
October 1, 2020

Clerk of the Commission
Public Utility Commission
112 State Street, 4th Floor
Montpelier, VT  05620

RE: Public comment in: Margo Avery Trust 29.4 kW solar NM in Norwich,
Case No. 20-2276-NM

Dear Madam or Sir:

Please include this letter as public comment in the above referenced case. My
view is that the Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) should require the
applicant to address visual impact before moving forward on this application.

The project is located in the Ridgeline Protection Overlay (RPO) District, as
defined and mapped in the Norwich Zoning Regulations.1 The applicant has not
addressed the visual impact the project will have on ridgelines. In fact, the
block of the Net-Metering Application Form relating to Visual and Aesthetic
Impact is completely blank.

Pursuant to 30 V.S.A § 248(b)(5), the Commission cannot issue a certificate of
public good for a solar project unless it finds that the project “will not have an
undue adverse effect on aesthetics." Since the applicant has not addressed the
substantive criteria of aesthetic impact, there is no factual basis to issue a
certificate of public good.

In addition, the Norwich Town Plan2 specifically protects the RPO District in its
Renewable Energy Project Siting Standards. At page 28 of the Town Plan,
special mention is given to: “Preserving the recreational and natural value of
those lands identified in the Ridgeline Protection Overlay Area and Shoreline
Protection Overlay Area.”

The stated purpose of the RPO District is to protect the “uninterrupted skyline”
and to minimize “adverse visual impact on designated ridgelines and adjacent
slopes as viewed from public roads.” NZR, Table 2.9(A). Because the project is

1 Table 2.9 of the Norwich Zoning Regulations defines the RPO District and is attached. The regulations are on the
Town’s website at: http://norwich.vt.us/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Norwich-Zoning-Regulations_Amended_07-
01-09.pdf
The map is at: http://norwich.vt.us/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/5RidgelineDistrict52108.pdf
2 The Norwich Town Plan is here: http://norwich.vt.us/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Norwich_Plan_2020-
ADOPTED-lr-.pdf
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in that protected area, a review of its visual impact needs to address not only
the views of abutters but also views from public roads.3

It may well be that the applicant can easily meet those standards. In fact, I
hope it does. But to date, the applicant has not even tried, notwithstanding the
Zoning Administrator’s suggestion in July (seemingly within the 45-day
Advance Notice period) that the applicant submit a visual impact analysis.

In sum, the Commission should require a visual impact analysis before moving
forward on this application.

Thank you in advance for considering my public comment.

Sincerely,

Christopher Katucki
47 Old Coach Road
Norwich, VT 05055
kals95@gmail.com

3 See e.g. NZR Table 2.9(E)(5) (accessory structure exempt if not “visible from a public road”), (G)(2) (new
structures to be “minimally visible from public roads”), (G)(4) (“structures visible from public roads” are to
“minimize reflective glare”).






