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POLICY/PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 1 

 2 

WEDNESDAY, October 12, 2016 3 

 4 

The meeting of the Policy/Project Review Committee was held at the Northwest Regional Planning 5 

Commission in St. Albans, VT.  At 5:50 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 13 

Guests: B. Buermann.  Dory Barton and Martha Staskus from Swanton Wind, LLC.  See the sign-in 14 

sheet.   15 

 16 

Changes to Additions to the Agenda: 17 

H. Garrett asked that the Committee add a second public forum at the end of the meeting.  W. Irwin 18 

said that the item would be added at the end of the meeting.   19 

 20 

Public Forum: 21 

D. Lang from Swanton asked about a surveyor that he had seen  on the rail trail near Green’s Corners 22 

in Swanton.  None of the committee members had any information on the surveyor.     23 

 24 

Minutes 25 

R. Lavoie asked that the “v” not be capitalized in his last name.   26 

 27 

C. Steen motioned to accept the minutes of the August meeting as corrected.  R. Lavoie seconded.  All in 28 

favor.   29 

 30 

N. Speer arrived at 5:58 PM.  A. Larocque arrived at 6:04 PM.   31 

 32 

Project Reviews  33 

 34 

Swanton Wind, LLC – Town of Swanton – Rocky Ridge 35 

Project Details: 20 MW Wind Generation Facility. The applicant had previously submitted a 45-day 36 

notice of application in the fall of 2015. The applicant has now submitted full application. 37 

 38 

M. Staskus introduced herself and stated that she would provide a 10 to 15 minute presentation that 39 

would provide a general overview of the project.  She then introduced Dorie Barton from Arrowwood 40 

Consulting.  M. Staskus provided information about the geographic location of the project.  The project 41 

will be at about 900 ft. elevation and will connect to GMP transmission line.  The site will be accessed 42 

from Rocky Ridge Road.  M. Staskus compared the proposed turbine size to the sizes of the turbines a 43 

the Georgia Community Wind site.  She noted the actual turbine size would be decided closer to 44 
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construction.  She noted that the project would have up to 20 MW electricity generating capacity.  M. 1 

Staskus noted that the project will clear about 36 acres of land.  The power line accessing the project is 2 

proposed to be located below ground in the vicinity of the project.  M. Staskus noted that for more 3 

details about the project the Committee should look at the expert testimony provided with the 4 

application.    5 

 6 

W. Irwin asked about the map showing where the facility could be viewed from within the surrounding 7 

area.  M. Staskus explained that the map showed where the turbines could be seen in the surrounding 8 

region. 9 

 10 

D. Barton gave an introduction to Arrowwood consulting and stated that she is an ecologist that was 11 

hired to analyze the natural resource impacts of the project.  She stated that Arrowwood completed a 12 

remote analysis and a field analysis of the natural resources on site.  She stressed that there are 13 

specific scientific protocols that Arrowwood follow during the analysis.  D. Barton noted that while 14 

working with an application the objective is to avoid natural resource impacts, but if that can’t happen 15 

she noted that the objective is to mitigate impacts to those natural resources. M. Staskus stated that 16 

Swanton Wind, LLC came to Arrowwood Consulting with a proposal which is then studied by 17 

Arrowwood and later refined to avoid impacts to natural resources. 18 

 19 

D. Barton stated that the land is currently forested and is the site of an active sugarbush and logging 20 

operations.  She stated that there are existing roads on the site. D. Barton stated that only a small part 21 

of the project will drain to Fairfield Pond with the majority of the project would drain towards the 22 

west.   23 

 24 

D. Barton provided an overview of the natural resources were studied as a part of the application. She 25 

then stressed the differences between what natural resources are shown on the Vermont Agency of 26 

Natural Resources (ANR) atlas versus what Arrowwood has been able to verify through their field 27 

analysis.  D. Barton explained that the project will avoid all class 2 wetlands and associated buffers.  28 

She noted that the project has minimized perpendicular crossing of streams to 6 total crossings.  All 29 

crossing will allow aquatic passage.   30 

 31 

D. Barton explained that Arrowwood studied critical wildlife habitat on the project site.  These are 32 

habitat features that are crucial to the survival of the species.  One example is deer wintering areas.  33 

She stated that Arrowwood identified a deer wintering yard on the site and that the state has 34 

confirmed the location.  She noted the project will avoid the deer wintering yard but will have some 35 

impact on 300 foot deer wintering area buffer.  She noted that to mitigate the impact the applicant has 36 

devised a mitigation plan and that 32 acres of the deer yard site will be conserved in perpetuity.   37 

 38 

D. Barton continued by explaining “significant natural communities,” which are assemblages of plans 39 

and trees.  She that that there is one state significant wetland located within the deer yard that will not 40 

be impacted.  She continued by stating that there are no rare, threatened, or endangered species on 41 

the proposed project site. D. Barton then noted that there isn’t a specific criteria to assess habitat 42 

blocks within the Section 248 process.  She noted that the residential development just to the west of 43 
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proposed project is located within the same habitat block as the proposed wind facility on the Vermont 1 

ANR atlas.   2 

 3 

W. Irwin asked for committee questions and comments.  C. Dimtruk reminded the committee to focus 4 

discussion on the issue of “intervention” in the Section 248 process.  C. Leach asked that the 5 

Committee address the economics of the project and impacts to rate payers.  He stated that he thinks 6 

the focus of renewable project should be on lowering the cost of electricity.  T. Newton asked if the 7 

Committee would like to intervene under the economic benefit criteria in Section 248.  The Committee 8 

confirmed that it would like to intervene under the criteria.   9 

 10 

A. Voegele asked if the stream where the stormwater runoff will be directed will feed into Hungerford 11 

Brook and he asked if Hungerford Brook was considered impaired.  D. Barton stated that stormwater 12 

would eventually get to Hungerford Brook and that Hungerford Brook is impaired upstream of the 13 

proposed project site.  14 

 15 

M. Guernsey asked about stormwater impacts locally.  W. Irwin asked about stormwater impacts on 16 

Lake Champlain.  M. Staskus stated that the project would improve how stormwater is managed on 17 

site given that there is currently no stormwater management on site and directed the Committee to 18 

the testimony of S. Holmstead.  H. Garrett asked about the project’s impact on culverts on Pond Road 19 

in Swanton.   M. Staskus stated that it would be addressed in S. Holmstead’s testimony.   20 

 21 

W. Irwin then asked that NRPC staff review the submitted testimony and review to see if the questions 22 

previously asked by the Committee were answered.  T. Newton noted that he would complete the 23 

review.  24 

 25 

H. Garrett asked about the conservation easement and who would be managing the easement.  M. 26 

Staskus stated that the conserveation easement will be deeded to the Vermont Agency of Natural 27 

Resources.   28 

 29 

B. Buermann stated that he was surprised that Fairfield Beach was not considered to be highly 30 

impacted in the aesthetics report and stated that he would like to know more about how aesthetic 31 

determinations where made.  32 

 33 

W. Irwin then asked for public comment.  S. Collopy stated that she lives on Fairfield Pond thinks that 34 

the project will have stormwater impacts.  She is worried about the project’s impacts on Missisquoi 35 

Bay and St. Albans Bay.  She also stated that she believes that there will be noise impact on Fairfield 36 

Pond.  She stated that there has been a lack of inspection of stormwater infrastructure that is a part of 37 

the Lowell Mountain and Georgia Mountain projects.  Lastly, she stated that she has questions about 38 

PURPA process and the economic impact of the project.   39 

 40 

D. Lang asked for clarification about logging and sugaring on the 32 acres conservation easement.  D. 41 

Barton noted that there will be some cutting and management in the easement, but no logging or 42 

sugaring.  D. Lang stated that the testimony of Adam Gravel stated that there would be logging and 43 

sugaring and asked for clarification.  D. Lang asked about the use of “level spreaders” at other wind 44 



 

4 | P a g e  
 

projects for stormwater management and questioned their effectiveness.  C. Lang asked about the 1 

impact of the project on avian and bat species and about general impacts to wildlife.   2 

 3 

M. Guernsey asked for confirmation that the Federal Aeronautics Agency is OK with the project 4 

location.  The Committee then discussed intervention.  5 

 6 

M. Guernsey moved to recommend to the full commission that NRPC file for intervention in the Section 7 

248 process. C. Steen seconded.   8 

 9 

A. Voegele and C. Leach presented a friendly amendment to allow staff to intervene before next board 10 

meeting, if needed.  M. Guernsey and C. Steen agreed with the amendment.   11 

 12 

All in favor.   13 

 14 

C. Dimitruk then asked the Committee if they were willing to recommend to the Finance Committee to 15 

allocate money for experts or legal help during the intervention process.  M. Guernsey stated that 16 

asking Finance Committee was a good idea.  H. Garrett asked that a cost estimate be provided to the 17 

Finance Committee.     18 

 19 

Ben and Jerry’s Homemade Inc. – Town of St. Albans – 900 Industrial Park Road 20 

Project Details: A minor Act 250 application for a 30,560 square feet addition to an existing 21 

manufacturing facility, infrastructure improvements, and the construction of a pedestrian sidewalk. 22 

 23 

T. Newton provided an overview of the project.  He noted that the Committee had reviewed the 24 

project before application and had questions about pedestrian access, public transit access, 25 

stormwater management and traffic.  T. Newton stated that the project will have traffic impact at the 26 

intersection of SASH and US Route 7, but there is already a VTrans capital project to install a traffic 27 

signal at the intersection.  He continued by stating that VTrans is charging the applicant an impacts fee 28 

for impact to the Exit 19/SASH intersection. 29 

 30 

T. Newton stated that a sidewalk will be installed along Industrial Park Road, but explained that there 31 

would be no access to the front of the Ben and Jerry’s building.  The Committee stated that there 32 

should be sidewalk to the entrance due to safety considerations.   33 

 34 

T. Newton stated that all stormwater on site will be consolidated into one pond.  The Committee 35 

questioned the impact on Rugg Brook. 36 

 37 

M. Guernsey asked about substantial regional impact.  The Committee found that the application met 38 

the definition of substantial regional impact in the Regional Plan.    39 

 40 

A. Voegele motioned that the Committee find that the project has a substantial regional impact and is 41 

in conformance with the regional plan provided that the applicant address pedestrian access on site.  42 

M. Guernsey seconded.  All in favor.     43 

 44 
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Subdivision – Deso Leduc Properties, LLC – Lamkin Street, Town of Highgate 1 

Project Details: A 12-lot subdivision. 2 

 3 

T. Newton noted that the site visit and Act 250 hearing are on Friday.  He noted that the project does 4 

not have local approval and was denied during preliminary plan review.  He stated that the Town is 5 

worried about stormwater impacts primarily.  The Committee reviewed the application and stated that 6 

they need more information about how stormwater will be managed and about groundwater levels.  7 

The Committee also suggested that the applicant revise pedestrian access in the subdivision to include 8 

access to the Lamoille Valley Rail Trail and to meet VTrans’s recommendations regarding sidewalk 9 

width and placement.   10 

 11 

Peter Morse – Franklin Park West – St. Albans Town 12 

 13 

T. Newton noted that the District Commission will require sidewalks and that the property owner is 14 

assessing whether or not to continue with the project. 15 

 16 

Lawrence J Handy – US Route 7 – St. Albans Town 17 

 18 

T. Newton stated that the applicant submitted revised plans to include a sidewalk along the property’s 19 

US Route 7 frontage.  He stated that additional sidewalk will be extended to the Wal-Mart intersection 20 

when the adjacent property is developed.   21 

 22 

Public Forum:  23 

No comment. 24 

 25 

Adjourn 26 

M. Guernsey motioned to adjourn the meeting.  A. Larocque seconded.  The Committee adjourned at 27 

7:58PM.  28 




