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“HY.

(entral Vermont Regional Planning Commission

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

May 14, 2019 at 6:30 pm
Central VT Chamber of Commerce Conference Room, 963 Paine Turnpike North, Berlin

6:15 pm — Social and pizza
Page Time AGENDA

6:30! Adjustments to the Agenda
Public Comments

2 6:35 Municipal Plan Approval & Confirmation of Planning Process, Bill Arrand, Town Plan

Review Committee Chair (enclosed)?
Report and recommended from Town Plan Review Committee regarding Town of
Waterbury. Potential actions include:

— Approve the municipal plan per 24 V.S.A. § 4350(b),

— Confirm the municipality’s planning process per 24 V.S.A. § 4350(a),

— Approve a determination of energy compliance per 24 V.S.A. §4352, and

14 — Approve signature of CVRPC resolution and energy certificate by the Chair.

15 7:05 CVRPC Bylaws, Julie Potter (enclosed)
Discussion amendments recommended by the Executive Committee.
35 7:20 Proposed Legislative Changes to Act 250 (enclosed)?
Continued focus on providing CVRPC input into Legislative discussions.
8:05 Nominating Committee Report, Byron Atwood, Committee Chair
Final slate of candidates for Executive Committee; additional nominations.
60  8:15 Meeting Minutes — April 9, 2019 (enclosed)?
64  8:20 Reports (enclosed)
Updates and questions on Staff and Committee Reports.
8:30 Adjournment

Next Meeting: Annual Meeting, June 11, 2019

! Times are approximate unless otherwise advertised.
2 Anticipated action item.

29 Main Street Suite 4 Montpelier Vermont 05602
802-229-0389 E Mail: CVRPC@CVRegion.com
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Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission

MEMO

Date: May 8, 2019

To: CVRPC Board of Commissioners

From: Bill Arrand, Chair Town Plan Review Committee
Re: Waterbury Municipal Plan Approval

> ACTION REQUESTED: Act upon the recommendations of the Town Plan Review Committee.

The Town Plan Review Committee convened a hearing on April 25, 2019 in the Steele Community Room
at the Waterbury Municipal Center, 28 North Main Street, Waterbury, to hear public input on the
Waterbury Town Plan. Fifteen people were in attendance, including Steve Lotspeich, Waterbury
Community Planner, 2 members of the Planning Commission, 2 members of the Conservation
Commission, 9 local residents and 1 resident of Worcester.

Two participants requested the plan not be approved due to the following reasons:

— Flawed application of the wind mapping methodology as contained within the Regional Plan and
within the Waterbury Energy Plan; and that the identification of potential wind development
locations is not needed in Waterbury;

— Potential wind development in Waterbury would threaten habitat (bear) in the Worcester
Range; and further development in the Shutesville Hill wildlife corridor should be limited; and

— More information about planning and managing the municipal water source should be included
in the plan.

Municipal planning staff, representatives from the Planning and Conservation Commissions, and a
member of the public spoke in favor of the plan as presented and indicated planning for wildlife would
be an on-going task for the municipality.

The Committee determined the methodology as written in the Waterbury Energy Plan was correct, and
it was depicted correctly. The Shutesville Hill wildlife corridor and planning and development
considerations were identified in the plan in various sections (natural resources, energy plan and land
use) even though it was not mapped. Additional public comments about wildlife protections and water
supply were considered to be local planning matters. They did not affect whether the plan addressed
the statutory requirements or was in conformance with the Regional Plan.

Recommendations: At the close of the public hearing, the Committee approved the following:

29 Main Street Suite 4 Montpelier Vermont 05602
802-229-0389 E Mail: CVRPC@CVRegion.com
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» Recommend to the CVRPC Board confirmation of the local planning process as per under 24
VSA §4350(a).

» Recommend to the CVRPC Board approval of the municipal plan per 24 V.S.A. § 4350(b), with
the recommendation that the plan text on page 72 be corrected to reference the correct map.

» Recommend to the CVRPC Board the issuance of energy determination compliance as per 24
V.S.A. §4352.

Staff provided the following recommendations for Waterbury to consider in its next plan update:
1. Regarding the State Planning Goals:

e State Goal 1: to plan development so as to maintain the historic settlement pattern of compact
village and urban centers separated by rural countryside. Staff recommends in the next rendition
of the plan demonstrate how the Town is working to address the increasing development
pressures along Route 100 and specifically identify of any policy change that would help curb the
low-density growth in the rural areas.

e State Goal 4: To provide for safe, convenient, economic and energy efficient transportation
systems that respect the integrity of the natural environment, including public transit options and
paths for pedestrians and bicyclers... Staff recommends the plan would benefit from increased
integration of specific actions/projects as outlined in the referenced studies:

o 2006 Bike and Ped Master Plan for Colbyville and 2017 Colbyville Pedestrian/Bicycle Scoping
Study - to address safety and ped amenities

o Vermont Agency of Transportation 2018 VT-100 / VT-108 Corridor Management Plan — for
congestion of route 100

o 2014 - 2015 Planning Study for Bike Trails — to promote economic activity and integration
into a regional trail system

e State Goal 5: To protect and preserve important natural and historic features of the Vermont
landscape including: (C) significant scenic roads, waterways and views. The identification of scenic
views and vistas along RT 100 will be integral to their preservation. This was noted in the 2014
CVRPC staff review of the Waterbury Municipal Plan.

e State Goal 6: To maintain and improve the quality of air, water, wildlife and land resources. (C)
Vermont's forestlands should be managed so as to maintain and improve forest blocks and habitat
connectors. Staff recommends the plan presents some specific policies for limiting development in
these areas. Implementing regulatory strategies for the Shutsville Hill area will be beneficial for
maintenance of the important regional wildlife crossing. Documenting what actions have been
undertaken in the next update is recommended.

e State Goal 11: To ensure the availability of safe and affordable housing for all Vermonters. (D)
Accessory apartments within or attached to single family residences which provide affordable
housing...Staff recommends recognition of accessory apartments in this context should be
strengthened. This was also noted in the CVRPC consultation.

2 Regarding compatibly with approved plans of other municipalities in the region: Staff finds the plan

to be compatible with approved plans of other municipalities and recommends documenting how
Waterbury has been working with Stowe with the Rt 100 and Shutesville Hill area as this appears to

CVRPC Town Plan Review Committee Memo Page 2 of 3



05/14/19 Board of Commissioners Page 4

be a priority in the near future, plus working collaboratively with Moretown regarding the Rt 2
gateway.

3 Regarding the required elements:

Municipal plan requirement (a) 7) A recommended program for the implementation of the
objectives of the development plan. Staff recommends inclusion of a more detailed
implementation plan/program (such as the example presented in the State municipal planning
manual) in the next rendition of the plan to help guide priorities and to demonstrate progress
toward attainment of the plan goals. This recommendation was noted in the 2014 CVRPC review
and within the consultation.

Municipal plan requirement (c) Where appropriate,.., a municipal plan shall be based upon
inventories, studies, and analyses of current trends...Staff recommends that since the plan is an
update of the 2013 plan, much of the data relies on the 2010 census. Some sections have
included updated data such as the Economic Development Chapter. Other have not. For
example, the wastewater capacity figures are from 2012. The next rendition should ensure all
data is updated.

CVRPC Town Plan Review Committee Memo Page 3 of 3
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From: s.clark

To: Clare Rock

Subject: Fw: text of my message in WBURY
Date: Thursday, May 2, 2019 3:05:29 PM
Attachments: WBURY WIND MTG.docx

Hello Clare,

| do realize that my comments on the Waterbury plans came at the wrong point in the process. Sadly,
although Waterbury shared their preliminary meeting information with Worcester, that information did not
reach me.

| am forwarding a copy of my notes and the Schutesville "map" which | previously (4/25) sent to Bill
Arrand.

FYI A few days after the meeting | did call the Stowe Land Trust and questioned the nature of the map
shown on their web site. Recent news reports had noted the preservation of critical elements of the
Schutesville corridor. | asked them specifically if the area noted on their corridor map represented
conserved, protected land. They answered "no"; the area outlined on their map is the area of high
interest in need of protection, but not actually protected yet.

| still believe the "method” described (page 31 of appendix B the energy plan) was not followed. |
correctly quoted the method from the report:

With all the known and possible constraints identified, this information was overlaid on the
resources maps for solar and wind resources. Where known constraints existed the resource
areas were deleted.”

This action (deletion of known constraints) should have eliminated some of the area shown as
having possible wind development.

I believe there is an order of operation error here. If areas of known constraint were also
areas of possible constraint and if areas of known constraints were deleted first; then areas of
possible constraint shaded as a second operation, then the shading of areas of possible
constraint would restore the blue color on the map showing wind resources to areas of know
constraint. | hope you follow this logic because clearly areas of know constraint listed on
page 31 (namely "regionally and locally identified resources™ ie.: the Schutesville corridor)
are shown as possible locations for wind development.

Please don't hesitate to ask for clarification.

Stewart Clark

288 West Hill Road
Worcester, Vermont 05682
home 802-223-2570

sflclark@yahoo.com


mailto:sflclark@yahoo.com
mailto:rock@cvregion.com

OVERVIEW



I am Stewart Clark, a member of the Worcester Planning Commission.   I speak tonight with their permission although they have not reviewed my specific statements.   I am not opposed to renewable energy nor to development of wind resources as such.   I have written the energy section of the current draft of the Worcester Town Plan.   I am familiar with the energy related terms and concepts presented in the Waterbury Plans.   Sadly I was not informed of earlier opportunities to comment on draft versions of Waterbury’s Plans.



Tonight I am going to address the topic of renewable energy planning; specifically the approach to wind development in Waterbury as presented in the Town Plan and in Appendix B – the Energy Plan for Waterbury adopted 12/3/18.    I will identify clear, intuitively-obvious errors in methodology of the “Wind Resources Map”.  I will suggest a change of approach to renewable energy location based on information in both Plans.  Based on these two factors I will request that the CVRPC review board table approval of these Plans until amendments (REF 1)   (revision) takes place.






MY THREE POINTS IN OPPOSITION TO WIND DEVELOPMENT ON THE WORCESTER RANGE 

POINT 1:  

IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL WIND DEVELOPMENT LOCATIONS IS NOT NEEDED



CVRPC assigned about 33,000 megawatt-hours to Waterbury as their share of the 90 by 50 plan.   ONLY 33,000 are needed. (REF 2)         Then, later in the document, the plan shows 889,210 megawatt hours available for potential solar location.  (REF 3).  There is no need to designate any land for wind development.   

POINT 2:  

DEVELOPMENT THREATENS LONG TERM WILDLIFE SURVIVAL FOR THE NORTHEASTERN US AND CANADA



Critical wildlife habitat connections and movement routes across New England (described by “Staying Connected”) link the Adirondack and Green Mountains to Maine and Quebec.   The Worcester Range is a keystone in this linkage.  Development on and near the Worcester Range will have negative impact on wildlife gene pools throughout Northern New England and Quebec.   Both the approved Waterbury Town Plan and Appendix B site protection for the Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor several times. (REF 4).

The Schutesville Corridor is just that.  A region for passage across Route 100 between Waterbury and Stowe.   Once the crossing is complete where do will wildlife go?   Surely a direct route eastward from the corridor, then over the crest of the Worcester Range is not advantageous.   Wildlife will follow contour elevations around the southern end of the Range so areas south of the corridor need protection too.    For this reason wind development (as shown on the Waterbury Wind Resources Map: Appendix B) beyond the Schutesville Corridor on the Worcester Range must not be permitted.    


POINT 3:  

ERROR IN APPLYING THE PLAN’S METHODLOGY 

(FOR IDENTIFYING APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS FOR WIND DEVELOPMENT) 

RESULTS IN 

MIS-IDENTIFICATION OF SITES FOR POTENTIAL WIND DEVELOPMENT.



It appears the approved Plans  (Municipal Plan and Energy Plan) respect excluding the Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor as a potential location for wind development.  However, although the methodology for drawing the Waterbury Wind Resources Map seems appropriate, the GIS application of this methodology is in error.  

FROM APPENDIX B; PAGE 31:

“Methodology

With all the known and possible constraints identified, this information was overlaid on the resources maps for solar and wind resources.  Where known constraints existed the resource areas were deleted.”

Clearly this is not the case.  You can readily see this by inspection of maps in the Municipal Plan and in Appendix B the Energy Plan.   Secondary Wind potential is shown along most of the Waterbury-Middlesex border. (REF: Waterbury Wind Resources Map (Appendix B; page B-5)

Compare the Waterbury Wind Resources Map (Appendix B; page B-5)   with maps showing constraints.  

· Potential Wind Location blankets land identified as the Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor (REF 5).

· Potential Wind Location blankets land identified as having Slopes greater than 25% which are specifically listed as “constraints” to renewable energy development  (REF 6)   SEE ALSO  Waterbury Natural Features Map;  Map 2-1 in Municipal Maps section showing slopes greater than 25%



· Potential Wind Location blankets land identified as bear habitat SEE Waterbury Wildlife Resources Map 2-2 in Municipal Maps section.



· Potential Wind Location blankets land identified as “Highest Priority Interior Forest Blocks”  (Clark comment:   not to be fragmented per Act 171).  on the “Forest Resources and Connectivity Map 2-5 in Municipal Maps section.

The “Waterbury Known Constraints Map”  REF Appendix B;  Page B-2) fails to identify any constraints along the border with Middlesex 


This misleading information on the Waterbury Wind Resources Map justifies the request that approval of Appendix B:  Waterbury Energy Plan be delayed until revision / amendment / correction of this information is made.



SUMMARY



Because the area identified on the Wind Resource Map as having potential for wind resources clearly conflicts with several stated constraints identified in the Plan    and

Because there are sufficient solar location resources to meet Waterbury’s required renewable allocation of 33,000 MWH 



I request that the map showing locations for potential wind development be updated to show no potential wind development in the area of the Worcester Range, along the border with Middlesex.    Thus withholding approval of Appendix B – Waterbury Energy Plan until such time as amendments / revisions / corrections can be made.



Furthermore I suggest that consideration for development of potential wind resources be cut from the document as not needed.






REFERENCES CITED FOR S. CLARK’S COMMENTS REGARDING WIND DEVELOPMENT 

AS PRESENTED IN WATERBURY’S TOWN PLAN AND APPENDIX B OF 12/3/2018.





OVERVIEW REFERENCE

1.  page 2 of Waterbury selectboard minutes of meeting dated 12/3/2018:  “W.Shepeluk stated that if the plan is approved, it can then be amended in the future.







POINT 1:   

WIND DEVELOPMENT IS NOT NEEDED TO MEET THE 90 BY 50 RENEWABLE ENERGY GOALS



2.  page ii; appendix B   “By comparison, Waterbury's share of new renewable energy generation needed to meet the state's goal is approximately 33,000 megawatt hours.”

3.  page 15; appendix B;  TABLE 12 – POTENTIAL RENEWABLE ENERGY GENERATION  Shows 889,210 megawatt hours identified for possible ground mounted solar location.







POINT 2:  

DEVELOPMENT THREATENS LONG TERM WILDLIFE SURVIVAL FOR THE NORTHEASTERN US AND CANADA



4.  page 72; Municipal Plan:  “One area was specifically recognized where development of any kind, including renewable energy development, should be restricted.  The Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor is identified……”

    page 32: Appendix B – Waterbury Energy Plan:   “There are several locations throughout the Town of Waterbury that have been identified as being unsuitable for development.  …. These include the Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor.


POINT 3:  

ERROR IN APPLYING THE PLAN’S METHODLOGY 

(FOR IDENTIFYING APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS FOR WIND DEVELOPMENT) 

RESULTS IN 

MIS-IDENTIFICATION OF SITES FOR POTENTIAL WIND DEVELOPMENT.



5.  Map of Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor on Stowe Land Trust web site 

https://www.stowelandtrust.org/projects/shutesville/

https://www.stowelandtrust.org/fileadmin/slt/maps/Shutesville_Hill_Wildlife_Corridor_Inset_Map.jpg

6. Identified constraints to development of solar and wind renewable energy locations:  page 31; Appendix B:  listed are:

	elevations greater than 2500 feet

	slopes greater than 25%

State significant natural communities (SFC addition: which include unbroken forest blocks by Act 171; bear habitat)
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----- Forwarded Message -----

From: s.clark <sflclark@yahoo.com>

To: William Arrand <arrand@myfairpoint.net>; Suzanne Arrand (via Google Docs)
<arrand238@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2019, 11:04:49 PM EDT

Subject: text of my message in WBURY

Bill,

I understand the CVRPC had other criteria for their approval process but | am frustrated by the Wbury P
Commission as unreceptive. | didn't mis-quote the "methodology”; there is already a map for the
Schutesville corridor so why do they "need" to map it before protecting it ???

Strange. Well, Here's my text and the Schutesville Map.

Thanks!

Stew
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OVERVIEW

| am Stewart Clark, a member of the Worcester Planning Commission. | speak tonight with
their permission although they have not reviewed my specific statements. | am not opposed to
renewable energy nor to development of wind resources as such. I have written the energy section
of the current draft of the Worcester Town Plan. | am familiar with the energy related terms and
concepts presented in the Waterbury Plans. Sadly | was not informed of earlier opportunities to

comment on draft versions of Waterbury’s Plans.

Tonight I am going to address the topic of renewable energy planning; specifically the
approach to wind development in Waterbury as presented in the Town Plan and in Appendix B —the
Energy Plan for Waterbury adopted 12/3/18. | will identify clear, intuitively-obvious errors in
methodology of the “Wind Resources Map”. 1 will suggest a change of approach to renewable
energy location based on information in both Plans. Based on these two factors I will request that
the CVRPC review board table approval of these Plans until amendments (REF 1) (revision) takes

place.
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MY THREE POINTS IN OPPOSITION TO WIND DEVELOPMENT ON THE WORCESTER RANGE

POINT 1:
IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL WIND DEVELOPMENT LOCATIONS IS NOT NEEDED

CVRPC assigned about 33,000 megawatt-hours to Waterbury as their share of the 90 by 50
plan. ONLY 33,000 are needed. (REF 2) Then, later in the document, the plan shows 889,210
megawatt hours available for potential solar location. (REF 3). There is no need to designate any

land for wind development.

POINT 2:

DEVELOPMENT THREATENS LONG TERM WILDLIFE SURVIVAL FOR THE
NORTHEASTERN US AND CANADA

Critical wildlife habitat connections and movement routes across New England (described by
“Staying Connected”) link the Adirondack and Green Mountains to Maine and Quebec. The
Worcester Range is a keystone in this linkage. Development on and near the Worcester Range will
have negative impact on wildlife gene pools throughout Northern New England and Quebec. Both
the approved Waterbury Town Plan and Appendix B site protection for the Schutesville Hill Wildlife

Corridor several times. (REF 4).

The Schutesville Corridor is just that. A region for passage across Route 100 between Waterbury
and Stowe. Once the crossing is complete where do will wildlife go? Surely a direct route
eastward from the corridor, then over the crest of the Worcester Range is not advantageous.
Wildlife will follow contour elevations around the southern end of the Range so areas south of the
corridor need protection too.  For this reason wind development (as shown on the Waterbury Wind
Resources Map: Appendix B) beyond the Schutesville Corridor on the Worcester Range must not be

permitted.
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POINT 3:

ERROR IN APPLYING THE PLAN’S METHODLOGY
(FOR IDENTIFYING APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS FOR WIND DEVELOPMENT)
RESULTS IN
MIS-IDENTIFICATION OF SITES FOR POTENTIAL WIND DEVELOPMENT.

It appears the approved Plans (Municipal Plan and Energy Plan) respect excluding the Schutesville
Hill Wildlife Corridor as a potential location for wind development. However, although the
methodology for drawing the Waterbury Wind Resources Map seems appropriate, the GIS

application of this methodology is in error.

FROM APPENDIX B; PAGE 31:

%3

Methodology

With all the known and possible constraints identified, this information was overlaid on the
resources maps for solar and wind resources. Where known constraints existed the resource areas
were deleted.”

Clearly this is not the case. You can readily see this by inspection of maps in the Municipal Plan
and in Appendix B the Energy Plan. Secondary Wind potential is shown along most of the
Waterbury-Middlesex border. (REF: Waterbury Wind Resources Map (Appendix B; page B-5)

Compare the Waterbury Wind Resources Map (Appendix B; page B-5) with maps showing
constraints.

e Potential Wind Location blankets land identified as the Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor
(REF 5).

e Potential Wind Location blankets land identified as having Slopes greater than 25% which
are specifically listed as “constraints” to renewable energy development (REF 6) SEE
ALSO Waterbury Natural Features Map; Map 2-1 in Municipal Maps section showing
slopes greater than 25%

e Potential Wind Location blankets land identified as bear habitat SEE Waterbury Wildlife
Resources Map 2-2 in Municipal Maps section.

e Potential Wind Location blankets land identified as “Highest Priority Interior Forest Blocks™
(Clark comment: not to be fragmented per Act 171). on the “Forest Resources and
Connectivity Map 2-5 in Municipal Maps section.

The “Waterbury Known Constraints Map” REF Appendix B; Page B-2) fails to identify any
constraints along the border with Middlesex
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This misleading information on the Waterbury Wind Resources Map justifies the request that
approval of Appendix B: Waterbury Energy Plan be delayed until revision / amendment /
correction of this information is made.

SUMMARY

Because the area identified on the Wind Resource Map as having potential for wind resources
clearly conflicts with several stated constraints identified in the Plan and

Because there are sufficient solar location resources to meet Waterbury’s required renewable
allocation of 33,000 MWH

I request that the map showing locations for potential wind development be updated to show no
potential wind development in the area of the Worcester Range, along the border with
Middlesex. Thus withholding approval of Appendix B — Waterbury Energy Plan until such
time as amendments / revisions / corrections can be made.

Furthermore | suggest that consideration for development of potential wind resources be cut
from the document as not needed.
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REFERENCES CITED FOR S. CLARK’S COMMENTS REGARDING WIND
DEVELOPMENT

AS PRESENTED IN WATERBURY’S TOWN PLAN AND APPENDIX B OF 12/3/2018.

OVERVIEW REFERENCE

1. page 2 of Waterbury selectboard minutes of meeting dated 12/3/2018: “W.Shepeluk stated
that if the plan is approved, it can then be amended in the future.

POINT 1:

WIND DEVELOPMENT IS NOT NEEDED TO MEET THE 90 BY 50 RENEWABLE
ENERGY GOALS

2. page ii; appendix B “By comparison, Waterbury's share of new renewable energy generation
needed to meet the state's goal is approximately 33,000 megawatt hours.”

3. page 15; appendix B; TABLE 12 - POTENTIAL RENEWABLE ENERGY

GENERATION Shows 889,210 megawatt hours identified for possible ground mounted solar
location.

POINT 2:

DEVELOPMENT THREATENS LONG TERM WILDLIFE SURVIVAL FOR THE
NORTHEASTERN US AND CANADA

4. page 72; Municipal Plan: “One area was specifically recognized where development of any
kind, including renewable energy development, should be restricted. The Schutesville Hill
Wildlife Corridor is identified...... ”

page 32: Appendix B — Waterbury Energy Plan: “There are several locations throughout the
Town of Waterbury that have been identified as being unsuitable for development. .... These
include the Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor.
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POINT 3:

ERROR IN APPLYING THE PLAN’S METHODLOGY
(FOR IDENTIFYING APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS FOR WIND DEVELOPMENT)
RESULTS IN
MIS-IDENTIFICATION OF SITES FOR POTENTIAL WIND DEVELOPMENT.

5. Map of Schutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor on Stowe Land Trust web site

https://www.stowelandtrust.org/projects/shutesville/

https://www.stowelandtrust.org/fileadmin/slt/maps/Shutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor Inset Map.jpg

6. Identified constraints to development of solar and wind renewable energy locations: page 31;
Appendix B: listed are:

elevations greater than 2500 feet

slopes greater than 25%

State significant natural communities (SFC addition: which include unbroken forest
blocks by Act 171; bear habitat)


https://www.stowelandtrust.org/projects/shutesville/
https://www.stowelandtrust.org/fileadmin/slt/maps/Shutesville_Hill_Wildlife_Corridor_Inset_Map.jpg

05/14/19 Board of Commissioners Page 13

Shutesville Hill Wildlife Corridor
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“HY.

Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission
RESOLUTION

Whereas Title 24, VSA, Section §4350 requires that regional planning commissions, after public notice, shall review the
planning process of member municipalities and shall so confirm when a municipality:

1. isengaged in a continuing planning process that, within a reasonable time, will result in a plan that is consistent
with the goals contained in 24 V.S.A. § 4302;

2. isengaged in a process to implement its municipal plan, consistent with the program for implementation
required under 24 V.S.A. § 4382; and

3. is maintaining its efforts to provide local funds for municipal and regional planning purposes;

Whereas as part of the consultation process, a regional planning commission shall consider whether a municipality has
adopted a plan;

Whereas a regional planning commission shall review and approve plans of its member municipalities, when approval is
requested and warranted, and a commission shall approve a plan if it finds that the plan:

is consistent with the goals established in 24 V.S.A. § 4302;

is compatible with its regional plan;

is compatible with approved plans of other municipalities in the region; and
contains all the elements included in 24 V.S.A. § 4382(a)(1)-(12);

el

Whereas the Town of Waterbury prepared a municipal plan in accordance with 24 V.S.A Chapter 117;

Whereas the Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission concluded that the 2018 Waterbury Town Plan meets the
requirements for approval; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that the Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission:

1. approves the 2018 Waterbury Town Plan, adopted June 4, 2018; and
2. consulted with and confirms the planning process of the Town of Waterbury.

Under 24 V.S.A. § 4350, when an adopted municipal plan expires, its approval and confirmation of the municipality’s planning
process also expire. Recommendations made by the Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission are attached and should
be considered when developing the next municipal plan.

A municipality that has adopted a plan may define and regulate land development in any manner that the municipality
establishes in its bylaws, provided those bylaws are in conformance with the plan and are adopted for the purposes set forth

in 24 V.S.A. § 4302.

ADOPTED by the Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission on May 14, 2019.

Juliana Potter, Chair

29 Main Street Suite 4 Montpelier Vermont 05602
802-229-0389 E Mail: CVRPC@CVRegion.com
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“HY.

Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission

MEMO

Date: May 7, 2019

To: Board of Commissioners

From: lJulie Potter, Chair

Re: Proposed CVRPC Bylaws Amendments

[X> No Action Required

Why are these amendments being proposed?

The current bylaws provide insufficient guidance for current governance needs, particularly
maximizing member involvement and assigning Commissioners and Alternates to committees.
Although clearly written, the current bylaws are not well organized, and it is often difficult to find
where the bylaws address certain topics.

How were the proposed amendments developed?

In July 2018, the Executive Committee established a working group to prepare a bylaws update.
Working group members were Julie Potter, Steve Lotspeich and, initially, Rich Turner. Executive
Director Bonnie Waninger participated in each of the meetings, and Nancy Chartrand provided staff
support. The working group met monthly from November 2018 to February 2019.

The working group reviewed the strengths and weaknesses of the current bylaws and noted best
practices from other RPC bylaws documents. The working group prepared draft amendments that
reorganized and restated the bylaws, expanding some topics and adding some new sections.
Annotations provide inf