
 

In accordance with provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, the CCRPC will ensure public meeting sites are 
accessible to all people.  Requests for free interpretive or translation services, assistive devices, or other requested 
accommodations, should be made to Bryan Davis, CCRPC Title VI Coordinator, at (802) 861-0129 or bdavis@ccrpcvt.org, no later 
than 3 business days prior to the meeting for which services are requested. 

 

 

 

 

CCRPC Long Range Planning Energy Sub -Committee 

AGENDA 
*=attached to agenda in the meeting packet 

 

DATE:  Tuesday, July 18, 2017 

TIME:  5:00 p.m. to 7:00 pm  

PLACE:  CCRPC Office, 110 West Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT. 

WIFI INFO:  Network = CCRPC-Guest; Password = ccrpc$guest  

1. Welcome + Introductions (5 minutes) 
 

2. Review May 16, 2017 Minutes* (5 Minutes) 
 

3. Discussion of Targets, Review Local Known Constraints, and Siting Policy Statement* 
The sub-committee will discuss the memo that was sent to the board on the target analysis and options for siting 
policy statements.  Additionally, staff will provide an overview of the local known constraints review  which involved 
taking a look at town policies to ensure that adequate regulation is in place to  100% protect these resources in a 
regulatory process. 
 

4. Next Steps (5 minutes) 
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CCRPC Long Range Planning Energy Sub -Committee 

AGENDA 
*=attached to agenda in the meeting packet 

 

DATE:  Tuesday, May 16, 2017 

TIME:  5:00 p.m. to 7:00 pm  

PLACE:  CCRPC Office, 110 West Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT. 

Attendance  
Matt Burke, Charlotte 
Keith Epstein, South Burlington 

Melanie Needle, CCRPC 

Jeff Forward, Richmond Emily Nosse-Leirer, CCRPC 
Catherine McMains, Chair, Jericho 
Robin Pierce, Essex 

Regina Mahony, CCRPC 

Karen Purinton, Colchester  
Irene Wrenner, Essex  
  

1. Welcome + Introductions 
The meeting began at          

2. Review April 18, 2017 Minutes* (5 Minutes) 
 
Edits were made to clarify a few points. Irene Wrenner made a motion to adopt the minutes as edited and Keith 
seconded. The minutes were approved unanimously.  
 

3. ECOS Plan Draft Energy Element Revisions* (60 Minutes)  
Melanie outlined the process for the plan throughout the rest of this month. Staff will be sending the preliminary 
first draft in to the Department of Public Service for initial comments at the end of May.  
 
Climate Action Section:  
Built Environment Chapter and Land Use Section:   

• Melanie explained that no changes were made to this section, but that the section and CCRPC’s actions 
related to compact development are key to lessened energy use, especially in terms of transportation. This 
is an area that CCRPC has a lot of influence over and is doing good work in.      

Transportation Section:  

• Emily explained that in most of this section, there aren’t really changes to the content of the plan, but more 
was added to connect the dots between transportation goals and energy use.    

• Keith suggested changing energy “use” to energy “source” in the discussion of natural gas for heavy duty 
transportation, and making the point that EVs are a decrease in fossil fuel use here because we’re assuming 
almost 100% renewable electricity.  

Energy Section:  
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• This section has been edited to reflect all the state’s energy goals.  

• Catherine had a question about home weatherization: shouldn’t all the numbers about home 
weatherization match up with each other? The LEAP model says that 14% of homes will be weatherized by 
2025, but the State goal is 25% of homes. So how should we condition this? The committee agreed that the 
25% should be reported with a statement that progress on weatherization has been quite low and the goal 
will likely need to be edited in the future to reflect this 

• Melanie asked the committee to discuss whether the plan does a good job describing the natural gas issue in 
the 90X2050 LEAP scenario on page 77 and page 85-86.  

o The committee agreed that it is the best that we can do under the current circumstances.  
o The committee asked that “aggressive weatherization” be added to the list of things that will 

decrease energy use from natural gas in both places, and that page 85 be edited to reflect that 
Chittenden County can’t meet the whole state goal for energy siting.   

o The committee discussed the challenge of overcoming customer reluctance to shift from natural gas 
to heat pump, and that the state needs to put either money or regulatory power towards these 
goals (or both!).    

o Karen said that education is one of CCRPC’s strengths and areas of influence so education on 
switching fuel types should be listed as well.  

• Jeff Forward said that the goal in the biomass advocacy community is to have about 35% of thermal energy 
use coming from biomass by 2050, compared to the LEAP model which is currently showing about 14% 
consistently between now and 2050. This is something that we may edit the thermal energy section to 
reflect in the future, though this was not a conclusive decision.     

Strategy 3.2.2 (80% of Growth in 15% of Land)  

• Melanie asked the committee to discuss whether they agree with the statement saying that Strategy 3.2.2 
does not include energy generation development (see page 98). She reiterated that the energy actions are 
included here based on the format of the plan, and that it would be extremely difficult to generate our 
renewable energy goals if we only do it in the 15% of areas planned for growth.     

o Robin restated his point that energy generation should not be trashing the landscape.         
o Karen clarified the point in this language is intended to mean that we know that 80% of renewable 

generation can’t be contained in 15% of land area. Perhaps we could say that wind and solar “aren’t 
contemplated” when we discuss this goal?  

o Another option is using the language suggested by Jim Donovan via email that “the particular 
requirements of solar and wind generation might not always be present in areas planned for 
growth.”  

o Or could we say that renewable energy generation can probably be done in a lot of areas but it’s not 
CCRPC’s policy to say that 80% of them has to be in the 15% of land area identified here? Should it 
say “land based” or “large scale”?  

o Everyone is in agreement with the intent of this statement and staff will continue to wordsmith.   
o Everyone agrees that it is good that the plan says later that we strongly encourage on-site 

development—and it’s possible that we could just have the paragraph discussing this on page 101 
instead of having a sentence added at the beginning at all.    
 

• Melanie asked the committee to discuss whether the ECOS Plan should use the term “shall” to prohibit 
renewable energy generation development on known constraints? Is the sentence about mitigation 
necessary? 

o Melanie mentioned to the committee that the LRPC made edits to the plan after the energy 
subcommittee packet went out, and that the LRPC is recommending “shall.”   

o Perhaps we should use the phrase “ground-truthing” instead of “site assessment”? Or “specific site 
assessment”? We want to make sure that it’s clear that we aren’t trying to prohibit any 
development until an applicant has gone through a full site assessment and actually identified the 
constraints that are on the ground.  The committee decided on “verified by site assessment” in the 
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end.   
o The committee discussed changes in CCRPC’s mapping methodology at length. When the packet for 

this meeting went out, maps showed potential energy sites and constraints in the same places, and 
there now are separate maps for constraints and separate maps for potential. 

o The committee had an extensive discussion about known constraints that may or may not be 
appropriate for solar or wind development.    

o Regina made the point that the point of all of the work we’ve done here is to get towns and the 
region substantial deference.  

o All the other nicer or more positive-sounding options here (“discourage,” “not suitable,” etc.) don’t 
have regulatory weight.  

o Regina reminded the committee that because this is our very first draft to the Department of Public 
Service, we will get feedback from them on our language which may inform our edits going 
forwards. Our strategy right now is to go with “shall not” right now and see what DPS says about it. 
This is far from the last time we will discuss these issues!   

o The committee discussed the strategies of other RPCs. As far as staff knows, most other RPCs are 
focusing their siting language on the prime and base areas, but we’re not confident enough in the 
data to have this kind of siting guidance.   

f. Does the Plan language on substantial regional impact for energy development seem appropriate? (See page 
133) 

• Regina explained that CCRPC’s goal with this definition of substantial deference, and our discussion of what 
“local known constraints” are, is to try to make sure that our regional plan is never in conflict with a local 
plan. However, we will have to develop a policy going forward to address how we’ll be reviewing local 
energy plans and changes in local constraints when we approve local plans.     

 

4. Solar/Wind Targets* (10 Minutes) 

• Melanie reminded the committee that at the last meeting, the committee decided to use wind and solar 
targets for the county that take into account Chittenden County’s share of the state’s population and the 
county’s share of the state’s resource. The committee still thinks this is a good idea.  

• The solar and wind goals are going to stay at the municipal level because they’re acreage based so it’s easy 
to say whether they’re “possible” or not. But a municipality can meet their energy generation goal however 
they want.  

• Matt clarified that the municipal generation targets are only for 50% of energy end use, since the state 
assumes that 50% will be coming from energy imports. The committee discussed that there are likely to be 
many municipalities that may not be able to meet their generation goals, but this plan won’t reflect it right 
now.    
         

5. Next Steps 
The meeting adjourned at 7:05. The next meeting is scheduled for June 20 but may be cancelled.       



 

 

 
 

Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission 
July 19, 2017 
Agenda Item 9: Energy Planning Action Item 

Issues: 

 

As we continue our work on the energy planning component of the ECOS Plan update, we’d 
appreciate direction on the siting policy.  To prepare you for that discussion we’ve included 
pertinent information herein.  Please note, that while some of this is subject to change, this 
is our best estimate at this time. 
 
At the Board meeting we will:  

1. Present our target for additional renewable energy generation that we must 
produce by 2050 to meet the State’s energy goals. 

2. Present the amount of acreage needed to meet those targets for solar and wind in 
comparison to our total acreage, constraints and percentage of areas well suited for 
solar and wind generation. 

3. Discuss and ask for action on the siting policy in relation to the state and local 
constraints.   

 
Below you will find more information on each of those pieces. 
 

1. Target for additional renewable energy generation that we must plan for in 2050 
to meet the State’s energy goals and Act 174 Energy Certification Standards: 
 
      Table 1 

 

2016 2050 

 Chittenden County Electricity Demand (MWh) 1,547,369 2,460,000 

 
Table 2 

Renewable Energy Generation Target  MWh 

State Projected Electricity Demand (2050) 10,000,000  

In-State Generation Target (2050) 5,000,000  

State Imported Generation (2050) 50% 

Low Target for Renewable Energy Generation in Chittenden County: 15% of State 

Total Target 756,250  

Existing Renewable Energy Generation  556,623 

 New Generation Needed 199,627  

High Target for  Renewable Energy Generation un Chittenden County: 25% of State 

Total Target 1,265,134  

Existing Renewable Energy Generation  556,623  

 New Generation Needed 708,511  
1-Department of Public Service, Generation_Scenarios_Aid, September 2016, Counts all generation sited in Chittenden County 
does not account for renewable energy credits sold.  2 – The low target is based on Chittenden County’s share of the state population and share 
of prime wind/solar generation acreage. The  high target is based only on the County’s share of the state population. 

 



 

 

 

 
2. Amount of acreage needed to meet those targets for solar and wind in 

comparison to our total acreage, constraints and percentage of areas well suited 
for solar and wind generation. 

Table 3 
 Acres Percent 

Total Acreage in County 
(without lakes and ponds) 

342,307 acres 100% 

State Known Constraints - 86,859 acres 25% 

Local Known Constraints - 26,426 acres (only additional 
acreage over above) 

8% 

Acreage Remaining 229,022 acres 67% 

Prime Solar Acreage*  11,848 acres  5% of remaining 
acreage 

Prime Wind Acreage*  48,238 acres 21% of remaining 
acreage 

*Prime Solar/Wind Acreage means areas with high solar or wind potential and no known state/local constraints.  

 
Table 4 

Possible Scenario for Achieving the Targets 

 
MWh MW  Acres Needed 

Low Target: New Generation  

75% of Renewable Energy is Land-based Solar 149,720  
 

149,720  

163  1,302  

25% of Renewable Energy is Wind  49,907  49  1,221  

High Target: New Generation 

75% of Renewable Energy is Land-based Solar 531,383  
 

531,383  

433  3,466  

25% of Renewable Energy is Wind 177,128 
177,128  

58  1,444  
*Conversion from MWs to Acres assumes 1 MW per 8 acres for solar, 1 MW per 25 acres for wind. 

 
Therefore, with the state and local known constraints considered we can meet the solar 
and wind generation targets.  In fact, Chittenden County has over 3 times the amount of 
prime solar acreage and over 33 times the amount of prime wind acreage compared to the 
amount needed to achieve the high target example shown in table 4. Keep in mind that the 
possible constraints are not calculated at this time, as they are not outright prohibitions to 
development and we aren’t suggesting that we refer to them as such.  However, 
collectively they make up a majority of the County (especially if we include the possible 
constraints in the Plan).  
 

3. Discuss and ask for action on the siting policy in relation to the state and local 
constraints.   

The question before you: Should the regional plan (ECOS Plan) prohibit development in 
state and local constraint areas, or act in a more advisory role?   
 
Here are some relevant points of information that we’ve gathered since the CCRPC May 



 

 

Board meeting.  received feedback from the municipal Planning Commission/Energy 
Committee/Conservation Commissions regarding their preference on the role of the 
Regional Plan:  

• Summary of conversation from DPS – We’ve received some feedback from the 
Department of Public Service (DPS) and there is nothing surprising.  Essentially we 
can take any level of policy stand we’d like.  Bennington got their Certificate of 
Energy Compliance with more of a “pass” to the municipalities.  

• Local Known Constraints – After careful review of the requested local known 
constraints, we’ve found resources in seven municipalities that we consider to be 
true “no build” areas (see attached constraint spreadsheet). 

• Municipal Planning Commission/Energy Committee/Conservation Committee 
feedback on this question: Do you want your regional plan (ECOS Plan) to prohibit 
energy generation in areas with state and local known constraints?  Six 
municipalities said yes, one said maybe, one said they want to wait on feedback 
from DPS, and seven did not respond (see attached constraint spreadsheet).  To be 
clear this is not feedback from legislative bodies. 

 
For your consideration, we’ve identified three options for a siting policy and an analysis of 
the pros and cons for each option.  The options span from prohibition of development in 
known constraint areas, to a more general non-regulatory siting policy.  See the attached 
Siting Policy Options spreadsheet. 
 
  

Staff Recommendation: Staff has no specific recommendation on which siting policy option to 
choose, but would appreciate direction so that we can move forward on 
finalizing these pieces of the draft Plan. 

Exec. Comm. 
Recommendation: 

The Executive Committee has no specific recommendation on which siting 
policy option to choose, but they feel this should be debated and decided 
by the Board.  

For more information 
contact: 

Melanie Needle and Regina Mahony 

846-4490 x *27 & *28 or mneedle@ccrpcvt.org & rmahony@ccrpcvt.org 
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Enhanced Energy Planning Municipal Responses CCRPC Board Meeting July 19, 2017

Known Constraints Requested by Municipalities, with Adequate Supporting Regulation, Incorporated into Mapping 
Municipality Resource Areas with Development Prohibition (aka known 

constraints)

Supporting Regulation

Bolton 1.  Wetland Buffers 1. BLUDR Section 3.17(C)(3) All structures and other impervious surfaces shall be set back at least 50 feet from… wetlands identified on Vermont Significant Wetland 

Inventory (VSWI) maps or through field investigation, as measured from a delineated boundary.

Colchester 1. Steep Slopes 20% 

2.Water Protection Overlay District (Wetlands 

and Surface Waters Only)

1. Zoning Regulation Setback from Slopes. The minimum setback from a slope exceeding 45 degrees (See Appendix B) shall be fifty 

(50) feet (ARTICLE 2). 

2. It is the purpose of this Section to provide for the protection and improvement of the surface waters and wetland within the 

Town of Colchester. These regulations and standards are intended to lead to the establishment and protection of natural areas 

along the Town’s surface waters and wetlands to provide improved protection for water quality and the provision of open space 

areas and wildlife habitat.

It is the further purpose of this Section to provide for the retention of preexisting residential neighborhoods located along surface 

waters and streams in a manner consistent with the resource protection goals of this Section and the Municipal Plan. For the FEH 

portion of this district, permitted uses are those uses which are permitted in the underlying zoning district. For wetlands and 

surface waters, encroachment is allowed only for very specific uses recreation, access, stormwater management, or agriculture.

Essex 1. Steep Slopes 20 Percent or Higher 1. Town Plan Page 63: Development shall be designed to prevent the destruction of important natural resources, including wetlands, floodplains, unique geological 

features, primary agricultural soils, and slopes exceeding 15 percent; and Zoning Regulations 5.6.B.2: Development...shall  be prohibited on slopes of 20 percent and 

steeper due to the likelihood of environmental damage. 

Hinesburg 1. Steep Slopes (25% or greater) 1. Hinesburg Zoning 5.26.2(1): Building sites and related development areas…shall avoid primary resource areas…including steep slopes of 25% or greater. 

Known Constraints 1
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Jericho 1. Well Protection Area Overlay District 

2. Natural Areas and Natural Communities 

3. Primary Conservation Areas 

1. Only the following uses are permitted within 200 feet surrounding the water supply wells service the Jericho Village Water District, the Foothills water supply, the 

Jericho East water supply, and the Underhill-Jericho Water District, the Jericho Heights water supply, and any other public water supply: Wildlife management, 

Passive recreation, Proper operation and maintenance of existing dams, splash boards, and other water control, supply and conservation devices, Maintenance and 

repair of any existing structure, Agriculture and forestry provided that fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides and other leachable materials are neither applied nor stored 

outdoors. (No conditional uses) [Land Use Regulations 6.6.2] 

2. Natural Resources Overly District: §6.7.  The purpose of the Natural Resources Overlay District is: to preserve wildlife habitat such as deeryards; to conserve and 

protect identified natural areas and natural communities such as significant habitat for flora and fauna; and to preserve identified scenic resources such as 

ridgelines. Only wildlife management, passive recreation, selective timber cutting and agriculture not involving structures is allowed in the natural areas and natural 

communities. Areas delineated as “natural areas and natural communities” shall consist of areas designated by the Vermont Natural Heritage Program and indicated 

on the map titled “Biological Natural Areas of Chittenden County” dated January, 1991 which are hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of this section. 

3. Tiered Conservation Priorities, as shown on Map 9 of the Town Plan, depicts all the conservation priorities identified in Jericho in three tiers of priority.

• Primary Conservation Areas are the most sensitive places: the rare natural communities, rare species, vernal pools, riparian areas, river corridors, and wetlands.  

These areas occupy a small percentage of the town and should not be developed.  (pg. 38) [May be added to zoning in next update] 

Westford 1.Steep Slopes 25% or greater 2. Deer Wintering Areas 3. 

Ledge Outcroppings; Flood Hazard Overlay District, Water 

Resources Overlay 

1. Development must not occur on areas containing steep slopes (pgs. 3-20, 3-51) 2. Development must not disturb areas with significant natural resources 

(SNR),deer wintering areas are included in the definition of SNR (pg. 3-52) 3.  For the purposes of this provision, unbuildable land will include:

(a) Land within the Water Resources or Flood Hazard overlay district.

(b) Land with a slope of 25% or greater.

(c) Ledge outcroppings. (pg. 3-20)  [ALL EXCERPTS FROM ZONING REGUALTION]

Williston 1. Watershed Protection buffers 2. Primary Viewshed Areas 1. Williston Unified Development Bylaw 29.9.6: Watershed protection buffers shall remain undeveloped, except as provided here: Development within watershed 

protection buffers shall be limited to utility and road crossings; trails and trail crossings, with minor related facilities like signs and benches; and runoff and erosion 

control measures (29.9.6.3).

2. Bylaw 27.9.4: Site work, structures, and/or impervious surfaces shall not encroach upon the designated Scenic Viewshed except: All lands that are included in 

Williston’s designated growth center, and all minor improvements to residential property listed in Chapter 20. 

Known Constraints 2
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Municipality Possible Constraints Supporting Regulation Comments (if provided)

Burlington 1. Historic Districts 

2. Mixed Use, Institutional  Core Campus and 

Enterprise Zoning Districts 

3. Historic Neighborhoods (Eligible for Listing)

4. Designated Downtown and Neighborhood 

Development Area                                                                                   

5. Official Map Features

6. View Corridors                                                                                                                                       

Bolton 1. Conservation District *

2. Very Steep Slopes (25% or more) * 

3. Forest District 

4. Steep Slopes (15-25%)

5. Surface Water Buffers* 

6. Town-Owned Land*

7. Flood Hazard Overlay II*

Possible Constraints Requested by Municipalities, with Adequate Supporting Regulation, Incorporated into Mapping  (* means that 

the municipality requested that a constraint be considered a "known" constraint, but staff did not feel that there was adequate 

regulation to support the request, and it was changed to a possible constraint)

1 and 3. Burlington's Standards for Historic Buildings and Sites state that new additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic 

materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic 

materials, features, size, scale, and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. (5.4.8)

2. Development Ordinance Section 4.4.1 and 4.5.2: Development [in the Downtown Mixed Use Districts and institutional Core Campus Overlay] is intended to be intense 

with high lot coverage and large tall buildings placed close together. Development in the Enterprise District is  intended to ensure that sufficient land area is 

appropriately designated within the city to provide an adequate and diversified economic base that will facilitate high-density job creation and retention (4.4.3) 

5. Designated Downtown and Neighborhood Development Area are intended to be the center of Burlington's economic and commercial development                                                                                                                                                                    

6. City Council Authority 

7. Development Ord. section 4.4.1 states that building heights and forms shall respect the principal view corridors, defined as the rights-of-way of Pearl, Cherry, College, 

and Main Streets, and preserve or enhance views to the lake and mountains. 

1. BLUDR Table 2.7(A): The Conservation District includes all land above 2,500 feet in elevation, the town’s permanently conserved lands, including town and state 

owned parks, forests and conservation land, and existing private in-holdings on Honey Hollow Road. Conditional Uses:  Alpine Ski Facility, Primitive Campground, Nordic 

Ski Facility,  Public Facility, Recreation/Outdoor, Telecommunications Tower. 

2. BLUDR Section 3.16(B): All development is specifically prohibited on very steep slopes in excess of 25% except for the following which may be allowed by the 

Development Review Board subject to conditional use review and the requirements of Subsection (A): ski lifts and ski trails associated with an approved alpine or Nordic 

ski facility, hiking and rock climbing trails, development on pre-existing lots legally in existence as of the effective date of these regulations for which the Board 

determines that there is no portion of the lot on which the slope does not exceed 25% and, as such, that the total prohibition of development on slopes in excess of 25% 

would unduly preclude reasonable use of the lot.

3. BLUDR Table 2.6(A): The purpose of this district is to protect Bolton’s more remote and inaccessible forested upland areas from fragmentation, development, and 

undue environmental disturbance, while allowing for the continuation of traditional uses such as forestry, outdoor recreation and compatible low density residential 

development  

4. BLUDR Section 3.16(A): Development on steep slopes equal to or in excess of 15%, or which results in such slopes, shall be subject to conditional use review under 

Section 5.4 and [provisions including stormwater management, erosion control and design intended to minimize visual impacts from public vantage points].  

5. BLUDR Section 3.17(B)(3) and (C)(1): All structures and impervious surfaces, except for allowed encroachments under Subsection (D) below, shall be set back at 

least…200 feet from Goose Pond, Preston Pond and Upper Preston Pond, as measured from the annual mean high water mark.In addition, all structures and other 

impervious surfaces shall be set back at least 50 feet from… the shorelines of all other naturally occurring lakes and ponds with a surface area greater than one (1) acre, 

as measured from the mean water line.

6. Selectboard Authority 

7. BLUDR Table 2.8 states that the only new construction allowed in the FHO II district is an accessory structure to an existing use 

** Municipality requested that Conserved Lands be elevated to a Known Constraint. CCRPC staff finds that the development of conserved lands are governed on a case-by-case basis. Conserved Lands are a Possible State Constraint. Possible Constraints 1
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Municipality Possible Constraints Supporting Regulation Comments (if provided)

Charlotte 1. Shoreland Setback and Buffer Area Surface 

Waters, Wetlands, and Buffer areas* 2. Flood 

Hazard Areas* 3. Special Natural Areas*  4. 

Wildlife habitat*

5. Conserved Land 6. Historic Districts, Site, and 

Structures 7. Slopes greater than 15% 8. Land in 

Active Agriculture 9. Water Supply Protection 

Areas 10. Scenic Views 11. Significant Wildlife 

Habitat

Colchester 1. Shoreland Setback and buffer area 

2. Shore Land Overlay District*

3.Water Protection Overlay District (EXCEPT for 

wetlands and surface waters)*

1.  Zoning Regulation To preserve the natural growth and cover of the shorelines, to preserve water quality, to prevent pollution, to regulate development and 

appearance of the shorelines, to prevent erosion, to prevent nuisance, and to preserve the property rights of the shoreline property owners. Permitted uses are those 

uses which are permitted in the underlying zoning district. 

3. It is the purpose of this Section to provide for the protection and improvement of the surface waters and wetland within the Town of Colchester. These regulations 

and standards are intended to lead to the establishment and protection of natural areas along the Town’s surface waters and wetlands to provide improved protection 

for water quality and the provision of open space areas and wildlife habitat. It is the further purpose of this Section to provide for the retention of preexisting residential 

neighborhoods located along surface waters and streams in a manner consistent with the resource protection goals of this Section and the Municipal Plan. For the FEH 

portion of this district, permitted uses are those uses which are permitted in the underlying zoning district. 

1-4: Zoning Regulation page 65 states Land development in Charlotte is evaluated and sited so as to avoid and / or minimize impacts to the following AHPV as identified 

in Charlotte's Town Plan and Land Use Regulations: flood hazard areas, Surface waters, wetlands and associated setback and buffer areas, Shoreland setback and buffer 

areas, special natural areas, Wildlife habitat (as identified in Charlotte Town Plan or as field delineated)

5-11: Zoning Regulation page 65 states Land development in Charlotte is evaluated and sited so as to avoid and / or minimize impacts to the following AHPV as identified 

in Charlotte's Town Plan and Land Use Regulations: Historic districts, sites and structures (as listed in Vermont State Historic Register); Steep slopes (equal to or in excess 

of 15%),Land in active agricultural use

** Municipality requested that Conserved Lands be elevated to a Known Constraint. CCRPC staff finds that the development of conserved lands are governed on a case-by-case basis. Conserved Lands are a Possible State Constraint. Possible Constraints 2
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Municipality Possible Constraints Supporting Regulation Comments (if provided)

Essex 1. Scenic Resources Protection Overlay District*

2. Resource Protection District Industrial 

3. Steep Slopes 15-20% 

4. Core Habitat*

5. Habitat Blocks* 

Essex Junction**

Hinesburg** 1. Moderately Steep Slopes (15-25%) 

2. Core Wildlife Habitat 

3. Village Growth Area and Industrial zoning 

districts 

Town requested that Conserved Lands be 

elevated to a Known Constraint. CCRPC staff 

finds that the development of conserved lands 

are governed on a case-by-case basis per their 

individual development restrictions 

See footnote

1. Essex Zoning Table 2.20.A: The purpose of this overlay district is to avert or minimize the adverse impacts of development on identified scenic resources, viewsheds 

and roadscape corridors in the Town of Essex through appropriate site planning and design practices. The standards are

intended to provide flexibility so that proposed development can be designed to fit the particular characteristics of the site on which it is located. 

2. Essex Zoning Table 2.14: The objective of the RPD-I and the related O1 District parcel is to protect such natural attributes for public enjoyment, and, to carry out 

development activities in harmony with the natural surroundings. Of the 751.7 acres in this district, 60 percent has been formally designated for recreation/conservation 

use (including all of the related O1 District acreage) and the remaining 40 percent for permitted uses as set forth in (B) below that satisfy all other district requirements.

3.Zoning Regulations 5.6.B.2: Development is discouraged on slopes of 15 percent or steeper due to the likelihood of erosion and stormwater runoff problems. 

4 and 5. Town Plan Policy 3(S).4 (p. 63): “Critical wildlife habitat, including but not limited to deer wintering areas, rare and/or endangered species habitat, local fisheries, 

and identified travel corridors, shall be protected from inappropriate development and land management activities.”

Town Plan p. 63: “By recognizing its natural features – topography, slopes, geology, soils, water resources, agricultural and forest lands – a town can protect those 

resources and ensure a high quality of life for its residents.”

Town Plan p. 72, Forest Lands: “Essex’s forests provide large habitat blocks for animals and offer economic potential through timber harvests. Forest trails open to hiking, 

mountain biking, horseback riding, cross-country skiing and snowmobiling improve quality of life and can support a recreation-based sector of the economy. Nearly 

13,000 acres in Essex are forested, yet forest fragmentation from development is a major problem in Vermont, including Essex. The largest forests in Essex stretch north 

from the northeastern and northwestern parts of town into Colchester, Milton, Westford, and Underhill. The largely unbroken woodlands serve as prime habitat – the 

Vermont Agency of Natural Resources scores both forests as 9 out of 10. When development must occur in those habitat blocks, every effort shall be taken to minimize 

the intrusion on the forests through the use of siting standards.”

1 and 2. Hinesburg Zoning 5.26.2(1): Building sites and related development areas…shall minimize impact on secondary resource areas...including slopes between 25-25% 

and core wildlife habitat. 

3. Hinesburg Zoning, Section 3.1: Village Growth Area Purpose. Development densities should be maximized to the extent practical in order to better realize Hinesburg’s 

overall “smart growth” strategy. 

** Municipality requested that Conserved Lands be elevated to a Known Constraint. CCRPC staff finds that the development of conserved lands are governed on a case-by-case basis. Conserved Lands are a Possible State Constraint. Possible Constraints 3
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Municipality Possible Constraints Supporting Regulation Comments (if provided)

Jericho 1. Secondary Conservation Areas

2. Village Centers

Milton** 1. Agriculture Soils*

2. Town Forest and Municipal Natural and Rec 

Areas with Management Plans*

3. Habitat Blocks 8-10*

4. Encumbered Open Space*

Richmond

Shelburne 1. Significant View Areas 2. Archeologically 

Sensitive Areas 3. Lakeshore Buffer

Richmond has requested the following constraints, but there is not supporting language for them in the zoning or in the town plan, as the plan is expired and a drafting process is ongoing. The following will be 

considered by CCRPC staff after the adoption of the Town Plan:

1. Ridges 

2. Slopes >_ 30% 

3. Trails 

4. Conserved Land 

5. ANR Primary Conservation Areas 6. Highest Priority Habitat derived from STA Report  

1.  Tiered Conservation Priorities, as shown on Map 9 of the Town Plan, depicts all the conservation priorities identified in Jericho in three tiers of priority.

Secondary Conservation Areas are also very sensitive but some activities can occur within them without compromising their integrity. These include wildlife road 

crossings, a larger area surrounding vernal pools, significant (but not rare) natural communities, and ledge and cliff habitat that may be important for wildlife. In general, 

these places should be evaluated carefully when development is proposed within them for potential conflicts with the natural resource values. (Town Plan Pg. 38)

2. The purpose of the Village Center District is to encourage the concentration of people and community-focused activities in traditional centers (Land Use Regulations 

3.2.7) 

1. For PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS-Residential that occur outside of the Town's core, in areas zoned Agricultural/Rural Residential, Shoreland Residential and 

Forestry/Conservation/Scenic Ridgeline, a key goal

for PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS-Residential shall be to retain rural community characteristics through the selection of appropriate BUILDABLE ENVELOPES that will 

minimize the visual impact of proposed developments from existing roadways. Included within the realm of rural community character is the preservation of existing 

farms and prime agricultural soils

2. Selectboard Authority 

3.  Town Plan Goal 8.1: Continue protection of existing natural resources identified in this chapter.  [Including critical habitat]

4. Section 804.6: OPEN SPACE Requirements for developments with ten (10) or more multi-family residential units. The proposal shall provide for the preservation and 

maintenance of OPEN SPACE which is designed to be an integral part of the whole development. The size, shape and locations of OPEN SPACE shall be approved by the 

Development Review Board. The OPEN SPACE shall be protected by appropriate legal devices to ensure the continued USE of such lands for the purpose of 

AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY, recreation or conservation. Such mechanisms include dedication of development rights, conservation easements, homeowners associations, 

restrictive covenants, conveyance to land trusts, or other appropriate grants or restrictions approved by the Development Review Board. Permitted future USES and 

maintenance of the OPEN SPACE shall be specifically identified as part of the approval of development with ten (10) or more multifamily units. HOWEVER, the town plan 

recognizes the need to improve these regulations: Goal 8.5 is to "Establish standards for more appropriate, useful, and usable open space that is set-aside as a result of 

cluster subdivisions, such as Planned Unit Developments." 

1. Direct development in a manner to minimize undue adverse impacts on the Town’s scenic beauty, open lands, shorelines, and ridgelines with particular attention paid 

to roadside views or views from Lake Champlain. Identification of such resources can be aided by the maps listed in Objective 1 (Town Plan pg. 30) 2. could not map 

these 3. The purpose of this district is to preserve vegetation and natural cover of the shore adjacent to Lake Champlain in order to preserve views both from and of the 

lake, the preservation of water quality and prevention of pollution, the recognition of the extreme vulnerability of lakeshore properties

to erosion and other nuisances, and the avoidance of problems resulting from over intensive exploitation of the lakeshore. Uses are permitted according to underlying 

district (Zoning)

** Municipality requested that Conserved Lands be elevated to a Known Constraint. CCRPC staff finds that the development of conserved lands are governed on a case-by-case basis. Conserved Lands are a Possible State Constraint. Possible Constraints 4
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Municipality Possible Constraints Supporting Regulation Comments (if provided)

South Burlington 1. Source Protection Area Zone 1* 

2.  Wetlands and buffers 

3. Habitat Blocks and Riparian Connectivity 4. 

Slopes 20% or greater 

5. SEQ Natural Resource Protection Area

1. The 2016 Comprehensive Plan includes a section on energy siting (page 3-41) states “South 

Burlington recognizes that there may at times be competing goals. While the City supports the 

harnessing of renewable energy, particularly in the case of solar arrays, it must consider the 

impacts of such structures on open spaces and wildlife corridors. As such, this plan shall strive to 

provide guidance as to where the siting of renewable energy facilities should be avoided in favor 

of certain conservation areas: 

• All Primary Conservation Areas identified per the map included in the 2014 South Burlington 

Open Spaces Report 

• Uncommon Species, Habitat Blocks identified per the Secondary Conservation Maps included 

in the 2014 South Burlington Open Spaces Report.”  

SPA-Zone I is indicated on the Primary Conservation Areas map. 

2.  Zoning It is the purpose of this Section to provide appropriate protection of the City’s wetland 

resources in order to protect wetland functions and values related to surface and ground water 

protection, wildlife habitat, and flood control. Encroachment is conditional with State CUD 

and/or DRB approval (Article 12) 3.  this plan shall serve to provide guidance as to where the 

siting of renewable energy facilities should be avoided in favor of certain conservation areas: All 

Primary Conservation Areas identified per the map included in the 2014 South Burlington Open 

Spaces Report.  Uncommon Species, Habitat Blocks identified per the Secondary Conservation

Maps included in the 2014 South Burlington Open Spaces Report. (Town Plan, 3-41) 4. The 

presence of important ecological resources, as well as steep slopes, shallow soils, and extensive 

bedrock outcroppings should be incorporated into all types of planning for development and 

conservation (Town Plan, 2-105). 5. ??? Dwellings are permitted

The City as requested that their Source Protection Area - Zone 1 be a 

Known Constraint, but the source policy for this reads more like a 

possible constraint.

** Municipality requested that Conserved Lands be elevated to a Known Constraint. CCRPC staff finds that the development of conserved lands are governed on a case-by-case basis. Conserved Lands are a Possible State Constraint. Possible Constraints 5
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Municipality Possible Constraints Supporting Regulation Comments (if provided)

Underhill 1. Steep slopes (15-25%)

2. Mt. Mansfield Scenic Preservation District* 

3. Wetlands and associated buffers, Surface 

Waters and buffers* 

4. Steep Slopes (>25%)*

5. Above 1,500 ft. Elevation*

1. The purpose of this section is to regulate land subdivision and development to minimize site 

disturbance and construction on steep slopes (15% to 25%), and to avoid site disturbance on 

very steep slopes (> 25%) 

2. Zoning Regulation: All structures, with the exception of telecommunications and wind towers 

and ancillary 25 facilities, tent platforms and lean-tos, and alpine and Nordic ski facilities, are 

prohibited  over 1,500 feet in elevation above mean sea level. Town Plan: The Planning 

Commission should continue to support the current regulation  prohibiting development above 

1500’; but the Commission should also ascertain   whether the community desires alternative 

energy structures on hillsides and ridgelines,  including those above the 1500' elevation level (pg. 

21). The Planning Commission shall reconcile the seeming conflict between the competing 

interest of 1500' elevation ridgeline protection and wind power development through regulatory 

tools such as specific regulations; individual site plan review; and conditional use review (pg. 67). 

3. Zoning Regulations: Protect the beneficial functions of wetlands including retaining 

stormwater runoff, soil  stabilization, pollutant filtering, flood reduction, and protecting 

groundwater quality and quantity.  Prevent soil erosion and river/stream channel instability.  

Protect and maintain water quality. .Protect wetland and riparian wildlife, fish, and rare, 

threatened or endangered species habitat. Preserve public health and safety through the 

establishment of vegetated riparian  buffer zones, which serve to slow and absorb floodwaters 

(pg. 60). 4. Zoning Regulations-  to avoid site  disturbance on very steep slopes (> 

25%),Exemption Utilities, including telecommunications facilities, power generation facilities, 

and  transmission lines regulated by the Vermont Public Service Board. (pgs. 53-54) 5. All 

structures, with the exception of telecommunications and wind towers and ancillary  facilities, 

and tent platforms and lean-tos are prohibited in this district over 1,500 feet in elevation above 

mean sea level (pgs 14,17,20,23)

1. There is a conflict between the zoning and town plan. Dwelling units 

are a permitted use in the Mt. Mansfield Scenic Preservation District. 

The towns desire to restrict renewable energy development does not 

match their zoning regulations.  The language in the Plan expresses that 

that the Town has a desire to protect its ridgelines for all types of 

development.

Westford 1. Prime (and State-wide significant) Agricultural 

Soils

1. Development must not disturb areas with significant natural resources (SNR),prime or 

statewide ag soils  are included in the definition of SNR (pg. 3-52)

Check to ensure the Water Resource Overlay District covers streams 

draining less than 2 miles, Town requested ag soils as a possible 

constraint but regulation is more restrictive--should possibly be a 

Known Constraint? 

** Municipality requested that Conserved Lands be elevated to a Known Constraint. CCRPC staff finds that the development of conserved lands are governed on a case-by-case basis. Conserved Lands are a Possible State Constraint. Possible Constraints 6



Enhanced Energy Planning Municipal Responses CCRPC Board Meeting July 19, 2017

Municipality Possible Constraints Supporting Regulation Comments (if provided)

Williston** 1. Conservation Areas/Natural Communities* 1. 27.4.4 Avoid Undue Adverse Impact. Alternative site designs may be required, alternative 

locations for the development may be required, and the minimum amount of land required to 

be set aside as open space may be increased, if necessary to avoid undue adverse impacts to 

Conservation Areas.

The town also requested that there be difference constraints for wind 

(viewsheds, watersheds, conservation areas) and solar (watershed, 

conservation) 

The town requested that Significant Wildlife Habitat Areas be listed as a 

possible constraint, but 27.5.6.4 specifically exempts alternative and 

renewable energy installations from SWHA regulations. 

The WCC stated that in consideration of renewable energy projects 

within Significant Wildlife Habitat Areas, a Habitat Disturbance 

Assessment should be conducted (similar to the Town’s requirement 

for new development) and that there should be no forest clearing.  

** Municipality requested that Conserved Lands be elevated to a Known Constraint. CCRPC staff finds that the development of conserved lands are governed on a case-by-case basis. Conserved Lands are a Possible State Constraint. Possible Constraints 7
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Municipality Respondent Should the ECOS Plan prohibit energy generation in areas with known constraints, using "shall" language? Do you want assistance from CCRPC on enhanced 

energy planning?

Burlington Planning Commission the Planning Commission does not feel comfortable providing comment on this issue until the CCRPC receives feedback from the 

state.

No

Bolton Sharon Murray, 

Selectboard Member 

Yes (also see above)—otherwise how do these differ from “potential” constraints?  Per §4384a(3) the regional energy 

element/plan and enhanced local energy elements/plans are required to identify both “potential areas for the development and 

siting of renewable energy resources and areas that are unsuitable for siting those resource s…”   That was the intent behind 

A.174 w/re to integrating energy and land use planning, in association with giving more weight to regional and municipal plans in 

Section 248.  This also suggests however, that known constraints should be given pretty careful consideration at the regional as 

well as local level.

At some point RPC assistance in this area would be 

welcome, but likely not in FY18.  As you know, our 

Planning Commission will be focusing on an update 

of our development regulations over the next year 

or so—which potentially could include some 

assistance with solar facility screening standards?

Charlotte Planning Commission, 

Energy committee

According to Act 174, “the ECOS Plan will carry greater weight—substantial deference—in the Section 248 siting process for 

energy generation.  The EC recommends that yes, we want our regional plan (ECOS Plan) to prohibit energy generation in areas 

that have “known” constraints.”  If this were not the case, then making the distinction between “known” and “possible” 

constraints would be rendered meaningless and not have any weight or credibility.  It’s crucial for public buy-in on the “possible” 

constraints to demonstrate a willingness to protect the “known” constraints.

Yes

Colchester Planning Commission The Commission was supportive of including language in the regional plan regarding renewable energy prohibitions in areas of 

known, previously called Level 1, constraints. The Commission did agree that projects located on existing structures or impervious 

areas were acceptable (i.e. an existing home located within the Floodplain), and that any prohibition should be based on a site 

investigation to ensure the presence of the constraint. There was not support for prohibiting renewable energy generation in 

areas of possible constraints, previously called Level 2. 

We are currently working with Colchester in FY 

2017 and work will likely continue in FY18

Hinesburg Planning Commission We do want the regional plan to prohibit energy generation in areas with known constraints; however, we recognize that gaining 

access to unconstrained areas may require passing through a constrained area. We allow for this in traditional development 

projects as follows (section 6.12.1 #2, Subdivision Regulations):

“Building sites and related development areas (e.g., roads, driveway, lawn, etc.) shall avoid primary resource areas and minimize 

impact on secondary resource areas. Limited impacts to primary resource areas for access (e.g., road or driveway) may be 

allowed, at the discretion of the Development Review Board, if there are no alternate development plans and no other means of 

access. In such cases, the access shall be designed to impact as little of the primary resource area as possible.”

We encourage the regional plan to take a similar approach.

Yes

Jericho Planning Commission [The Planning Commission members] are generally OK with that [the statement] but are concerned about potential future 

technology for renewable structures that could be developed that would not be intrusive or harmful to these areas.  If that could 

be considered in the language, that is OK.  Also, just for clarity, they would like it to add the following underlined word “… unless 

located on an existing structure or existing imperious surface.”

Yes

St. George Yes

South Burlington Staff with input from 

energy committee

I would recommend that renewable energy siting be treated, in these areas, as any other form of development would be treated. 

In most cases, this will mean that yes, these facilities would be prohibited. But there may be circumstances where a State or 

Federal permit would grant other forms of development in these areas; renewable energy should be treated similarly.

Yes assistance with identifying preferred sites

Comments on "Shall" Language and Technical Assistance 

Comments 1
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Underhill Planning Commission 

and Energy 

Committee 

 Both the Planning Commission and the Energy Committee answered in the affirmative to this question, as both generally believed 

that the regional plan should regulate energy generation in areas with State and local known constraints.

Yes

Comments 2



Siting Policy Options Pros Cons Quest/Points (not necessarily a pro/con): 
Support specific local resource protections already in place (a.k.a. "known 
constraints") while meeting our renewable energy generation targets. For example, 
Essex’s zoning regulations strictly prohibit development on slopes over 20%.  By 
including that protected resource in our Plan, we would support Essex’s efforts to 
protect that resource at the Public Utilities Commission for energy generation 
facilities. 

We would have inconsistent “rules” from one municipality to the next.
These constraint areas would become “no build” 
areas for all development, not just renewable energy 
facility areas.

This would only include resources strictly protected in existing municipal regulations, 
for that municipality.  We would not impose these resource protection measures that 
exist in some municipalities on the rest of the municipalities.

While we can meet our target, it does create a road block for energy 
facility generation.

We’d protect the state’s list of known constraints as 
well?

We have approximately 7 municipalities with strict resource protection regulations 
that are truly identifying 100% no build areas.  

It would make the ECOS Plan more of a regulatory document than it’s 
been in the past; and Act 250 is at the 11th hour for some developments 
so our input is coming late and we run the risk of being inconsistent 
with what has already been approved by the Town because there are a 
lot of nuances that get worked out through zoning and development 
review. 

As the municipal plans get updated, and they change 
their “no build” areas we’d have to amend our Plan 
or state in the ECOS Plan that we will defer to the 
local plans as approved by CCRPC.

By supporting these municipalities we would provide the service of protecting these 
resources at the Public Utilities Commission before the municipalities have a chance 
to update their Plans and gain the certification necessary to participate on their own.  
This would provide (a few) municipalities with the substantial deference without 
having to write their own plans. We’d testify on a case by case basis to the policy 
language that exists at the municipal level and our regional plan. 

We’d have to dedicate more time to Act 250 and Section 248 reviews to 
support the policies in place; however, we do not anticipate that we 
would need to become experts on the resources.

Clear directive to the Public Utilities Commission

Similar to our current non-regulatory role, and keeps the ECOS Plan a plan.
More pressure on the municipalities to do this planning work, if they 
want substantial deference in the Public Utilities Commission for energy 
generation developments.

Would we still play a bigger role in Act 250 and 
Section 248?

Identifies constraints as red flags, but not a 100% no build road block for renewable 
energy generation facilities (or any development for that matter).

Less clear directive for the Public Utilities Commission.

Still inconsistent between the municipalities, but since it isn’t a rule it will be easier to 
implement.

Likely easier to maintain local plan compatibility with the ECOS Plan as the local plans 
get updated for energy planning purposes.

Similar to our current non-regulatory role, and keeps the ECOS Plan a plan.
More pressure on the municipalities to do this planning work, if they 
want substantial deference in the Public Utilities Commission for energy 
generation developments.

In practice is this any different than Option B?

Likely easier to maintain local plan compatibility with the ECOS Plan as the local plans 
get updated for energy planning purposes.

Less clear directive for the Public Utilities Commission.
Do we still have to include the state known and 
possible constraints?

Option A: All development (note - not just renewable 
energy generation) SHALL  not take place in areas with 
field-verified state or local known constraints, unless 
located on preferred sites.

Option B: All development  (note - not just renewable 
energy generation) SHOULD  not take place in areas 
with field-verified state or local known constraints, 
unless located on preferred sites.

Option C: A more general siting policy that supports 
appropriately scaled renewable energy generation on 
developed sites so long as it does not preclude infill 
development.  Additionally, utility scale generation is 
encouraged where distribution and transmission 
infrastructure has adequate capacity; and impacts to 
state/local known and possible constraints are 
minimized.  This Plan also strongly encourages energy 
generation on preferred sites.
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