
10/8/2020 

NOTICE AND AGENDA FOR REMOTE MEETING 
The Project Review Committee for the Northwest Regional Planning Commission will be 
meeting remotely on Wednesday October 14, 2020 at 6:00 PM 

Agenda: 
 
1. Changes or Additions to the Agenda 

 
2. Public Comment 
 
3. Presentation: DG Vermont Solar, LLC for 2.2 MW Ethan Allen Solar Project 

Morgan Kerns from NextEra Energy Resources and members of the project team will present on a 
2.2 MW solar photovoltaic (“PV”) generation facility located on approximately 16 acres of an 
approximately 85.3-acre parcel in the Town of St. Albans.   
 

4. Minutes – review August meeting minutes and September meeting notes (enclosed) 
 
5. Project Reviews – see attached Business Report 
 
6. Updates  
 
If you cannot attend the meeting, please notify Bethany Remmers at bethany@nrpcvt.com or 802-
524-5958, ext. 18 or 802-393-2990.   
 
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. 

Information on how to access the remote meeting: 
 By computer, smartphone, tablet, or other device: Click on the Zoom meeting invite- 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84232932708 
 By telephone: Dial 1 646 558 8656.  When prompted enter the meeting ID: 842 3293 2708 

Regular toll call/cell phone charges may apply.   

If you wish to make a public comment but do not have the ability to comment remotely during 
the meeting, please email your comment(s) to Bethany Remmers at bethany@nrpcvt.com 
 
To ensure smooth access, we recommend that you test your remote meeting software in 
advance of the meeting. If you have difficultly accessing the meeting, please email 
bethany@nrpcvt.com or text/call 802-393-2990 

mailto:bethany@nrpcvt.com
mailto:bethany@nrpcvt.com
mailto:aadams@nrpcvt.com
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84232932708
mailto:bethany@nrpcvt.com
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Project Review Committee: Monthly Business Report   
 

Month: October 2020 
Project Reviews 

 
 
1) Project Type: Act 250 – CAX, LLC: Phase II of Alexander Estates- 9 additional units 
      Project Location: Dewey Drive, Georgia, VT  
      Substantial Regional Impact: Yes   No  (If yes, Board action required) 

• Project Details: Phase II of Alexander Estates multi-tenant elderly housing project to 
include 9 additional residential units and approximately 700 linear feet of private road. 

• Project Comments:   
• Conformance with Regional Plan: Yes   No     

 
 
2) Project Type: Section 248 –BCAF GLC Solar, LLC for 500 kW group net-metered solar 

array 
      Project Location: 1125 Sheldon Road, St. Albans, VT 
      Substantial Regional Impact: Yes   No  (If yes, Board action required) 

• Project Details: 45-day notice of application 
• Project Comments:  
• Conformance with Regional Plan: Yes   No     

 
3) Project Type: Section 248 – DG Vermont Solar, LLC for 2.2 MW Ethan Allen Solar 

Project   
      Project Location: Bellevue Carriage Road (approx. #1083) in St. Albans, Vermont 
      Substantial Regional Impact: Yes   No  (If yes, Board action required) 

• Project Details: 45-day notice of application 
• Project Comments:  
• Conformance with Regional Plan: Yes   No     

 
Staff Reviews:  
 
Board Action Necessary:  
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PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING NOTES 1 
Wednesday, September 9, 2020 2 

ATTENDANCE: 3 
Commission:  Garrett, Harold  ; Speer, Neal ; Steen, Colleen ; Charron, Claude ; Irwin, William ; 4 
Voegele, Albin ;  Buermann, Robert ;  LaRocque, Alisha . 5 
 6 
Staff:  Bethany Remmers, Emily Klofft. 7 
 8 
Quorum was not met, but there was an informal discussion about the 45 Day Notice of Application for the DG 9 
Vermont Solar project.  10 

Section 248- DG Vermont Solar/Ethan Allen Solar- 1125 Sheldon Road, Town of St. Albans 11 
Project Details: Section 248- 45 Day Notice of Application- 2.2 MW Solar Project 12 
 13 

B. Remmers provided an overview of the project. The applicant is proposing a 16-acre 2.2 MW solar project located on 14 
an 85 acre existing parcel. The current use of the area is row-cropped corn. The proposed location of the project is next 15 
to I-89 and the Missisquoi Valley Rail Trail (MVRT). There is an existing farm access road that runs parallel to the MVRT 16 
and is currently used for access to the property for agricultural vehicles.   17 

B. Remmers explained that the applicant has proposed widening the MVRT to use for construction vehicles. B. Remmers 18 
stated that she contacted the rail division of VTrans, and they stated that they would likely not allow this because the 19 
farm access road should provide sufficient access. VTrans would also have to make an amendment to allow non-20 
agricultural vehicles on the farm access road. W. Irwin and A. Voegele both stated that they agree with VTrans position. 21 
A. Voegele stated that allowing construction vehicles on the MVRT poses a safety issue for trail users.  22 

W. Irwin asked how many property owners would be affected by the project. B. Remmers stated that based on the ANR 23 
Parcel maps, it appears the farm access road goes along the senior housing parcel line and then onto the current 24 
property owners. A. Voegele asked whether the applicants were required to conduct a traffic study to determine the 25 
noise impacts to the Franklin Park West and senior housing during construction. W. Irwin asked what the duration of 26 
construction is expected to be. B. Remmers stated that the applicant proposed a 1-month construction window. 27 
Committee members questioned whether or not this would be a feasible timeline.  28 

B. Remmers showed the committee members maps provided by the applicant. The proposal would include a 50-foot 29 
buffer for Hungerford Brook. The applicant conducted a preliminary assessment of wetlands. W. Irwin asked who owned 30 
the MVRT. B. Remmers replied that the State of Vermont owns the MVRT, and VTrans is the manager. VTrans has the 31 
authority to make the decision on whether the applicant can use the MVRT for construction vehicles, but may value local 32 
input from the Committee. W. Irwin asked whether the landscaping included in the proposed project maps were to 33 
create a barrier from any view of the project, or to protect a specific viewshed. B. Remmers reported that according to 34 
the applicant the goal of the vegetation is to screen the project from view along I-89, the project maps show landscaping 35 
to mitigate this visual impact. It is unclear if there will be landscaping to screen the view from Routes 104 and 105. The 36 
application states that existing vegetation will screen the view from the MVRT.  37 

W. Irwin asked if the project has a customer for the electricity and if the project would be affected by Sheffield-Highgate 38 
Export Interface (SHEI) transmission capacity issues. B. Buermann replied that the project would not be impacted by the 39 
SHEI due to its location in St. Albans Town, the pre-application materials state that the applicant has contacted GMP.  40 
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Committee members asked if there are any constraints at the site identified in the Regional Energy Plan. B. Remmers 1 
stated that she was unsure if the parcel fell within a prime or base solar area. E. Klofft stated that the only potential 2 
constraints identified in the Regional Energy Plan would be agricultural soils and Class III wetlands. B. Buermann stated 3 
that due to the project’s location next to I-89 this project may lead to less negative natural resource impacts, but more 4 
negative aesthetic impacts.  5 

W. Irwin asked if the applicant had proposed any actions to compensate for the loss of agricultural land. B. Remmers 6 
explained that solar arrays are not considered a negative impact on agricultural land for the purposes of Section 248 7 
because if solar facilities are removed the land is still able to be used for agriculture. W. Irwin stated that in the past 8 
applicants have agreed to plant pollinators to mitigate the impacts of the loss of agricultural land while the facility is in 9 
use.  10 

W. Irwin asked if the applicant would provide a bond to fund the potential decommissioning of the facility in the future. 11 
Committee members discuss the stormwater impacts of the project; generally solar panels are not considered an 12 
impervious surface.  13 

W. Irwin asked if the project would be fenced in. The maps provided by the applicant show an 8-foot perimeter fence. A. 14 
Voegele asked whether the farm road would be fenced off from public use. W. Irwin asked whether the ROW for the 15 
farm road would be granted to the farm owner or to the applicant.   16 

Questions committee members had for the applicant. 17 

• Why is it proposed to use the MVRT for construction vehicles instead of the farm access road? Could the farm 18 
access road be used for construction access instead of the MVRT?  19 

• How tall is the underpass under I-89 and are construction vehicles able to pass under the underpass? 20 
• What type of vegetation will be used as a visual block for the project?  21 
• Is the goal of vegetation to create a barrier from any view of the project, or to protect a specific viewshed?  22 
• Is there a plan to provide a bond for decommissioning if solar is no longer viable on the site?  23 
• Will the farm access road be fenced off from public use? 24 
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PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 1 
Wednesday, August 12, 2020 2 

The meeting of the Project Review Committee was held remotely.  Chair A. LaRocque called the meeting to 3 
order at 6:07 PM.  4 
 5 
ATTENDANCE: 6 
Commission:  Garrett, Harold  ; Speer, Neal ; Steen, Colleen ; Charron, Claude ; Irwin, William ; 7 
Voegele, Albin ;  Buermann, Robert ;  LaRocque, Alisha . 8 
 9 
Staff:  Bethany Remmers 10 
Guests: None. 11 
 12 
Changes to Additions to the Agenda:  13 
None. 14 
 15 
Public Comment 16 
None.   17 
 18 
Minutes 19 
A. Larocque noted that the meeting adjourned at 6:59 PM, not 7:59 PM as the minutes stated.  20 
B. Irwin motioned to approve the minutes of the July 2020 meeting with corrections.  H. Garrett seconded. The 21 
motion carried with abstentions.    22 
  23 
Project Reviews  24 
Act 250 – Perrigo Nutritionals Expansion 25 
Project Details: Perrigo Nutritionals is in the concept plan phase for a large-scale expansion to their existing 26 
powdered infant formula manufacturing facility in Georgia, Vermont.  The proposed project includes a new 27 
dryer facility housed in a 150 ft tall building, replacing the existing wet processor in a 50 ft tall building, a new 28 
warehouse space, a possible second dryer and other related improvements.  29 

Representatives for Perrigo Nutritionals presented at the July Project Review Committee meeting to seek 30 
input on the project, specifically feedback in regards to the Act 250 Criteria 8: Act 250 Criteria 8: Aesthetics, 31 
Scenic and Natural Beauty.  At the August meeting, the Committee discussed the documents presented in July 32 
and additional documents provided by the applicant after that meeting.   33 
 34 
The Project Review Committee reviewed the goals and policies of the Regional Plan pertaining to aesthetics 35 
and then had a conversation about the potential visual impacts of the project.  The Committee reviewed the 36 
building and view models provided by the applicant and agreed there would be a substantial visual impact 37 
from the project.  However, Committee members also noted that the project is located in an industrial park 38 
and the goal is to use this parcel for industrial uses.  Committee members also observed the visual impacts 39 
from the nearby wind turbines on Georgia Mountain.  After reviewing the “View Corridors” documents, the 40 
Committee concluded the “all white cube” approach is too visually obtrusive.  The Committee would like the 41 
applicant to continue to refine the “Gray Graduated Panels” treatment and to pursue the least visually 42 
obtrusive building treatment as possible.  The Committee also questioned if the applicant has a 43 
decommissioning plan if the site was abandoned and the factory was not being used for an extended period of 44 
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time. The Committee requested to know when a “balloon test” would be done and how many houses/parcels 1 
would be able to see the proposed buildings.   2 
 3 
In addition to aesthetics, the Committee had questions or wanted additional information on the following 4 
topics: 5 

• Provide clarification of the stormwater plan.  How is stormwater currently treated and how will the 6 
treatment plan change? How much stormwater is currently discharged? After construction will all 7 
stormwater be treated onsite and how?  What could be the impacts to the nearby ravine and Deer 8 
Brook?   9 

• Provide clarification of water withdrawals from Arrowhead Mountain Lake.  What is the current 10 
permitted allocation?  How much of the current allocation is the applicant using now? How much of 11 
the allocation will the applicant be using after all four phases are constructed?  12 

• Provide clarification on whey disposal.  How is whey currently disposed and how will that change after 13 
construction?  What is the Vermont Whey Pollution Abatement Authority noted on the plans?  What is 14 
the purpose of the 30’ water easement to the Vermont Whey Pollution Abatement Authority noted on 15 
the plans and is there an existing pipe within that easement?   16 

• Provide more information on the traffic impacts of the project during and after construction.  How 17 
many more trucks will be using Skunk Hollow Road during construction?  Are there existing limits on 18 
daily truck trips for other industrial businesses along that corridor?   19 

• Will the new buildings require an aviation beacon?   20 
 21 
Act 250 – Sandy Birch Road, LLC, 14-Lot Subdivision, Georgia, VT 22 
Project Details: The application is for a 14-lot subdivision on Sandy Birch Road including 12 lots for single 23 
family residences, 1 lot of commonly held open space and 1 lot comprised of 34 acres to be retained by Sandy 24 
Birch Road, LLC and not to be developed at this time. 25 
 26 
The Committee reviewed how the project addressed the goals and policies of the Regional Plan.  The 27 
Committee discussed the mitigation of agricultural soils, the two lots set aside for more affordable housing, 28 
potential impacts to the Class 2 wetlands.  The Committee was concerned that the proposed project does not 29 
include sidewalks or walking paths within the development. It also does not provide a sidewalk or path to the 30 
commonly-held open space (Lot-13); access to that space is only possible by leaving the development and 31 
accessing from Lot-14 along an unimproved ROW.  The Committee also recommended there be a 32 
comprehensive stormwater master plan for the site and a future build-out projection for the remaining 34 33 
acres on Lot-14.  34 
 35 
H. Garrett motioned to find that the project as currently designed was not in conformance with the Regional 36 
Plan. C. Steen seconded. The motion carried. 37 
 38 
Updates 39 
None. 40 
 41 
Other Business 42 
None.  43 
 44 
Adjourn 45 
B. Buermann motioned to adjourn. The Committee adjourned at 8:15 PM.   46 
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