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SCENERY PRESERVATION COUNCIL
MINUTES OF MEETING

NATIONAL LIFE BUILDING
5TH FLOOR BOARD ROOM
MONTPELIER, VERMONT

June 5, 2008
MEMBERS PRESENT:
Jill Michaels (Chairwoman)
Lew Sorenson
Tordis Isselhardt
Danielle Fitzko

MEMBERS ABSENT:
Sen. Hull Maynard
Rep. Deb Evans

Matt Langham

Diane Gayer

STAFF:


John LaBarge

OTHERS PRESENT:
Dan Senecal-Albrecht

1.
CALL TO ORDER and APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Jill Michaels called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m.
Approval of Minutes 
October 29, 2007
MOTION by Tordis Isselhardt, SECOND by Lew Sorenson, to approve the 10/29/07 minutes with the clarification that reference to the Cultural Heritage Board in the minutes means the Cultural Heritage Tourism Advisory Council and the acronym “CHTAC” should be inserted in brackets [CHTAC] following reference to the cultural heritage board in the minutes. VOTING: unanimous; motion carried.
January 22, 2008 – Facilitated Meeting
MOTION by Danielle Fitzko, SECOND by Lew Sorenson, to approve the 1/22/08 facilitated meeting minutes as written. VOTING: unanimous; motion carried.
April 3, 2008
MOTION by Lew Sorenson, SECOND by Tordis Isselhardt, to approve the 4/3/08 minutes with the correction of the spelling of “Renny” and “North Hero Historical Society”. VOTING: unanimous; motion carried.
January 22, 2008 – SPC meeting following the planning session
Postponed until the next SPC meeting.

2.
UPDATE ON LAKE CHAMPLAIN BYWAY RECERTIFICATION
Dan Senecal-Albrecht discussed the re-designation process and potential new towns joining the Lake Champlain byway. Mr. Senecal-Albrecht referred to eight resolutions from the Chittenden County communities affirming their support of remaining part of the byway, resolutions from Middlebury and Cornwall from 2005 referring to Route 30 and the byway extending to the boundaries of Vergennes and Middlebury, and letters from Ferrisburg and Isle LaMotte, new towns wanting to be included in the byway. Mr. Senecal-Albrecht proposed one public hearing be held for Addison County to cover the towns of Ferrisburg, Cornwall, Middlebury, and Vergennes as well as any other interested towns. The towns in Chittenden County and Isle LaMotte are ready for re-designation and inclusion.  There are separate county corridor management plans, but each reference the original 1990 document.
Danielle Fitzko observed Isle LaMotte did not go through the designation process. It is important for the community to discuss their intrinsic values. Dan Senecal-Albrecht pointed out this information in contained in the Grand Isle Corridor Management Plan, and Isle LaMotte is in agreement with the content of this document.  Ms. Fitzko stressed there needs to be a discussion of intrinsic qualities and how the goals that were set in the corridor management plan will be met. Also, where the byway will be located should be indicated. Mr. Senecal-Albrecht said towns vote to participate and that is the support, but if a road for the byway must be designated so be it, however, maps and brochures, not road signs, are the primary guidance from VTrans. Lew Sorenson commented it is possible for a town to participate in the byway program overall without designating roads, but the reason for delineating where the byway is located is so the byway is cohesive and hangs together. The root is the corridor management plan.

There was further discussion and agreement to trying to re-designate simultaneously the byways in Middlebury, Vergennes, Chittenden County, and four towns of Grand Isle. Jill Michaels commented positively on Ferrisburg’s interest in joining the byway which effectively brings that piece of the byway in Addison County together. Ms. Michaels asked about the 2005 documents. Dan Senecal-Albrecht stated the documents are informational only and cite the action by the selectboards in Middlebury and Cornwall.
John LaBarge summarized there are two issues: reauthorization of existing multiple byways and a process for towns that want to join an existing byway.  It was stressed the public meeting portion of the process must be maintained. Tordis Isselhardt pointed out listing commercial businesses as intrinsic resources may not be the type of information being sought by the SPC. John LaBarge mentioned the reauthorization item being included on the towns’ publicly warned selectboard meeting agendas as a way to notify the public of the matter. Dan Senecal-Albrecht agreed to the importance of holding public hearings, but added the Ferrisburg resolution is clear in support of joining the byway.  It may be prudent to set a public hearing for the recertification of the Middlebury and Vergennes byways since these are not extended to the borders of the respective towns as yet. Jill Michaels conceded there may be need for a conversation with towns about not doing what was stated in their corridor management plans.  A hearing for Ferrisburg and Isle LaMotte can be held and the larger conversation included. Lew Sorenson agreed there should be a hearing on recertification and inclusion of new communities. There was further discussion of holding a public hearing on inclusion of Ferrisburg and Isle LaMotte in the Lake Champlain byway. Dan Senecal-Albrecht reiterated the towns agree to the corridor management plan. It was noted the SPC needs to be updated on changes that have occurred on the byway since the original corridor management plan was approved. Danielle Fitzko stated towns need to be informed of what is needed for re-designation and what new towns must do in order to be included in an existing byway. John LaBarge said letters of support from the new towns and public hearings facilitated by the SPC and the T-Board are required presently. Lew Sorenson recalled the SPC was troubled with the fragmentation of the Lake Champlain byway by county and towns based on who was interested at the time. It would be nice if the corridor management plan kept up with current enthusiasm. Ms. Fitzko suggested developing a fact sheet listing the criteria and what to do for recertification would be helpful. John LaBarge will draft an outline for recertification and for new towns joining an existing byway.
Lew Sorenson read the guidelines for recertification adopted February 13, 2006. The guidelines also provide information on designation of new byways. There was discussion of expected information for byway recertification (pictures are a good demonstration) and for new towns that want to join an existing byway. Danielle Fitzko requested a list of existing byways and the dates they were established, adding the SPC should review the list each year to be informed of anticipated re-certifications and to allow time to review respective corridor management plans to compare what was stated to be done and what has been done to date. A reminder letter could be sent to towns with upcoming re-certifications.
3.
GRANT RANKINGS
There was discussion of the grant application process and ranking. Tordis Isselhardt commented the compacted time frame was an issue. John LaBarge stated the federal reauthorization, three years in coming, put pressure on the schedule. National Byway employees do assist with the grant applications and are very helpful to applicants. For Vermont with both mature and emerging byways ranking is difficult since mature byways will have made more progress. Jill Michaels suggested establishing a grant program without use of federal highway funds if possible (i.e. find another source of state funds, not based on taxes, such as SAFETEA-LU to establish a pool of funds for grants). John LaBarge said he will mention the matter of emerging byway grants to the National Byway people, but until other sources of funding are found the SPC should determine how to handle emerging byways. Danielle Fitzko suggested tweaking the criteria for grants as needed. Mr. LaBarge pointed out the current grant ranking by the SPC corresponded with that by VTrans and was accepted by Federal Highway. There was continued discussion of seeking alternate sources of funding. John LaBarge observed the SPC can discuss extending byways in the state, but nationally the movement is toward limiting the number of byways. Lew Sorenson commented the reason for a byway should not be to secure a grant, but should be to promote the corridor and preserve the intrinsic qualities of the town.

Jill Michaels suggested a “pre-application” of some sort be completed by the applicant to provide details about the byway, but not full documentation at this juncture. The pre-application would describe the project, provide a preliminary estimation of cost and preliminary discussion of matching funds. SCP would review this information and ask questions to help flesh out the project and meet the requirements. Lew Sorenson agreed the process is cumbersome and drawn out now, and should not be made tougher. Having an advanced review of the project will allow the SPC to give further direction and guidance. Ms. Michaels said the pre-application form could be sent out in September with a return date at the end of November. Review of the pre-application will indicate required documentation that is needed (i.e. a checklist of what was received and what is still needed) and the level of support for the project’s cost estimates. There was mention of the time frame for grant applications being tied to the federal time line. John LaBarge suggested one week after the announcement of awards the pre-applications should be mailed. Danielle Fitzko mentioned the goal of allowing more time to think about the project and provide the applicant with the criteria on which the project will be judged. Jill Michaels pointed out the reason for a pre-application is to try to create a better process than what FHWA is forcing on the state and to get consistently better applications. Tordis Isselhardt observed the project should demonstrate what is to be achieved. Danielle Fitzko interjected the ranking criteria should be changed to measure this. Ms. Isselhardt suggested a preamble of purpose be written to emphasize the byway is a reward to the traveler. Ms. Michaels agreed the program should be used to protect and/or enhance the experience of the traveler. John LaBarge confirmed the purpose of the byway program is to enhance the experience of the traveler.

4.
OTHER BUSINESS
None.
5.
NEXT MEETING
July 14, 2008, 9 a.m. to Noon, National Life Building, Montpelier.

6.
“TO DO” LIST
June 5, 2008 Meeting:

1. Approval of the 1/22/08 minutes.

2. John LaBarge will draft an outline for recertification and for new towns joining an existing byway.

3. Danielle Fitzko requested a list of existing byways and the dates they were established. John LaBarge will compile the list and email it to the SPC.

4. John LaBarge will schedule a September public hearing re: multiple town byway re-certification.
5. Develop pre-application form and process for byways funding.

6. Continue working on the recommendation that came out of the 1/22/08 planning session.

7.
ADJOURNMENT and PLANNING SESSION
The SPC meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m.
RScty: M.E.Riordan
MINUTES SUBJECT TO CORRECTION BY THE SCENERY PRESERVATION COUNCIL. CHANGES, IF ANY, WILL BE RECORDED IN THE MINUTES OF THE NEXT MEETING OF THE COUNCIL.








