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This report has been prepared in direct response 
to the Town’s Request for Proposals which asked 
the selected consultant “to analyze possible impacts 
to the Town as a result of large scale ski village 
development.” The RFP outlined a specific review 
process that was to address a series of specific 
questions which dealt with the costs and benefits 
of the development proposal being forwarded by SP 
Land Company, LLC. Thus the report, in order to be 
responsive to the Town’s Request, includes a review 
of that proposal as well as recommendations for the 
Town to consider in the review of the project as it 
proceeds into and through the permitting process. 
Although a review of mountain operations and other 
aspects of the resort were not a direct part of our 
focus, some aspects of operations were considered as 
they affect the Master Plan and its development. 

It is important to state at the outset that we believe 
that the proposed master plan and the plan for 
coordinated development at the mountain, has the 
potential to provide a number of benefits to the town 
and the public. There are some specific concerns with 
regard to the layout and design that are addressed in 
this report. The plan proposes a village design that 
has similarities with the previous plan developed by 
the American Skiing Company ten years ago. These 
similarities include engaging, contextual architectural 
design, village streets, pedestrian amenities and 
green spaces. The SP Land Company’s plan, as with 
the previous ASC plan, is focused on the core area 
of the ski resort, and taken as a whole, is designed 
to cluster development in those areas envisioned for 
development by the town. 

In terms of the economic analysis and the 
recommendations for amendments to the town 

plan and zoning ordinance, the overall intent, as 
stated publicly, was to provide tools that the town 
can consider as a means of promoting, not limiting 
appropriate economic development. We believe that 
a community should not embrace growth at all costs; 
it should support growth and development that 
allows the entire business and residential community 
to prosper. This is an even more appropriate and 
timely concern given the current economic state of 
this country. The intention, therefore, is to provide 
planning tools, permitting considerations and design 
options for the community (and the developer) to 
consider in order to ensure that the Master Plan and 
it components would be the best fit for the Town.  
The discussions held with the resort representatives 
and their consultants indicate that, from their 
perspective, they are committed to doing what’s best 
for Killington Resort and Pico Mountain and have 
every intention of developing a successful, financially 
viable destination resort that will, through its success 
also improve the overall economic climate of the 
town and region. To this end, the review therefore 
concludes that if the Master Plan is developed in 
an appropriate and synergistic fashion, it can both 
revitalize the resort and benefit the community.

SP Land Company, LLC and Killington Pico Ski 
Resort Partners (KPSRP) believe that they have 
made a good faith effort to work with the town on 
the master planning and resort development process. 
They have attended numerous planning commission 
and selectboard meetings and indeed have shown an 
ongoing willingness to discuss their proposals and have 
always left the door open for individuals to review the 
work done to date.

Please note that after the second draft of this report 

I NTRO D U CTI O N
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was presented in July, 2008, there were concerns raised 
with regard to 1) the contents and “tone” of the report 
and 2) the accuracy of some of the representations with 
regard to SP Land Company’s plans for the mountain. 
As a result of these concerns this final draft of the report 
includes many substantial revisions and refinements. It 
acknowledges and incorporates as appropriate many 
of the suggestions contained in the document entitled 
“Killington Master Plan Review Comments” forwarded 
by SP Land Company, LLC, on August 8, 2008, as well 
as an annotated report and comments provided to the 
Town of Killington by Mr. Chris Nyberg of Killington 
Pico Ski Resort Partners, Ms. Jill Frankle, Mr. Bill 
Vines, Mr. Butch Findeisen and Ms. Heidi Bomengen 
of Prestige Real Estate.
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In response to the master plan and PUD proposal 
being forwarded by SP Land Company, LLC and 
KPSRP. The Town of Killington retained LandWorks 
and Economic Policy Resources (EPR, Inc.) to 
review the proposed plans and to provide guidance 
and recommendations to the town as to the costs 
and benefits associated with the proposals. This 
effort has been triggered by the purchase of the real 
estate holdings and mountain assets of the Killington 
Resort owned and operated by the American Skiing 
Company (ASC) by SP Land and KPSRP respectively, 
and recognizes the unique position that the town is in 
given the historic inter-relationship of the town with 
the resort, beginning with the original ownership 
under the Sherburne Corporation.

This review occurs at a time when the town as a whole 
is addressing the economic vitality of the community 
and this is reflected in several key initiatives that 
have been taken, including the Creative Economy 
project undertaken with the support and guidance of 
the Vermont Council for Rural Development and the 
community organized Killington Economic Growth 
Initiative. A number of important recommendations 
and action items have emerged from these efforts 
which will help support community vitality. This 
community vitality exists in concert with a vibrant 
resort that is a result of planning and management 
that recognizes the importance of the town- resort 
relationship, the shared outcomes desired, and the 
means by which to achieve these outcomes.

The Town of Killington and Killington Resort do have 
a unique relationship insofar as much of the town’s 
community infrastructure, retail and commercial 
base, hospitality industry and residential character 
has evolved along with the evolution of the resort 
itself. The “Research Report” produced by Killington 

Economic Growth Initiative has recognized this fact 
and cites other models of mountain communities 
which address economic development, resort 
operation and community development. It is also 
important to recognize that given the specific 
characteristics and qualities of Killington, no one 
model serves as the prototype for going forward. 
Western models apply only in part; for a key element 
of Killington is the Vermont context and the 
relationship between the four constituencies for the 
resort and town: 1) On mountain visitors lodged in 
the resort operated facilities; 2) The visitors coming 
to the mountain from Killington area lodging; 3) the 
second home owner population base, and finally, the 
day skier coming from the region and not lodged or 
residing in the Killington area.

Thus a number of considerations and tools are 
necessary to address the primary questions:

Is the proposed resort master plan appropriate 1.	
and consistent with expectations for a healthy 
resort- town relationship?

Are the operational characteristics and related 2.	
facilities being implemented supportive of the 
traditional skier/visitor population which the 
town and resort has historically relied on?

Will the master plan’s physical development 3.	
complement the community’s dynamics and use 
patterns?

Will the master plan’s economic development 4.	
components complement the town’s economy?

This review is presented in 2 parts.  Part 1 focuses on 
physical planning and design considerations; Part 2 provides 
the economic analysis.  This review is based on 2008 Master 
Plan materials, including plans, powerpoint documents and 
information prepared and provided by KPSRP, SP Land 
Company, LLC and their consultant Hart Howerton.

OVERVI EW
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The Request for Proposals (RFP) issued by the Town 
included a number of specific questions which the 
review and this report were intended to answer. 
These questions included:

What is an appropriate size of the village in 1.	
relation to what currently exists in the town?  How 
much retail, dining and lodging is required for a 
successful village without negatively impacting 
existing commercial establishment?

What is the appropriate mix and density of 2.	
residential uses?

What will be the direct and indirect costs to the 3.	
town to provide public services and facilities to 
serve the increased demands created by village 
development?

Can the village sufficiently increase the visitor 4.	
base to support new business and residential 
development without causing significant harm 
to existing development?

What is an appropriate rate of growth to allow 5.	
both the new village and existing community to 
prosper?

In addition, the consultants were also asked in the RFP 
to “Provide analysis concerning the impacts of village 
development on the community.  The discussion of 
impacts should analyze and discuss potential impacts 
of the Killington business community, residential and 
government operations.”

In order to respond to the RFP, a review of the 
specific design and development elements of the 
proposed Master Plan was necessary. This review 
thus needed to incorporate overarching planning and 
economic analyses. 

As part of the development of land planning and 
economic development analysis tools for the town, 
it is was important to consider several overarching 
goals:

The sustainability of the resort and the •	
community; that over the long term both entities 
must cultivate mutually beneficially conditions 
on the ground and for the town’s economy that 
reflect the town’s vision for a healthy community 
and support the owner’s mission. Residents, 
as set forth in the Creative Economy process, 
envision a vibrant four season economy. 

The role and nature of the planning and review •	
process is critical and must be considered going 
forward.  As a top priority, community members 
have set forth the recommendation to “Build a 
Killington/Town Mountain Partnership” (page 
6 of the “Town of Killington Community Visit 
- Report and Action Plan” as prepared by the 
Vermont Council on Rural Development). The 
community must be brought into the planning 
and development process and feel invested in it, 
rather than reacting to it.

Economic and environmental sustainability •	
coupled with maintaining the community’s quality 
of life are key components to incorporate in the 
master plan as it evolves with the development 
around it.

Developing the pedestrian infrastructure •	
coupled with alternative transit in the region, on 
Killington Road, and within the resort itself, is a 
key element for both the success of the master 
plan and to ensure that the development of 
the Master Plan is carried out in a manner that 
supports businesses and residents throughout 
the town.

KEY  CO NSI D ER ATI O NS
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Note: This report is illustrated with postcards 
from “The life and times” of Killington.

This presentation includes 1) A summary of key 
findings; 2) Analyses of the master plan proposal 
with some comparative analysis to the ASC plans; 3) 
Town plan and zoning ordinance recommendations; 
4) Recommendations and conclusions; 5) A listing of 
some Principles for Resort Master Planning; and 6) 
the “Economic Analyses and Recommendations” as 
prepared by EPR, Inc.
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Note: Informal discussions, research and information from 
the meetings have been used as a point of departure for 
assembling these findings. Where appropriate sources are 
cited; some of the information is derived from the various 
meetings and phone discussions held (see listing at the end of 
this section); otherwise these findings represent the writer’s 
conclusions based on the assimilation of information 
obtained and discussions held, both formal and informal. 
These findings represent overarching factors that guide the 
review and recommendations being forwarded as part of 
this effort.

Historically, there has been a symbiotic 1.	
relationship between the Town of Killington’s 
commercial and retail base (specifically ski and 
hospitality related businesses) and the operation 
of the ski resort. The businesses surrounding 
the ski area provided the bulk of the bed base 
and support services and activities while the ski 
area drew the customer base that relied on these 
businesses. 

SP Land Company presented a plan in their 2.	
“Master Plan Process” presentation for the 
development of the 408 Acre SKI PUD that 
presented components which would change day 
skier access and circulation.

Aspects of the current mountain operations 3.	
and proposed village development have raised 
concerns about the potential impacts to the 
vitality of the retail and commercial base of 
Killington. Changes have also occurred with 
regard to lift operations and hours of operation 
(for Pico Mountain in particular) and the overall 
length of the winter season has been shortened 
as well.

There has been a steady decline in skier visits 4.	
since a historical peak for annual visits of 1.4 

million (which includes 200,000 visits for Pico) 
to lower numbers during the final years of ASC 
ownership. As the most recent numbers of annual 
visits have not been made public, this report has 
based its analysis on 750,000 annual skier visits. 
(See Economic Analysis)  

SP Land Company has proposed razing the 5.	
three existing day skier facilities/lodges at 
Ramshead/Snowshed and replacing them with 2 
interconnected facilities which are part of a new 
skier bridge over Killington Road. According to 
Chris Nyberg, this is necessary to replace deficient 
facilities. These facilities will be one or two levels 
with upper levels devoted to residential space. 

In a meeting held on May 19 with Steve Selbo of 6.	
SP Land Company, he stated that 80 to 85% of 
day skier parking will remain at the K-1 base and 
that new parking will be built to accommodate 
day skiers as existing surface parking is lost to the 
master plan build out. Mr. Selbo has subsequently 
indicated that, based on the master plan, only 
45% of the parking will be retained at the K-1 
base.  Based on these representations and a 
review of the plan, it appears as though adequate 
day skier parking has been considered and will be 
provided. The management of the parking and 
efficient and comfortable access to 
the lifts and lodges 

SU M M ARY  O F  KEY  F I N D I N GS
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depends on a number of details which have yet 
to be provided.  

Killington Road relocation is being proposed 7.	
along with the removal of Vale Road as a through 
road, thus leaving only one access point to the 
K-1 base.

Approximately 50- 60,000 sq. ft of retail is being 8.	
proposed as part of this plan, significantly less 
that what was proposed in the ASC plan. It is also 
important to note that economic circumstances 
and parameters have changed dramatically since 
the original ASC plan was first developed almost 
10 years ago.

From outward appearances, American Skiing 9.	
Company investments in mountain improvements 
were reduced considerably in the final years of 
the company’s ownership; the new owners are 
proposing a significant increase in investment 
for mountain improvements. Chris Nyberg of 
KPSRP states that 3.4 million in capital 
expenditures were undertaken in 2007-2008 
and that an additional 8.4 million of capital 
expenditures is anticipated in 2008 - 2009 with 
additional funding aside from capital expenditures 
also going into the resort.

SP Land Company and KPSRP state that the 10.	
phased construction will positively impact the 
local economy with new construction jobs and 
related expenditures.

KPSRP expects to grow skier visits at a bout a 11.	
5% increase per year; they suggest that it may be 
up to 10% once the village has been developed.

Phase 1 construction is expected to take 18 to 12.	
21 months once permits are secured, with the 
rest of the build out over a period of 20 to 25 
years. Phase 1 includes the development of 157 
residential units., plus 42 units at Ramshead 
Brook.

In reviewing the SP Land Company Master Plan 13.	

a number of positive changes and designs have 
been proposed relative to the ASC plan. The 
current owner has stated, in our meeting with 
them, that their plan is derivative of the ASC 
plan. Some of the elements contained in the ASC 
plan, such as enhancements to Killington Road, 
design motifs, build out mix are missing from the 
current plan or have yet to be addressed. 

Changes proposed by KPSRP for the Bear 14.	
Mountain base area include a new lift to replace 
the existing Skye Peak lift.

Meetings

April 4, 2008, Dave Lewis, Town Manager; Dick Horner, •	
Town Planner; Mike Miller, Chair, Board of Selectmen; 
Ted Olencki, Chair Planning Commission;  Jeff Carr, 
EPR; David Raphael, LandWorks.

April 25, 2008, Jeff Carr and Nate Johnson, EPR, Inc.; •	
Ken Lee, PC member, Mike Miller, Selectboard Chair; 
David Raphael, Dick Horner, Dave Lewis.

May 19, 2008, Steve Selbo, SP Land; David Raphael; •	
Dwight DeMay, Hart Howerton; Dick Horner.

May 21, 2008, Steve Selbo, SP Land; Chris Nyberg, •	
KPSRP; Jeff Carr, Nate Johnson, Matthew Barewicz, 
EPR, Inc.

 May 23, 2008, Dave Lewis, Dick Horner, David Raphael, •	
Jeff Carr, Mathew Barewicz; EPR, Mike Miller.

July 22, 2008, phone conversation between Chris Nyberg, •	
KPSRP and David Raphael.
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Process1.	 . The Town, SP Land Company 
and KPSRP should meet in a collaborative 
environment to address the issues, information 
and actions that need to be considered to allow 
the development to go forward. The development 
can evolve in a  mutually beneficial manner for the 
resort and the community and build on the past 
symbioses between the mountain development 
and the community context while revitalizing 
the snowsports operation.

Master Plan/PUD Approval.2.	  The master 
planning process is fluid and general. Prior to 
approving the plan and PUD, the Town should 
request more detail and assurances on the parking 
plan, transit operations and traffic management 
approaches. A review of adequate and necessary 
parking spaces numbers in keeping with the 
number of visitors per car/industry standards and 
past operational numbers will be useful to provide 
the Town with assurances that this critical area 
of operation is being adequately addressed.

Traffic and Transit.3.	  The traffic analysis should 
address the adequacy of traffic flow to serve the K-1 
base given the removal of Vale Road as a through 
road. Refinements to road layout and networks 
should also be considered, including the East 
Mountain/Killington Road intersection. Again, 
detail on shuttle and mass transit operations and 
provisions will need to be provided and reviewed. 
This review is necessary to ensure that the resort 
will be adequately served by fire, rescue and 
police services as well as to address pedestrian 
and vehicular safety.

Economics.4.	  Economic thresholds can and 
should be considered as part of the review and 
approval process and the town should proceed 
with an approach that satisfies their concerns 
about the economic compatibility of the 
proposed project. Residential and commercial 
development should complement, not compete 

with the existing lodging, housing and retail 
mix of the town. Further work on how to best 
accomplish this review will be necessary.

Town Plan and Zoning.5.	  Adoption of proposed 
town plan and zoning amendments and 
refinements will provide additional tools and 
“teeth” in the regulatory review process. Other 
tools provided in this report, such as the Resort 
Development Principles and Guidelines, can 
also be used in the planning, design and review 
process. 

Housing.6.	  Employee and affordable housing will 
need to be addressed as part of any master plan 
going forward, and Act 250 will require this.

Town Initiatives. 7.	 The Town of Killington 
should proceed with its own economic initiatives 
to “grow” the market and the four season 
attractions of Killington. A performing arts center 
is an example of one such initiative that has been 
highlighted. Collaboration, as appropriate, with 
the resort owners, will be a critical component of 
this initiative.

The Future.8.	  This Master Plan can be developed 
and marketed in a collaborative fashion with the 
Town and the surrounding business community. 
The sensitive development of any master plan of 
this scale and scope always requires refinements 
and adjustments as the plan proceeds through 
the review and implementation process. Its 
success will require the commitment of the 
resort ownership and complementary town 
initiatives. With these considerations taken into 
account, there is no question that the Master 
Plan holds the distinct promise of revitalizing 
Killington Resort’s sense of place and image, and 
can positively enhance the community’s economy 
and quality of life well into the future. 

OVER ALL  RECO M M EN DATI O NS
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Flow / Circulation/ Arrival

ASC: 

•	 Maintains current Killington Road alignment

•	 ‘Loop’ maintained for upper section of Killington 
Road, from Killington Base down through new 
condo development, back to Killington Road.

•	 Core of development pedestrian-focused 
rather than auto-focused- concept of ‘leaving 
the car behind at Killington.’  Safe pedestrian 
environment provided.

•	 Plan encourages a pedestrian trailway system 
running from Killington Road down to US 4.

•	 People movers proposed.

•	 Side roads intersect Killington Road at 90 degree 
angles- navigation appears straightforward.

•	 Drop-off / transit area?  Not near skier services / 
lift area?

•	 Few cul-de-sacs required for hillside condos- 
preference for switchback style continuous 
roads.

•	 Skier circulation through tunnel under Killington 
road maintained.

SP Land Company:

•	 Killington Road alignment significantly altered- 
curves around edge of village core, curves up hill 
toward Killington Base. (SP Land Company points 
out that in the Act 250 District Commission 
review of ASC’s master plan they “strongly 
encouraged” the relocation of Killington Road 
to the west of its current alignment.)

•	 ‘Fork’ in road before village- traffic splits at 
potentially confusing intersection (not 90 degree 
angle) between Killington Road and road to 
center of village core.

•	 Vehicular circulation supported within the 
majority of the village core.  

•	 Sidewalks along internal roads provided, as well as 
pedestrian only courtyard spaces within clusters 
of buildings.

•	 Village divided into ‘blocks’ of buildings that 
are for the most part surrounded by roads 
(with some on-street parking)- potential for 
driving confusion/congestion within village and 
vehicular/pedestrian conflicts.

•	 ‘Spur’ type roads with cul-de-sacs predominate 
the conceptual plans for hillside condo 
developments. The layout of the condominium 
development is less dense and more spread out 
than the ASC plan.

•	 Dimensional requirements for efficient 
operation of transit center / drop off area not 
fully developed.

•	 Skier circulation over Killington Road provided 
on ‘Ski Beach’, which allows for a contiguous 
surface linking Ramshead and Snowshed base 
areas.  A tunnel will allow vehicles on Killington 
Road to travel under this link.

CO M PAR ATIVE  ANALYSIS
between the previous ASC Master Plan and the SP Land Company Proposal
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Footprints / Massing / Urban Open Space

ASC:

•	 Long linear stretch of aligned large buildings on 
both sides of Killington Road in village- could 
feel overly monolithic or planned for the New 
England context.  

•	 Alignment of other buildings within village core 
creates a feeling of more organic development.

•	 Fewer but larger buildings in village proposed, 
covering larger area than SP Land proposal 
(extends further north.)

•	 Building massing (first-floor retail shopping) used 
to define extensive pedestrian-only promenade.  
The north end of the promenade begins with a 
‘Village Green’ and terminates to the south with 
the ‘Forum’, a multi-use, hard surfaced park.  The 
Forum would support a wide variety of all season 
activities.

•	 Existing Snowshed building maintained.

•	 Limited formal pedestrian area along pond 
frontage.

•	 Killington Base development located further to 
the south than in SP Land plan.

SP Land Company:

•	 Organic building layout and orientation 
throughout- no long stretches of aligned 
buildings.

•	 Clustering of buildings creates a number of 
internal courtyard spaces.

•	 More but smaller buildings in village proposed, 
covering smaller area than in ASC proposal.

•	 Central ‘Village Green’ provided, surrounded by 
roads.

•	 Existing Snowshed building to be replaced.

•	 New buildings and hardscape capitalize on access 
to pond frontage.

•	 Killington base area development (at K-1) located 
further to the north than in ASC plan- oriented 
around ski lift.

•	 Extensive southern exposure skier / pedestrian 
area provided along southern edge of village near 
ski lifts.

•	 ‘Skier Bridge’ links Snowshed and Ramshead 
buildings.

Parking / Transit

ASC:

•	 Plan indicates that all day skier needs are to 
be served by new surface lots and/or parking 
structures located in Killington Basin uphill 
from the Basin Ski Shop and Peppers Restaurant 
thereby maintaining (and growing) car traffic 
on Killington Road for the benefit of existing 
businesses.

•	 Public transit would make scheduled stops at 
ten centers derived from existing development 
along Killington Road, from US Route 4 on up 
to the Killington Resort base area (K-1).  Each 
stop would feature a clearly marked, attractive 
bus shelter.

•	 Majority of parking within village provided 
underground / in parking structures.

SP Land Company:

•	 Surface lots for day-skiers provided north of 
Village and at the Killington base area (K-1).

•	 Underground parking and limited on-street 
parking provides for majority of village parking 
needs (extended stay). 

•	 Transit Center provided at Ramshead building.  
Transit plan to be developed.
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The following are recommendations for amendments to 
the current zoning and the town plan to strengthen the re-
view process for site plan and “ski village” permitting.  The 
amendments are proposed to provide more specificity and 
additional purview of plan components.

The Vermont Municipal and Regional Planning Develop-
ment Act (the Act) enables towns to enact bylaws, which 
regulate certain uses in any district.  This includes specific 
standards for conditional use and site plan review.  The Act 
provides general guidelines for conditional use approval in 
§4414 (3) of the Act, which include no undue adverse effect 
on “the character of the area affected, as defined by the pur-
poses of the zoning district.”  Character of the area does not 
exclude economic uses and conditions and is one of the key 
components in defining the character of the Ski Village II 
district.  In fact, §4414 (3)(C) permits towns to adopt one or 
more of the review criteria found in 10 V.S.A. §6086 (Act 
25) as standards for use in conditional use review.  This in-
cludes the impact of growth, which the legislature intended 
to apply to economic, as well as population growth.  The Act 
also provides under §4416 site plan review, that the town 
may impose appropriate conditions and safeguards with 
respect to “other matters specified in the bylaws.”  Again, 
impact on economic uses and conditions are not specifically 
precluded and therefore cannot be assumed prohibited.  In 
addition, the Act specifically outlines limitations to the 
extent that bylaws may regulate certain uses – impact on 
economic uses is not listed.  Finally, the Act under §4410, 
permits municipalities to “utilize any or all tools provided 
in the Act, and any other regulatory tools or methods not 
specifically listed.”

New language for the ordinance is presented in quotations.

ZONING RECOMMENDATIONS

Add to Section 300 and/or Section 505 approval criteria:

“Economic Impact:  The proposed project shall 

not have an undue adverse impact on the continued 
economic use, development, and vitality of other 
properties and businesses within the Town of Kill-
ington.  The PC, at its discretion, may ask the appli-
cant to prepare an Economic Impact Analysis to help 
inform their decision.

In determining whether the project will have an 1.	
adverse impact, the PC shall consider the fol-
lowing:

Contexta.	  – Applicants shall demonstrate that 
the location and relationship of the proposed 
project will be compatible with and not dis-
rupt surrounding uses.

Potential Harmsb.	  – Applicants must dem-
onstrate that the project will be harmonious 
with and/or complement surrounding prop-
erties and other businesses within the Town 
and not detract from their economic vital-
ity.  The PC shall consider whether or not a 
project is harmonius by reviewing the nature, 
use, scale, manner, and potential impacts on 
the Town by addressing the following ques-
tions:

Will it significantly affect the Town’s image •	
and character?

Will it discourage or negatively impact •	
cultural events and activities within the 
Town?

Will the project draw people away from •	
other businesses within the Town, either 
directly or indirectly by causing secondary 
growth?

Will it undermine or be adverse to the •	
Town’s economic growth efforts?

Will the project negatively influence mar-•	

TOWN  PL AN  &  ZO N I N G  REVI EW
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ket competition to the extent that it will 
have an impact on the economic vitality of 
the Town as a whole?

In determining whether or not the project will 2.	
have an undue adverse impact, the PC shall 
consider the following:

Will the project reduce the ability of the a.	
public to access, circulate and easily conduct 
business or enjoy cultural activities, or dimin-
ish the Town’s economic growth efforts to an 
unacceptable level?

Do the economic impacts unreasonably out-b.	
weigh the economic benefits?

Are there other relevant impacts that signifi-c.	
cantly outweigh the benefits to the Town’s 
economic vitality?

Has the applicant taken reasonable mitigat-d.	
ing steps to reduce or minimize the undue 
impact?  This would include customary proj-
ect planning and market analysis, consider-
ing different types of projects, and reason-
ably sizing the project to avoid or reduce 
the adverse impact on the Town’s economic 
vitality?”

Add to purpose in Section 506:

“To allow for snowsports and recreation areas, as well 
as base area facilities and operations to sustain viable 
activities, uses and commercial development which 
complement and enhance the economic vitality of 
the Town of Killington in a sustainable manner, and 
to promote appropriate access and use for the public, 
town residents, and day visitors.”

Also for Section 506 consider adding to #13:

“b. Ensure adequate parking is provided to meet the 
demands of the resort over time.  The resort should 

continue to periodically conduct parking studies of 
actual vehicles parked on peak days based on a mu-
tually accepted methodology or industry standards. 
Factors to be considered in determining parking de-
mand and standards may include:  

Actual car counts on peak weekends. •	

The ratio of day skiers to destination skiers based •	
on mountain capacity. 

The average number of day skiers arriving by •	
car. 

Number of employees driving to the resort and •	
the average number of employees per car. 

Number of persons arriving by mass transit, in-•	
cluding charter buses. 

The parking demand generated by new employ-•	
ees due to new, proposed land uses and the ensu-
ing employee generation rates. 

The estimated future parking requirement based •	
on any changes in land use that are proposed as a 
part of a PUD modification.”

Add to #14:

1) a more detailed definition of what will constitute 
a “hardship” (e.g. is excessively costly, extensive, sub-
stantial or disruptive, or would fundamentally alter 
the nature of the project) and 2) defining what is 
meant by “regular shuttle service” or by “other regu-
lar or reliable means of transportation.”

Add to #22:

“a. Development area and ski village configuration 
and layout shall maintain adequate parking and ef-
ficient, logical and safe access for day visitors, lodg-
ing guests and non-residents of the ski village within 
proximate and reasonable walking distances to base 
area destinations including ski lifts.

b. The developers will be required to provide ade-
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quate guidance, information and direction for sea-
sonal and permanent residents of the town and ski 
village, as well as guests and day visitors.”

Add to # 24b: Transit service:

“24 c. Lift operations during ski season shall be oper-
ated in a manner to serve all residential complexes, 
which have been developed specifically with access 
to lifts in a reasonable and reliable manner, weather 
and conditions permitting. These operations shall 
include, where necessary, appropriate and expected, 
daily access via the lift network to Killington Moun-
tain Resort facilities and trail, unless circumstances 
or conditions change to preclude this.”

  

Recommendation for process and/or proce-
dure: 

That the applicant for the Ski Village Master Plan 
conduct one pre-application informational/ interac-
tive public workshop that provides an opportunity 
for the public to review the initial designs and con-
cepts for the village and to be able to weigh in or 
provide input to the planning process and regulatory 
review prior to the initiation of formal proceedings. 
(Typically, this is already done, but this clause would 
formalize this step.)

TOWN PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

It will also be important to update and add to Town 
Plan Section 13 page 25 SKI VILLAGE II DIS-
TRICT a statement regarding purpose, and to add 
to this section some guiding principles as well.  For 
example, the following language might be added:

Add to 13.b:

“To provide for the innovative development of a new 
pedestrian oriented village area containing a variety 
of mixed residential, commercial, retail, and recre-

ational uses.  New commercial retail and service uses 
shall be located in a manner that creates pedestrian 
activity and interest and provides convenient access 
not only for extended stay visitors, but also for the 
general public, town residents and day visitors.  Com-
mercial uses should be incorporated into buildings 
with residential uses where practicable and should 
fit into an overall design concept for the ski village.  
New development and redevelopment shall not have 
an undue adverse impact on the character of the area 
in which it is located.  Cumulative impacts of the 
proposed development shall be evaluated.  This in-
cludes evidence that the project will be harmonious 
with and complement surrounding properties and 
other businesses within the Town of Killington and 
not detract from their continued economic use, de-
velopment, and vitality.”

Add to 13.d:

 “Development shall be designed in a manner that is 
visually appealing, provides interest to pedestrians, 
promotes economic viability and is consistent with 
or improves the character of the Town and the over-
all needs for growth in the Town.” 
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In the accompanying annotated drawings, some 
specific issues or concerns are highlighted as part of 
our review. These notes recognize that these plans 
are schematic in nature and thus will be developed 
in more detail as the project goes forward through 
permitting. Nonetheless, it is important to highlight 
some initial concerns as well as to pose a series of 
questions so as to ensure that the developer is aware 
of the community’s concerns and can satisfactorily 
address them in the detailed design phase. 

The key design issues include:

Roadway design and widths to ensure traffic flows 1.	
both to and around the village and up to the K-1 
base need to be developed in detail to ensure 
sufficient flows and traffic safety. Additionally, 
adequate drop off areas need to be provided 
to facilitate day skier access at the Ramshead/
Snowshed base as well as at the K-1 base .

In the master plan there are several intersections 2.	
and road sections that are difficult to decipher 
as to function and flow. These will need to be 
addressed in detail and some options to consider 
are included in our analysis.

A better understanding of how the new Killington 3.	
Road will function and carry traffic is needed as 
there are inconsistent widths shown; how the area 
around the K-1 base will function is also unclear. 
It will be critical to provide for pedestrian travel 
(and potential bicycle connections throughout 
the master plan area and from the village 
and Ramshead/Snowshed base to K-1 base in 
particular.

The provision for and management of public 4.	
transit, resort shuttles and charter busses needs 
to be addressed in more detail as well in terms 
of both physical design and operation. With the 
proposed day parking some distance from the 
base lodges and lifts at the Ramshead/Snowshed 
area some means of moving day skiers (walking 

in boots) must be considered. There is concern 
about the length of the walk that this group of 
skiers will have to navigate. Sufficient space to 
accommodate the expected number of busses, 
covered waiting areas, appropriate wayfinding 
and information are necessary considerations.

In the subsequent phases of the master plan 5.	
a number of single unit structures and some 
multiple unit structures are proposed throughout 
the development area, particularly in the area 
between the village and the K-1 base. The 
number of lengthy cul-de-sacs are a concern for 
access and fire safety. Amount of roadway, lack 
of connectivity and width of road corridors due 
to required grading have the potential to create 
aesthetic impacts that undermine the natural 
qualities of the basin.  The overall impact of this 
site development approach may be substantial 
with regard to loss of vegetation due to building 
footprints and terrain alteration. 

With regard to vegetation, a clear plan needs 6.	
to be developed to guide the preservation and 
enhancement of native woodlands and the overall 
landscape of the resort. The manual entitled 
Site Planning and Landscape Design Guidelines for 
Killington Resort, developed for American Skiing 
Company in 2000 provides a good point of 
departure for these considerations. 

The overall parking plan needs to be detailed in 7.	
concert with the plans to sustain and grow the 
day skier visitation. ASC estimated 2.76 guests 
per vehicle, and other industry standards indicate 
a typical number of .34 cars per day skier on 
weekends, with .6 cars per day skier on weekdays. 
Employee parking must also be addressed. 

Finally, a detailed plan or program for addressing 8.	
employee housing and/or employee transit will 
need to be carried forward as part of the master 
plan and Act 250 approval.  

SPECI F I C  RECO M M EN DATI O NS
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Scale: 1” = 1000’

Mountainside Development:
Shaded area indicates extent of potential site 
impacts due to tree clearing and grading - in 
some locations these impacts may be more 
extensive due to grade conditions

Road Network:
This road network is essentially a 
cul-de-sac - better connectivity is 
desirable

Drop-o�:
Is this design adequate for 
shuttles, transit drop-o�s and 
service?

Trail Impacts:
What are the impacts to existing 
trails?

Mountainside Development Planning Strategies:

1. Cluster / limit development to preserve continuous tracts of open space 
(consider visual impacts.)

2. Concentrate development lower on the mountainside.
3. Limit use of cul-de-sac type roads- consider continuous ‘switch-backs’ as an 

alternative strategy.
4. Design roads and locate housing units to minimize earthwork and site 

impacts- design to �t the land.
5. Provide a continuous pedestrian / bike network from the base to the village.

500 0 1000

M A STER  PL AN  ANALYSIS :  OVER ALL
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Scale: 1” = 200’

Intersection Layout:
Potentially confusing / 
dangerous intersection. 
Need more information 
regarding tra�c circula-
tion (e.g. number of lanes 
stop signs/lights...)
See attached intersection 
alternatives.

Shuttle Pick-up:
Where does shuttle pick up 
day-skiers? Is su�cient 
day-skier parking provided? 
What amenities are provided 
(e.g. covered shelters, 
benches, etc.)? 

Drop-o� Area:
How is bus, shuttle, and car circulation 
organized? Is there su�cient stacking 
distance at peak hours? Will a covered 
structure be provided?

Stream impacts:
Road setback less than 100’? 
What provisions are made for 
a riparian bu�er to protect 
water quality?

Pedestrian Zone:
Is this area closed to general 
vehicular tra�c?  

Parking Garage Driveway:
Due to proximity to tra�c exiting the 
tunnel, there appears to be a potential 
safety issue. Recommend shifting 
driveway away from the tunnel/bridge 
to align with the drop-o� driveway. 

100 0 200

Note: This review recognizes that SP Land Company is still in the process 
of developing its master plan and that additional details and re�ne-
ments will be forthcoming. In terms of stream setbacks and wetlands 
issues, SP Land has met with the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources 
and will address the appropriate requirements. 

M A STER  PL AN  ANALYSIS :  VI LL AG E
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Scale: 1” = 100’

Roundabout Alternative:
Potential for enhanced vehicular �ow 
and safety as cars approach the village

50 0 100

M A STER  PL AN  ANALYSIS :  I NTERSECTI O N  ALT  A
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Scale: 1” = 100’

90 Degree Intersection Alternative:
Potential for enhanced vehicular �ow 
and safety as cars approach the village

50 0 100

M A STER  PL AN  ANALYSIS :  I NTERSECTI O N  ALT  B
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Some Principles and Guidelines for Resort Village Planning 
for the future of Killington and The Mountain.

Continue some elements of the village and vil-1.	
lage connectivity down Killington Road from the 
core area of the resort base. ...Visual and physical 
elements unify the visitor experience and provide 
a sense of place.

Killington Road access to K-1 is maintained for 2.	
effective and efficient transit and/or shuttle op-
eration, and day skier drop off... a certain % of 
day parking must be maintained in proximity 
(reasonable walking distance) to the base areas.  
This supports Killington’s dynamic and extended 
skier base by meeting expectations for ease of ac-
cess and time frame for arrivals.

Traffic calming techniques continue to be imple-3.	
mented on Killington Road, to ensure ongoing 
pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular safety.

Killington Road/ K-1 base pedestrian network ex-4.	
tensions and improvements are supported where 
appropriate. Walking strengthens the sense of 
the resort, provides an alternative transportation 
and recreation experience, and reduces vehicular 
traffic.

Sustain Commercial compatibility and connectiv-5.	
ity with surrounding retail environments to sup-
port a symbiotic relationship.  Use of economic 
models is recommended as a basis for investment 
activities and physical development.

Provide  accessible, adequate, and efficient (time-6.	
ly) access to the K-1 base area. The visitor expe-
rience is the basis for decision making and traf-
fic management. A future people mover type lift 
may be considered.

Provide for a seamless multi-modal system at the 7.	
resort base and out to Killington’s gateway area 
and develop supportive wayfinding elements. 

Build on design concepts already considered, al-
ready in place.

Maintain transit and lift connections to town 8.	
wide neighborhoods and slopeside residential 
clusters. Aerial lift operations should maintain 
seasonal access as appropriate.

Maintain Visual Access to the mountain base. 9.	
The mountain landscape and terrain are the 
prime asset of the area.

Day lodges continue to provide sufficient day 10.	
skier support and amenities. Operations reflect 
demand and industry standards for the support 
of the day skier.

Circulation and circulation systems are to be bal-11.	
anced with access and flow as appropriate among 
1) resort area guests, 2) slopeside residents/visi-
tors and 3) day skiers.

Employment of sustainable landscape manage-12.	
ment initiatives. The natural and native landscape 
of the Killington Basin shall be maintained, en-
hanced and restored wherever possible. Contex-
tual design respects and reflects the native land-
scape and addresses stormwater management 
conditions.

PRI N CI PLES  &  GU I D ELI N ES
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Overview
The purpose of this part of the analysis is to provide 
a summary of the results of an analysis of 27 different 
development scenario options that were completed 
during the spring of 2008.  The objective of these 
analysis scenarios was to cover arrange of possible 
development configurations for the proposed village 
PUD given the likelihood that the plans for the village 
development are still evolving (see Table S1).  The 
scenarios are constructed to be additive (although it 
is not reasonable to construct a scenario composed 
of only items D and F).  The idea is to provide Town 
staff the ability to develop an order of magnitude 
estimate of impact for a variety of development 
possibilities-configurations.

The scenarios can be used to provide information 
on estimated impacts, and—where it was possible 
to do so—give staff a sense of the magnitude of 
these impacts within the context of skier days (with 
assumptions about the mix of day and overnight 
visitors in the region at various levels).  The purpose 
behind providing the data to dimension the 
development alternatives impacts in terms of skier 
days was to provide information to town staff and 
interested parties about how much skier days would 
need to change in order to provide off-sets to the 
possible development impacts that could occur under 
various potential development configurations.

The table is best used as a menu of potential 
development options that can be assembled to 
approximate development impacts for a wide 
variety of possible scenarios.  Since the impacts 
are constructed to be additive, it also is possible to 
average or undertake interpolation for development 
scenarios that might differ from the options listed 
on the table.  For example if the development plan 

were to include 200 units with 75% in the rental 
pool, it is possible to use this table by averaging the 
impacts of the 50% and 100% options (e.g. [-$869.7 
-$1,449.5]/2= -$1,159.6).

As an example of the best way to use this table, say an 
analyst for the town wants to understand the “order 
of magnitude impact” of a development scenario 
where the resort plans to expand lodging capacity 
by 200 units (with 50% in he rental pool and 50% 
owner usage only), expand the seating capacity at 
eating and drinking establishments by 200 seats.  
By doing so, it was determined that the resort was 
seeking to serve more of its skiers at the resort’s own 
facilities—making it a more self-contained vacation 
destination that would increase its business capture 
rate and reduce leakage to Town by 10%.  The net 
impact of this scenario would be a reduction of $4.1 
million of receipts comprised of reductions of -$869.7 
thousand, -$935.5 thousand and -$2,340.9 thousand).  
To offset such a development scenario, the resort 
could work with the town to increase overnight 
visitors by 5,962 and day skiers by 19,838—assuming 
the average split between day and overnight skiers 
that prevails in the region.

While it is true that in the end a significant portion 
(or perhaps close to all) of any development in the 
proposed village would not compete directly with 
Town businesses, it is not possible at this point to say 
that with any certainty that is or will be the case.  This 
will only be possible once the details of the retail and 
commercial establishment offerings associated with 
the proposed development are known and who will 
be operating those establishments.  Until that point, 
we have to assume that at least some of the new 
retail-commercial development associated with the 
proposed development will in fact be competing with 

ECO N O M I C  ANALYSIS
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existing Town businesses.  In 
addition, while some of these 
expenditure impacts appear 
large in absolute terms, they 
occur within the context of 
total receipts that exceed 
$110 million per year in the 
Town (See Table S2)—so the 
impacts are not large within 
the context of overall activity 
in the Town even though 
they may be significant in the margin.   Of the total, 
approximately 70% of the activity for the year occurs 
during the winter season—with only 30% in the 
shoulder seasons (spring and fall) and in the Summer 
season.

For these scenarios, we made several assumptions 
that deserve highlighting.  First, the impact analyses 
include only winter season impacts.  In order for 
these to be complete, estimates will need to be made 
for the other 30% of the activity year and impacts 
from prospective construction activity will need to 
be included.  Secondly, the impact estimates were 
developed from a baseline of 750,000 estimated 
skier days—a level that could be reconciled to 
independently developed activity benchmarks but 
which has not been verified by the resort.  

B. Overview of Key Assumptions:

The details of the assumptions for both demand and 
supply are as follows for all of the scenarios:

 1. Underlying DEMAND Assumptions:

Baseline of 750,000 skier visits per year
~350k are commercial overnight visitor skier •	
days
~10k are non-commercial overnight visitor skier •	

days
~63k are second home owner visitor skier days•	
~327k are day visitor skier days•	

In terms of Person Trips, these translate into ~492,000 
person trips

~145,000 are commercial overnight person trips•	
~4,000 are non-commercial overnight person •	
trips
~16,000 are second home owner person trips•	
~327,000 are day visitor person trips•	

Spending is based on these assumptions:

2.Underlying SUPPLY Assumptions

Retail:
27 stores
Average square feet – approximately 5,000 per store
Average sales per establishment ~$1.2 million

!

!!
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Eating & Drinking:
28 establishments
Total seats 2,741
Sales per seat ~$6,500

Lodging:
21 establishments
757 total rooms
Occupancy of owner owned = 14%
Occupancy of 100% rental pool = 71%

Length of Ski Season = 135 days
Average party size = 2.5 persons
Average length of stay by commercial visitors at 
Resort = 4.3 days (per resort)

All of the above assumptions are open for further 
development and more precise estimation as new and 
further information is provided and/or developed.  In 
this regard, SP Land has provided contact information 
for a retail-commercial analysis-estimate that was 
developed by the resort’s previous developer should 
the Town wish to proceed further in developing a 
more precise impact assessment analysis.

In addition, there is no provision in the table currently 
for the estimated impacts associated with Summer 
activity, and/or the potentially positive economic 
and fiscal impacts for the Town associated with new 
direct job opportunities at the resort, for potential 
partnerships at the resort for local retail, eating and 
drinking and other commercial establishments, and 
for construction-related impacts associated with any 
development at the resort.  Further, these impacts 
represent town-only impacts, and exclude any 
positive or negative impacts for the broader Rutland 
County region or statewide costs and benefits.

C. Summary of Methods:

The estimated “order of magnitude” impacts 
presented for the 27 development scenario option 
elements were assembled and estimated using 3rd 
party data published by sources such as the Vermont 
Department of Taxes, the Vermont Department of 
Tourism and Marketing, Travels America, the Bureau 
of Economic Analysis of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, InfoUSA, grand list data and an inventory 
of businesses by broad category in the Town from 
the Town of Killington Planning Department (as 
cross-checked and verified from other third party 
lists), and other supplementary data from credible 
governmental and third party sources.

We also met with representatives of the resort and SP 
Land to receive clarification and specific information 
about the range of development plans contemplated 
and their approximate timing.  The meeting was 
useful and provided important clarifying information 
about the companies’ still evolving plans and the 
long-term business development objectives of both 
companies.

For the analysis of the impact scenarios, we employed 
a state-of-the-art input-output model for the region 
to develop geo-specific impact estimates of the 
expenditure patterns and levels that could reasonably 
be expected from visitor activity associated with 
the development options.  All of the assumptions 
employed could be developed further as detailed 
information about what specifically is being proposed 
becomes known and better quantified.

D. Inventory of Potentially 
Impacted Businesses:

The final section of this portion of the report includes 
an inventory of all town businesses that could be 
potentially impacted by development at the resort.    
As mentioned earlier, it is possible that development 
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plans could be devised that would have very little 
displacement impact with existing businesses in the 
Town.  However, at this point it is not possible to 
say this will in fact be the case.  Further, any actual 
development in the future would need to be studied 
carefully in order to determine the degree that actual 
development impacts correspond to expectations.

The following tables can be useful in this regard 
in that they include data on assessed value, square 
footage, and other relevant variables that could be 
useful in assessing prospective fiscal impacts for the 
Town. 

Note: A memo with further clarification of the review 
process that was developed in response to questions raised 
is included as an attachment at the end of this report.  It 
specifically addresses EPR’s meeting with representatives of 
SP Land and Killington Resort.
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MEMO 
 
TO:  DICK HORNER, TOWN OF KILLINGTON 
 
FROM:  JEFFREY B. CARR, NATHAN A. JOHNSON, AND MATHEW J. 

BAREWICZ, ECONOMIC AND POLICY RESOURCES, INC. 
 
DATE:  JUNE 29, 2008 
 
RE: OVERVIEW OF OUR MAY 22, 2008 MEETING WITH SP LAND 

AND KILLINGTON RESORT 
 
Pursuant to the request of several e-mails, the following was prepared to 
specifically address the desire for a summary of our meeting on May 22 with 
Chris Nyberg of the resort and Steve Selbo of SP Land.  We have attached the 
materials they handed out to us so that readers can see the current status of 
their plans—which still are not complete with respect to many details that would 
potentially have significant and material impacts on any assessment of 
economic-fiscal impact.    
 
In addition, we have attached an updated version of Table S1 which included a 
plus or minus day skier impact alternatives.  Upon review, the day skier 
alternative (Alternative D.) is symmetrical in the positive and negative direction in 
response to the Planning Commission Chair’s question.  Please let us know if 
anything else is required on these fronts. 
 
A.  Overview of the May 22nd Meeting with Representatives of SP Land 

and Killington Resort: 
 
On May 22nd we had what we believe was a very productive meeting with Chris 
Nyberg of the resort and Steve Selbo of SP Land.  Both were forthcoming with 
their operations-mountain improvement plans and development plans, within the 
limits of not divulging any competitive information that they could not have 
become public information. 
 
We came away from the meeting satisfied that both the resort and SP Land have 
reasonable and important long-term plans for improving the competitiveness of 
the resort in an increasingly tough marketplace.  They stated unequivocally that 
their intent was to improve both the level of business activity at the resort and the 
region and the financial return associated with that activity.  They recognized that 
making the resort financially sustainable involved changes in the business model 
used by the previous owners.  They also acknowledged that they were currently 
in a “catch-up” mode in terms of their improving their facilities and mountain 
amenities relative to other resorts in their competitive sphere.  However, they 
indicated those changes were crucial for a successful and financially sustainable 
resort.        
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As a result of this meeting, we were able to use key pieces of information 
provided to make adjustments to key assumptions used in the construction of the 
27 scenarios presented.  We have developed those scenarios so that the Town 
can use the results to generally add and subtract from the various options.     
 
Because our meeting happened late in the process, there was not enough time 
and there was not enough resources left in the budget to undertake a 
comprehensive impact assessment analysis of the current plans of SP Land 
(which they indicated are unchanged since November of 2007)—including those 
for Phase I which would have been outside of the scope of our assignment 
considering our previous meetings.  However, it also needs to be recognized that 
there still are elements of the plan that are not yet fully developed and there are 
many issues that could have a material impact on any impact assessment 
analysis—particularly on the Town’s existing business base. 
 
All of these elements would need to be resolved in some detail, before it would 
be possible to undertake an analysis of even the Phase I development Plan.  
Among the important pieces of information that are still needed relative to the 
plans of the developer include: (1)  specifics on the nature of the retail that would 
be put in place in the proposed development during Phases I, II, and III, (2) the 
level and nature (e.g. building, excavating, landscaping, infrastructure building, 
etc.) of construction expenditures by year, (3) the likely direct employment 
increase at the resort that would occur with the development, and how much the 
Summer and shoulder seasons in the Spring and Fall would be impacted, (5) 
occupancy rates of second home units and the percentage of those proposed 
units in- and outside the rental pool, and (6) how many units of each for each 
development phase, among others.  The details presented in the meeting 
handouts were helpful, but do not settle all of the other outstanding issues—all of 
which would be material to any comprehensive impact assessment analysis on 
the Town. 
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B.  Updated Table S1: 
 
 Table S1: Summary Table of Economic Impacts by Selected Alternative Scenarios

Number of Additional
Estimated Town Economic Impact Skiers Needed to

"Breakeven" in the Town
Scenario Alternatives: Change in Receipts (000s) Overnight + Day

A. INCREASED LODGING CAPACITY [Based on 135 day ski season] [Based on 135 day ski season]
Additional 100 Units

- Owner Usage Only -$145.0 208 + 694
- 50/50 Owner & Rental -$434.9 625 + 2,081
- 100% in Rental Pool -$724.8 1,042 + 3,468

Additional 200 Units
- Owner Usage Only -$289.9 417 + 1,387
- 50/50 Owner & Rental -$869.7 1,251 + 4,161
- 100% in Rental Pool -$1,449.5 2,084 + 6,936

Additional 300 Units
- Owner Usage Only -$434.9 625 + 2,081
- 50/50 Owner & Rental -$1,304.6 1,876 + 6,242
- 100% in Rental Pool -$2,174.3 3,126 + 10,403

B. INCREASED RETAIL SPACE
Additional 5,000 sq ft. -$604.4 869 + 2,892
Additional 10,000 sq ft. -$1,208.9 1,738 + 5,784
Additional 15,000 sq ft. -$1,813.3 2,607 + 8,676

C. INCREASED EATING & DRINKING EST.
Additional 100 seats -$467.8 673 + 2,238
Additional 200 seats -$935.5 1,345 + 4,476
Additional 300 seats -$1,403.3 2,018 + 6,714

D. DECREASE/INCREASE IN DAY SKIER VISITS
Loss/Gain of 10,000 day skier visits -$887.3 / $887.3 1,276 + 4,245
Loss/Gain of 25,000 day skier visits -$2,218.1 / $2,218.1 3,189 + 10,613
Loss/Gain of 50,000 day skier visits -$4,436.3 / $4,436.3 6,379 + 21,226

E. INCREASED RESORT RETENTION OF RECEIPTS
Increase retention [Reduce leakage] by 10% -$2,340.9 3,366 + 11,201
Increase retention [Reduce leakage] by 20% -$4,681.9 6,732 + 22,402
Increase retention [Reduce leakage] by 30% -$7,022.8 10,098 + 33,602

F. INCREASED SKIER VISITATION
Increase in Skier Visits by 1% $466.5 NA + NA
Increase in Skier Visits by 5% $2,332.4 NA + NA
Increase in Skier Visits by 10% $4,664.8 NA + NA

G. INCREASE IN OVERNIGHT SKIER VISITS [a]
Increase of 10,000 overnight skier visits $71.3 NA + NA
Increase of 25,000 overnight skier visits $178.2 NA + NA
Increase of 50,000 overnight skier visits $356.4 NA + NA

[a] includes the assumption that 90% of overnight skier spending occurs at the resort. 

Reader Guidance:
1. Differences are measured from an assumed 750,000 skier visits baseline level for the 2007-08 season.
2. NA equals "Not Applicable."
3. Table is designed to isolate the impact of assorted possible developments or strategic shifts in the Killington
Resort's business plan.  The reader can select one or more of the components A through F and sum the
combined impacts to determine an estimated order of magnitude of such a development by the resort.
4. For Option D., the off-setting skier days numbers reflect a "could decline" number for the "increase" option.

Example on How to Use This Table [See highlighted numbers in "yellow"]:
The reader could assume a scenario where the resort expands lodging capacity by 200 units, of which 50%
are projected to be in the rental pool, plus the addition of 200 seats at eating and drinking establishments.  By
doing so, the reader could conclude that the resort is moving to a more self contained vacation destination
thereby reducing the economic leakages to the local town by 10%.  The sum of these assumptions results in a
decrease of $4.1 million of receipts in the town across all visitor service industries (breakdown of calculation
~ $869.7 + $935.5 + $2,340.9).  To offset such a development, the resort could increase overnight visitors 
by 5,962 (1,251+1,345+3,366) and day visitors by 19,838 (4,161+4,476+11,201).

Reader Note:
This analysis solely tracks receipts as related to visitor activity in the Town of Killington and does include
several potentially significant positive economic impacts such as: increased direct job opportunities at the resort, 
partnerships at the resort with local retail and eating/drinking establishments, construction impacts, additional 
state wide benefits and increased Summer activty; all of which are beyond the scope of this analysis.

Prepared by Economic & Policy Resources, Inc.  
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C. Details of the Underlying Demand-Supply Assumptions: 
 
The details of the assumptions for both demand and supply are as follows for all 
of the scenarios.  There was a request about the specifics of these at the public 
meeting by the representative of SP Land.  These are provided again here 
because they are in fact the details that he was requesting—in combination with 
the scenarios delineation in Table S1 provided above.  There are no more 
specific details as these were employed to construct the 750,000 skier visits 
baseline (along with Table S2 which is in the report). 
 
 1. Underlying DEMAND Assumptions: 
 
Baseline of 750,000 skier visits per year 

- ~350k are commercial overnight visitor skier days 
- ~10k are non-commercial overnight visitor skier days 
- ~63k are second home owner visitor skier days 
- ~327k are day visitor skier days 

 
In terms of Person Trips, these translate into ~492,000 person trips 

- ~145,000 are commercial overnight person trips 
-   ~ 4,000 are non-commercial overnight person trips 
-   ~16,000 are second home owner person trips 
- ~327,000 are day visitor person trips 

 
Spending is based on these assumptions: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Underlying SUPPLY Assumptions: 
 
Retail: 
27 stores 
Average square feet – approximately 5,000 per store 
Average sales per establishment ~$1.2 million 
 
Eating & Drinking: 
28 establishments 
Total seats 2,741 
Sales per seat ~$6,500 
 
 

INDIVIDUAL Per Visitor Per Trip
VISITOR SPENDING Overnight Day

Commercia Non-Comm Visitors
TOTALS $454.71 $202.39 $88.73
grocery $9.04 $5.95 $3.90
gas $20.97 $13.79 $12.83
lodging $146.91 $0.00 $0.00
recreation $112.72 $74.12 $44.38
shopping $39.30 $25.84 $11.83
restaurant $125.77 $82.70 $15.78
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Lodging: 
21 establishments 
757 total rooms 
Occupancy of owner owned = 14% 
Occupancy of 100% rental pool = 71% 
 
Length of Ski Season = 135 days: 
Average party size = 2.5 persons 
Average length of stay by commercial visitors at Resort = 4.3 days (per resort) 
 
All of the above assumptions are open for further development and more precise 
estimation as new and further information is provided and/or developed.  In this 
regard, SP Land has provided contact information for a retail-commercial 
analysis-estimate that was developed by the resort’s previous developer should 
the Town wish to proceed further in developing a more precise impact 
assessment analysis.   
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D. SP Land-Killington Resort Handouts from the May 22, 2008 Meeting: 
 
 
  
















