: A 12-lot subdivision. 42 

 43 
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B. Buermann provided an overview of the project.  He noted that the project is proposed to bring wind 1 

electricity from New York state and hydro electricity energy from Hydro Quebec to Rhode Island, 2 

Connecticut, and Massachusetts, 3 

 4 

B. Buermann stated he thought that the Committee should ask for information about where the TDI 5 

New England line would be installed and what the joint electro-magnetic impact of the cables would be 6 

on the surrounding area.  He indicated that it would also be helpful to know where the existing VELCO 7 

lines are located.  He also stated that the applicant should note where the Grand Isle water supply 8 

intake pipe is located on maps provided to ensure that there will be no adverse impact to water 9 

supply.   10 

 11 

The Committee asked about impact on sunken archaeological resources.  B. Buermann noted that the 12 

applicant has worked with the Maritime Museum to identify archaeological resources in Lake 13 

Champlain.   T. Newton listed the amount of public benefits that the applicant will be providing directly 14 

to towns in the form of tax payments and through private agreements.   15 

 16 

The Committee discussed installation methods and expressed that it is concerned about water quality 17 

issues during installation.  It also expressed a desire to have the applicant to work with TDI New 18 

England to install their infrastructure at the same time to minimize effects to water quality.  B. 19 

Buermann noted that where the applicant is proposing to tie into the VELCO grid in New Haven may 20 

have some grid capacity issues.   21 

 22 

T. Newton asked the Committee if they would like to intervene on the project and the Public Service 23 

Board.  The Committee agreed to intervene and find that the project has substantial regional impact.   24 

 25 

H. Garrett motioned to find that the project has a substantial regional impact and to recommend that 26 

NRPC intervene in the project before the Public Service Board.  M. Guernsey seconded.  All in favor.    27 

 28 

Solar Facility – BDE Main Lazar Solar, LLC – 3989 Route 105, Town of Sheldon 29 

 30 

T. Newton reviewed the project.  He noted that the Committee was seeing the project again because 31 

the previous 45-day notice had expired since it had been submitted over a year ago.  P. Howrigan and 32 

T. Newton noted some small changes in the latest filing including where the project will be accessed 33 

from the road.  The Committee determined the staff should send the same comments that it submitted 34 

last year.  The Committee stated that the project did not have a substantial regional impact, but 35 

decided to not address conformance with the Regional Plan until a full application is submitted by the 36 

applicant.   37 

 38 

C. Steen motioned to find that the project does not have a substantial regional impact and to send a 39 

letter addressing concerns about stormwater impacts, landscaping and decommissioning.  R. Lavoie 40 

seconded.  All in favor.   41 

 42 

Solar Facility – BDE Sheldon Lazar Solar, LLC – 474 Woods Hill Road, Town of Sheldon 43 

 44 
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T. Newton noted that this project is across from a facility that received approval last year.  The 1 

Committee discussed concerns about wetlands, stormwater, and impacts to prime agricultural soils. P. 2 

Howrigan stated that the applicant should be encouraged to install landscaping to shield the project 3 

from motorists on Woods Hill Road.  The Committee stated that the project did not have a substantial 4 

regional impact, but decided to not address conformance with the Regional Plan until a full application 5 

is submitted by the applicant.       6 

 7 

C. Steen motioned to find that the project does not have a substantial regional impact and to send a 8 

letter addressing concerns about stormwater impacts, landscaping and decommissioning.  R. Lavoie 9 

seconded.  All in favor.   10 

 11 

Staff Review: 12 

T. Newton noted that staff will be reviewing three telecommunications towers located in Enosburg 13 

Falls and Swanton.   14 

 15 

Quorum Discussion: 16 

T. Newton noted that a majority of Committee members must be in attendance to have a quorum and 17 

hold a meeting.  However, he noted that recommendations by the Committee only required a majority 18 

of those in attendance, not a concurrence of the majority because the Committee is not a quasi-judicial 19 

body.   20 

 21 

Adjourn 22 

M. Guernsey motioned to adjourn the meeting. P.Howrigan  seconded.  The Committee adjourned at 23 

7:29PM.  24 
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POLICY/PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING NOTES 1 

 2 

WEDNESDAY, February 8, 2017 3 

 4 

The meeting of the Policy/Project Review Committee was held at the Northwestern Medical Center in 5 

St. Albans, VT.  At 5:33 PM, W. Irwin opened the meeting.  6 

 7 

ATTENDANCE: 8 

Commission:  Garrett, Harold ; Guernsey, Michael ; Howrigan, Patrick ; Leach, Christopher ; 9 

Speer, Neal ; Steen, Colleen ; Charron, Claude ; Irwin, William ; Jensen, Sylvia ; Voegele, 10 

Albin ;  Lavoie, Ross ;  Larocque, Alisha . 11 

 12 

Staff:  T. Newton and C. Dimitruk 13 

Guests: B. Buermann and D. Rugh. See list.  14 

 15 

Changes to Additions to the Agenda: 16 

W. Irwin requested that the Swanton Wind project review be moved after Public Comment.  The 17 

Committee agreed. 18 

 19 

Public Comment 20 

P. Kane asked if NRPC had taken a position on the project. W. Irwin stated that the Committee had not 21 

yet provided a recommendation regarding a position on the Swanton Wind project to the NRPC Board 22 

of Commissioners.  He continued by stating that when a recommendation is made it would be based 23 

on the project’s conformance with the Regional Plan.  P. Rainville provided some photos to the 24 

Committee and discussed her concerns about the project’s impact on Lake Champlain. P. Dubie stated 25 

that she would like NRPC to oppose the project.  She stated that she is concerned about the aesthetics 26 

impacts of the project.  She stated that she would like NRPC to coordinate with the other municipalities 27 

that have intervened in the case.  A. Larocque arrived at 5:49 PM.  28 

 29 

B. Dubie discussed the experiences of a coworker in Rhode Island that is living near a wind turbine 30 

project.  He stated that the noise from that project’s turbines is disruptive. M. Bushey stated that she 31 

lives on Fairfield Pond.  She stated that she is in support of renewables, but she stated that it did not 32 

make any sense to have the electricity generated at the proposed Swanton Wind facility sold out of 33 

state.   C. Leach agreed that aesthetics is a concern.  He also noted that he also has concerns about the 34 

economic impacts of the project.   35 

 36 

Project Reviews  37 

 38 

Swanton Wind, LLC – Rocky Ridge – Town of Swanton 39 

Project Details: 20 MW Wind Generation Facility 40 

 41 

D. Rugh of Stitzel, Page and Fletcher provided a background of the project.  He explained that the 42 

project is currently being reviewed under two separate dockets before the Public Service Board.  He 43 

explained that NRPC has intervened under the docket related to the project’s Certificate of Public 44 
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Good.  D. Rugh stated that the other docket is related to the Power Purchasing Agreement that will 1 

dictate the terms of how electricity from the project is sold.  A. Voegele asked if decisions of the Public 2 

Service Board (PSB) are appealable.  D. Rugh said that decisions of the PSB are appealable to the 3 

Supreme Court.   4 

 5 

S. Jensen asked why the PSB is proceeding with the docket related to the Certificate of Public Good 6 

when the docket related to the Power Purchase Agreement has not been settled.  D. Rugh said it’s 7 

typical procedure and that no parties have asked for a stay.  S. Jensen asked about if Swanton Wind 8 

can suspend proceedings at any time.  D. Rugh confirmed that this is possible. 9 

 10 

M. Guernsey asked why the Committee should go into Executive Session to discuss the project.  D. 11 

Rugh explained that it would be necessary for legal council to have a frank discussion with the 12 

Committee regarding the application of the Regional Plan in relation to the project to ensure that the 13 

Regional Plan is given proper effect before the PSB.  C. Steen explained that such conversations are 14 

subject to attorney-client privilege.  D. Rugh said that the docket is a contested proceeding and advised 15 

that discussing legal strategy outside of Executive Session could put NRPC at a disadvantage.  M. 16 

Guernsey asked if the full Board of Commissioners may have to go into Executive Session in the future.  17 

W. Irwin stated that the Board may have to go into Executive Session and that the project will be on 18 

the agenda at February Board of Commissioners meeting.   19 

 20 

M. Guernsey moved that the Committee enter Executive Session with C. Dimitruk, D. Rugh, T. Newton 21 

and B. Buermann to discuss issues legal issues related to the Swanton Wind project docket and that 22 

such discussion would put NRPC at a substantial disadvantage if discussed outside of Executive Session.  23 

S. Jensen seconded.  All in favor.   24 

 25 

The board entered into Executive Session at approximately 6:20 PM.   26 

 27 

H. Garrett motioned to exit Executive Session.  C. Leach seconded.  All in favor.  The Committee exited 28 

Executive Session at 7:35 PM. 29 

 30 

A. Voegele motioned to delay making any recommendations to the Board of Commissioners regarding 31 

the Swanton Wind Project to a Committee meeting on Feb 22, 2017. R. Lavoie seconded.  8 to 1 in 32 

favor. Motion passed.   33 

 34 

Minutes 35 

T. Newton stated that there was no quorum at the December meeting and therefore no minutes could 36 

be approved.  A. Voegele noted that he had been in attendance at the meeting in December.  W. Irwin 37 

asked if minutes from the November meeting be provided at the next meeting so that those minutes 38 

could be reviewed by the Committee.     39 

 40 

Project Reviews 41 

 42 

Causeway Removal – Vermont Agency of Natural Resources – Towns of Swanton and Alburgh 43 

Project Details: Proposed removal of 100 feet of causeway 44 
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 1 

The Committee reviewed a memo written by NRPC staff regarding the use of a federal earmark that 2 

has been slated to be used for the removal of a portion of the Missisquoi Bay Causeway. The memo 3 

outlined four different options for how the money from the earmark could be spent.  H. Garrett 4 

explained that TAC would be reviewing the same memo at their meeting on February 9th and would 5 

provide a recommendation to the full Board at their February meeting regarding which option should 6 

be pursued by NRPC.  B. Buermann provided some information regarding the historical context of the 7 

earmark.  He noted that there is a policy in the Regional Plan that calls for the removal of both the 8 

Carry Bay and the Missisquoi Bay causeways.  The Committee then discussed the four options outlined 9 

by staff.   10 

 11 

C. Leach says that many in the Swanton community use the east side of the causeway for recreational 12 

purposes.  He said if removal of the causeway was likely to have no real impact on phosphorus load, he 13 

stated that it should stay in place.  R. Lavoie agreed.  W. Irwin stated that he liked Option B which 14 

would presentaly leave the Missisquoi Causeway in place and use the federal earmark for other water 15 

quality transportation projects in the region.  He noted that this option would still call for the eventual 16 

removal of the both the Carry Bay and Missisquoi Bay Causeways.   17 

 18 

C. Steen made a motion that the Committee recommend Option B to the Board as their preferred 19 

option provided that the earmark be used for transportation related projects linked to improving water 20 

quality in Missisquoi Bay.  A. Voegele seconded.   All in favor.   21 

 22 

Updates 23 

None.  24 

 25 

Adjourn 26 

M. Guernsey motioned to adjourn.  R. Lavoie seconded.  All in favor.  The Committee adjourned at 27 

approximately 8:05 PM.   28 


