
    TOWN OF WAITSFIELD 

        SELECTBOARD MEETING 

Monday, December 23, 2019, 6:30 P.M. 

Waitsfield Town Office 

    Agenda 

I. Call to Order: 6:30 P.M. 

II. Regular Business.

1. Agenda additions, removals, or adjustments per 1 V.S.A. § 312 (d) (3) (A).

2. Public forum.
(5 +/- min.)

3. Consider Appointing a Lister to Fill a Vacancy.
(10 +/- min.)

4. Consider Accepting a Municipal Planning Grant for the Irasville wetlands

assessment/planning study.
(15 +/- min.)

5. Consider Approving Application for Road and Culvert Inventory Grant.
(10 +/- min.)

6. Consider Adopting Local Option Tax (LOT) Charter Amendment Language.
(20 +/- min.)

7. FY21 Budget and FY21-FY25 Capital Improvement Program – Discussion/Update.
(30 +/- min.)

8. Bills payable and Treasurer’s warrants.
(5 +/- min.)

9. Minutes of 12/09/19.
(5 +/- min.)

10. Selectboard roundtable.
(10 +/- min.)

11. Town Administrator’s report.
(5 +/- min.)

12. Executive Session – Pursuant to 1 V.S.A. § 313 (a) (3) [Personnel].

III. Other Business.

1. Correspondence/reports received.

IV. Adjourn.

Selectboard Members 

Paul Hartshorn, Chair 

Sal Spinosa, V. Chair 

Kellee Mazer 

Darryl Forrest 

Jon Jamieson 

All times are 

approximate. 

Changes in the items and 

order of the agenda may 

occur. 

Town Clerk/Asst. 

Treasurer 

Jennifer Peterson 

Town Treasurer/ Asst. 

Clerk 

Sandra Gallup 

Town Administrator 

Trevor Lashua 

Planning & Zoning 

Administrator/E-911 

Coordinator 

Annie Decker Dell’Isola 

Road Foreman 

Rodney Jones 

Fire Chief 

Paul Hartshorn, Acting 

Waitsfield Town Office 

4144 Main Street 

Waitsfield, VT  05673 

(802) 496-2218 

www.waitsfieldvt.us 
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 3 

II.  REGULAR BUSINESS. 4 

 5 

Item II.3. Consider Appointing a Lister to Fill a Vacancy. 6 

The Town has a vacant lister’s position following the passing of Jack Simko. Statute requires a notice of 7 

vacancy (enclosed) to be posted in the Town Office and other venues.  8 

  9 

The vacancy is for an interim period, extending from today until an individual is elected at Town 10 

Meeting to serve the remainder of Jack’s original term (the final two years of a three-year term that 11 

concludes in March 2022).  12 

 13 

The Selectboard is authorized by statute to make the appointment. A single applicant has emerged as of 14 

this writing (Ted Joslin; his letter of interest is enclosed). The individual appointed now may also run for 15 

the remainder of the term in March.  16 

 17 

Recommendation: 18 

Consider a motion to appoint Ted Joslin as lister, filling the vacancy from 12/23 through Town Meeting 19 

2020.   20 

 21 

Item II.4. Consider Accepting a Municipal Planning Grant for the Irasville wetlands 22 

assessment/planning study.  23 

The State awarded the Town partial funding for the municipal planning grant sought in the fall for an 24 

updated wetlands assessment in Irasville.  25 

 26 

The Town applied for $5,445 in grant funding. The State is offering $4,938 (91% of the request). The 27 

Town's cost to accept and implement the grant without modification is $1,001 ($494 for the required 28 

10% match; $507 to cover the funding shortfall). The other option is to revise the project scope to match 29 

the award amount.  30 

 31 

The FY20 budget includes a line for special planning projects ($3,500). Once the Town’s share of the 32 

Mad River Planning District’s housing report is subtracted, a little less than $2,400 is available for other 33 

projects. The Town can afford to cover the $1,001 shortfall and retain the original project scope.  34 

 35 

The Planning Commission voted at its 12/17 meeting to recommend moving forward with the project as 36 

originally envisioned.  37 

 38 

The deadline to accept the grant is mid-January. The updated assessment is considered an essential 39 

component of the effort to revisit the master plan for Irasville.   40 

 41 

Recommendation: 42 

Consider a motion to accept the grant as awarded and with the original project scope, with any funding 43 

shortfall paid from the line for special planning projects.  44 

 45 

Item II.5. Consider Approving Use of Capital Funds for Road and Culvert Inventory and Assessment.  46 
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To comply with the requirements of the State stormwater permit for roads, the Town must update its 47 

road and culvert inventory. The inventory, in turn, informs an implementation table. Taken together, the 48 

inventory and implementation table effectively create the stormwater management plan the Town needs 49 

to have in place on or prior to December 31, 2020.  50 

51 

Any segments identified as, “Very High Priorities” – road segments with slopes greater than 10% that 52 

fail to meet applicable standards – will need to be brought in to compliance with the standards by 2025. 53 

The Town then has another 16 years (until December 31, 2036) to bring any non-compliant roads and 54 

culverts up to the applicable State standards.  55 

56 

Though there have been grant funds available for the inventory and implementation table, the projected 57 

cost (approximately $5,500) can be covered by a combination of capital funding sources. The Town can 58 

use $3,000 from the line for stormwater permit compliance projects and $2,500 from the capital reserve 59 

for bridges and culverts. The capital improvement program has been built in a way that the use of 60 

reserve funds will not impact the grant match for replacement of a large culvert on East Warren Road.  61 

62 

Foregoing grant funding maintains efficiency and flexibility, while eliminating grant management tasks 63 

from staff workloads. The Town has an active sidewalk grant, an award of a municipal planning grant, 64 

and a projected application for a Town Highway Structures grant for the East Warren Road project in 65 

FY21.  66 

67 

Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission (CVRPC) staff will perform the work in cooperation 68 

with Town personnel. A short proposal and budget from CVRPC are enclosed.  69 

70 

The Town’s last inventory covered the period between 2016 and 2020. 71 

72 

Recommendation: 73 

Consider a motion to authorize the use of capital funds as proposed for the purpose of retaining the 74 

Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission to assist in creating a road and culvert inventory and 75 

associated implementation table.  76 

77 

Item II.6. Consider Adopting Local Option Tax (LOT) Charter Amendment Language.  78 

The memo enclosed in packets includes the charter amendment language as originally proposed. By 79 

Monday night any changes advised by the Town Attorney can be made. The LOT timeline calls for 80 

adoption of the language on 12/23. 81 

82 

Recommendation: 83 

Consider a motion to adopt the local option tax charter amendment as presented, with the language to 84 

be read in to the formal Selectboard record.  85 

86 

Item II.7. FY21 Budget and FY21-FY25 Capital Improvement Program – Discussion/Update. 87 

Enclosed in packets is v.03 of the FY21 budget. The new version contains a few changes to note: 88 
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• The “Trail Maintenance” line (#226) is increased by $1,000. The Mad River Path Association89 

has requested an increase to reflect the costs associated with winter maintenance of path sections,90 

particularly those in Irasville.91 

• The Agency/Organization requests have been adjusted to be closer to the 1% target (the92 

recommendation is $33 greater) established in policy. The revised agency request table shows93 

the reductions. Even with the reduction, the proposed budget includes a 7.2% increase for94 

funding for agencies and organizations.95 

• The major increases/decreases table has been populated, based on v.03.96 

97 

The changes have no overall impact on the proposed budget (two lines “swapped” $1,000); v.03 is a 98 

3.5% increase (+$68,867) from the approved FY20 budget that would require a tax rate increase of less 99 

than one cent per $100 of assessed value.  100 

101 

In depth review of the proposed budget and capital improvement program begins 1/6/20. 102 

103 

Recommendation: 104 

Formal action is not required nor anticipated. 105 

106 

Item II.8. Bills payable and Treasurer’s warrants. 107 

108 

Recommendation: 109 

Approval and signature, where appropriate. 110 

111 

Item II.9. Minutes of 12/09/19.  112 

The draft minutes of the 12/09 meeting are enclosed for review. 113 

114 

Recommendation: 115 

Consider a motion to approve as presented and/or with any corrections or additions. 116 

117 

III. OTHER BUSINESS118 

Item III.1. Correspondence/Documents/Reports received. 119 

a. Memo from the Town Administrator re disposal of old Fire Station generator.120 

b. Email from Jacqueline Cundiff re change in route for Valley Floor bus (the elimination121 

of the Old County Road portion of the route).*122 

c. Email from Kati Gallagher of the Mad River Valley Planning District replying to123 

Jacqueline Cundiff, explaining route change.*124 

d. Article from The New York Times, “Florida Keys Deliver a Hard Message: As Seas Rise,125 

Some Places Can’t Be Saved.” (12/5/19) The article describes how climate change is126 

impacting infrastructure planning.127 

e. Article from the Stowe Reporter, “State thinks Stowe roadwork estimates are too high.”128 

(12/19/19) The article describes Stowe’s effort to define the cost of compliance with129 

State water quality standards for roads.130 

f. VLCT Weekly Legislative Report, Issue No. 1 (the legislative session preview).131 

132 
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*These two emails are part of a longer exchange, but are included to capture the original question and a response. 133 

134 

Town Administrator’s Report (II.11; out-of-sequence) 135 

136 

a. Housing Report – Doug Kennedy Advisors.137 

A draft of the report is in the hands of Mad River Planning District staff, who are reviewing it to ensure 138 

it meets the scope of work originally envisioned. At this point, a publicly available version of the draft is 139 

likely to land in January.  140 

141 

b. Annual Report – call for dedication nominees and cover photographs/art.142 

The 2019 annual report development process begins next week. This is a general call to the Board (and 143 

all residents and guests) for nominees for the report dedication, and for folks to submit any photographs 144 

or artwork for the cover.  145 

146 

c. Updated Waitsfield/Fayston Winter Agreement Calculations.147 

A draft framework has been developed that will better enable an apples-to-apples comparison of winter 148 

maintenance costs. At this point, the model should be available by the first January meeting for 149 

incorporation in to budget discussions.  150 

151 

d. Reminder – Planning and Zoning Office Hours.152 

This is just a reminder that the Planning and Zoning office is now closed until Thursday, 1/2, with 153 

regards to the issuance of permits. Town staff will assist folks to the extent possible, and applications for 154 

permits may be dropped off at any point. When factoring in the normal office hours (32 per week) and 155 

holidays, the closure will last five business days. 156 

157 

e. Executive Session – Personnel (evaluations).158 

Executive session is required for discussion of Road Department annual evaluations. Action on pay 159 

adjustments would occur upon return to open session. Personnel matters do not require two motions to 160 

enter executive session.  161 

162 

Recommendation: Consider a motion that the Waitsfield Selectboard enter executive session pursuant 163 

to 1 V.S.A. § 313 (a) (3). 164 

165 

Upcoming Potential Agenda Items 166 

Potential agenda items include: 

• Town Administrator staffing Water Commission, water supply system.

• Draft Tax Stabilization Policy.

• Temporary/Campaign Signs Policy.

Respectfully submitted, 

  Trevor Lashua, Town Administrator 167 
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TOWN OF WAITSFIELD 

NOTICE OF VACANCY 

LISTER (1) 

The Town of Waitsfield has a lister vacancy. 

The immediate vacancy is for an interim period, extending from appointment to March 2020. At 

Town Meeting, an individual may be elected for the remainder of the unexpired term (two years of 

a three-year term; March 2022).  

The Selectboard makes the appointment, and may possibly do so as early as its 12/23/19 meeting. 

Any resident of Waitsfield is eligible and may also seek to be elected to the remainder of the term. 

The listers are responsible for setting and maintaining the grand list, which is used to determine 

property taxes and is based on the fair and equitable assessment of a property’s value.  

To apply for consideration, please submit a letter of interest to the Town Administrator at 

townadmin@gmavt.net or by mailing to:  

Town of Waitsfield 

4144 Main Street 

Waitsfield VT, 05673 

For more information on listers and assessors, please visit: 

https://tax.vermont.gov/municipal-officials/listers-and-assessors 

II.3a
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From : Ted Joslin <tjoslin@tjoslin.com>

Subject : RE: Waitsfield Selectboard meeting - Monday, 
12/9 at 6:30 p.m.

To : Trevor M. Lashua <townadmin@gmavt.net>

Zimbra townadmin@gmavt.net

RE: Waitsfield Selectboard meeting - Monday, 12/9 at 6:30 p.m.

Tue, Dec 10, 2019 11:12 AM

1 attachment

Hi Trevor,

I would like to apply for the lister position the has become available as a result of 
Jack Simko’s passing.
Please include me as an applicant.

Ted

F. Brian (Ted) Joslin
Attorney at Law
Theriault & Joslin, P.C., 141 Main Street, Suite 4, Montpelier, VT  05602
Voice: (802) 223-2381 ~ Fax: (802) 223-1461  ~ E-mail: tjoslin@tjoslin.com

NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail and any attachments is intended solely for the recipient(s) 
named above, and may be confidential and legally privileged.  If you receive this e-mail in error, please notify 
the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the original message and any copy of it from your computer 
system.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, 
retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, or other use of the e-mail, or any of its contents, is strictly 
prohibited.

From: Trevor M. Lashua <townadmin@gmavt.net> 
Sent: Friday, December 6, 2019 5:53 PM
To: 'Trevor M. Lashua' <townadmin@gmavt.net>
Subject: Waitsfield Selectboard meeting - Monday, 12/9 at 6:30 p.m.

Good evening, 

The Waitsfield Selectboard meets Monday, December 9th at the Waitsfield Town
Offices at 6:30 p.m. A link to the meeting agenda and materials follows. 

http://waitsfieldvt.us/agendas-minutes/#selectboard

Regards, 
-T
Town Administrator
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12/18/19

Trevor Lashua 
Town Administrator 
Town of Waitsfield 
4144  Main Street 
Waitsfield, VT  05673 

Waitsfield VT Road Erosion Inventory 2020  

Central VT Regional Planning proposes to assist the Town of Waitsfield with a road erosion 

inventory (REI) on gravel roads, paved roads, and stormwater outlets, prioritize roadways, and 

develop a roadway implementation plan to help identify locations of erosion near surface 

waters for repair. This inventory will follow the available guidance and tools from ACT 64 and 

the Municipal Roads General Permit.  The inventory and associated plan will be completed by 

October 31, 2020.   

Scope of Work: 

1. CVRPC will complete an inventory of 285 hydrologically connected road segments in

Waitsfield to determine their compliance with the Municipal Roads General Permit (MRGP). 

The inventory will be conducted using the MRGP inventory digital forms and submitted to 

VTANR REI Data Portal for retention.    

2. CVRPC will provide a list of Very High Priority Road Segments, to be determined using the

MRGP methodology. Very High Priority Road Segments are segments that are defined by the 

MRGP as having slopes greater than 10% and Does Not Meeting.  These segments are required 

to be fixed by 2025.  

3. CVRPC will write a Roadway Implementation Plan to prioritize roadways for future repairs

and compliance with the MRGP.   

4. CVRPC will present the completed inventory and plan to the Town.
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Cost Estimate for Road Erosion Inventory  

Waitsfield REI Budget 

Task  Inventory Cost 

Meetings with Town to Kick of Inventory  $285.00

Road Erosion Assessment (285 segments)  $3,600.00

Roadway Prioritization  $300.00

Roadway Implementation Plan  $800.00

Presentation to the Town Road Foreman and Selectboard  $285.00

Mileage  $275.77

Total  $5,545.77

If you have any questions or comments about this proposal, please contact me at 802‐229‐
0389. Thank you. 

Sincerely,

Daniel Currier 

GIS Manager 

If this proposal meets your specifications, please agree to and sign the statement below.   

I ___________________________ hereby agree to enter into a contract outlining the scope of 

work and costs proposed by the Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission (CVRPC) for 

the above inventory services and authorize CVRPC to start said work in 2020, upon 

endorsement of said contract. 

Signature of Town Representative ___________________________ Date ___________ 
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TOWN OF WAITSFIELD 

Memorandum 

TO: The members of the Waitsfield Selectboard 

FROM: Trevor M. Lashua, Town Administrator 

DATE: November 22, 2019 

RE: Draft Language for Local Option Tax Charter Amendment. 

To create the draft language, the charters of eight municipalities1 with local option taxes in some 

form were reviewed. The charters of Colchester and Brandon include language that most closely 

approximates what the Selectboard has asked for. Given that all of the charters reviewed 

received legislative approval, deviations in format or language are kept to an absolute minimum. 

If the language below is satisfactory to the Selectboard, the next step would be review by the 

Town Attorney. The local option tax timeline adopted in October calls for the proposed charter 

amendment language to be finalized by 12/23/19.  

Proposed amendment language (DRAFT; v.01): 

“24 V.S.A. Appendix § 155A-7. Local Option Taxes. 

(a) Upon resolution of the Selectboard, or upon receipt of a petition submitted by five 

percent of registered voters of the Town, at an annual or special meeting warned for the 

purpose, the voters of the Town may vote by a majority of those present and voting, to 

assess any or all of the following: 

(1) A one percent sales tax; 

(2) A one percent rooms tax; 

(3) A one percent meals and alcoholic beverage tax. 

(b) A vote on local option taxes shall be conducted by Australian ballot. 

(c) A tax imposed under the authority of this section shall be collected and administered, and 

may be rescinded, as provided by the general laws of the State of Vermont.” 

1 Barre City, Brandon, Brattleboro, Colchester, Hartford, Middlebury, Montpelier, and St. Albans Town. 
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v.03

Department/Section
% Total FY21 

Budget
FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed +/- % Change

Town Meeting 0.2% 3,650$  4,900$  1,250$  34.2%

Legal and Auditing 1.5% 31,200$  31,500$  300$  1.0%

Town Office Operations 4.0% 78,350$  80,750$  2,400$  3.1%

Town Clerk and Treasurer 3.8% 69,350$  76,977$  7,627$  11.0%

Selectboard 4.0% 78,400$  80,913$  2,513$  3.2%

Planning and Zoning 2.4% 45,525$  48,209$  2,684$  5.9%

Board of Listers 1.3% 27,450$  26,450$  (1,000)$  -3.6%

Delinquent Tax Collector 0.7% 15,000$  15,000$  -$  0.0%

Conservation Commission 0.1% 2,000$  2,000$  -$  0.0%

Road Department 24.3% 453,975$  494,852$  40,877$  9.0%

Employee Benefits 8.7% 157,025$  177,267$  20,242$  12.9%

Fire Department 5.8% 99,780$  118,780$  19,000$  19.0%

Public Safety 3.0% 64,320$  61,990$  (2,330)$  -3.6%

Dues and Assessments 9.1% 164,916$  186,179$  21,263$  12.9%

Special Appropriations 1.0% 18,850$  20,200$  1,350$  7.2%

Miscellaneous 1.3% 19,850$  25,850$  6,000$  30.2%

Capital Transfers - to GF and reserves 17.4% 343,747$  353,874$  10,127$  2.9%

Contribution to Reserves (non-capital) 1.0% 18,500$  21,000$  2,500$  13.5%

Debt Service 10.1% 271,620$  205,685$  (65,935)$  -24.3%

Wait House 0.2% 4,500$  4,500$  -$  0.0%

TOTAL 100.0% 1,968,008$           2,036,875$           68,867$  3.5%

FY21 General Fund Budget -- Expenditures Summary

Town of Waitsfield, VT
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Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

1

2 Election Expense 35$  1,581$  2,250$  3,500$  1,250$  

3 Town Report 1,575$  1,275$  1,400$  1,400$  -$  

4 Section TOTAL 1,611$  2,856$  3,650$  4,900$  1,250$  

5

6 Legal 19,267$  3,730$  15,000$  15,000$  -$  

7 Auditing 22,038$  15,300$  16,200$  16,500$  300$  

8 Section TOTAL 41,305$  19,030$  31,200$  31,500$  300$  

9

10 Insurance and Bonds 18,032$  16,887$  20,000$  19,250$  (750)$  

11 Office Utilities 4,941$  4,638$  5,000$  5,000$  -$  

12 Repairs & Maintenance 1,022$  9,241$  5,650$  5,650$  -$  

13 Postage 3,203$  4,011$  4,250$  4,250$  -$  

14 Supplies 6,392$  5,880$  7,250$  7,000$  (250)$  

15 Computer Services 603$  1,444$  4,200$  3,500$  (700)$  

16 Training 544$  553$  750$  750$  -$  

17 Cleaning 6,975$  9,303$  7,850$  8,200$  350$  

18 Equip. Maint. & Contracts 10,024$  7,341$  10,000$  14,000$  4,000$  

19 Telephone 4,759$  4,404$  4,400$  4,750$  350$  

20 Office Equipment 154$  1,706$  3,750$  3,750$  -$  

21 Public Notice Expense 5,388$  2,172$  5,000$  4,500$  (500)$  

22 Special Services 1,178$  459$  250$  150$  (100)$  

23 Section TOTAL 63,215$  68,037$  78,350$  80,750$  2,400$  

24

25 Salaries 70,047$  71,031$  68,350$  75,977$  7,627$  

26 Borrowing Interest 214$  -$  500$  250$  (250)$  

27 Ballot Clerks 270$  947$  500$  750$  250$  

28 Section TOTAL 70,531$  71,977$  69,350$  76,977$  7,627$  

29

30 Selectboard Reimbursement 3,146$  3,250$  3,250$  3,250$  -$  

31 Town Website -$  -$  750$  750$  -$  

32 Town Admin. Salary 82,143$  70,272$  71,000$  73,563$  2,563$  

33 Training -$  70$  250$  250$  -$  

34 Mileage Reimbursement 90$  -$  50$  -$  (50)$  

35 SB Recording Secretary 666$  1,413$  3,100$  3,100$  -$  

36 Communications -$  -$  -$  -$  -$  

37 Section TOTAL 86,045$  75,005$  78,400$  80,913$  2,513$  

38

39 PC/DRB Recording Secretary 333$  333$  825$  825$  -$  

TOWN OF WAITSFIELD, VT
FY21 General Fund Budget -- Expenditure Detail

Planning & Zoning

EXPENDITURES

Town Meeting

Legal and Auditing

Town Office Operations

Town Clerk and Treasurer

Selectboard



Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

EXPENDITURES40 Special Planning Projects 7,151$                              7,151$                              3,500$                              3,500$                              -$                                  

41 Town Plan -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

42 Salaries 41,723$                            41,723$                            39,500$                            41,684$                            2,184$                              

43 Training 335$                                 335$                                 450$                                 450$                                 -$                                  

44 Computer Equipment/Service 658$                                 658$                                 1,000$                              1,500$                              500$                                 

45 Mileage Reimbursement 68$                                   68$                                   250$                                 250$                                 -$                                  

46 Section TOTAL 50,268$                            50,268$                            45,525$                            48,209$                            2,684$                              

47

48 Assessor Services 17,501$                            18,671$                            21,000$                            21,000$                            -$                                  

49 Computer Equipment/Service 215$                                 -$                                  3,000$                              2,000$                              (1,000)$                             

50 Property Map Maintenance 502$                                 500$                                 1,750$                              1,750$                              -$                                  

51 Training and Meetings -$                                  60$                                   200$                                 200$                                 -$                                  

52 Professional Services -$                                  -$                                  1,500$                              1,500$                              -$                                  

53 Section TOTAL 18,217$                            19,231$                            27,450$                            26,450$                            (1,000)$                             

54

55 Collector Fees 13,505$                            11,885$                            15,000$                            15,000$                            -$                                  

56 Section TOTAL 13,505$                            11,885$                            15,000$                            15,000$                            -$                                  

57

58 Conservation Special Projects 1,974$                              2,000$                              2,000$                              2,000$                              -$                                  

59 Section TOTAL 1,974$                              2,000$                              2,000$                              2,000$                              -$                                  

60

61 Labor 

62 Salaries 168,415$                          168,840$                          168,000$                          155,086$                          (12,914)$                           

63 Overtime [NEW; was in salaries] -$                                  -$                                  19,386$                            19,386$                            

64 Sub-total 168,415$                         168,840$                         168,000$                         174,472$                         6,472$                             
65 Equipment Operations/Repairs

66 Road Department Insurance 8,672$                              9,536$                              10,500$                            10,500$                            -$                                  

67 Gas, Oil, Grease, and Filters 5,584$                              7,560$                              6,500$                              6,750$                              250$                                 

68 Diesel 26,570$                            26,356$                            30,000$                            30,000$                            -$                                  

69 2008 Pick-up Truck -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

70 2013 International Dump Truck 1,861$                              10,476$                            3,500$                              6,000$                              2,500$                              

71 2016 GMC Pick-Up Truck 1,204$                              1,359$                              1,000$                              1,000$                              -$                                  

72 2010 Low-Pro Truck 9,743$                              657$                                 -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

73 2018 HV Truck (Low-Pro) -$                                  58$                                   500$                                 1,500$                              1,000$                              

74 1997 International Dump Truck 1,827$                              -$                                  300$                                 -$                                  (300)$                                

75 Ford Chloride Truck [NEW] -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  1,000$                              1,000$                              

76 2008 International Dump Truck -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

77 2009 John Deere Loader 587$                                 1,029$                              1,000$                              1,500$                              500$                                 

78 2015 Tandem (Dump Truck) 2,983$                              5,173$                              3,250$                              5,000$                              1,750$                              

79 1998 Galion Grader 554$                                 1,058$                              1,000$                              1,000$                              -$                                  

80 2008 Cat Backhoe 2,161$                              854$                                 1,000$                              1,500$                              500$                                 

81 Roadside Mower -$                                  856$                                 500$                                 800$                                 300$                                 

82 Steel Pole Saw/Chainsaw 58$                                   103$                                 300$                                 300$                                 -$                                  

83 Garage Repairs 718$                                 4,307$                              1,000$                              1,000$                              -$                                  

Road Department

Conservation Commission

Delinquent Tax Collector

Board of Listers



Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

EXPENDITURES84 Garage Trash Removal 1,490$  1,648$  1,700$  1,700$  -$  

85 Uniforms 3,798$  4,359$  4,000$  4,000$  -$  

86 Heat 3,257$  2,784$  2,500$  2,500$  -$  

87 Telephone 1,121$  1,350$  1,800$  2,250$  450$  

88 Electricity 1,815$  1,682$  2,000$  2,000$  -$  

89 Garage Supplies/Hardware 2,873$  2,189$  3,000$  3,000$  -$  

90 Garage Miscellaneous/Other 979$  1,157$  1,200$  1,200$  -$  

91 Chipper/Rake 1,077$  359$  500$  500$  -$  

92 Alarm System 732$  960$  800$  800$  -$  

93 Water Service 800$  656$  675$  630$  (45)$  

94 Plow Blades and Shoes. 6,931$  5,429$  6,000$  6,000$  -$  

95 Sub-total 87,391$  91,956$  84,525$  92,430$  7,905$  
96 Hired Equipment and Labor

97 Sidewalk Mowing 700$  -$  1,000$  -$  (1,000)$  

98 Sidewalk Plowing 28,500$  28,500$  28,500$  29,000$  500$  

99 Other Equipment Rental -$  -$  500$  500$  -$  

100 Contract Plowing 1,493$  3,518$  2,500$  2,500$  -$  

101 Grading 250$  450$  150$  150$  -$  

102 Contract Services -$  -$  10,000$  10,000$  -$  

103 Sub-total 30,943$  32,468$  42,650$  42,150$  (500)$  
104 Materials

105 Salt 49,724$  56,536$  42,500$  50,500$  8,000$  

106 Sand 46,340$  52,933$  53,000$  54,600$  1,600$  

107 Chloride 6,957$  11,748$  16,000$  16,000$  -$  

108 Crushed Gravel -$  -$  -$  17,500$  17,500$  

109 Stone 6,926$  4,914$  7,000$  8,000$  1,000$  

110 Culverts 5,397$  4,524$  5,000$  6,000$  1,000$  

111 Guardrails 1,201$  56$  1,000$  1,000$  -$  

112 Tools 1,634$  4,055$  2,000$  2,300$  300$  

113 Signs 306$  1,262$  1,500$  1,500$  -$  

114 Fabric -$  -$  -$  -$  -$  

115 Cold Patch, Hay, and Seed 2,118$  2,429$  4,000$  5,000$  1,000$  

116 Waste Blocks [NEW] -$  -$  -$  1,000$  1,000$  

117 Sub-total 120,603$  138,458$  132,000$  163,400$  31,400$  
118 Miscellaneous

119 Fayston Winter Agreement 7,400$  8,140$  8,200$  8,200$  -$  

120 Sidewalk Maintenance/Repairs -$  -$  500$  500$  -$  

121 Tree Cutting -$  1,580$  -$  -$  -$  

122 Bridge Repairs 350$  -$  1,000$  1,000$  -$  

123 Gravel Pit Management 275$  160$  1,000$  1,000$  -$  

124 Pavement Sealing -$  5,400$  5,400$  -$  (5,400)$  

125 Culvert and Road Inventory -$  -$  -$  -$  -$  

126 Line Painting -$  -$  3,500$  4,500$  1,000$  

127 North Road Culvert -$  -$  -$  -$  -$  

128 Street Lights 4,602$  4,253$  4,700$  4,700$  -$  



Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

EXPENDITURES129 Bridge Lights 240$                                 236$                                 250$                                 250$                                 -$                                  

130 Radios and Pagers 213$                                 1,947$                              500$                                 500$                                 -$                                  

131 Training 45$                                   45$                                   250$                                 250$                                 -$                                  

132 MRGP/State Roads Permit -$                                  1,990$                              1,500$                              1,500$                              -$                                  

133 Sub-total 13,126$                           23,751$                           26,800$                           22,400$                           (4,400)$                            

134 Section TOTAL 420,477$                          455,472$                          453,975$                          494,852$                          40,877$                            

135

136 FICA/Medicare [combined, FY21] 22,513$                            21,589$                            25,500$                            29,260$                            3,760$                              

137 Medicare 5,265$                              5,049$                              3,500$                              -$                                  (3,500)$                             

138 Retirement (VMERS) 18,220$                            17,929$                            20,000$                            21,942$                            1,942$                              

139 Unemployment 488$                                 212$                                 550$                                 250$                                 (300)$                                

140 Worker's Compensation 12,152$                            12,930$                            14,250$                            14,696$                            446$                                 

141 Health Insurance 81,928$                            80,586$                            90,000$                            103,460$                          13,460$                            

142 Life and Disability 1,995$                              2,190$                              2,600$                              2,600$                              -$                                  

143 Vision -$                                  -$                                  625$                                 650$                                 25$                                   

144 AFLAC -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

145 Dental [NEW] -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  4,410$                              4,410$                              

146 Section TOTAL 142,561$                          140,484$                          157,025$                          177,267$                          20,242$                            

147

148 Gas, Oil, and Grease 1,400$                              2,232$                              3,500$                              3,500$                              -$                                  

149 Insurance 8,772$                              11,612$                            9,975$                              9,975$                              -$                                  

150 Telephone and Communications 23,808$                            29,737$                            27,250$                            32,000$                            4,750$                              

151 Electricity 2,146$                              2,155$                              2,200$                              2,550$                              350$                                 

152 Heat 5,853$                              5,906$                              4,100$                              6,000$                              1,900$                              

153 Water Service 800$                                 656$                                 655$                                 655$                                 -$                                  

154 Building Repair and Supplies 1,125$                              880$                                 2,250$                              5,000$                              2,750$                              

155 Alarm 101$                                 20$                                   400$                                 400$                                 -$                                  

156 Truck Repairs 11,576$                            16,233$                            8,500$                              10,000$                            1,500$                              

157 Equipment Repairs 608$                                 1,279$                              3,250$                              4,100$                              850$                                 

158 Bottled Gas -$                                  -$                                  400$                                 400$                                 -$                                  

159 Training 1,600$                              980$                                 3,400$                              3,400$                              -$                                  

160 Hose and Equipment 3,056$                              4,488$                              3,200$                              4,000$                              800$                                 

161 Gear 697$                                 15$                                   4,500$                              9,500$                              5,000$                              

162 Fire Prevention 429$                                 416$                                 400$                                 600$                                 200$                                 

163 Miscellaneous 374$                                 132$                                 500$                                 500$                                 -$                                  

164 Dues -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  500$                                 500$                                 

165 Physical Exams -$                                  -$                                  500$                                 500$                                 -$                                  

166 Labor 19,305$                            20,893$                            20,600$                            21,000$                            400$                                 

167 FICA 1,377$                              1,506$                              1,700$                              1,700$                              -$                                  

168 Ladder/Hose Testing -$                                  -$                                  2,500$                              2,500$                              -$                                  

169 Section TOTAL 83,027$                            99,140$                            99,780$                            118,780$                          19,000$                            

170

171 Sheriff's Department Billing 23,130$                            21,291$                            28,000$                            28,000$                            -$                                  

172 Dog Warden (Salary and Fees) 720$                                 720$                                 750$                                 750$                                 -$                                  

Fire Department

Public Safety

Employee Benefits



Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

EXPENDITURES173 Dog Pound Fees -$  210$  150$  150$  -$  

174 Emergency Management -$  -$  1,750$  1,000$  (750)$  

175 Fire Warden -$  -$  250$  250$  -$  

176 Fire Hydrant Maintenance 1,500$  -$  -$  -$  -$  

177 Fire Protection Contribution -$  28,864$  28,820$  27,640$  (1,180)$  

178 Generator Expense 626$  1,221$  850$  850$  -$  

179 Insurance -$  -$  2,500$  2,100$  (400)$  

180 Miscellaneous -$  -$  250$  250$  -$  

181 Training -$  603$  500$  500$  -$  

182 Town Health Officer 250$  400$  500$  500$  -$  

183 Section TOTAL 26,226$  53,309$  64,320$  61,990$  (2,330)$  

184

185 Central VT Reg'l Planning 1,891$  1,942$  1,980$  2,135$  155$  

186 Joslin Memorial Library 56,036$  60,795$  60,795$  62,619$  1,824$  

187 MR Resource Mgt. Alliance 10,314$  10,529$  10,314$  10,623$  309$  

188 MRV Planning District 43,027$  44,067$  44,000$  45,320$  1,320$  

189 MRV Recreation District 15,000$  15,000$  15,000$  30,000$  15,000$  

190 VLCT 2,940$  3,003$  3,003$  3,209$  206$  

191 Washington County Tax 29,164$  29,362$  29,362$  30,243$  881$  

192 Green Mtn. Transit [moved, FY21] 462$  462$  462$  2,030$  1,568$  

193 Section TOTAL 158,833$  165,161$  164,916$  186,179$  21,263$  

194

195 Circle 175$  175$  200$  350$  150$  

196 CVT Adult Basic Education 300$  300$  500$  600$  100$  

197 Capstone (formerly CVTCA) 150$  150$  150$  150$  -$  

198 Downstreet (formerly CVCLT) 500$  500$  500$  500$  -$  

199 CVT Council on Aging 700$  700$  750$  900$  150$  

200 CVT Economic Devel. Corp. 400$  400$  450$  450$  -$  

201 CVT Home Health and Hospice 1,725$  1,725$  1,800$  3,000$  1,200$  

202 Everybody Wins! -$  500$  500$  500$  -$  

203 Family Center of Wash. Co. 250$  250$  500$  500$  -$  

204 Good Beginnings of CVT 150$  150$  300$  300$  -$  

205 Green Up Vermont 50$  50$  50$  100$  50$  

206 Home Share Now, Inc. -$  400$  400$  -$  (400)$  

207 MRV Health Center 4,000$  3,000$  2,000$  1,000$  (1,000)$  

208 Mad River Valley Seniors 7,000$  7,000$  7,000$  7,000$  -$  

209 Peoples Health and Wellness 250$  250$  250$  500$  250$  

210 Retired Senior Volunteer Progr. 150$  150$  150$  150$  -$  

211 Sexual Assault Crisis Team 125$  125$  250$  250$  -$  

212 Center of Independent Living 310$  310$  350$  350$  -$  

213 Washington Co. Mental Health -$  1,600$  1,600$  1,600$  -$  

214 Washington Co. Youth Service 375$  375$  750$  750$  -$  

215 Community Harvest -$  -$  200$  300$  100$  

216 VT Family Network [NEW] -$  -$  -$  250$  250$  

Dues and Assessments

Special Appropriations



Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

EXPENDITURES217 VABVI [NEW] -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  250$                                 250$                                 

218 CVT DART [NEW] -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  200$                                 200$                                 

219 WNRCD [NEW] -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  250$                                 250$                                 

220 Rekoverie Alliance -$                                  -$                                  200$                                 -$                                  (200)$                                

221 Section TOTAL 16,610$                            18,110$                            18,850$                            20,200$                            1,350$                              

222

223 Town Pond Maintenance -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

224 Admin. Fees 60$                                   -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

225 Maintenance of Parks 11,922$                            11,384$                            14,000$                            18,500$                            4,500$                              

226 Trail Maintenance 1,500$                              1,500$                              1,500$                              2,500$                              1,000$                              

227 Solar Array Maintenance 532$                                 532$                                 750$                                 750$                                 -$                                  

228 Generator Expense -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

229 Memberships and Dues 65$                                   115$                                 100$                                 100$                                 -$                                  

230 WES Community Share -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

231 Cemetery Veteran's Flags -$                                  100$                                 100$                                 100$                                 -$                                  

232 MRVTV Meeting Coverage 3,400$                              3,400$                              3,400$                              3,400$                              -$                                  

233 Energy Efficiency Improve. -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

234 Tax Adjustments 8,156$                              191$                                 -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

235 Affordable Housing Initiatives -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

236 Other 2,780$                              505$                                 -$                                  500$                                 500$                                 

237 Section TOTAL 28,414$                            17,726$                            19,850$                            25,850$                            6,000$                              

238

239 Road Department 113,077$                          125,325$                          100,307$                          199,880$                          99,573$                            

240 Road Department Reserves 70,000$                            115,000$                          135,000$                          87,000$                            (48,000)$                           

241 Fire Department 9,756$                              34,601$                            33,873$                            32,994$                            (879)$                                

242 Fire Department Reserves 47,500$                            26,000$                            25,000$                            32,500$                            7,500$                              

243 General - Transfers to reserves 5,000$                              35,000$                            30,000$                            1,500$                              (28,500)$                           

244 General - Project specific 22,098$                            21,458$                            19,567$                            -$                                  (19,567)$                           

245 Section TOTAL 267,431$                          357,384$                          343,747$                          353,874$                          10,127$                            

246

247 Entrust Conservation Fund -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

248 Restroom/Recreation/Conserv. 10,000$                            10,000$                            10,000$                            10,000$                            -$                                  

249 Lareau Park Reserve -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

250 Reappraisal Reserve -$                                  -$                                  7,500$                              10,000$                            2,500$                              

251 Town Forest Stewardship -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

252 Energy Projects -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

253 Budget Stabilization -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

254 Street Trees -$                                  -$                                  1,000$                              1,000$                              -$                                  

255 Agricultural Support -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

256 Church Clock -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  -$                                  

257 Section TOTAL 10,000$                            10,000$                            18,500$                            21,000$                            2,500$                              

258

259 Town Office Solar Array 49,378$                            48,915$                            48,334$                            47,362$                            (972)$                                

260 Town Office 18,142$                            17,955$                            17,758$                            17,546$                            (212)$                                

Transfer to Non-Capital Reserves

Capital Improvement Program

Miscellaneous

Debt Service



Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

EXPENDITURES261 Storm Damage 23,457$  28,746$  28,100$  27,325$  (775)$  

262 Wastewater - "Big Pipe" 36,484$  36,484$  36,484$  36,484$  -$  

263 Decentralized Wastewater -$  14,322$  28,000$  26,681$  (1,319)$  

264 Fiscal Year Change 64,495$  62,987$  61,500$  -$  (61,500)$  

265 Water Main Break 15,000$  17,158$  16,804$  16,340$  (464)$  

266 Bridge Street Improvements 36,085$  35,390$  34,640$  33,947$  (693)$  

267 Section TOTAL 243,040$  261,957$  271,620$  205,685$  (65,935)$  

268

269 Wait House Operations -$  2,500$  2,500$  2,500$  -$  

270 Wait House Capital (transfer) -$  2,000$  2,000$  2,000$  -$  

271 Section TOTAL -$  4,500$  4,500$  4,500$  -$  

272

273 1,743,292$  1,903,533$  1,968,008$  2,036,875$  68,867$  

274

TOTAL

Wait House



Amounts listed are all greater than $2,500

$ Amount Line # Dept./Area

4,000$   18 Town Office

7,627$   25 Clerk/Treasurer

2,563$   32 Town Admin.

6,472$   64 Road

2,500$   70 Road

8,000$   105 Road

17,500$   108 Road

 $  3,760 136 Benefits

 $  13,460 141 Benefits

4,410$   145 Benefits

4,750$   150 Fire

2,750$   154 Fire

5,000$   161 Fire

15,000$   189 Dues/Assessments

2,350$   221 Agency/Org.

4,500$   225 Miscellaneous

99,573$   239 Capital

7,500$   242 Capital

2,500$   250 Non-Cap. Reserves

214,215$  

$ Amount Line #

5,400$    124 Road

3,500$   137 Benefits

48,000$   240 Capital

28,500$   243 Capital

19,567$   244 Capital

61,500$   264 Debt Service

166,467$  

Detail

The combination of a 2.6% increase and a 53rd pay period. 

The amount is close to the three-FY average; unpredictable winter weather

Should have been FY20; used stockpile to bridge gap to FY21. 

The annual fee for NEMRC is increasing substantially. 

The combination of a 2.6% increase and a 53rd pay period. 

The combination of a 2.6% increase and a 53rd pay period. 

TOTAL

Combined with FICA (line136), not really a decrease. Medicare

Detail

General - Transfer to reserves. 

Decrease

Sidewalk match fully met in FY20 transfer. 

General - Project Specific

Notable Increases and Decreases

FICA/Medicare

Dental

Increase

Town Administrator Salary 

Road Salt

Crushed Gravel

International Dump Truck

Equipment Maintenance and Contracts

Town Clerk and Treasurer Salary

Health Insurance

Road Department - Labor and Overtime

v.03

Final payment made on a sidewalk improvement loan in FY20. 

TOTAL

Fiscal Year Change Final payment made on loan taken out for the fiscal year change. 

Road Department Reserves

Pavement Sealing Roads beyond pavement sealing effectiveness, need paving schedule. 

Premium increase (switched to MVP), change in employee mix. 

Telephone and Communications

Building Repair and Supplies

Gear

There is still $87,000 towards reserves in FY21; the truck purchase reduces this.

The truck's age has led to an increase in repair costs; this bridges to replacement. 

Two items combined in a single line, not really an increase. 

New benefit with 70 (Town)/30 (Employee) premium splits. 

Mad River Valley Recreation District

Agency and Organization Requests

Maintenance of Parks

Road Department Capital Expenditures

Increase due to dispatch, radio costs. 

To better reflect actual expenditures, needs. 

Replacement of helmets and turnout gear. 

The increase is Waitsfield's proposed share of an employee for the district. 

Reflects 1% target established in policy. 

To add pocket park, veteran's memorial to mowing, trash removal service. 

For replacement of a nine-year old dump truck; reserves are not sufficient. 

Fire Department Reserves

Reappraisal Reserve

Increase in vehicle reserves for purchase of utility van. 

Part of longer-term plan to boost funding for reappraisal. 



v.03

Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

1

2 Municipal Property Taxes 1,484,979$   1,530,110.14$  1,610,834$   1,657,660$   46,826$   

3 Delinquent Penalty Fees 14,999$   12,494.80$   15,000$   15,000$   

4 Delinquent Tax Interest 20,837$   16,580.26$   15,000$   15,000$   -$   

5 Section TOTAL 1,520,815$   1,559,185$   1,640,834$   1,687,660$   46,826$   

6

7 Town Clerk Fees 30,060$   21,128$   30,000$   35,000$   5,000$   

8 Interest Income 1,362$   5,442$   4,000$   6,000$   2,000$   

9 Beverage Sale Permits 3,944$   4,120$   4,000$   4,000$   -$   

10 Section TOTAL 35,366$   30,691$   38,000$   45,000$   7,000$   

11

12 State Highway Aid 69,193$   69,197$   69,000$   69,000$   -$   

13 Grants -$   7,500$   -$   -$   -$   

14 Road Dept. Miscellaneous 905$   10,791$   3,250$   3,250$   -$   

15 Section TOTAL 70,098$   87,488$   72,250$   72,250$   -$   

16

17 Fayston "Share" (40% of exp.) 36,818$   30,084$   38,762$   42,761$   3,999$   

18 Miscellaneous Fire Income -$   -$   -$   -$   -$   

19 Fire Grants -$   -$   -$   -$   -$   

20 Traffic Control 4,765$   4,205$   5,500$   5,500$   -$   

21 Miscellaneous Police Income -$   -$   -$   -$   -$   

22 Dog Impoundment Fees -$   76$   150$   150$   -$   

23 Section TOTAL 41,582$   34,365$   44,412$   48,411$   3,999$   

24

25 Pilot Program 5,927$   5,806$   5,900$   5,900$   -$   

26 Current Use Reimbursement 84,067$   85,427$   84,000$   95,000$   11,000$   

27 Library Insurance Reimbursement 4,044$   -$   2,658$   2,700$   42$   

28 Wait House Insurance Reimburse. 2,444$   2,500$   2,500$   2,500$   -$   

29 Water Admin. Reimbursement 1,500$   1,500$   750$   750$   -$   

30 Miscellaneous Income 5,065$   2,032$   -$   -$   -$   

31 Act 60 Annual Support 10,659$   10,659$   10,000$   10,000$   -$   

32 Planning and Zoning Income 8,720$   7,817$   7,000$   7,000$   -$   

33 Planning and Zoning Grants -$   -$   -$   -$   -$   

34 Insurance Claims 1,000$   -$   -$   -$   -$   

35 "Other" Grant Proceeds -$   -$   -$   -$   -$   

36 Waitsfield Elem. School Solar 9,984$   8,675$   12,000$   12,000$   -$   

37 Solar Array Credit Proceeds 12,691$   9,600$   9,000$   9,000$   -$   

38 Section TOTAL 146,102$   134,016$   133,808$   144,850$   11,042$   

39

40 WW Loan Re-Payments 25,351$   39,286$   38,704$   38,704$   -$   

TOWN OF WAITSFIELD, VT

FY21 General Fund Budget -- Revenue Detail

REVENUES

Property Taxes

Town Clerk and Treasurer

Decentralized Wastewater

Road Department

Public Safety

General Government



Item FY18 Actual FY19 Actual FY20 Budget FY21 Proposed Change (FY20 to FY21)

REVENUES41 Section TOTAL 25,351$   39,286$   38,704$   38,704$   -$   

42

43 1,839,314$   1,885,031$   1,968,008$   2,036,875$   68,867$   

44

45

46

47 2,036,875$   

48 379,215$   

49 1,657,660$   

50 3,768,439$   

51 (a) /(b) = (c) 

52 0.4399$   

53 0.0035$   

54

55

56 0.0091$   

57

58 Assessed Value $200,000 $300,000 $400,000

59 FY20 868.60$   1,302.90$   1,737.20$   

60 FY21 886.76$   1,330.14$   1,773.52$   

61 +/- Annual 18.16$   27.24$   36.32$   

62 +/- Monthly 1.51$   2.27$   3.03$   

63

"Impact" for Residential Property Owners

Municipal Property Tax "Calculator"

TOTAL +/- from FY20

FY21 Budget as Proposed

Non-property tax revenue

To Be Raised by Taxes (a) 

Estimated Grand List (b)

FY21 Est. Municipal Property Tax Rate (c) 

Tax Rate "Formula"

FY21 Est. Local Agreement Rate* (d)

64

TOTAL

FY21 Est. TOTAL Municipal Property Tax Rate 

(c+d)
0.4434$   

*The local agreement rate is the amount needed to cover the education taxes lost from local property tax exemptions (the veteran’s exemption, any non-residential exemptions, etc.). The rate is charged against

the municipal grand list only. 
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FY21 1% "POOL": 20,167$    20,200$    

TOTAL REQUESTS: 21,750$    21,750$    

 +/- (REQUESTS TO POOL): (1,583)$    1,550$    

Agency/Organization FY20 Approved FY21 Request $ Change (+/-) % Change (+/-)
FY21 TA 

Recommend

$ Change (+/- 

from request))

% Change (+/- 

from request)

1 Circle 200$    350$    150$    75% 350$    -$    0%

2 Central VT Adult Basic Education 500$    600$    100$    20% 600$    -$    0%

3 Capstone 150$    150$    -$    0% 150$    -$    0%

4 Downstreet 500$    500$    -$    0% 500$    -$    0%

5 Central VT Council on Aging 750$    900$    150$    20% 900$    -$    0%

6 Central VT Economic Develop. Corp. 450$    450$    -$    0% 450$    -$    0%

7 Central VT Home Health & Hospice 1,800$    4,500$    2,700$    150% 3,000$    (1,500.00)$    -33%

8 Everbody Wins! 500$    500$    -$    0% 500$    -$    0%

9 Family Center of Washington County 500$    500$    -$    0% 500$    -$    0%

10 Good Beginnings of Central VT 300$    300$    -$    0% 300$    -$    0%

11 Green Up Vermont 50$    100$    50$    100% 100$    -$    0%

12 Home Share Now, Inc. 400$    -$    (400)$    -100% -$    -$    0%

13 Mad River Valley Health Center 2,000$    1,000$    (1,000)$    -50% 1,000$    -$    0%

14 Mad River Valley Seniors 7,000$    7,000$    -$    0% 7,000$    -$    0%

15 People's Health and Wellness 250$    500$    250$    100% 500$    -$    0%

16 Retired Senior Volunteer Program 150$    150$    -$    0% 150$    -$    0%

17 Sexual Assault Crisis Team 250$    250$    -$    0% 250$    -$    0%

18 Center for Independent Living 350$    650$    300$    86% 350$    (300.00)$    -46%

19 Washington County Mental Health 1,600$    1,600$    -$    0% 1,600$    -$    0%

20 Washington County Youth Services 750$    750$    -$    0% 750$    -$    0%

21 Community Harvest of VT 200$    300$    100$    50% 300$    -$    0%

22 VT Family Network [NEW] -$    250$    250$    n/a 250$    -$    0%

23 VABVI [NEW] -$    250$    250$    n/a 250$    -$    0%

24 CVDART [NEW] -$    200$    200$    n/a 200$    -$    0%

25 WNRCD [NEW] -$    600$    600$    n/a 250$    (350.00)$    -58%

26 TOTAL 18,650$    22,350$    3,700$    20% 20,200$    (2,150)$    -10%

27 From FY20 1,550$    8%

28 *Northern VT RC&D Council removed (3+ years without a request). 

**Rekoverie Alliance removed for variety of factors (geography, for example). Never requested FY20 funds (hence the $200 difference between the FY20 budget and this sheet).

FY21 AGENCY AND ORGANIZATION REQUESTS

FY21 (v.02) RECOMMEND:

New request; late. Winooski Natural Resources Conservation District.  

Central VT Disaster Animal Response Team

TOTAL REQUEST:

 +/- (REQUESTS TO REC.):

VT Association for the Blind and Visually Impaired

Notes

Formerly CVTCA

Still substantial increase, reduced award enables $ for other new orgs. 
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WAITSFIELD SELECTBOARD 1 

December 9, 2019 2 

Waitsfield Town Office 3 

6:30 P.M. 4 

5 

Board Members Present – Paul Hartshorn, Chair; Sal Spinosa, Vice-Chair; Darryl Forrest, and 6 

Kellee Mazer.  7 

8 

Board Members Absent – Jon Jamieson. 9 

10 

Others present: Duncan Brines, Jordan Gonda, Bob Cook, Alice Peal, Mark Peal, and MRVTV. 11 

12 

Staff: Trevor Lashua, Town Administrator. 13 

14 

The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. 15 

16 

Item II.1. Agenda additions, removals, or adjustments per 1 V.S.A. § 312 (d) (3) (A). 17 

None. 18 

19 

Item II.2. Public Forum 20 

None. 21 

22 

Item II.3. Item II.3. Advisory Public Hearing on Local Option Tax Charter Amendment. 23 

The adopted charter amendment timeline includes an advisory public hearing and general Board 24 

discussion at the 12/9 meeting. Copies of the timeline and the draft version of the charter 25 

amendment are enclosed. 26 

27 

There was discussion of the purpose of the hearing, the charter amendment sought (enabling 28 

implementation at a later vote, not enacting or endorsing any specific proposal). There was also 29 

general discussion of what a municipal charter is.  30 

31 

There was discussion regarding budget mechanisms, such as how the money will move, when 32 

voters will act, and what happens if voters take an action contrary to any multi-town or other 33 

agreement.  34 

35 

Clarification was made regarding what the vote to amend the would do.  The amendment in no 36 

way implements a LOT. If approved by voters in March, it will allow the Town to consider 37 

implementing a LOT. At that point, the Town would then decide whether it wants its own LOT 38 

or to join the other towns in implementing the MOU. Since the MOU went to the town attorney, 39 

Alice Peal asked for clarification on how the MOU would be implemented and where exactly the 40 

money would go and who approves that allocation.  She is concerned that voters do not 41 

II.9
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necessarily understand that the MOU is not happening with this initial charter amendment. There 42 

was clarification as to the steps but her concern remains.  43 

44 

Sal expressed his concern with the path to the MOU and that there has not been much discussion 45 

about an alternate plan Trevor had drafted. The draft was a framework for developing an 46 

interlocal agreement governing the use of LOT that lays out a process.  Even to implement this 47 

type of agreement the charter amendment would still need to be approved by voters.  The board 48 

will get copies of the draft to Alice Peal and members of the board for their information.  49 

50 

Kellee reiterated that the charter amendment, if approved, only allows for the ability to consider 51 

implementing a LOT.  52 

53 

54 

Motion: 55 

No action was taken or needed. 56 

57 

Item II.4. Discussion re Proposed Zoning Bylaw Amendments.  58 

The “distillation” memo – intended as a catalogue or collection of the questions and concerns 59 

received to date – was review and discussed. Members of the Planning Commission were on 60 

hand to answer questions and assist in the discussion.  61 

62 

The PHD questions fall into several categories.  They come down to how the town feels about 63 

the district they are allowed in, aesthetics, density and lot sizes, whether the town will meet 64 

targets. Kellee has been hearing about concerns with specific locations. Most of the land in the 65 

agricultural residential district is not appropriate to build on. Septic can be done using a mount 66 

system.  Bob Cook raised the question as what the developments would look like.  It would be 67 

interesting to see something.  68 

69 

Sal asked what concerns came up as the planning commission was developing the rules.  Their 70 

first was lot size being too big or too small.  They also had started with the thought of having 71 

tiny houses on lots.  That conversation transformed into what the rules are now. There are 72 

models for this type of development all over the country (in ski towns) and the planning 73 

commission was considering all parameters for the this type of housing in the valley. The 74 

considerations were for something appropriate for the town, appropriate for the ag-res district, 75 

appropriate for a wider range of future potential buyers/renters and suiting it to the mad river 76 

valley. They did not want to consider mobile homes or condominiums but to have a small rural 77 

area. It’s more of a village concept with mixed dwelling sizes. The planning commission 78 

believes this is an incentive to do things thoughtfully.  79 

80 

They recognize that they cannot assume this type of housing will stay affordable but know that it 81 

will provide housing for a wide range of people, even if they are rented out. Bob Cook did ask 82 

the board to look at the first page of the town plan.  83 

84 

The two bodies will convene together again in January. 85 
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 86 

Motion:  87 

No action was taken. The Board and Planning Commission will meet in January to continue the 88 

discussion.  89 

 90 

Item II.5. Presentation of FY21 Budget and FY21-FY25 Capital Improvement Program.  91 

Copies of the FY21 draft budget and FY21-FY25 capital improvement program were handed 92 

out, along with a budget memo, debt service sheet, and a table detailing agency/organization 93 

funding requests.  94 

 95 

The initial version (v.02) of the proposed FY21 Budget is $2,036,875, an increase of 3.5% 96 

(+$68,867) from the budget for FY20. The projected impact on the municipal property tax rate is 97 

an increase of just less than one cent ($0.0091) per $100 of assessed value. 98 

 99 

Though the proposed budget exceeds the inflation target, the breadth and depth of capital and 100 

operational investments is aided by a dramatic increase in debt service payments. More than 101 

$109,000 in debt service payments included in FY20 are not included in the FY21 budget. 102 

 103 

A special paving assessment is also proposed with the budget and CIP packages presented. The 104 

assessment would be structured as a “staircase.” FY21 would implement a three-cent increase 105 

that would increase by two cents in FY22 (to five cents total) and then one cent in FY23 (to six 106 

cents total). The assessment then walks itself back down to zero in FY26. The staircase raises 107 

more than $113,000 in FY21, and nearly $830,000 overall. When combined with planned 108 

increases in the capital transfers for paving reserves and some State grant assistance, the Town 109 

would be able to fund and complete the following major paving projects and establish an on-110 

going paving maintenance fund. 111 

 112 

Some proposed increases in the budget were on page two of the memo. There is an extra pay 113 

period in the FY21 budget. There is a road expenditure increase that is weather and usage 114 

dependent. Some years the town has been caught shy of the budget. Even though prices went up, 115 

the usage is what is most impactful. Gravel crushing needs to occur this year as it was delayed 116 

from last year. Employee plans for Health Insurance were switched from single plans to double 117 

plans due to an upcoming wedding and a new employee.  118 

 119 

The draft has the $2,000 for GMT match. There is about a $10,000 increase in capital funding.  120 

There are four projects with the road commissioner that are coming up, East Warren and Joslin 121 

Hill are major projects. The board explored the option of a fourth road crew member, which 122 

could also help with general “park” maintenance. 123 

 124 

Motion:  125 
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No motion made. 126 

127 

Item II.6. Consider Downtreet’s Request for Forgiveness of the Verdmont Loan. 128 

No issues were identified with the grant agreement and corresponding document. The Town 129 

“loaned” $115,000 in community development block grant (CDBG) funds to Downstreet in 130 

1999. Loan repayment was scheduled to begin in 2019. The funds were Federal in origin, passed 131 

through the State to the Town, and then eventually to Downstreet/CVCLT. No municipal funds 132 

were ever loaned. 133 

134 

Motion: 135 

Kellee moved that the Town of Waitsfield forgive the $115,000 loan made with Community 136 

Development Block Grant Funds on April 4, 1999 to Downstreet Housing and Community 137 

Development, formerly known as the Central Vermont Community Land Trust. Sal seconded. The 138 

motion passed 4-0. 139 

140 

Item II.7. Bills payable and Treasurer’s warrants. 141 

142 

Motion: 143 

Approval and signature, where appropriate. 144 

145 

Item II. 11. Minutes of 11/25/2019.  146 

The draft minutes for the 11/25 were enclosed for review. 147 

148 

Motion:  149 

Sal moved to approve the minutes of 11/25. Darryl seconded. The motion passed 4-0. 150 

151 

Item II.9. Selectboard Roundtable 152 

Sal confirmed that his request to discuss a prior action taken related the local option tax MOU 153 

and Town Attorney review would occur in January, when the full Board was available.  154 

155 

Kellee asked if the snow can be pushed somewhere different from the fence adjacent to the 156 

bridge on Bridge Street. It is not aesthetically pleasing and is in the way of the walkway from the 157 

bridge. She will speak to Dave Sellers and Trevor will speak to Road Foreman Rodney Jones.  158 

159 

Paul would like to know where they can dispose of the generator.  They are still waiting.  160 

161 

Darryl asked if a lister has been found.  It does need to be an appointed position and there is 162 

someone interested. There was brief discussion regarding the timeline and process for filling a 163 

vacancy for a lister, opened by the passing of Jack Simko.  164 

165 

The Board agreed to seek a meeting with Fayston at 6 p.m. on 12/11; the meeting would be 166 

warned as a special meeting.  167 



DRAFT  – Waitsfield Selectboard minutes for 11/25/19 

5 

168 

Item II.10. Town Administrator’s Report. 169 

Trevor stated that the speed limit change on Carroll Road – from 35 mph to 25 mph – is 170 

effective. No appeal was filed by the Friday deadline.  171 

172 

III.1. Other Business. 173 

None.  174 

175 

Item III.1.   Correspondence/Documents/Reports received. 176 

No discussion.  177 

178 

Sal moved that the Selectboard find that executive session is necessary and prudent and that 179 

premature general public knowledge would clearly place the Town at a substantial 180 

disadvantage. Darryl seconded. The motion passed 4-0.  181 

182 

Sal moved that the Selectboard enter executive session pursuant to 1 V.S.A. § 313 (a) (1) (A), 183 

contracts; 1 V.S.A. § 313 (a) (1) (F), attorney-client communications; and 1 V.S.A. § 313 (a) (3), 184 

personnel. Kellee seconded. The motion passed 4-0.  185 

186 

Darryl moved to exit executive session at 9:28 p.m. Kellee seconded. The motion passed 4-0. 187 

188 

Darryl moved to waive attorney-client privilege, as it relates to the November 25, 2019 memo 189 

from Town Attorney Robert E. Fletcher regarding review of the local option tax memorandum of 190 

understanding and bylaws. Sal seconded. The motion passed 4-0.  191 

192 

Sal asked Trevor to let the Town Attorney know that the Board waived privilege with regards to 193 

the memo.  194 

195 

Kellee moved to adjourn at 9:29 p.m. Darryl seconded. The motion passed 4-0. 196 

197 

Respectfully submitted*, 198 

Deanna Sellars 199 

Recording Secretary 200 

201 

202 

203 

*Some language is from the compliance draft prepared by TM Lashua, Town Administrator.204 

205 



4144 Main Street, Waitsfield, Vermont  05673 • P: (802) 496-2218 • W: www.waitsfieldvt.us 

TOWN OF WAITSFIELD 

Memorandum 

TO: The members of the Waitsfield Selectboard 

FROM: Trevor M. Lashua, Town Administrator 

DATE: December 16, 2019 

RE: Disposal of Waitsfield-Fayston Fire Department Generator. 

Thanks to assistance from staff at Vermont Emergency Management, a process for disposal of 

the replaced generator at the Waitsfield-Fayston Fire Department has been established.  

Given the uncertainty tied to the grant used for purchase (which grant source and when), 

assuming that generator funds came from a federal grant or similar grant program administered 

by the State, and that the generator’s fair market value is less than $5,000, the following disposal 

process is advised: 

1. Retain a record of disposal. The record should include method of disposal, date of

disposal, and fair market value (if any).

2. Provide a copy of the record to VEM, while storing a copy at the Waitsfield Town

Offices. Though advised here, this is not required for disposal of equipment valued at less

than $5,000.

The table below can serve as the record of disposal. 

Waitsfield-Fayston Fire Department Generator Disposal Record 

Date of disposal: 

Method of disposal: 

Fair Market Value: 

(if any) 

Additional notes: 
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From : cundifforders@gmavt.net

Subject : Valley Floor bus

To : kati@MRVPD.org, townadmin@gmavt.net

Zimbra townadmin@gmavt.net

Valley Floor bus

Thu, Dec 19, 2019 02:22 PM

Dear Ms. Gallagher and Mr. Lashua:
      At the suggestion of Mr. Lashua, I am sending this comment to the 

Waitsfield Select Board and the MRVPD steering committee.  I wish to express 
disappointment that the route of the Valley Floor bus this winter is no longer going 
along Old County Road.

      My family is a frequent user of the bus and we have boarded for many 
years at the top of our driveway to go, usually, to Lincoln Peak, but also going to 
the business district in town.  We have noted several other regular riders from 
homes and B&Bs on Old County Road.  Our observation is that passengers very 
rarely boarded the bus in the business district.  I am saying this because I called 
the scheduler at GM Transit who told me that the Town of Waitsfield and the 
“resort” had wanted the bus to better serve the business district and therefore they 
had curtained making a loop on Old County Road.

      I have looked at the new route and the only change (aside from 
dropping Old County Road) is that instead of exiting from Shaw’s to Rte 100 
directly, it will now pass through the MR Green shopping center and exit by 
Northfield Bank.  

      None of this makes any sense to me.  As a property owner and 
taxpayer, I am disturbed by the lack of consultation with those of us concerned. 
On the face of it (and I would be glad to hear your version), it looks like a 
wholesale change for no evident reason.

 Thank you for your attention, Jacqueline Cundiff
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From : Kati Gallagher <kati@mrvpd.org>

Subject : Re: Valley Floor bus

To : cundifforders@gmavt.net

Cc : Trevor Lashua <townadmin@gmavt.net>, Jamie 
Smith <jamie@RideGMT.com>

Zimbra townadmin@gmavt.net

Re: Valley Floor bus

Fri, Dec 20, 2019 09:28 AM

1 attachment

Good morning Jacqueline,

Thank you for reaching out and expressing your concern. 

This change came about through discussions this past fall with GMT and the MRV 
Transportation Advisory Committee (MRV TAC), which is an open forum for 
transportation planning in the Valley including residents, GMT, Sugarbush, 
and other participants. The MRV TAC meets monthly at the General Wait House and 
is open to the public; meeting minutes are also posted on the MRVPD website. I’ve 
cc’d Jamie Smith, Director of Marketing and Planning at GMT, who can help answer 
any additional questions you have about the bus route.

In an effort to better serve the Senior Center at Evergreen Place and folks in the 
shopping center, the new bus route stops at the Senior Center in both directions, 
turns into the shopping center to provide safer and easier access to the bus, and 
ends at the MRV Health Center to connect residents to health services. We did hear 
and consider the loss of the bus for Old County Road residents, but given the 
unfortunate need to choose between one route and the other the group felt that 
with the low ridership of Old County Road (~1 boarding/day), the potential to 
increase ridership (particularly from the Senior Center) would better serve the 
community. The bus will go up to 3/4 of a mile off-route (up Old County Road) if a 
reservation is made 24 hours in advance or by 4pm Friday for weekends - I hope 
that can be useful for you and your neighbors!

Thank you again for taking the time to be in touch, as GMT and MRV TAC do 
sincerely want to hear all voices. I’ll be sure to share your sentiment with the MRV 
TAC at our next meeting.

Sincerely,
Kati
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Kati Gallagher, Community Planner
Mad River Valley Planning District
PO Box 471 | Waitsfield, VT 05673

p. 802.496.7179 | kati@mrvpd.org
mrvpd.org

On Dec 19, 2019, at 2:22 PM, <cundifforders@gmavt.net> 
<cundifforders@gmavt.net> wrote:

Dear Ms. Gallagher and Mr. Lashua:
        At the suggestion of Mr. Lashua, I am sending this comment to the Waitsfield 

Select Board and the MRVPD steering committee.  I wish to express disappointment 
that the route of the Valley Floor bus this winter is no longer going along Old County 
Road.

 My family is a frequent user of the bus and we have boarded for many years 
at the top of our driveway to go, usually, to Lincoln Peak, but also going to the business 
district in town.  We have noted several other regular riders from homes and B&Bs on 
Old County Road.  Our observation is that passengers very rarely boarded the bus in 
the business district.  I am saying this because I called the scheduler at GM Transit who 
told me that the Town of Waitsfield and the “resort” had wanted the bus to better 
serve the business district and therefore they had curtained making a loop on Old 
County Road.

        I have looked at the new route and the only change (aside from dropping Old 
County Road) is that instead of exiting from Shaw’s to Rte 100 directly, it will now pass 
through the MR Green shopping center and exit by Northfield Bank. 

        None of this makes any sense to me.  As a property owner and taxpayer, I am 
disturbed by the lack of consultation with those of us concerned.  On the face of it 
(and I would be glad to hear your version), it looks like a wholesale change for no 
evident reason.

 Thank you for your attention, Jacqueline Cundiff
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https://www.vtcng.com/stowe_reporter/news/local_news/state-thinks-stowe-roadwork-estimates-are-
too-high/article_72cf9c66-2275-11ea-958d-370495701c89.html

State thinks Stowe roadwork estimates are too high 
By Josh O’Gorman | Stowe Reporter
Dec 19, 2019 

Stowe’s estimates of what it will cost to comply with Vermont’s clean-water law are 

higher than average, a state official says, and he questions the town manager’s 

assertion that the law amounts to an “unfunded mandate.”

On Dec. 9, the Stowe Select Board and town officials reviewed a consultant’s report 

estimating the town is on the hook for $4.9 million in road upgrades over the next 16 

years, about $300,000 a year.

The costs are related to Act 64 of 2015, the Vermont Clean Water Act, enacted after the 

federal government ordered the state to improve the water quality of Lake Champlain 

by limiting the amount of phosphorus entering the state’s waterways.

The $40,000 study from engineering firm Milone & MacBroom found that, of the town’s 

95 miles of roads, 40.8 miles do not meet the standards required by the act. With a 

total estimated cost of $4.9 million, that comes out to about $120,100 per mile.

Jim Ryan, the Municipal Roads Program coordinator for the Vermont Department of 

Environmental Conservation, said Stowe’s per-mile estimate significantly exceeds the 

statewide average, based on the road surveys submitted to the state.

The surveys are not due to the state until December 2020; however, of the 128 reports 

the state has received, the average cost per mile is about $68,000.

Ryan took issue with the report from Milone & MacBroom, saying the cost estimates 

were based on conversations the engineering firm had with members of the town’s 

public works department.

Ryan’s description doesn’t capture the full extent of the study, said Jessica Louisos, lead 
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project engineer, water resources, for Milone & MacBroom.

“Engineers walked all the miles found to be hydrologically connected,” Louisos said.

Act 64 governs roads that are “hydrologically connected,” meaning runoff from the 

roads can enter Vermont’s waterways and wetlands. All told, 49.6 miles of roads in 

Stowe are considered hydrologically connected.

“We also mapped out practices that needed to be completed and used GPS to measure 

such things as swales, culverts and if ditches should be stone-lined,” she said.

A perfect storm
Louisos and Ryan are quick to note that Stowe’s situation is not typical.

First and foremost, Ryan said, Vermont towns average about 50 miles of road; across 

Stowe’s 95 miles of roads — nearly twice the state average — are nearly as many miles 

of hydrologically connected roads as the average town has in total.

Much of that is due to Stowe’s mountainous nature, with many steep roads and lots of 

runoff.

“I think that the costs in Stowe might not be a good representation of what it will cost 

other municipalities across the state,” Louisos said. Her firm is working with 

municipalities in Chittenden County, where the roads are flatter and costs are 

expected to be lower.

Ryan also noted that, of Stowe’s 49.6 miles of hydrologically connected roads, only 8.8 

miles — 17.7 percent — meet the permit requirements, compared with a statewide 

average of 58 percent.

“Stowe is the perfect storm of high costs,” Ryan said.

Louisos said another factor is that Stowe has surveyed all its roads.
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Josh O'Gorman
Reporter

“We have performed similar work for other municipalities, but not exactly this,” 

Louisos said. “Stowe went beyond what I personally know of for other municipalities. 

They wanted a big-picture view. When we’ve worked with other municipalities, we’ve 

only done some segments.”

And yet another factor, she noted, is that Stowe might need to hire contractors to 

complete the required work in the time frame set by Act 64, which requires significant 

improvements by 2025 and completion of all improvements by 2036.

Unfunded mandate?
At the Dec. 9 select board meeting, Town Manager Charles Safford took issue with Act 

64, saying, “I’ve been in municipal government for 30 years, and I’ve never seen the 

state come down with something of this scale, which amounts to an unfunded 

mandate.”

Ryan took issue with that term, noting that Stowe receives state funding for many of its 

road projects.

The town’s current highway budget is $2,325,451; of that, the state supplies $175,501.

When reached for a follow-up interview, Safford stuck to his guns.

“I don’t know how he defines ‘unfunded mandate’, but I define it as, if the state does 

not fund it in whole, that’s an unfunded mandate,” Safford said. “I have not received 

any indication that this will be 100 percent funded.”
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Thoughts on Returning to the Golden Dome 

In only two weeks, the 2020 legislative session commences and suddenly everything 
changes in the city of Montpelier, which hosts the annual influx of legislators, 
lobbyists, interested citizens, protesters, and special interests who crowd the State 
House and surrounding streets. Despite their sometimes deep-seated differences, 
most can still share the same restaurants, brew pubs, and coffee houses when the 
work is finished – or, indeed, as many of the issues are debated. We should be 
proud of that fact as we survey the far more rancorous political scenes at the federal 
level and in other states. 

It is an election year; therefore, as spring approaches, legislators will want to end 
the session in a timely manner so they can start focusing on their own campaigns. 
But there is much work to do before then, and we need your help. We need you to 
explain to your legislators how the actions they take in the State House 
unequivocally and profoundly affect your ability to deliver services to your 
constituents at home. 

In this Legislative Preview, we write about Vermont’s rocky path to self-governance, 
how to pay for stormwater management, ongoing wetland regulation and clean 
water issues, new efforts to make it easier to build housing in thickly settled areas 
to support economic growth, the challenge of developing effective cybersecurity 
measures, and ensuring that towns have sufficient funding to deal with the impact 
of any new retail marijuana establishments. 

In case anyone has forgotten, Vermont is a Dillon’s Rule state. That means that 
municipalities may only do those things that the legislature specifically allows them 
to do. In contrast, most other states grant municipalities at least some authority and 
discretion to be innovative in addressing local issues in a cost-effective, efficient, 
and timely manner. Forty-six states provide municipalities with some version of 
legislation or constitutional self-governance authority. They offer it based on 
population numbers, governmental structure, the size of the budget, or a similar 
criterion. Last session, the Senate passed S.106, a bill that takes initial steps toward 
granting municipalities the ability to govern themselves. The bill is currently 
awaiting action in the House Government Operations Committee. Your Advocacy 
staff will urge the House to finish the job the Senate started, to adopt self-
governance legislation that recalibrates the state-local relationship in light of the 
ever increasing responsibilities of local government and the challenges they face. 
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During the summer, numerous study committees and commissions continued to work on legislation. In January, the 
Tax Structure Commission is due to provide a report to the legislature that assesses the state’s taxation sources and 
offers recommendations for balancing Vermont’s tax structure – the product of two years of work. A wetlands study 
committee evaluated grievances from across the spectrum on the administration and regulation of wetlands, though its 
members ultimately decided to mostly focus on how wetlands and agriculture can successfully coexist. The Agency of 
Transportation was directed to study the use of master license agreements with municipalities and railroads for work in 
various affected rights of way. These and other reports that affect local government are posted on the legislative website, 
https://legislature.vermont.gov/reports-and-research/find/2020. 

Remember: You and all Vermonters are welcome in the State House at any time. All committee meetings and the full 
sessions of both bodies are open to the public. At the beginning of each week, schedules for committees are posted on 
the legislative website, https://legislature.vermont.gov/, and you can visit individual committee websites for updates. 
And most (but not all) committees post copies of legislative testimony on their individual webpages.  

Remember also that as 2020 is the second half of a biennium, every bill that was introduced last year and was not passed 
is alive again in January. Thus, while we need to pay attention to newly introduced bills, we must also be prepared for 
bills introduced in 2019 that spring to life again.  

To stay engaged with the progress of legislation that affects your town: 

• Read the Weekly Legislative Report, which we publish, post, and email each Friday during the session.
• Watch for our Legislative Alerts, which we will email to you when a vote on a bill that is important to cities, towns,

and villages is imminent and needs your attention.
• Invite your legislators to a selectboard or city council meeting. This is especially important early in the session, when

senators and representatives are still forming their opinions.
• Attend Local Government Day, which this year is scheduled for February 13 at the Capitol Plaza and State House.
• Call, email, or text your Advocacy staff – Karen, Gwynn, and Milly – when you need information or to give us

advice on a bill. We work for you, and the more we hear from you, the more effective we can be!

Karen Horn (khorn@vlct.org) 
Gwynn Zakov (Gzakov@vlct.org) 
Milly Archer (Marcher@vlct.org) 
or Advocacy@vlct.org. 

The State Budget 

Sooner or later, every bill that touches upon the issue of dollars ends up in either the appropriations committees or the 
taxation (House Ways and Means or Senate Finance) committees. Sometimes in all of them. Despite whatever well 
placed passion led to its introduction, there is little enacted legislation that doesn’t affect the state budget and 
Vermonters’ pocketbooks, sometimes significantly. 

The state’s FY20 budget (the current fiscal year) equals $6.1 billion, a $600 million increase from FY15. The budget 
includes $1.7 billion in the Education Fund, $1.6 billion in the General Fund, $2.05 billion in federal funds, $301 million 
in the Transportation Fund, and $384 million in special funds. Immediately, things get a bit wonky because the federal 
dollars match a plethora of state dollars all across the spectrum of state programs – from education to clean water, from 
transportation to community development and human services. While Vermont receives more federal money than 
would be expected for a state of this size – and the national economic expansion that provides those federal dollars 
continues – there are concerns about how long such an expansion can continue and what will be the impact of actions 
far beyond Vermont’s borders, such as the trade war and federal deficit spending. According to the Joint Fiscal Office, 
federal grants per capita in Vermont approximate $3,000, whereas other states receive approximately $1,999 per capita. 
The  Joint Fiscal Office’s December briefing to legislators helps explain Vermont’s budget. 

https://legislature.vermont.gov/reports-and-research/find/2020
https://legislature.vermont.gov/reports-and-research/find/2020
https://legislature.vermont.gov/
https://legislature.vermont.gov/
mailto:khorn@vlct.org
mailto:khorn@vlct.org
mailto:Gzakov@vlct.org
mailto:Gzakov@vlct.org
mailto:Marcher@vlct.org
mailto:Marcher@vlct.org
mailto:Advocacy@vlct.org
mailto:Advocacy@vlct.org
https://ljfo.vermont.gov/assets/Publications/Legislative-Briefing-December-4-2019/ffd3d0386a/Klein-Budget-Context-v2.pdf
https://ljfo.vermont.gov/assets/Publications/Legislative-Briefing-December-4-2019/ffd3d0386a/Klein-Budget-Context-v2.pdf
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Municipalities depend upon legislative appropriations much as the state depends upon federal appropriations. In FY20, 
$1.7 billion was appropriated to municipal programs, of which $1.58 billion went to education related items. An 
additional $8.97 million appropriated in Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) payments to towns for state buildings is 
wholly derived from the 30 percent of local option tax revenues that towns and cities remit to the state. The remaining 
$108 million tries to address everything else, from transportation and municipal roads permits to broadband, from 
community grants to outdoor recreation and municipal planning. 
 
In FY20, the total from both the Clean Water Fund and the Capital Bill for all water quality-related uses (agriculture, 
municipal, transportation, conservation) was $26.9 million. For municipalities, that amounted to $6.62 million in 
appropriations and $2.5 million in state match for the Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund. 
 
The Clean Water Board is proposing that $34.5 million be appropriated in FY21 to address water quality issues and 
expects that anticipated revenue will equal $19 million in Clean Water Funds plus $14 million in capital funds. Of that 
amount, $13.4 million would be appropriated for municipal programs, as would $1.6 million in state match for the Clean 
Water State Revolving Loan Fund. 
 
FY21 Funds Proposed for the Clean Water Budget 
Clean Water Fund............ $20,568,808 
Capital Bill......................... $13,900,000 
 
Local officials should note that nowhere in the current Clean Water Board’s proposed budget are there funds to help 
municipalities test for or mitigate the impacts of contamination from per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). 
 
Elsewhere in this preview you will read about initiatives that the administration, legislators and non- governmental 
organizations (NGOs) would like to see implemented. Many of these initiatives would impose new requirements on 
local governments, which are already struggling to keep their heads above water. Others will anticipate appropriations 
to cover their new costs. Given all the requirements of the budget, however, there is very little room for legislators to 
maneuver. The next most popular legislative solution – and a time-honored tradition – is to pass the cost of legislative 
priorities on to municipalities. Once again, local officials will need to remain vigilant this session. 
 
 

Education Funding 

Readers might wonder why local officials spend so much time determining how education is funded. The simple answer 
is that to the extent property taxes support preK-12 education, there is little if any flexibility for city and town officials 
to craft budgets that adequately address the wide range of municipal needs and mandates on which their citizens want 
action. Think potholes. Think water quality, stormwater, public safety, resiliency in the face of climate change and 
emergency management. Depending upon the municipality in which a person pays taxes, education property taxes 
comprise anywhere from 50 to90 percent of all property taxes paid.  
 
On December 2, as required by law, Secretary of Administration Susanne Young and Acting Commissioner of Taxes 
Craig Bolio delivered their Education Yield Letter to the Speaker of the House and the President Pro Tempore of the 
Senate. The letter forecasts a property dollar equivalent yield, an income dollar equivalent yield, as well as an average 
homestead property tax rate and a non-homestead tax rate for the ensuing fiscal year (FY21). This is a significant concern 
because there is apparently no end in sight to escalating education property taxes. “The fact that projected education 
cost increases [wrote Young] continue to exceed the rate of growth in education fund revenues – and the rate of growth 
in household income – remains a cause for significant concern, particularly as the number of students in Vermont’s 
schools continue to decline.” On a per pupil basis, expected growth in spending is predicted to average 5.5 percent, 
which is almost double the expected grand list growth of 3 percent and more than double the expected income growth 
of 2.5 percent. 
  

https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wsm/erp/docs/2019-10-22_Approved_FY21CleanWaterBudget.pdf
https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wsm/erp/docs/2019-10-22_Approved_FY21CleanWaterBudget.pdf
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Average FY2021 Equalized Property Tax Rates 

 FY 2020 FY 2021 

Homestead Property $1.512 $1.567 

Income Tax Rate 2.47% 2.55% 

Non-Homestead Property $1.594 $1.654 

 
In 2013, prior to legislation (Acts 153, 156, 46) that dictated the parameters of school mergers, there were 276 school 
districts in Vermont. In FY20, following a number of voter-approved and state Board of Education-mandated mergers, 
there are 120 school districts. The Agency of Education Merger Webpage shows that the number of supervisory unions 
in the state decreased from 59 in FY16 to 51 in FY19. 
 
The state assigns a different weight to an actual pupil who attends school and who is counted in the fall of the year. The 
weight depends upon the student’s grade (pre-K students are assigned a fractional rate and high school students are 
counted as a fraction more than one) and includes adjustments for low-income students and English language learners.  
 
FY 2010 .............. 94,107 equalized pupils 
FY 2017 .............. 88,928 equalized pupils 
FY 2018 .............. 87,745 equalized pupils  
FY 2019 .............. 87,839 equalized pupils. 
FY 2020 .............. 87,839 equalized pupils (anticipated final count as of December 2019) 
FY 2021 .............. 87,412 equalized pupils (projected) 
 
According to the Agency of Education, Education Fund spending totaled $1,132 million in FY10, and will total $1,727 
million in FY20 (the current fiscal year), and $1,809 million in FY21. Only in FY11 and FY12 did Education Fund 
spending decline between FY10 and FY21. The Education Fund total is higher than the General Fund. Together, they 
comprise 61 percent of the entire $6.1 billion state budget. 
 
Neither school district consolidation nor declining student counts have reduced the upward trend of education costs. 
The Education Fund is complicated. Over the years, many efforts have been made to simplify it as well as to slow the 
rate of increase, but they haven’t succeeded. In 2016, an Education Finance Adequacy Report found that, “using data 
for the school year 2014-15, the Vermont Evidence Based model estimates an adequate funding level of 1.56 billion or 
some $163.9 million (approximately 10%) less than Vermont school districts spent for PK-12 education that year.” The 
Tax Structure Commission, created in 2018, is charged with analyzing Vermont’s revenue system and recommending 
improvements to the state’s tax structure. The commission recently released a report on demographic trends and the 
impact on tax revenues. and expects to next focus on education taxes because of the outsized impact it has on overall 
taxation. 
 
Two thirds of total Education Fund revenues ($1.14 billion) comes from property taxes – the homestead and non-
homestead property tax. You will hear repeatedly from the administration and the legislature that the voters’ approval 
of school budgets is what drives the increase in Education Fund spending, year over year.  
 
And while voters do indeed approve increased budgets, the explanation is more complicated. Over the years, a long list 
of state and federal mandates has been directed to school districts. However, mandates are rarely fully funded; 
consequently, school boards must find ways to pay for them. A few of the requirements include school construction 
standards, proficiency-based learning requirements, testing for lead or PFAS in drinking water and their remediation, 
the ratio of school counselors to students, the number of instructional days, and many more policies covering a vast 
range of subjects.  
 
The reasoning behind how school budgets work, what they must fund, how Education Fund revenues are allocated to 
your school, and what will be the impact of your town’s spending decisions on your school property tax or income tax 
rate is close to incomprehensible … even if you – the voter– make the effort to read it.  
 

https://education.vermont.gov/vermont-schools/school-governance/merger-activity
https://education.vermont.gov/vermont-schools/school-governance/merger-activity
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2020/WorkGroups/House%20Ways%20and%20Means/Education/W~Brad%20James~Education%20Spending%20FY05-FY20~2-14-2019.pdf
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2020/WorkGroups/House%20Ways%20and%20Means/Education/W~Brad%20James~Education%20Spending%20FY05-FY20~2-14-2019.pdf
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2020/WorkGroups/House%20Ways%20and%20Means/Education/W~Brad%20James~Education%20Spending%20FY05-FY20~2-14-2019.pdf
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2020/WorkGroups/House%20Ways%20and%20Means/Education/W~Brad%20James~Education%20Spending%20FY05-FY20~2-14-2019.pdf
https://ljfo.vermont.gov/subjects/education/education-finance-adequacy
https://ljfo.vermont.gov/subjects/education/education-finance-adequacy
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Some cost centers have been moved out of the Education Fund. They include adult education, the community high 
school, renter rebates, lister reappraisals, and, beginning in FY19, listing payments. Others have moved into the 
Education Fund, such as the normal cost of teachers’ pensions (in FY18). Additionally, the skyrocketing costs of health 
insurance increase budgets, and school boards must find ways to pay for those costs. In August, a committee of school 
districts and teacher unions was directed to come up with a statewide health care plan for school employees and their 
families. They went to mediation, and an independent arbitrator issued his binding decision earlier this month. An 
estimated 40 percent of this year’s projected increase in education property taxes is tied to the cost of health insurance. 
 
During the 2020 session, local officials will need to follow their legislators’ discussions of how to pay for education, 
making certain their voters are aware that increasing school budgets directly affects the property taxes they pay. 
 
 

Self-Governance 

Arguing on behalf of local governments and the passage of S.106 last year, Senate Government Operations Committee 
Chair Jeanette White said, 
 

“Local officials focus on building civic infrastructure at the local level—strong, resilient communities with 
vision and active networks of experts, volunteers and citizens who want their cities and towns to thrive. Our 
laws in the 21st century need to foster the freedom for them to exercise leadership, to develop new, creative 
and successful solutions to problems particular to themselves. As states are the laboratories of democracy and 
often lead the federal government, so often are the towns leading the state in innovation—think plastic bags, 
climate change ballot items, energy and sustainability coordinators and more.” 

 
A municipality’s ability to deliver services that its constituents expect depends upon having the financial resources, 
flexibility, ingenuity, and perseverance to implement effective solutions to local problems. As we have written many 
times, financial resources are limited to the municipal property tax and fees, except in twenty towns that have local 
option taxes. Local officials’ hands are tied by statute in a broad array of never-ending legislation and rules because 
Vermont is a Dillon’s Rule state. As long as that doctrine remains in effect, municipalities may only do those things that 
the legislature specifically allows them to do. It is also the case that legislators frequently pre-empt local initiatives that 
respond to voter-endorsed local issues. For instance, the legislation adopting a plastic bag ban at the state level prohibits 
towns from adopting (or continuing) local bans that deviate from the specific requirements of the state law. 
 
When local officials are granted the authority to respond to local issues in a timely and innovative manner, they achieve 
beneficial results for their constituents and often chart a path forward for statewide policy. The fifty-five climate solution 
resolutions adopted at Vermont’s last town meeting and the plastic bag bans several communities have adopted in the 
last five years are but the two most recent examples of that dynamic. 
 
In 2019, the Senate passed S.106, a bill that would establish the beginnings of a path to self-governance. As passed by 
the Senate, however, the bill is significantly more constrained than the original version, which was modeled on West 
Virginia’s successful experience. The bill is currently in the House Government Operations Committee, which failed to 
take it up in the 2019 session. 
 
As introduced, the bill would authorize a self-governance commission to recommend that a town participate in a pilot 
program following public hearings and approval of a proposal for self-governance authority by a municipality’s voters, 
after which the city or town would submit the proposal to the commission. The commission could recommend up to 
ten municipalities for participation. Those ten municipalities might have governance charters in place but would not 
need one. The pilot program would sunset after ten years and an interim performance review would be conducted after 
five years. 
 
Local officials intend to pursue passage of S.106 as it was introduced and have proposed that legislation be introduced 
that would amend the current cumbersome process for legislative approval of charter amendments. At least two towns 
expect to ask voters to support charter change language which would allow a charter amendment approved by the voters 
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to be adopted without legislative approval if it has been approved previously in another municipality. Each session, 
cities and towns pass charter change amendments that increase opportunities for voters to direct intentional self-
governance initiatives that  are tailored to the particular needs of their communities. 

You will read much more about self-governance in future issues of the Weekly Legislative Report. 

Cannabis 

It will come as news to no one that the 2020 legislature may finally take the steps necessary to create a taxed and 
regulated cannabis marketplace in Vermont. S.54, a bill introduced last session that lays the groundwork for the process, 
is currently in the House Ways and Means Committee after passing the Senate and getting voted out of the House 
Government Operations Committee. That committee made several changes to the Senate bill, and Ways and Means 
will likely modify it further. With S.54 so close to passage, both municipal officials and citizens have become increasingly 
engaged in the legislation as they recognize the impacts a commercial market will have on their communities. VLCT 
Advocacy staff has identified the following problems in S.54: 

1. Local Regulations, Licensing and Permitting. S.54 permits local governments to create cannabis control
commissions, which would administer licenses and permits for cannabis establishments. Cannabis control commissions 
are loosely modeled after local control commissions that administer licenses and permits for establishments that furnish 
alcohol in municipalities. In S.54, the cannabis control commissions are only permitted to condition local approvals 
with ordinances regulating signage, nuisances, and 24 V.S.A. § 4414. Twenty-four V.S.A. § 4414 outlines the permissible 
types of regulations that may be adopted such as zoning districts, conditional uses, parking, performance standards, 
renewable energy resources, affordable housing, and solar and wireless facilities and plants. Under that law, there are 
very few provisions that are relevant to potential cannabis establishments, and it is unclear why this one provision of 
Title 24 Chapter 117 was singled out for conditioning cannabis establishment licenses while more relevant provisions 
of local planning and zoning criteria were ignored. 

Language in S.54 that forbids municipalities from prohibiting “the operation of a cannabis establishment within the 
municipality through an ordinance adopted pursuant to 24 V.S.A. § 2291 [enumeration of regulatory powers] or a bylaw 
adopted pursuant to 24 V.S.A. § 4414” also requires clarification. If the intent of this language is to prevent municipal 
zoning bylaws and ordinances from banning cannabis establishments after a community votes to allow them, the 
language needs to clearly state that. The current language can easily be interpreted as meaning all communities that vote 
to allow a cannabis establishment must accommodate it within zoning regulations, regardless of whether related 
operations – such as laboratories, manufacturers, industrial facilities, or retail operations – are permitted. Another way 
to think about this is to look at current alcohol laws. Towns and cities can vote to allow the sale of alcohol in their 
community, but that does not therefore mean they have to change zoning to accommodate bars, restaurants, or liquor 
stores. The current language can be used to challenge a town’s zoning that doesn’t accommodate the types of 
establishments authorized by an opt-in or opt-out vote (see below) of the voters. Clarification is needed to ensure 
cannabis establishments are treated the same as similarly situated uses and not given special accommodation within local 
land use regulations. 

A better solution is to authorize municipalities to regulate cannabis establishments under 24 V.S.A. § 2291 (local 
ordinance authority). This would allow a town whose voters voted to allow a cannabis establishment to adopt an 
ordinance that includes the time, plan, and manner regulation of a cannabis establishment. The enabling language in 
section 2291 could further stipulate that cannabis ordinances not conflict with regulations promulgated by the state 
Cannabis Control Board. Once a municipality adopts a cannabis ordinance, the local cannabis control board would use 
the ordinance and the rules promulgated by the state Cannabis Control Board as the standards and terms for local 
permits and licenses. This would alleviate municipalities having to update a variety of local bylaws and ordinances to 
address cannabis and in communities that lack zoning, a stand-alone ordinance will be the only tool they have to address 
cannabis establishments locally if voters authorize their permitting within a municipality. 

https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/section/24/061/02291
https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/section/24/061/02291
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2. Opting in or out, Taxation, and Revenue. The most significant differences between the Senate bill and the 
amended proposal from House committees are in how taxes are assessed. The Senate version would implement a two-
percent local option tax. A proposal that Ways and Means is considering would not permit a local option or cannabis 
tax. Rather, it would implement a one-percent “share” of the retail sales revenue remitted to the community hosting the 
retain establishment (minus the cost of administration by the Department of Taxes.)  
 
Early in 2019 when testimony on S.54 was being taken in the Senate, the VLCT Board of Directors supported a local 
cannabis tax of five percent. Thirty percent of the revenues derived from the local cannabis tax would be pooled and 
redistributed to municipalities that do not host retail establishments; municipalities hosting retail establishments would 
retain the remaining 70 percent. This would guarantee that municipalities that carry the burden of hosting retail 
operations receive the larger portion of the tax. They would also share a portion of revenues with neighboring 
communities that either do not host establishments or only host an establishment that doesn’t generate tax revenues, 
such as cultivators, wholesalers, product manufacturers, and testing laboratories.  
 
In light of continuing discussions in the legislature regarding taxing a retail cannabis market, the board recently modified 
its position by calling for a local cannabis tax to be set at one-third of the state’s taxation amount. If that tax is 
established, the board will in turn support an opt out provision for towns. The modified proposal would set a local 
cannabis tax at one-third of the state tax, regardless of what state tax rate the legislature eventually passes. 
 
3. Fees and the Cannabis Control Board. S.54 also addresses the use and assessment of fees. But instead of stating 
the exact fees, it gives that authority to the Cannabis Control Board. The fees when then be deposited in the state’s new 
Cannabis Regulation Fund. The bill gives municipalities no representation on the Cannabis Control Board and there is 
no mandate that municipal fees be included or even considered in the process. Under Title 7, municipalities share some 
of the fees from licensing establishments that furnish alcohol, and this is appropriate given the role of local 
commissioners in permitting and licensing. There is no provision in S.54 that either guarantees fee sharing or allows 
local governments to create fees on their own. This is a glaring oversight by the legislature. 
 
The fact the Cannabis Control Board does not have any municipal representation is deeply troubling. That board will 
be promulgating rules that will significantly affect how – and if – local governments regulate cannabis establishments 
and corresponding cannabis matters. For example, the board’s executive director will report to the legislature on issues 
such as how local land use regulations should address cannabis, whether certain cannabis establishments should be 
regulated by the secretary of Agriculture as “farming,” what solid waste and water quality requirements should apply to 
establishments, and even whether the legislature should add cannabis licenses for delivery services and special events. 
These are huge issues for municipal government, and input from land use planners, zoning officials, wastewater system 
operators, and local governing bodies in the creation of the rules – and not just in the form of public comment – is 
crucial. Rules written wholly from the state perspective by officials who have little-to-no local government experience 
often lead to legislation that is confusing and unworkable.  
 
Get it Right the First Time. Municipalities cannot be left scrambling to find funding because they are not permitted 
access to local fees or taxes. They should not have to write – and then rewrite – ordinances and zoning bylaws because 
poorly drafted legislation and rulemaking processes do not provide adequate time or clear direction to communities to 
prepare for the new retail market. The state must ensure that local governments are properly prepared by furnishing the 
necessary resources to ensure a smooth roll-out of a taxed and regulated cannabis marketplace. Local officials and 
residents need to engage with local legislators now to advocate for the needs of their communities. 
 
 

Investing in Vermont’s Transportation Infrastructure 

Funding and Competing Needs. Today’s models for funding transportation are old and broken. There. We said it. 
Vermont began assessing the state gas tax in 1923, when the rate was one cent per gallon. In 1932, during the Great 
Depression, the federal government enacted what was meant to be a temporary gas tax, but that tax became permanent 
in 1941. Fifteen years later, the Highway Trust Fund was created using the gas tax as the revenue generator to fund 
highway construction and maintenance. This model remains today, except needs and costs have grown exponentially. 
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Today’s main funding model is stuck. It relies on a tax source that creates less revenue year after year. We drive more 
electric, hybrid and fuel-efficient vehicles, yet our road usage in this country continues to increase. Vermont relies heavily 
on federal money, but the federal government continues to have shortfalls in its Highway Trust Fund, federal 
government’s main source of surface transportation money. For over a decade, Vermont officials have anxiously awaited 
a comprehensive, major increase in transportation funding, however every year the state lets out a long, somber exhale 
as funding remains dangerously anemic. 
 
The state has ambitious goals for Vermont’s transportation system (see also the Vermont Long-Range Transportation 
Plan). They include encouraging the growth in the use of electric vehicles, investing in bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 
increasing access to public transit and rail services, and cleaning up the waters of the state and complying with other 
environmental requirements. If Vermont officials are serious about achieving these goals, the state will need to come 
up with new state revenue sources. They can’t rely on declining gas revenues, unreliable federal aid, limited vehicle 
registration fees, and especially on the federal government for help. Meanwhile, the state must still fund the other main 
components of our transportation system – municipal assistance, maintenance, paving, bridges, airports, park and ride 
facilities, road safety – all of which have increased needs as well. A reading of the tea leaves regarding the 2020 session, 
however, all but guarantees the status quo– that is, level funding, across the board. 
 
It’s no surprise that VLCT strongly supports increased funding to municipalities for transportation needs. Every day 
we hear from our members about the challenges they have maintaining and investing in municipal transportation 
infrastructure. Towns, cities, and villages that rely on the municipal property tax cannot invest in economic development 
projects due to insufficient transportation funding. They can’t begin state-mandated clean water projects on roads; 
protect and invest in safe sidewalks, roads, and bridges; implement local climate change initiatives; or provide more 
mobility choices to help vulnerable citizens. In the 2020 session VLCT will urge the legislature and the administration 
to really focus on identifying new revenue sources, or at least to increase existing revenue sources to pay for 
transportation projects at both the state and local levels. 
 
Collaboration, Flexibility, and Efficiencies. State and local governments could not operate efficiently without each 
other’s help. Local officials know the intricacies of the 18,777 miles of local roads better than state officials and are also 
better suited to finding the most cost-effective ways to manage local roads. But because local governments lack the 
state’s technical and financial resources, it is essential that both governments share resources and know when to provide 
flexibility to allow the other to take the lead. 
 
Communication between state agencies and their divisions needs to improve to ensure consistency in policy and 
regulatory implementation, oversight, and enforcement. The state must eliminate redundant oversight of municipal 
projects, expedite permitting processes, and tailor project reviews to the size and impact of proposals. Streamlining 
funding and program administration will help maximize available state and federal dollars and alleviate burdensome 
processes that are often unnecessary. 
 
The Municipal Roads Grants-in-Aid Pilot Program that the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) instituted in 2017 is 
one example of this collaborative, flexible, and efficient approach. The program provided municipalities with money to 
help implement best management practices on municipal roads that would achieve water quality goals. It was 
implemented quickly, efficiently, and without any undue administrative or oversight burdens on towns and cities. No 
grant applications were necessary. Municipalities simply signed a letter of intent that specified the expectations under 
the pilot program. With the help of regional planning commissions, municipalities only needed to show a minimum 20 
percent local match, which could include in-kind contributions such as local labor, staff time, and use of road equipment. 
Because the state needed to examine the number of hydrologically connected road segments in municipalities that 
needed treatment to come up to mandated clean water road standards, it was able to get project money to communities 
very quickly. In the program’s first year, more than 70 percent of Vermont’s towns and cities submitted letters of intent; 
$2.1 million was subsequently distributed to them. In only a few months, municipalities successfully started and finished 
projects and used in-kind funding to meet the requisite local match. VLCT urges the state to continue to support this 
type of program.  
 

https://vtrans.vermont.gov/sites/aot/files/planning/documents/planning/2040_LRTP_%20Final.pdf
https://vtrans.vermont.gov/sites/aot/files/planning/documents/planning/2040_LRTP_%20Final.pdf
https://vtrans.vermont.gov/sites/aot/files/planning/documents/planning/2040_LRTP_%20Final.pdf
https://vtrans.vermont.gov/sites/aot/files/planning/documents/planning/2040_LRTP_%20Final.pdf
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Finally, the state must continue to adequately fund both the Agency of Transportation’s (VTrans) Municipal Assistance 
Bureau and its Better Roads Program, which help municipalities receive needed training and technical assistance. Both 
the bureau and the program are excellent examples of how the state can provide valuable technical expertise and training. 
When VTrans and ANR partner with municipalities and other agencies, the asset management/project priority programs 
are enhanced, ensuring that local officials will participate in the selection process of priority projects. 
 
 

Housing 

In some parts of Vermont, housing shortages are severe; in other parts, cities and towns wrestle with how to attract 
new residents, how to revitalize their neighborhoods, and how to renovate or remove dilapidated structures. We 
regularly hear stories of people who could not find decent housing close to where they work, or who live in a house too 
big for their needs after family members have moved away but who cannot afford to downsize. Throughout the state, 
the costs of construction, permits, sewage, water, and power are becoming prohibitive. Contractors now mainly build 
either subsidized or high-end housing. In fact, there is a new term for it: the missing middle [income housing]. Not only 
is the lack of housing options itself a problem, the lack of choice also limits economic growth in areas where shortages 
are greatest. 
 
The Agency of Commerce and Community Development has been working with numerous interested stakeholders on 
legislation that would spur housing development in designated downtowns, village centers, growth centers, and new 
neighborhoods. They unveiled their proposal at a recent meeting. The draft bill (which will have no number until 
January) will likely start in the Senate Economic Development, Housing and General Affairs Committee, which has 
been holding meetings to address housing throughout the summer. The agency also funded a study of zoning in six 
volunteer towns (Middlesex, Ludlow, Vergennes, Fairfax, Castleton, Brattleboro) to find and eliminate regulatory 
barriers to providing housing close to town and activity centers. The Congress for the New Urbanism, an international 
non-profit that champions “walkable urbanism,” and the Vermont Department of Housing and Community 
Development are leading a statewide study called Zoning for Great Neighborhoods. The agency is not waiting for the 
study’s results, which are not expected until the spring. 
 
The draft legislation would exempt from Act 250 jurisdiction designated downtowns and neighborhood development 
areas with wastewater. The exemption has been discussed for years as those areas already have robust planning and 
development processes in place and much of the Act 250 activity there is redundant. Affordable housing providers are, 
however, not thrilled at the idea that reduced Act 250 jurisdiction might apply to all housing in those areas and not 
specifically to their projects. 
 
While the bill’s intention to increase the likelihood of more housing construction is supported by local governments, 
the agency is taking the familiar route of increasing planning mandates on towns and reaching into municipal zoning to 
dictate its parameters. 
 
There are additional notable elements to the draft legislation: 
 
1. If a municipality adopts a municipal plan, the required utility and facility element of the plan would need to include 

a map and statement of purpose showing existing and proposed water supply and wastewater disposal lines, 
facilities, and service areas. Accessory dwelling units would be permitted uses. An accessory dwelling unit could be 
a complete housing unit and restrictions on its size requiring to be smaller than the main house would be prohibited. 
The only condition that could be attached to an accessory unit would be availability of sufficient sewage capacity. 

 
2. No bylaw could prohibit the creation of a lot of at least one-quarter acre in any zoning district served by water if 

the owner secures a wastewater permit. Nor could a bylaw prohibit the creation of residential lots of at least one-
eighth acre in any residential zoning district served by municipal water and sewer. Duplexes would be allowed as 
permitted uses on any residential lot including those designated in bylaws for one single family unit, if served by 
municipal water and sewer. Multi-unit residential buildings of four or fewer units would be allowed as permitted 

https://www.cnu.org/
https://www.cnu.org/
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uses in any district allowing multi-units, and approval of them could not be conditioned upon a determination 
regarding character of the neighborhood.  

 
3. Parking provisions in bylaws are also regarded as limitations on the construction of housing and the bill would 

dictate in significant detail how parking requirements should be reduced. 
 
4. A municipality would be permitted to opt out of new bylaw requirements upon submission of a “Substantial 

Municipal Constraint Report” to the Department of Housing and Community Affairs, which would post the report 
and send copies to any agency that provides funding for projects (with predictable results for funding requests) and 
the regional commission. 

 
5. Compliant municipalities would be authorized to allow land development in that is restricted by covenants, 

conditions, or restrictions in conflict with the housing generation goals (such as those adopted by home owner 
associations). It would reduce redundant state permitting for connections to municipal water and wastewater 
systems. The hope is also that expanded tax credits would be available to rehabilitate income producing buildings 
within neighborhood development areas. 

 
The agency takes a one-size-fits-all approach to the issue. Insufficient and affordable housing for the workforce we 
want to attract and retain clearly concerns local and state officials. Its absence also limits economic growth throughout 
the state, so many towns have begun to revise their zoning bylaws, making it is easier to build affordable housing. 
Dictating more strictures to local planning commissions, and zoning or development review boards is unlikely to solve 
Vermont’s housing crisis. And finding people willing to serve on local boards and commissions is harder than ever. 
Taking the time to work with towns to change bylaws, including implementing the Zoning for Great Neighborhoods’ 
recommendations, will generate far better results. 
 
 

Keeping it Clean: Water Issues in Vermont 

Once again there will be no lack of water-related issues or directives to municipalities in the upcoming legislative session, 
and once again they will cost municipalities and Vermonters dearly. 
 
Wetlands legislative study committee status and wetlands proposed legislation. The Legislative Study Committee 
on Wetlands convened this summer to continue discussing a bill that attempts to clarify which farming practices are 
exempt from the Vermont Wetland Rules and when. The committee also sought to determine if the definition of 
“wetlands” should be amended to more closely align Vermont law with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ permit 
exemptions and base it on objective criteria such as size and location. Committee members represented both the House 
and Senate Agricultural committees, the House Natural Resources, Fish and Wildlife Committee, and the Senate Natural 
Resources and Energy Committee. At their most recent meeting, the summer study committee decided to wait and see 
what action the committees of jurisdiction take in 2020. 
 
Currently, the Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) determines which wetlands are significant and 
deemed to be Class I or Class II. Class I wetlands include a buffer zone of at lease 100 feet; Class II wetlands require a 
buffer zone of at least 50 feet. Current Vermont law (10 V.S.A. § 902) excludes from the definition of a wetland “such 
areas as grow food or crops in connection with farming activities.” The uses exempt from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Clean Water Act Section 404 (dredge and fill) permit are broader than the exclusions under the ANR Wetland Rules 
and include farm ponds, roads, and the maintenance of drainage.  
 
Discussions primarily involved agriculture, although the notion of the exclusions from the definition of wetlands versus 
exclusions from wetlands permitting bring up important issues for cities and towns. The standard that ANR will use to 
review a permit application for the disturbance of a wetland or wetland buffer and proposed permitting fees for wetland 
permits is especially pertinent for cities and towns required to implement stormwater control solutions, which, in some 
cases, must be implemented in areas that include wetland and wetland buffers. Establishing which activities need a 
permit must include exempting activities that municipalities are authorized – or in many instances mandated – to 
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implement to control stormwater and encourage development in designated growth centers, neighborhoods, 
downtowns, and villages. 
 
New DEC Water Investment Division. The Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) has created a new 
Water Investment Division dedicated to water infrastructure planning, financing, engineering, and reporting. It also 
manages the State Revolving Loan Funds (SRF) for clean water and drinking water infrastructure and the DEC Clean 
Water Initiative Program grants funded through DEC’s proportion of annual Clean Water Fund and Capital Fund 
dollars. As part of its work on the Clean Water Service Delivery Act (Act 76 of 2019), the division will develop pollution 
accounting methodologies and be responsible for assigning pollution reduction targets to clean water service providers. 
Additionally, the division will administer new grant programs and refine tracking mechanisms for projects for pollution 
reduction estimates. 
 
Act 76 also created grant programs that will be effective November 2021: Municipal Stormwater Implementation grants 
(which will help fund municipal stormwater projects required by regulation, such as the three-acre stormwater permit – 
see description below), the Municipal Roads General Permit, and the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) 
permit. Municipalities will also be eligible for new non-regulatory clean water projects. The Clean Water Board will 
determine the funding levels, with administrative costs capped at 15 percent of the total award, contingent on the clean 
water service provider’s satisfactory progress. (See description below.) 
 
Clean Water Service Delivery Act. Act 76 of 2019 requires the ANR secretary to provide a strategy for returning 
waters of the state declared to be impaired to a state of compliance with the Vermont Water Quality Standards. The act 
provides a long-term funding source and new priorities to meet the nonpoint phosphorus targets not achieved through 
the regulatory programs established by Act 64 of 2015, the Vermont Clean Water Act. Act 76 creates a long-term 
funding source for clean water work and changes how clean water projects are funded, administered, and implemented. 
The Clean Water Fund, which totals $19 million, is financed through the property transfer tax clean water surcharge, a 
6 percent rooms and meals tax, and unclaimed bottle deposits. Adding this to the estimated $13.9 million of FY21 
capital funds results in a total FY21 clean water budget of $32.9 million. 
 
ANR must, through rulemaking, establish clean water service providers (CWSPs) and must assign a provider for Lake 
Champlain and Lake Memphremagog by November 2020. ANR and DEC will assign CWSPs for the other impaired 
waters six months before establishing phosphorus reduction targets and cost-per-unit reduction for all other impaired 
waters. The CWSPs will identify, prioritize, develop, and implement non-regulatory projects through developed 
partnerships and subcontract/subgrant work. Ultimately, CWSPs are responsible for achieving the targeted amounts of 
phosphorus reduction allocated by ANR. As mentioned above, CWSP costs are capped at 15 percent of the total grant 
award and are contingent on satisfactory progress. 
 
Questions remain. Who will the clean water providers be and how they will be selected? How will the targeted pounds 
of phosphorus removal be allocated? By what method will the secretary of Natural Resources determine the credit and 
cost effectiveness of potential projects, especially since the clean water projects envisioned could be small and be 
distributed across multiple sectors? Does the “service provider” model recognize and value the need for and necessary 
expense of sufficient project planning and development? How will the success of a project be determined? 
 
Three-acre Stormwater Permits. Requirements for Act 64 (Vermont’s Clean Water Act) and the Lake Champlain 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) require DEC to adopt a new rule and general permit for stormwater management 
from “three-acre sites.” DEC defines three-acre sites as “existing sites with three or more acres of impervious surface 
that lack a stormwater permit based on the 2002 Stormwater Management Manual.” These parcels will now need a 
permit, even if they didn’t need one before. Properties that don’t comply may be fined, though monetary credit 
opportunities exist when stormwater management goals are exceeded. Adopted in February 2019, the permitting rule 
took effect last March. DEC is now reviewing comments on the draft general permit. 
 
DEC published a draft list of properties that are required to obtain permit coverage and retrofit their site to improve 
the level of stormwater treatment. This list includes 685 properties in the watersheds of Lake Champlain and portions 
of Lake Memphremagog, representing 8,000 owners and an estimated 5,700 acres. Compliance with the requirements 

https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wsm/stormwater/docs/3acre_sites_06252019.pdf
https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wsm/stormwater/docs/3acre_sites_06252019.pdf
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of the three-acre permit include retrofitting existing stormwater systems, maximizing treatment on site, and following 
standards outlined in the Vermont Stormwater Management Manual, which was revised in 2017. DEC acknowledged 
that it could cost $50,000 an acre to comply with the permit. The total cost then would be approximately $285 million, 
wildly out of sync with the $4.9 million proposed in the FY21 budget for “Stormwater Project Delivery, Planning and 
Implementation.” Even if that amount were appropriated for MS4s, Municipal Roads General Permits, and this permit 
in each of the years ahead of the deadline, the need dwarfs the funds available from current revenue sources. We suspect 
the $50,000 figure does not include costs of maintenance and operation of installed systems, which may be considerable, 
depending upon the system. Cities and towns have two options available to pay the costs of stormwater mitigation: 
raising the already overburdened municipal property tax or raising stormwater fees.  

In a state where we need and encourage a vibrant economy that grows in a sustainable manner, the cost to comply with 
stormwater permits will pour cold water over the success of any such efforts, and that alone is a major concern to cities 
and towns. The agency should devise a method to provide credit for municipalities that have taken action to improve 
water quality through adoption of river corridor standards and buffer protection, conservation of land that provides for 
infiltration of stormwater, the overall size of a parcel relative to its impervious surface, protection of wetlands and 
shorelands, or similar projects that improve water quality and reduce the flow of stormwater to the waters of the state. 
As we have said many times in many forums, ANR needs to find a way to balance its many environmental priorities. 

PFAS regulation and WWT sludge land application. Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) are a large group 
of man-made chemicals that have been used in consumer products and industrial processes since the 1940s. They are 
resistant to heat, oils, stains, grease, and water—properties that contribute to their persistence in the environment. –  
and they accumulate over time. PFAS are commonly found in every household, in products as diverse as non-stick 
cookware, stain resistant furniture and carpets, wrinkle-free and water-repellant clothing, cosmetics, lubricants, paint, 
pizza boxes, and popcorn bags. PFAS easily migrate into the environment and spread through water, air, and soil. In 
short, they are everywhere, including in our own bodies. Even at very low contamination levels, PFAS have been linked 
to health problems.  

As a result of Act 55, passed in 2017, ANR adopted a Groundwater Enforcement Standard for certain PFAS compounds 
of 20 parts per trillion (ppt). Act 21, passed in 2019, calls for the adoption of PFAS drinking water and surface water 
quality standards as well. The act requires public water systems to monitor PFAS by December 1, 2019. If the water 
system detects PFAS above 20 ppt, it must issue a “do not drink” warning and implement treatment to reduce 
contamination levels below the 20 ppt standard. ANR plans to regulate PFAS in surface waters and will develop and 
implement water quality standards by 2024. 

ANR has also begun a statewide investigation of potential sources of PFAS, including sludge and biosolids generated 
in wastewater treatment facilities and leachate generated at landfills. Solid waste landfills send leachate containing PFAS 
(as well as other contaminants of emerging concern) to wastewater treatment facilities for remedy. PFAS ultimately 
concentrate in the biosolids. Act 21 requires municipal wastewater treatment facilities certified for land application of 
biosolids and stabilized septage to sample for PFAS in soils and groundwater by December 31, 2019. Results must be 
submitted to DEC by February 29, 2020. 

The issues of PFAS in public drinking water supplies are huge. Who pays to remediate and monitor these chemicals? 
What remedies will be effective? Act 21 is aimed squarely at municipal water supply and wastewater treatment facilities 
and imposes substantial new obligations on municipalities while providing no funding to cover these new mandates. 
Scientific investigations of the effects of PFAS on the environment, wastewater, and water supply systems, humans, and 
animals is fairly recent. According to the North East Biosolids and Residuals Association, no feasible technology is 
currently available to remove PFAS from wastewater. Currently, incineration and carbon adsorption, the only 
technologies available, are not are practicable to the millions of gallons of sewage that are treated at wastewater treatment 
facilities. 

Municipalities did not create the PFAS problem and their presence permeating the environment cannot be resolved 
solely by cleaning up water supplies or wastewater treatment facility discharges or even landfills. Nor should 
municipalities be saddled with paying for the clean-up of contaminants that are ubiquitous in and damaging to the 

https://www.nebiosolids.org/
https://www.nebiosolids.org/
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environment. We believe a far more effective and timely approach is to eliminate these chemicals from the products 
sold to consumers and from commercial and industrial uses. Allowing their continued presence in consumer products 
simply perpetuates the burden on municipal water supplies and wastewater treatment facilities. 
 
 

Public Safety 

Although the last session failed to pass much legislation that affects public safety in a meaningful way, we believe these 
are issues that will receive greater attention in 2020. 
 
Across the state, public safety agencies and first responder personnel are struggling. Service providers are tasked with 
delivering more and faster assistance with fewer resources. Recruiting and retaining personnel for fire, EMS, and law 
enforcement departments is increasingly difficult. Different public safety sectors receive disparate access to state 
resources and funding for training. Public safety personnel respond to situations that are increasing more challenging in 
scope and complexity and that push the boundaries of what training and responding agency resources can provide. 
Nevertheless, these first responders continue to risk their mental and physical well-being every day to help keep us safe. 
Although it provides little solace, the fact is that these issues don’t apply only to Vermont– they exist in every region of 
the country. 
 
We cannot ignore the problems that our public safety agencies and personnel face any longer. Vermonters expect fire 
protection, emergency management, and first responders will be available to them and often take those services for 
granted. The legislature needs to address the long-term viability of the entire public safety community, as the demands 
put on them become more complicated and expensive every year. Comprehensive support for all law enforcement, fire 
safety, and emergency services must be written into law. 
 
Training Resources. Law enforcement, EMS and fire service providers all need training that is up-to-date, affordable, 
effective, and comprehensive. All agencies want to recruit, hire, and retain well trained and effective personnel. 
 
In Vermont, the Vermont Fire Academy and the Criminal Justice Training Academy use state funds to train prospective 
firefighter and law enforcement recruits. Unfortunately, Vermont has no equivalent “EMS Training Academy.” Instead, 
Vermont’s Office of Emergency Medical Services in the Department of Health awards annual grants to EMS districts 
to support education, but that total is approximately $117,000 statewide. In comparison, fire service receives more than 
$1.2 million in annual state support for education. Because this small amount of funding cannot cover the training needs 
in the state, agencies and individuals must pay for training themselves. In Vermont, an entry-level EMT class costs 
approximately $1,000 and requires a six-month commitment. The only paramedic program in the state costs around 
$25,000, twice as much as what it costs in New Hampshire and triple the cost in Massachusetts. At a minimum, the 
state needs to increase its funding for EMS training and figure out how it can either reduce the cost of paramedic 
education or offer grants that cover the cost. 
 
The Vermont Fire Academy, Vermont Police Academy, and the Department of Health’s EMS Office all need increased 
funding to better support necessary and mandated training curriculum, activates, and programs. As the years pass, more 
training is mandated for our law enforcement, fire, and EMS personnel, yet funding and support from the state remains 
stagnant. The state needs to reassess the level of education mandates on public safety professions and better align its 
funding to support those mandates. In reviewing training standards and criteria, the legislature must also decide which 
mandates are necessary in the ever-changing public safety environment. 
 
Recruitment and Retention. The most challenging issues facing public safety agencies are recruiting, hiring, equipping, 
training, and retaining their personnel. No sector of public safety is immune from the problem. Fire and EMS squads 
as well as police departments across the state routinely have vacancies, which creates extra stress on existing personnel 
who have to pick up the slack. Currently in the U.S., there are over 32,000 vacancies for EMS positions alone. Volunteer 
fire departments struggle to recruit and retain community members as conflicting family lives and work requirements 
make the demands of volunteering a challenge. Police departments toil to attract personnel amid competition for limited 
recruits from other agencies and increasingly poor public perception of the profession. EMS providers struggle to keep 
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ambulances on the road and to provide basic services, and these constraints prevent them from offering competitive 
salaries. Other factors that contribute to retention problems are the high call volume, late nights and long shifts and the 
day-to-day strain of providing these services, all of which tax public safety personnel and their families.  
 
It will take a concerted effort to address these problems. The state needs to provide funding to municipalities that may 
want to consolidate, integrate or regionalize public safety services. This would simplify and modernize operations while 
creating a more affordable and efficient delivery model that better serves Vermonters. The pooling of resources, talent, 
and administrative work will attract talent while simultaneously providing better training and resources and more 
competitive wages. Municipalities simply cannot do all of this on their own. For example, in Chittenden County over 
the last two years municipalities have spent more than $250,000, and municipal officials have worked thousands of 
volunteer hours just to create a governance structure for a regional public safety dispatch service. Access to adequate 
funding, with very limited local budgets, increasingly prevents towns and cities from even taking the first step in this 
endeavor. 
 
Vermont can look to other states for possible solutions. Pending legislation in Pennsylvania would provide indebted 
college graduates who pledge to volunteer with fire or EMS providers with up to $16,000 in student loan forgiveness 
(the First Responder Loan Forgiveness Program). Similar legislation signed into law in Texas would provide up to 
$20,000 in loan repayment assistance to police officers. Legislation pending in Wisconsin would provide new volunteers 
with refundable tax credits when they join a service. To encourage retention, the credit would increase after five years. 
Another tax credit would reimburse volunteers for minor expenses such as equipment and travel and training expenses. 
 
There is no easy answer to these complex problems, but changes to the system must be explored to start addressing this 
growing problem that is nearing the point of crisis and they must be explored in 2020. 
 
 

Public Records 

This summer, the Vermont Supreme Court ruled that Vermont’s Public Records Act (PRA) prohibits government 
agencies from charging for staff time when responding to requests to inspect public records. Municipalities therefore 
cannot charge for staff time when a person only asks to look at records, even if it takes more than 30 minutes, even if 
the municipality must first copy and redact exempt records to comply with the request. In the underlying case (Reed 
Doyle v. Burlington Police Department), an individual made a public records request to inspect police body camera footage. 
The police department asserted that portions of the video and other documents were exempt from inspection and 
copying under the PRA and needed to be redacted. The department told the requestor it would take more than 30 
minutes to perform the work and therefore would charge certain fees to comply with the request. The requestor 
maintained the charge was inappropriate because the request was to inspect a record, not obtain a copy of it. 
 
The language in the PRA provides that government agencies may “charge and collect the cost of staff time associated 
with complying with a request for a copy of a public record.” 1 V.S.A. § 316(c) The Court focused on this language in 
its analysis and, in a 3-2 decision, ruled that “by its plain language, this provision authorizes charges only for the requests 
for copies of public records, not for inspection,” and because the requestor in this case asked only to inspect the body 
camera footage, the provision in law allowing for staff time costs did not apply. The two dissenting justices read both 
provisions of law together and found that the PRA does allow government agencies to charge for staff time when 
producing a redacted copy of a record. 
 
The majority opinion stated in no uncertain terms that it is the responsibility of the Vermont General Assembly to 
address the issue of whether an unfair burden is placed on municipalities and other government agencies when 
complying with a PRA request for inspection, and it is the job of the Court to interpret the law as written.  
 
VLCT has long held that municipalities should be able to charge for the cost of staff time associated with complying 
with a request to inspect or copy public records. We hope the legislature re-examines the language of the PRA in light 
of the Court decision and updates the law to align the cost-recovery for staff time associated with inspection with a local 
government’s current ability to pay for staff time to copy public records. 
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Cybersecurity 

These days, everyone – businesses, government, individuals – needs to be constantly vigilant to protect their digital 
information. Local governments are increasingly attractive targets for cybercrime. December alone featured four attacks 
on municipalities: Pensacola and St. Lucie, Florida; New Orleans, Louisiana; and Galt, California. Cities and towns 
archive significant amounts of sensitive and personal information that cyber criminals want, and many municipalities 
are ill prepared to fend off attacks. 

Equipment can be outdated or minimally maintained. Any staff member might click on an innocent looking email that 
turns out to be infected with ransomware. Passwords may be infrequently changed or easily decipherable. At the local 
level, towns may not even have their own domain but rather just a laptop and password.  

Local officials are clearly concerned about the evolving nature of threats to the safety of their data. But it can be 
overwhelming to figure out what one needs to do to keep staff alert to assaults and proprietary information safe. 

Cybersecurity must be made a priority for administration, education, testing, and budgeting, and fortunately the 
legislative Joint Information Technology Oversight Committee is doing just that. The committee met several times 
during the summer and developed a set of recommendations for committees of jurisdiction to take up when they return 
in January. 

Their recommendations call for legislation to: 
• address information technology workforce development initiatives;
• review statutory provisions on cybercrime and request an opinion from the attorney general about whether statutes

need to be modernized;
• develop an IT risk assessment process in state government to ensure information technology risks are prioritized

and responses are effective;
• propose legislation to create an annual report on cybersecurity incidents and require the development of data backup

protocols;
• fund an assessment of cybersecurity risks posed by local governments to the state system and develop parameters

with VLCT, the Secretary of State’s office, and the Agency of Digital Services; and
• consider an innovation fund within the Agency of Digital Services to address one-time cybersecurity upgrades or

fixes.

VLCT provides cyber security training and makes resources available to member cities and towns: 

• VLCT’s cyber security webpage includes contacts for vendors who can conduct security audits.

• VLCT Property and Casualty Insurance Fund (PACIF) members may access the PACIF On Line University, which
trains local officials on loss control topics that include cyber security.

• The National League of Cities’ Protecting Our Data: What Cities Should Know about Cybersecurity tells how a
municipality can attain cyber security and includes practicable security measures.

Please note! Beginning with the next issue, VLCT’s Weekly Legislative Report will become an all-digital 
publication, with this exception: Readers without reliable internet service can continue to receive paper 
copies if they notify us at mailings@vlct.org. Thanks for reading! 

https://www.vlct.org/cybersecurity
https://www.vlct.org/cybersecurity
https://www.vlct.org/sites/default/files/documents/Resource/OnlineUniGdEE.pdf
https://www.vlct.org/sites/default/files/documents/Resource/OnlineUniGdEE.pdf
https://www.nlc.org/sites/default/files/2019-10/CS%20Cybersecurity%20Report%20Final.pdf
https://www.nlc.org/sites/default/files/2019-10/CS%20Cybersecurity%20Report%20Final.pdf
mailto:mailings@vlct.org
mailto:mailings@vlct.org
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