
   

 

   

 

CENTRAL VERMONT REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
Project Review Committee 
February 27, 2025 4:00pm 

Remote Participation via Zoom 
 

Draft Minutes 
Project Review Committee Members 

 
Staff: Christian Meyer, Will Pitkin (in person); Sam Lash (remote) 1 
Commissioners: Mitch Osiecki, Middlesex Alternate Commissioner 2 
 3 
L. Cattaneo called the meeting to order at 4:03pm.  4 
 5 
Public comment 6 
None 7 
 8 
Adjustments to the Agenda 9 
None 10 
 11 
Approval of Minutes 12 
R. Wernecke moved to approve the January 30, 2025 meeting’s draft minutes, A. Peal seconded, all in 13 
favor, motion carried. 14 
 15 
Review and Possibly Recommend that Board of Commissioners Adopt Substantial Regional Impact 16 

Guidelines 17 

 18 

W. Pitkin clarified that the agenda misstated the possible action – because the definition of Substantial 19 

Regional Impact (“SRI”) is part of the Regional Plan (per VT statute), adopting a new definition would 20 

require an amendment to the Regional Plan, not simply adoption by the Board of Commissioners of a 21 

standalone definition. Discussion ensued and the committee agreed that a better course of action would 22 

be to decide on a definition in tandem with the Regional Plan Committee, then review that definition 23 

with the Board of Commissioners and ultimately adopt it as part of the upcoming adoption of the new 24 

Regional Plan. 25 

 26 

The committee discussed how much detail to include in the SRI definition that becomes part of the 27 

Regional Plan. On one hand, having more detail and specificity in the definition may lend greater weight 28 

to comments that CVRPC provides to permitting authorities on projects that are determined to have a 29 

SRI. On the other hand, amending the Regional Plan is cumbersome and time-consuming, and 30 

committee members wanted more flexibility to change how CVRPC determines SRI.  31 
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 1 

R. Wernecke, who was on the Project Review Committee when it developed an earlier draft of the SRI 2 

guidelines currently under review, stated that the committee’s intention at the time was to leave the 3 

definition (included in the Regional Plan) vague then provide additional specificity in guidelines 4 

(separate internal process document, not included in the Regional Plan). The committee expressed a 5 

preference for the latter approach because it would be easier to amend an internal process document 6 

than the Regional Plan if the committee wants to change the guidelines in the future.  7 

 8 

Committee members also expressed concern that including specific quantitative thresholds for what 9 

constitutes SRI might impede CVRPC from commenting on projects that are below those numeric 10 

thresholds but important to the Region. Staff noted that the proposed guidelines also include qualitative 11 

descriptions that could encompass projects that fall outside of the numerical thresholds, and that CVRPC 12 

may still choose to participate in review of any projects that do not meet our definition of SRI; the 13 

definition mainly determines which projects CVRPC is required to participate in (per CVRPC’s contract 14 

with the VT Agency of Commerce and Community Development). 15 

 16 

The committee agreed to pause the discussion until the Regional Plan Committee had an opportunity to 17 

review the proposed SRI definition and provide an opinion on what level of specificity to include in the 18 

Regional Plan. 19 

 20 

Updates on Recent Section 248 Applications 21 

 22 

S. Lash summarized three recent Section 248 applications that required CVRPC’s participation in the 23 

Public Utility Commission (“PUC”) review process: one solar development that required a preferred site 24 

letter of support, one electric transmission line upgrade that is in hearing, and one solar development 25 

that is in hearing. Discussion ensured and the committee agreed that all three projects met the 26 

definition of SRI and were in conformance with the Regional Plan. (For more information about the 27 

applications, please refer to the meeting packet at https://centralvtplanning.org/wp-28 

content/uploads/2025/02/25-02-27-PRC-packet.pdf). 29 

 30 

Staff noted that, although there is no harm in determining whether these projects have SRI, the main 31 

purpose of determining whether a project has SRI is to determine whether CVRPC is required to 32 

participate in the permit review process; CVRPC is already required to participate in these three Section 33 

248 projects under review due to one project’s need for a preferred site letter of support to participate 34 

in net-metering and the other two projects going to hearing (requirements per CVRPC’s contract with 35 

the VT Agency of Commerce and Community Development). 36 

 37 

A. Peal moved to recommend that staff issue a preferred site letter of support for the Town of 38 

Berlin/SunCommon proposed solar rooftop project, L. Cattaneo seconded, all in favor, motion carried. 39 

 40 

R. Wernecke moved to recommend that staff comment to the PUC that the proposed Waterbury VELCO 41 

transmission line upgrade is in conformance with the Regional Plan, A. Peal seconded, all in favor, 42 

motion carried. 43 

 44 

https://centralvtplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/25-02-27-PRC-packet.pdf
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R. Wernecke moved to recommend that staff comment to the PUC that the proposed Berlin Williams 1 

Solar project is in conformance with the Regional Plan. P. Carbee seconded, all in favor, motion carried. 2 

 3 

Updates on Recent Section 248a Applications 4 

 5 

Staff and committee members who attended the meetings provided updates on recent public meetings 6 

in Marshfield and Washington related to proposed cell tower developments. Because both projects are 7 

still in the Advance Notice phase and have not had petitions filed before the PUC, there were no action 8 

items. R. Wernecke requested that if the Washington cell tower application does have a petition filed, 9 

that staff provide further details on the proposed siting in a mapped groundwater source protection 10 

area in any analysis of the project’s conformance with the Regional Plan. 11 

 12 

Adjournment 13 
 14 
R. Wernecke moved to adjourn, P. Carbee seconded, all in favor, motion carried.  15 
 16 
Minutes taken by W. Pitkin. 17 


