Minutes of December 22, 2009 Meeting of the Swampscott Renewable Energy Committee

Attendees: Neal Duffy, Milton Fistel, Tara Gallagher, Wayne Spritz   
Additional Attendees from Horsley, Witten, Inc.: Ellie Baker, Doug McLean
Next Meeting: To be determined.

Green Community Act (GCA) Status: The purpose of this meeting was to hear from Ellie Baker and Doug McLean, of Horsley, Witten, Inc., regarding their recommendations on GCA criteria #1 and 2. The meeting was extremely helpful and we are very grateful for their help and insights.
1. Possible Applications for as-of-right siting. We need to be able to articulate why we are choosing a wind bylaw to meet this criteria and not one of the other applications. These are the reasons:

a. Solar: it seems we do not have the two acres necessary to pursue this approach. We can confirm this through GIS. We can further explain that some of the land we have that may be more than two acres has conflicting uses that would be incompatible with clearcutting for solar. (ie. Jackson Park is Article 97 Conservation Land)  Note: Milton offered to work with Vicky on the various GIS work items.
b. Off-shore Wind:  We were uncertain about the ownership (Marblehead, Swampscott, Nahant, federal waters?) of some of the water off of Swampscott.  We can confirm these constraints through GIS and Ellie and Doug felt these considerations would be an adequate reason for not pursuing this approach.

c. Ocean, wave, tidal: We feel it is premature to establish an as-of-right process for these applications without more guidance and a better understanding of the issues.

d. Biomass CHP: Generally, a 5MW plant requires 40,000-60,0000 tons of wood per day (roughly 5 truckloads). Lacking available wood resources within 50 miles, it is unlikely this would be an economical approach in Swampscott.

e. R&D and Manufacturing: 50,000 sq. ft. must be available but not necessarily all in one place. We agreed it would be unlikely that a manufacturer would find non-contiguous commercial space in Swampscott, a town with difficult transportation routes in and out, to be attractive.

f. That leaves the option of adopting an as-of-right zoning bylaw that would allow commercial scale wind projects (greater than 660 KW) in a few discrete overlay parcels.

2. WIND: Ellie and Doug’s recommendations on wind:

a. If we want to be part of the first round of GCA funding, we should just go with a bylaw addressing commercial scale (660 KW+) wind now. Address smaller scale wind at a later date.

b. We had done significant research on available wind locations prior to our UMASS RERL study. The Philips park location likely wouldn’t support a commercial scale turbine. The other locations (Tedesco behind MS, Jackson Park including the lip of the quarry) would. Consultants recommended including these.
c. An additional location would be land along the quarry further from the HS. Dorothy had highlighted this area on her emailed map. Our initial evaluation considered proximity to a municipal load. Net metering is fine now and we are also considering privately owned turbines for this overlay district. This additional location makes sense.
d. Consultants recommended weighing the number of locations against the political will of the town.  Consider whether more sites will complicate the process of adoption of the overlay district or not.  However, consultants recommended identifying more than one site in the overlay so as to increase the overall feasibility of wind generation in town, and in case that site turns out to be infeasible for some unpredicted reason.  For the purposes of GCA, you must allow for commercial size turbines (>600 kW) and many of the additional sites we could consider would not support commercial scale wind turbines, so those do not necessarily have to be included in the overlay at this time.  If we did choose to include smaller scale wind, we would want to differentiate between smaller and larger turbines to define where the large ones would be allowed and where the smaller ones would be allowed (assuming smaller ones would be allowed in a broader area).   

3. Wind Next Steps: 

a. Make sure there is no wetland, floodplain or coastal zone overlap into any of the overlay district parcels.

b. How far out to draw the boundary of the overlay parcels? We discussed whether to draw the overlay parcel boundary to the edge of the parcel or to include a smaller radius around the most likely turbine location in the center of the parcel. Subsequent to the meeting, Ellie and Doug recommended that we draw include the entire parcel in the overlay district unless it raises political difficulties.
c. Local zoning: Wind is not designated as an explicit use so current applicants would have to get a variance. This does not meet GCA. We need to adopt an overlay zoning district and wind bylaw. We cannot use the previous DOER model which involved a special permit. The new model is an as-of-right approach that meets GCA. 

d. What setback from residences should we use? DOER recommends three times the blade tip height. This is conservative and arbitrary. Ellie will let us know what other towns are considering. Their current recommendation is that we consider a setback in the range of 2-3 times the blade tip height from all habitable buildings. (This would include schools, not just residences.) They suggested starting with our possible turbine locations and the current setbacks and working backward from there. 

e. The bylaw must articulate how issues such as ice throw, noise, and flicker can be addressed.

4. Expedited Permitting: 


The GCA requires that we establish an expedited permitting process that would guarantee a final decision on a turbine application within one year from the submission of a completed application. Standards that would need to be met would be articulated in the zoning by-right amendment.  

a. The expedited permitting approach in C. 43D is not appropriate here.

b. Language from Swampscott’s Site Plan Review process for commercial operations (Section 4.0) appears to meet this requirement. “Failure of the Planning Board to take action upon an application within sixty (60) days of the Town Clerk’s date stamp (receipt of a complete application) shall be deemed approval of said application.”  (Unless Section 1.3 (iii) precludes the application of this site plan review requirement to wind turbines due to its reference to habitable structures less than 800 sq. ft.. Need to clarify.)
c. 60 days is fairly short for review of a commercial scale wind turbine. This might need to be changed to the 180 – 360 day range.

d. Options:

a. develop a site plan review document for wind turbines (largely a cut and paste of the commercial document) and reference that in the zoning amendment. 
b. amend the existing commercial site plan document to address wind turbines. (Clarify whether 2007 commercial site plan review document posted on town website is current.) 
c. could put site plan process directly in zoning bylaw.

e. Need to discuss site plan review process with both Planning Board and ZBA.

f. Consultants recommended that we review our proposed overlay district sites to ensure that they wouldn’t trigger any other discretionary review processes (such as earth removal, wetlands, flood plains). If the sites might trigger discretionary reviews, they recommended removing that site or that part of the overlay parcel. 

g. Doug will email additional considerations we were unable to get to because of time.

5. Stretch Code: The BBRS will decide January 12 whether or not the “Stretch” energy code can be adopted by the BOS (as we’ve been told) or whether this will need to go to Town Meeting. Towns have been asked to hold off on adoption. DOER is aware this means towns are at a disadvantage compared to cities in the race to become eligible for the first round of GCA funding.

Respectfully submitted,

T. Gallagher
