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INTRODUCTION: THE YEAR OF CONSOLIDATION? 

Vermont League of Cities and Towns 1 2015 Legislative Wrap-up 

The 2015 legislative session concluded a bit after 11 p.m. on Saturday, May 16. It was one of the more 
difficult sessions in recent memory. Budget shortfalls had to be addressed from the get-go. In 
November, voters called on the legislators and governor to address burgeoning property taxes resulting 
from increased costs of education; cleaning up the state’s waters and preparing for a new total maximum 
daily load (TMDL) for Lake Champlain; “bending the curve” on the escalating cost of health insurance; 
and fixing the yet-to-work-correctly Vermont Health Connect system. Many other issues that affect local 
governments were also raised. Some have since been discarded, others adopted following significant 
modification in light of testimony from local officials, and others – such as amendments to the Open 
Meeting Law – have not yet made it through the entire legislative process to passage. All of the issues 
that targeted municipalities are described in detail in this Legislative Wrap-Up. Please note that most 
legislation takes effect on July 1, 2015, the beginning of the state fiscal year 2016. 
 
Twenty-fifteen may well be remembered as the “Year of Consolidation” in the Vermont Legislature. 
New legislators had little time to ease into any sort of State House routine before they had to start 
scrambling to close a $113 million General Fund budget gap by, for instance, consolidating services to 
fewer locations around the state or to single state agencies. These initiatives struck many as a rational way 
to reduce costs. Recognizing that a state budget that is growing at a rate much faster than the current 
state revenue portfolio will require significant adjustments in the way Vermont conducts government 
business, legislative leaders asked for ideas from both legislators and the public. They heard about ways 
to reduce costs, to increase economic development, to target programs and incentives, and to improve 
services. A few of these ideas were incorporated into legislation, but many fell by the wayside. 
 
Despite the outcry about increased property taxes in the 2014 election, many proposals that gained 
traction mid-session would have increased those taxes, reduced services and assistance to municipal 
governments, diminished the voice of municipalities, increased state oversight of municipal functions, or 
transferred program costs to them. Many of you contacted your legislators to explain the likely effects of 
poorly conceived proposals, and time and again they were turned aside. For those tremendous efforts 
this session, we thank you! 
 
The Department of Public Safety (DPS) recommended consolidating the E-911 Board into the 
department, which would eliminate its independence. While that did not happen, the E-911 budget was 
reduced by $300,000. DPS also recommended consolidating four public safety answering points (PSAPS) 
into two. In the House-passed Appropriations bill, language would have given assistant judges authority 
to include the costs of PSAPs in the county budget and allocate them to all municipalities in the county, 
if they determined those services were needed. Bad idea! 
 
The consolidation theme carried through in the House Education Committee’s version of H.361 in the 
mandated merger of school districts. A proposal floating around the State House – not incorporated in 
any bill – would have consolidated the trial courts into as few as four courts around the state. 
 
Outside the State House, the Agency of Natural Resources strongly advocated the consolidation of solid 
waste alliances and independent towns and groups into districts. No matter many local officials testified 
before the legislature that small municipalities need flexibility in order to meet the requirements for 
removing recyclables and eventually food residuals from the waste stream, no legislative action was taken 
in this regard. 
 
There is much to absorb in new legislation to clean up the waters of the state, starting with Lake 
Champlain. Municipal collection of a per parcel fee to fund programs was turned aside through the 
efforts of local officials, who explained the difficulties inherent in that proposal, and priority for
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municipal projects in the Clean Water Fund is in place for three years. However, no municipality will 
manage stormwater runoff under the new programs without incurring significant costs – costs that will 
be paid out of property taxes. 
 
The Public Service Board and Public Service Department conceded nothing with respect to the standing 
they give to municipal recommendations, findings, and land use conservation measures in the Certificate 
of Public Good process for permitting electric energy facilities. Nevertheless, municipalities will be given 
automatic party status in the Public Service Board permitting process and will be authorized to adopt 
screening standards around solar energy projects. 
 
At the end of the session, legislation was taken up in the House Government Operations Committee to 
enable regional commissions to create Councils of Government. Recognizing that much more discussion 
was needed, the committee set the issue aside to give local officials and regional commissions time to 
develop a model that might work in Vermont. 
 
Vermont already has one of the most centralized state governments in the country. Will further program 
consolidations at the state level save money in state budgets? Such consolidations would certainly reduce 
the presence of state government in large swaths of the state, but is that appropriate? Would delivery of 
services remain at acceptable levels in those places? Are there programs that the state should give up 
altogether? Would consolidation of schools, the closing of very small schools, or devolving program 
service delivery to municipalities that choose to take delegation increase citizen satisfaction or 
accessibility to services? 
 
Because 2015 was the first year of a two-year biennium, these and other questions will continue in 2016, 
as will the deficits. Remember that all bills introduced this year are “alive” again next January unless they 
were passed into law this year. Please note the long list of summer study committees at the end of this 
Wrap-up on subjects that may significantly impact local governments. VLCT would love to hear from 
you if you are interested in serving on one of those committees. 
 
We urge your participation on one of our policy committees this summer. This is the time when we 
prepare policy proposals for the VLCT annual meeting in October and the 2016 legislative session. We 
need your perspective! A nomination form is on page 34 and also posted on our website at 
www.vlct.org/aboutvlct/boards-meeting-agendas-warnings-and-minutes/nomination-forms/. 
 
 
VLCT Public Policy and Advocacy staff represent cities and towns to the Vermont legislative and executive branches as 
well as to the federal government and interest groups. VLCT’s Advocacy program initiates and promotes legislation that 
advances local self-governance and implements policies established by the membership, which can be found in the 2015 
Municipal Legislative Policy and which will be revised this summer for the 2016 session. We follow hundreds of bills 
that represent hundreds of millions of dollars of potential and realized repercussions, consequences, and ramifications 
on Vermont cities and towns. With guidance from the VLCT Board and help from our membership, Advocacy staff 
ensure that municipal priorities are addressed in the State House, by the executive branch, in studies, guidance and rule-
making procedures, and in other policy-making forums throughout the year. 

Steven Jeffrey, Executive Director 
 Karen Horn, Director, Public Policy and Advocacy 
 Dave Sichel, Deputy Director, Risk Management Services 
 David Gunn, Editor 
 Vermont League of Cities and Towns 
 May 29, 2015 

 

http://www.vlct.org/aboutvlct/boards-meeting-agendas-warnings-and-minutes/nomination-forms/
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MUNICIPAL FINANCE 

State Budget – PSAPs, ANR PILOT Payments, and Others (H.490) 
VLCT Contact: Steve Jeffrey 

 
The dollars and cents issues of the state budget were definitely in the eye wall of the storm throughout 
the legislative session. Those of most interest to municipalities, however, must have been in a particularly 
calm part because they barely budged throughout the legislative process, once we got through some early 
session shenanigans by the governor concerning Education Fund support from non-property tax 
sources. Legislative leaders and committees responded quickly and effectively to thwart those schemes, 
and all revenues due to the Education Fund to keep property taxes from going even higher are safely 
committed. (See the table on page 5 for the particulars on line items of interest to municipal officials.) 
 
H.490 is only one-third dollars and cents. Two-thirds of the budget bill is text – amendments to existing 
state laws and new law, both statutory (which will appear in the “green books”) and “session,” which 
only appear in the act itself. For this year, the text has more of an impact on municipalities than do the 
line items. 
 
According to Section E.139 of H.490, of the $3.425 million taken out of the Education Fund for 
“reappraising and listing payments” (a use of the Fund authorized from its inception under Act 60), 
$150,000 is to defend appeals from reappraisals of TransCanada Hydro Northeast, Inc. properties along 
the Connecticut and Deerfield rivers. This is good news, because those properties represent a significant 
portion of the state’s education grand list and that of the host towns. Otherwise, the individual towns are 
responsible for defending those appraisal numbers, even though the figures were determined by an 
appraisal company contracted by the state. Those towns do not have the financial wherewithal to defend 
against this multi-national corporation, particularly since, if the towns lose, the other taxpayers in those 
towns have to pay the Education Fund for the lost revenue. That is on top of the significant legal fees 
and expert witnesses needed for many of these complex, high-value properties. On the other hand, at the 
same time this appropriation is being made, the House Ways and Means Committee has refused to 
consider bills that would have set in statute the state’s obligation to help towns defend the grand list 
from where three-quarters of the property taxes generated go for education. 
 
One of the governor’s shenanigans mentioned above was to cut funding to the state Department of 
Corrections’ education program by $1.7 million. Since 2012, the program is funded totally from the 
Education Fund and its property taxpayers. In 2007, 148 high school diplomas were awarded through 
that program; in 2014, only 41 inmates obtained a high school degree. Instead of that cut resulting in 
lower property taxes, the governor’s proposed budget also reduced the General Fund support of 
education by $1.7 million, meaning General Fund taxpayers would reap the savings, not property 
taxpayers. H.490 restores all but $250,000 of that cut in expenses as well as all the General Fund support 
for the Education Fund. 
 
People hoping that the education bill (see article on H.361 on page 10) will provide some property tax 
relief at some point need to be aware that H.490 continues the state’s expansion of obligations of the 
Education Fund and the property taxpayers who fund it. Section E.504.1 of the bill expands the 
availability of “dual enrollment,” in which high school students get to take college courses for “free” 
(though not so free to the property taxpayers who will ultimately foot the bill), now requiring the 
Education Fund to pay for 50 percent of the college course tuition students choose to take. At the other 
end of the growing spectrum of what is defined as “education” and for which the state property 
taxpayers will be expected to pay, next year’s school budgets will contain the full effect of the 
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implementation of last year’s Act 166, imposing the mandate on local school districts to provide 
universal pre-kindergarten for a minimum of 10 hours per week for 35 weeks annually for all 3-, 4-, and 
5-year-olds who are not enrolled in kindergarten. The governor chose to delay implementation of that 
mandate for this year just before his Commissioner of Taxes had to announce her expectations of state 
property tax rate increases last December. And, in case you thought it might stop there, H.490 creates a 
new “Blue Ribbon Commission on Financing High Quality, Affordable Child Care” to “review and 
identify all potentially available funding for high quality, affordable early care and education” (emphasis 
added) “to all Vermont children, ages birth through five.” 
 
We had quite a scare when we read the House-proposed budget bill and its attempt to react to the 
governor’s proposal to shut down two of the four state-operated (and -funded) public safety answering 
points (PSAPs), which also perform dispatching for many emergency service providers including fire, 
police, and emergency medical services. (See articles in the VLCT Weekly Legislative Report No. 12.) It 
appeared to give county assistant judges the ability to include funding to pay for PSAPs and dispatching 
in the county budget and in the county tax. This came without the side judges having even asked for 
such authority. This concern was addressed by the conference committee members in sections E.208.1-
5. The sections do allow for the county to be an aggregator for contracting for such services, but clearly 
states that such “services shall be paid for at the local level as part of the county budget by each of the 
municipalities that have agreed to contract for those State dispatch services or facilities” and “[a] 
municipality that has not agreed to contract for State dispatch services ... shall not be required to pay for 
those services or facilities as part of the county budget.” 
 
Lastly, H. 490 makes a major policy change for how towns that host Agency of Natural Resources 
(ANR) parks, forests, and fishing access points are provided payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT). We 
reported to you earlier in the session (in Weekly Legislative Report No. 10) about payments under this 
program having been cut by $500,000 from what they should have been by last year’s budget bill and a 
report produced for the legislature early this year that would change the PILOT program. H.490 again 
freezes the amount appropriated for this year’s payments at 102 percent of the payments made in FY14. 
That figure totals $2.85 million. 
 
Sections E.701.1-3 of the bill change the statutes for payments going forward. Two hundred and five 
towns have been reimbursed one percent of the fair market value (or current use value for state land 
enrolled in that program) of the 350,866 acres of ANR land. Beginning with Fiscal Year 2019, towns will 
be paid based on fair market value of all state ANR lands, eliminating the option of having the payments 
based on current use values. Towns will receive payments at a rate of 0.5 percent of fair market value 
instead of the one percent paid now – a 50 percent reduction. This is based on the fact that the average 
town tax rate is approximately $0.50. The change is phased in over three years – in FY17, one-third of 
the change in payment (up or down) will be made; in FY18, two-thirds; and the full effects will be in 
place for FY19. 
 
The net effect of this change is to reduce total state payments by about $170,000 a year. Most towns will 
see reductions in their total payments. Those with large amounts of ANR land enrolled in current use 
will actually see their payments go up. For an estimate of the impact on your town, you can refer to the 
study used to develop the replacement formula, which is posted at www.leg.state.vt.us/jfo/ 
reports/ANR_Pilot_Report.pdf. Check out pages 15-26. The bill phases in the change a year later than 
the report so you can see the impact that will hit you in FY17 in the column labeled “FY16 Est. 
Payment.” The full impact on your town in FY19 is listed on the report as “FY18 Est. Payment.” 
  

http://www.vlct.org/assets/Advocacy/Legislative_Reports/wlr_12_15_web.pdf
http://www.vlct.org/assets/Advocacy/Legislative_Reports/wlr_10_15_web.pdf
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/jfo/%20reports/ANR_Pilot_Report.pdf
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/jfo/%20reports/ANR_Pilot_Report.pdf


 

Vermont League of Cities and Towns 5 2015 Legislative Wrap-up 

 
Municipal Funding Priorities in FY 2016 Budget (in Millions), H.490 Approved by House and Senate 

Budget Line Item FY15 
Approved 

FY16 
Governor’s 

Recommend 

FY 16 
House 

Approved 

FY16 
Senate 

Approved 

FY16 
Conference 
Committee 

Report 
Adopted 

FY16 Conference 
Committee 

Report, $ Change 
from FY15 Final 

Homeowner Rebate – 
Municipal $15.72 $18.20 $18.20 $18.20 $18.20 $2.48 

Renter Rebate – Municipal $2.67 $2.91 $2.91 $2.91 $2.91 $0.24 
Current Use – Municipal $14.00 $14.58 $14.98 $14.98 $14.98 $0.98 

PILOT – State Buildings 1 $5.80 $5.80 $6.40 $6.40 $6.40 $0.60 

PILOT – Montpelier1 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.00 
PILOT – Corrections 
Facilities1 $0.04 $0.04 $0.04 $0.04 $0.04 $0.00 

Special Investigative Units $1.67 $1.68 $1.68 $1.68 $1.68 $0.01 

General Fund Transfer to 
Education Fund 2 

$295.82 $300.38 $303.34 $303.34 $303.34 $7.52 

General Fund Support of 
Teachers’ Retirement System 

$72.85 $76.10 $73.10 $73.10 $73.10 $0.25 

General Fund Support of 
Retired Teachers’ Health 
Benefits 

$8.25 $12.58 $15.58 $15.58 $15.58 $7.33 

PILOT – ANR Lands $2.35 $2.29 $2.29 $2.29 $2.29 ($0.06) 

Town Highway Structures 3 $6.33 $6.33 $9.483 $9.483 $9.483 $0.00³ 
Local Technical Assistance 
Program (a.k.a. Vermont Local 
Roads) 

$0.40 $0.39 $0.39 $0.39 $0.39 ($0.01) 

Class 2 Highway Paving and 
Rehabilitation 

$7.25 $7.25 $7.25 $7.25 $7.25 ($0.00) 

Town Bridge Grants 4 $15.56 $21.63 $21.63 $21.63 $21.63 $6.07 

Town Highway Aid Program $25.98 $25.98 $25.98 $25.98 $25.98 $0.00 

Town Highway Aid Program 
– Class 1 Supplemental 

$0.13 $0.13 $0.13 $0.13 $0.13 ($0.00) 

State Aid for Nonfederal 
Disasters $1.15 $1.15 $1.15 $1.15 $1.15 $0.00 

State Aid for Federal Disasters $1.44 $1.44 $1.44 $1.44 $1.44 $0.00 
Municipal Mitigation Grant 
Program $0.87 $0.65 $0.65 $0.65 $0.65 ($0.22) 

Total Local Highway Aid $59.11 $64.95 $64.96 $64.96 $64.96 $5.85 
Total $478.46 $499.69 $503.66 $503.66 $503.66 $25.20 
1. Figures for all years are all from local options tax sharing and no state monies. 
2. Required by statute to increase by New England economic project cumulative price index for government purchases (16 V.S.A. § 

4025(a)(2)). In 2010 and 2011, legislature reduced this with “Notwithstanding” language. The 2011 legislature re-calibrated the 
amount of aid to be adjusted annually that will cost an additional $27.5 million in property taxes having to be raised in FY13 and each 
succeeding year. 

3. The figure in H.488 and H.490 is $9.48 million. That is higher only because the state “borrowed” $3.15 million from last year’s 
appropriation that has yet to be spent to cover a Transportation Fund shortfall. The extra $3.15 million in H.488 and H.490 only 
“pays back” the amount borrowed. 

4. Includes state and federal aid only, no local match. 
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Capital Bill (H.492) 
Amends 24 V.S.A. §§ 4753, 4755,4756, 29 V.S.A. §161 (b). 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
H.492 includes the capital appropriations for the state including programs that help municipalities 
undertake projects, both mandated and voluntary. 
 
The Capital Bill appropriates dollars on a two-year timeframe. The bill authorizes $157,207,752 in 
spending. However, no more than $84,688,449 is appropriated for projects in FY16. The remainder fund 
projects in FY17 and allows for adjustments based on the spending that actually takes place in the first 
year. In this way the Senate Institutions Committee and House Corrections and Institutions Committee 
have been able to smooth out project expectations and spending over the last several years. 
 
H.492 authorizes the issuance of general obligation bonds in the amount of $144 million. In addition, 
reallocations of other money from previous capital budgets, sales of land, and like sources, equal 
$1,648,656. Unissued bonds from 2014 available for use this year equal $11,559,096. 
 
 General Obligation Bonds .................................... $144,000,000 
 Reallocations and Transfers ........................................ 1,648,656 
 2014 Unissued Bonds ................................................ 11,559,096 
 Total Revenue ......................................................... $157,207,752 
 
Twenty-four V.S.A. § 4753 authorizes ten revolving loan funds for various aspects of pollution control 
planning and construction, drinking water planning, construction, source protection and emergencies, 
solid waste planning and facility construction, wastewater, and potable water design and construction. 
Projects eligible for pollution control revolving loan fund money include upgrades to or refurbishing of 
wastewater treatment facility processes and units, increases in capacity at those facilities, combined sewer 
flow abatement, new facilities, stormwater treatment, improvements to reduce infiltration and inflow to 
collection systems, and on-site sewage systems. 
 
The Department of Environmental Conservation Ecosystem Restoration Program, another cornerstone 
of stormwater management efforts, is also funded out of the Capital Bill. The program reduces sediment 
and nutrient pollution – such as the phosphorous that causes algae blooms – from runoff into streams 
and rivers.  
 
The bill directs at least $2.5 million of the $7.35 million authorization to the Vermont Housing and 
Conservation Board for water quality improvement projects in FY16 and FY17 with an additional $1.25 
million for water quality improvement projects for conservation and agriculture in FY16. 
 
The bill expresses the intent of the Corrections and Institutions and Education committees in the House 
and the Institutions and Education committees in the Senate to develop a plan to strategically evaluate 
the process for awarding state aid for school construction. This is a long-standing issue and the 
committees have been working to fulfill their previous obligations for school construction aid. The 
House-passed Capital Bill contained incentive money to encourage consolidation of small schools, but 
that did not make it into the final bill. The issue of small schools consolidation is likely to be revisited in 
the future. 
 
A new provision in H.492 would allow loan forgiveness under certain circumstances for engineering and 
design costs associated with a drinking water state revolving loan fund project undertaken on behalf of a 
household that was involuntarily disconnected from a water supply system, provided it is not the same 

http://legislature.vermont.gov/bill/status/2016/H.492
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municipality that is disconnecting the household. H.492 also allows for a loan to be repaid with a 
municipal bond of up to 30 years or the projected useful life of a project – whichever is less – except for 
certain potable water supply projects. 
 

CAPITAL BILL TWO-YEAR (FY 2016-2017)¹ 

Agency/Department Line Item 
Governor 

Recommend 
FY16-FY17 

House 
Passed 

FY16-FY17  

Senate 
Passed 

FY16-FY17 
As Passed 

Dept. of Taxes Orthophotographic Mapping $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 
Agency of Commerce and 
Community Development 

Historic Preservation Grants 
(1:1 match) 0 400,000 450,000 400,000 

 Human Services and 
Educational Facilities Grants 0 400,000 460,000 400,000 

 Recreational Facilities Grants 0 400,000 450,000 400,000 

 Historic Barns, Ag. Grants (1:1 
match) 0 400,000 450,000 400,000 

 Cultural Facilities Grants (1:1 
match) 0 400,000 450,000 400,000 

 Regional Economic 
Development 0 400,000 450,000 400,000 

Department of Education State Aid for School 
Construction 4,057,688 3,975,500 3,975,500 3,975,500 

 Construction Aid for District 
Consolidation 3,000,000 300,000 0 0 

Agency of Natural Resources Clean Water State/EPA 
Revolving Loan Fund Match 2,600,000 2,600,000 2,600,000 2,600,000 

 Pownal Wastewater Treatment 
Facility 530,000 530,000 530,000 530,000 

 Municipal Pollution Control 
Grants 0 392,258 392,000 392,000 

 Water Supply Revolving Loan 
Fund 4,288,834 4,288,834 4,288,834 4,288,834 

Ecosystem Restoration 
Program 

Ecosystem Restoration and 
Protection Grants 7,500,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 

 Waterbury WWTF Phosphorus 
Removal 379,929 379,929 379,929 379,929 

 Dam Safety and Hydrology 1,288,580 1,288,580 1,288,580 1,288,580 

Agency of Agriculture, Food 
and Markets 

Best Mgmt. Practices on farms 
and Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program 

3,200,000 3,552,412 3,552,412 3,552,412 

Rural Fire Protection 
Taskforce Dry Hydrant Program 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 

Vermont Housing and 
Conservation Board (VHCB)¹,²  5,600,000 7,600,000 7,350,000 7,350,000 

1. Generally, half the two-year capital bill funds are allocated in year 1 and half in year 2.  
2. VHCB dollars are further allocated to water quality projects ($2,500,000), housing ($3,600,000), and water quality, conservation, 

and ag. projects ($1,250,000). 
 
New language the Senate added requires that awarded contracts ensures that all construction employees 
working on a state project with a construction cost exceeding $100,000 or a construction project with a 
construction cost exceeding $200,000 that is at least 50 percent funded with capital construction money 
are paid no less than the mean prevailing wage published by the Vermont Department of Labor in its 
occupational employment and wage survey plus an additional fringe benefit of 42½ percent of the wage. 
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A fringe benefit means a paid vacation and holiday, sick leave, employer contribution and reimbursement 
for health insurance, retirement benefits, and the like. This language takes effect July 1, 2017. 
 
The Commissioner of Buildings and General Services and the court administrator are to evaluate the 
current ownership and maintenance responsibilities for each county courthouse and parameter for 
determining the county’s share of maintaining those courthouses in the future. A report is due to the 
legislature by January 15, 2016. 
 

State Revenues (H.489) 
(Amends 10 V.S.A. § 1976; 20 V.S.A. § 3581, 24 V.S.A §§ 1896 and 1901; 

and 32 V.S.A. §§ 3752, 3756, 3757, 5401 and 5404a) 
VLCT Contact: Steve Jeffrey 

 
H.489 was the last piece of the legislative adjournment puzzle to be fitted into place. An agreement 
among the House, Senate, and the Administration was not announced until mid-morning on the 
Saturday of adjournment. Several of the bill’s 99 sections affect municipalities, some directly and some 
indirectly. It is an eclectic mix of provisions. 
 
Section 22A amends the state’s environmental laws to allow the Agency of Natural Resources to delegate 
the authority to municipalities for issuing permits to hook up to their own sewer and water systems. 
Current law only allows towns to request and obtain delegation for the entire suite of regulations 
required under Chapter 64 of Title 10, whether or not they affected municipal sewer and water systems. 
Towns are more likely to request and obtain such limited delegation for only those developments that 
affect their infrastructure. 
 
Section 31 increases from $3 to $4 the mandatory license fee surcharge on dog and wolf-hybrid licenses 
for funding the dog, cat, and wolf-hybrid spaying and neutering program. 
 
Section 39 expands the types and providers of appraisal education for which listers can use funds 
available from the state Education Fund. Current law was interpreted as to limit the use of such funds 
for programs provided directly by the Division of Property Valuation and Review (PVR) of the 
Department of Taxes. H.489 changes the law from PVR “providing” education programs to “certifying” 
programs that could now be provided by PVR, the International Association of Assessing Officers 
(IAAO), the Vermont Assessors and Listers Association (VALA) and the Vermont League of Cities and 
Towns (VLCT). 
 
Perhaps the biggest change from the municipal perspective from H.489 is a series of amendments to the 
current use program, particularly for the land use change tax charged for withdrawing from the program. 
For the fourth biennium in a row, the House passed a bill reforming the current use law. In its first 
attempt, Governor Douglas vetoed the bill. The next two bills died in the Senate. This year, the House 
passed its proposed changes in two different bills and the version in H.489 was actually approved. The 
land use change tax charged for developing land and withdrawing it from the program will change from 
20 percent of the fair market value of the parcel withdrawn to 10 percent of the value of all land that is 
developed. For the withdrawal of a portion of parcel, the 10 percent is of the fair market value of the 
resulting lot, not, as is in current law, prorated on the basis of total value divided by the total acres. For 
the withdrawal of an entire enrolled parcel, the tax is halved from current law. For subdividing smaller 
parcels for development, the land use change tax will be significantly more than under the current law. 
 
The bill requires local listers to assess land subject to the land use change instead of the current process 
of having PVR arrange to do so. Thus, a town will receive one-half of the land use change tax generated, 
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up to a maximum of $2,000 per parcel. Starting in Fiscal Year 2017, three-quarters of the land use change 
tax goes to the Education Fund and one-quarter goes to the General Fund. The changes in the program 
do trigger an “easy out” for current enrollees. The first $50,000 in land use change tax against anyone 
withdrawing from the program between July 1 and October 1, 2015 is waived. Withdrawn land may not 
be reenrolled for five years. 
 
H.489 establishes a study committee “to examine the existing formula for municipal reimbursement 
payments to determine if the payments are equitable and appropriate in light of the reallocation of land 
use change tax payments.” Representatives from VLCT and VALA are included in the membership of 
the committee. PVR is required to publish guidance for listers on how to appraise land permanently 
encumbered by a conservation easement or subject to a use value appraisal. The bill also directs PVR to 
audit three towns annually “to ensure that parcels with a use value appraisal are appraised by the local 
assessing officials consistent with the appraisals for nonenrolled parcels.” If PVR determines that the 
town appraisal is more than ten percent off of what the division believes it should be, it can substitute its 
valuation for the parcel in lieu of the town listers’ valuation. 
 
Section 59 of the bill tries once again to “clarify” the definition of homestead for determining eligibility 
for income sensitivity. Rather than try to explain the change, here it is verbatim, with the text struck 
through being deleted and the underlined text being added in its place: 
 
“Homestead” means the principal dwelling and parcel of land surrounding the dwelling, owned and occupied by a resident 
individual on April 1 and occupied as the individual’s domicile for a minimum of or owned and fully leased on April 1, 
provided the property is not leased for more than 183 182 days out of the calendar year, or for purposes of the renter 
property tax adjustment under subsection 6066(b) of this title, rented and occupied by a resident individual as the 
individual’s domicile. 
 
Section 60 extends the partial property tax exemption for rent-restricted rental housing for another ten 
years. 
 
Tax increment financing district statutory language had yet another tweaking. The bill makes clear that 
special assessments levied for general purposes are considered property taxes. 
 
Two sections that were main parts of increasing state revenues to close the budget gap actually impact 
municipalities. The revenue bill extends the state sales tax to soda and the rooms and meals tax to food 
sold in vending machines. The Joint Fiscal Committee (JFO) estimated that the soda exemption 
elimination will generate $8.5 million to the state and the vending machine exemption elimination will 
generate another $1 million. Seventeen towns have now adopted “local option taxes” that allow them to 
have a one percent sales tax and a one percent rooms and meals tax. They have done so either under a 
statute that allows 76 towns that were most adversely impacted by the state property tax enacted under 
Act 60 or through a municipal charter amendment that has now been approved by the legislature. Those 
adopting towns get to keep 70 percent of the revenue generated and 30 percent is shared with the 145 
cities and towns that host state buildings through a payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT). Thirty-two percent 
of all sales subject to the sales tax are generated in those towns adopting a local sales tax. Over 44 
percent of the rooms and meals transactions also fall in those towns with the local rooms and meals tax. 
Given the JFO estimate of the impact for the state, VLCT estimates that the combination of those two 
tax expansions will generate $357,000 in additional revenues for the adopting towns and $150,800 more 
in PILOT payments. 
 
H.489 contained the biggest heartbreak of the session for municipalities as well. A conference committee 
report that was to be signed Friday night included language which would have allowed all cities and 
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towns to adopt local option taxes without having to go to the legislature for a charter amendment. At the 
last minute, the committee postponed the signing. When the final report was finally signed late Saturday 
afternoon, the local option expansion language was gone from the bill. Hopefully, all towns will be 
allowed an alternative to the property tax statewide by the 2016 legislative session. 
 

Education Funding, Spending, and Governance (H.361) 
Amends Title 16 generally and 32 V.S.A. §§ 5401, 5402, 5402b, and 6066 and adds a significant amount 

of session law not codified in the statutes 
VLCT Contact: Steve Jeffrey 

 
First, a warning: Nothing in this bill affects municipal officials directly. It will affect school board 
members, school district employees, students, and parents of students. Taxpayers and voters will see 
some minor procedural changes and, as hoped by some who voted for H.361, may see some bend in the 
curve of rising state education property taxes over the next five years. 
 
Though we rarely quote at length from the “Findings” section of new laws being passed, several statistics 
reported in that section in H.361 are helpful when analyzing the need for Vermont to consider reforming 
our system of delivering and paying for our education system: 

 
(a) Vermont’s kindergarten through grade 12 student population has declined from 103,000 in 
fiscal year 1997 to 78,300 in fiscal year 2015. 
(b) The number of school-related personnel has not decreased in proportion to the decline in 
student population. 
(c) The proportion of Vermont students with severe emotional needs has increased from 1.5 
percent of the population in fiscal year 1997 to 2.3 percent in fiscal year 2015. In addition, the 
proportion of students from families in crisis due to loss of employment, opiate addiction, and 
other factors has also increased during this time period, requiring the State’s public schools to 
fulfill an array of human services functions. 
(d) From July 1997 through July 2014, the number of Vermont children ages 6 through 17 
residing with families receiving nutrition benefits has increased by 47 percent, from 13,000 to 
19,200. While other factors affect student academic performance, studies demonstrate that when 
the percentage of students in a school who are living in poverty increases, student performance 
and achievement have a tendency to decrease. 

*** 
(g) National literature suggests that the optimal size for student learning is in elementary schools 
of 300 to 500 students and in high schools of 600 to 900 students. In Vermont, the smallest 
elementary school has a total enrollment of 15 students (kindergarten-grade 6) and the smallest 
high school has a total enrollment of 55 students (grades 9-12). Of the 300 public schools in 
Vermont, 205 have 300 or fewer enrolled students and 64 have 100 or fewer enrolled students. 
Of those 64 schools, 16 have 50 or fewer enrolled students. 
(h) National literature suggests that the optimal size for a school district in terms of financial 
efficiencies is between 2,000 and 4,000 students. The smallest Vermont school district has an 
average daily membership (ADM) of six students, with 79 districts having an ADM of 100 or 
fewer students. Four Vermont school districts have an ADM that exceeds 2,000 students. 

 
Missing from the findings are some additional statistics that voters would have included if they had been 
invited to contribute: 
 
• In 2012, Vermont spent the fourth most per pupil in K-12 education; $16,651. We were behind only 

New York, Alaska, New Jersey, and Connecticut. 
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• State education property taxes (after homeowner income adjustments) will total $1.04 billion for the 
upcoming school year. That alone represents $13,282 per student and is up 141 percent over the 
$430.4 million collected in 1998, the first year of Act 60. 

 
H.361 attempts to address these problems by creating incentives to get school districts to merge into 
prekindergarten-grade 12 supervisory districts with a minimum of 900 students with one school board 
and one superintendent (now referred to as the “preferred district structure.” An “alternative district 
structure” model is also available which is a supervisory union (similar to the model used by most school 
districts) with at least 1,100 students. Each district could choose how it delivered education – through 
the operation of schools – by tuitioning students to other schools or a combination of both (again, 
similar to the current system). 
 
Tax rate reductions are available for districts that merge into a preferred district structure. Districts that 
become operational before July 1, 2017 (with some other caveats) get five years of reduced homestead 
property tax and household income percentage rate reductions. They also get to keep their “small school 
grants” (now relabeled as a “merger support grant”). Lastly, they get a “transition facilitation grant,” a 
one-time payment of about $500 per student or $150,000, whichever is less. Districts merging and 
becoming operational between July 1, 2017 and July 1, 2019 receive reduced versions of the tax rate 
reduction and merger support grants. Districts that have not taken steps to merge on or before July 1, 
2019 are to be included in a plan prepared by the Secretary of Education to be approved by the State 
Board of Education by November 30, 2018, which can include ordering merger and realigning districts 
and supervisory unions where necessary. 
 
Small schools grants are not eliminated, but are available after July 1, 2019 only to those districts deemed 
by the State Board of Education to be geographically isolated and those academically excellent and 
operated efficiently. The declining enrollment “hold-harmless,” which is another funding source that has 
cushioned the tax impacts of the loss of students, is limited beginning in 2017 and is eliminated in 2020. 
 
To address the spending and property tax issue, the House had passed its version of the bill with a hard 
spending cap, meaning that voters could not approve school budgets over a certain amount. The House 
also passed a ban on unfunded state mandates being passed on to school budgets. The Senate took both 
cost control efforts out of its version. The final bill does not address the state mandates issue but does 
have an enhanced penalty for increases in “excessive” cost increases in budgets. For the school budgets 
to be voted next March and in March of 2017, taxpayers in school districts approving budgets that 
exceed an “allowable growth rate in per pupil spending” will have to pay an excess spending penalty. For 
every dollar per pupil a district spends over its allowed growth, it gets counted double when tax rates are 
determined. It is more complicated but it lessens the ability of high spending districts to continue to 
increase their spending and allows more flexibility for low spending districts. The top spending district in 
this current year would not be able to increase its spending per pupil at all. If it had been in place this 
year, Weybridge, our top spender at $19,299, would have to pay double for any amount it budgeted over 
that spending per pupil. At the other end of the spectrum, our lowest spending districts of Duxbury, 
Greensboro, Rupert, and Woodford could increase their spending by up to 5.53 percent on a per pupil 
basis and not have to pay the penalty. Districts in between could increase their spending per pupil in 
inverse correlation to their spending compared to Weybridge – the less you spend, the higher the 
increase you are allowed. If this had been in effect for budgets approved this year and every district had 
approved budgets just below the amount at which the penalty kicks in, school spending would have 
increased by $24.6 million instead of $36.9 million – a potential savings of $12.3 million. That would 
have been an increase of two percent instead of the three percent actually approved by the voters. Of 
course, there is no guarantee that the voters will heed the penalty and spending could continue unabated, 
and the stronger penalty is only in effect for two years. 
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H.361 does make some changes to the way that state education tax rates are set and how the school 
budget article is worded in the warning. Of immediate import is that the bill contains the actual state tax 
rates to be used for computing tax bills that towns will begin sending out next month. The nonresidential 
property tax rate for state education will be up by two cents to $1.535. The base homestead property tax 
rate increases by one cent to $.99 and the household income base tax rate for those with household 
incomes of less than $90,000 remains unchanged at 1.8 percent. When adjusted for actual school budgets 
approved, the average effective homestead school property tax rate will be $1.53, up three cents from the 
current year just ending. The spending-adjusted household income tax rate goes up by a miniscule 
amount – from 2.755 percent to 2.78 percent. 
 
Perhaps the combination of the stronger excess spending penalty and districts merging over the next five 
years will result in state property taxes rising less steeply. We will see! 
 

Vermont Municipal Employee Retirement System Contribution Rates (Act 18) 
Amends 24 V.S.A. §§ 5054a(b) and 5063a 

VLCT Contact: Steve Jeffrey 
 
Act 18 makes two small technical changes to the Vermont Municipal Employee Retirement System 
(VMERS) and sets the rates for employee contributions for the state fiscal year beginning July 1, 2015. 
The act provides service credit for time served in AmeriCorps for certain eligible employees (added to 
Peace Corps and VISTA service already credited). It also brings VMERS into compliance with a couple 
of federal laws on allowing distributions to be deposited into individual retirement accounts by survivors 
and benefits for survivors of military personnel killed while in service. 
 

VERMONT MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT SYSTEM CONTRIBUTION RATES 
VMERS Employer Contribution Rates 

 
VMERS Employee Contribution Rates 

 GROUP 
A 

GROUP 
B 

GROUP 
C 

GROUP 
D 

 

 GROUP 
A 

GROUP 
B 

GROUP 
C 

GROUP 
D 

7/1/1999 4.200% 5.600% 6.500% Did not 
exist 

 

7/1/1999 3.000% 5.000% 11.000% Did not 
exist 

7/1/2000 4.000% 5.000% 6.000% Did not 
exist 

 

7/1/2000 2.500% 4.500% 9.000% Did not 
exist 

7/1/2012 4.000% 5.000% 6.500% 9.500% 
 

7/1/2012 2.500% 4.500% 9.250% 11.000% 

7/1/2013 4.000% 5.125% 6.625% 9.625% 
 

7/1/2013 2.500% 4.625% 9.375% 11.125% 

1/1/2014 4.000% 5.125% 6.750% 9.625% 
 

1/1/2014 2.500% 4.625% 9.500% 11.125% 

7/1/2014 4.000% 5.375% 6.875% 9.750% 
 

7/1/2014 2.500% 4.750% 9.625% 11.250% 

1/1/2015 4.000% 5.375% 7.000% 9.750% 
 

1/1/2015 2.500% 4.750% 9.750% 11.250% 

7/1/2015 4.000% 5.500% 7.125% 9.850% 
 

7/1/2015 2.500% 4.875% 9.875% 11.350% 

1/1/2016 4.000% 5.500% 7.250% 9.850% 
 

1/1/2016 2.500% 4.875% 10.000% 11.350% 
 
Act 18 also sets the employee contribution rates for the coming fiscal year. Once again these match the 
increases for the employer rates for Groups B, C, and D that were earlier approved by the VMERS 
Board. VMERS continues to claw its way back to fully-funded status after the substantial investment 
losses of 2008. With the rates shown in the table above, VMERS now has raised rates sufficiently to 
retire our small unfunded liability over the statutorily-set “mortgage” period, which now has 23 years 
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remaining on it. That, of course, depends on the VMERS actuaries having accurately predicted the needs 
and investment return rates of the System over that time period. As you can see, both the employer and 
employee rates for Groups A and B (that have 87.5 percent of the total members and retirees) are still 
lower than when they were reduced in 2000. 
 
 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

Law Enforcement Matters (H. 5; H.7, Act 2; S.122; S.141, Act 14) 
Amends 13 V.S.A. §§ 4010, 4017, 4824, 4825; 18 V.S.A. § 7617; 20 V.S.A. § 2307; 23 V.S.A. §§ 1095b, 

1099,1102, 1252, 1255, 2272 
VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 

 
Several bills passed this session that address public safety and law enforcement issues. 
 
H.5 amends various statutes relating to hunting, fishing, forest fragmentation, and gun suppressors. The 
issue of gun silencers arose in the context of several bills over the course of the session, but eventually 
language allowing use of gun suppressors (which are not, in fact, silencers) found a home in H.5. A gun 
suppressor is defined as a device for silencing, muffling, or diminishing the report of a gun. Gun 
suppressors may be used by level III certified law enforcement officers, employees of the Department of 
Fish and Wildlife employees, and members of the Vermont National Guard in connection with their 
duties. They may also be used by a licensed manufacturer or importer who tests the device’s operation or 
a person lawfully using a sport shooting range. A gun suppressor may not be used when hunting. 
 
H.7 (Act 2) passed early in the session, created the position of village constable in the Village of North 
Troy, appointed by the village trustees. If certified as a level II or III law enforcement officer, the 
constable would have authority to enforce any village ordinance. The bill also clarifies that sheriffs have 
statewide authority to exercise law enforcement authority. 
 
The law regarding use of colored lights, 23 V.S.A. § 1252, is amended in S.122. (See page 15.) Under the 
amendments, law enforcement vehicles could employ blue, red, amber, or white signal lights. New 
language would allow fire and emergency vehicles to mount one blue signal light that is visible primarily 
from the rear of the vehicle. 
 
S.141 (Act 14) prohibits a person convicted of a violent crime under Vermont law from possessing a 
firearm. The governor signed S. 141 into law on May 1. Federal law (the Brady Act) prohibits the 
following persons from shipping, transporting, or receiving any firearm in interstate or foreign 
commerce or possessing any firearm in or affecting commerce: 
• a person convicted of a crime punishable by a prison term exceeding one year; 
• a fugitive from justice or an unlawful user of or user addicted to any controlled substance; 
• a person adjudicated as a mental defective or committed to a mental institution; 
• a person illegally or unlawfully in the U.S.; 
• a person dishonorably discharged from the Armed Forces; 
• a person who, having been a U.S. citizen, renounces U.S. citizenship; 
• a person who is subject to a court order restraining the person from harassing, stalking, or 

threatening an intimate partner or child of the partner; 
• a person convicted in any court of a misdemeanor crime of domestic violence; or 
• a person under indictment for a crime punishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding one year.  
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A person prohibited by the federal law from possessing a firearm may petition for the prohibition to be 
lifted. 
 
Act 14 creates a similar law in Vermont so that state and local law enforcement officers can enforce it 
and state prosecutors can act against perpetrators. The act would prohibit a person convicted of a violent 
crime or a person hospitalized for mental health reasons pursuant to a court order from possessing a 
firearm. Antique firearms are excluded from the prohibition. 
 
“Violent crime” is defined in the legislation for purposes of the Act 14 prohibition to mean a listed crime 
but not including lewd or lascivious conduct; reckless endangerment (knowingly pointing a firearm at or 
in the direction of another); operating a vehicle under the influence or careless or negligent operation 
resulting in death or serious injury; leaving the scene of an accident resulting in serious bodily injury or 
death; or misdemeanor violations relating to abuse, neglect, and exploitation of vulnerable adults. Violent 
crime would also include comparable offenses in other states that result in prohibitions on possessing 
firearms pursuant to federal law, offenses involving sexual exploitation of children, and drug trafficking. 
 
Act 14 would require the departments of Public Safety and Mental Health to report to the 
legislature on the establishment of a Vermont version of the “New Hampshire Gun Shop Project,” 
which is an effort in that state to reduce sale of firearms to persons who are potentially suicidal. 
 
The act also institutes new reporting requirements, such that if a court orders a person committed to the 
custody of the Department of Mental Health or issues a hospitalization or non-hospitalization order, the 
court administrator must report the person’s name within 48 hours to the National Instant Criminal 
Background Check System and to the person affected. The report would be confidential and exempt 
from public inspection and copying under the Public Records Act. 
 
A person prohibited from possessing firearms under Act 14 could petition the court for relief, which will 
be granted if the state’s attorney or attorney general does not object within six months of receiving 
notice of the petition or if the petitioner demonstrates that he or she no longer requires mental health 
treatment. A report is due to the court administrator by October 1, 2015, with the names of persons in 
the custody of the Department of Mental Health who are subject to hospitalization or non-
hospitalization orders that the person requires treatment. The Commissioner of Mental Health, court 
administrator and director of the State’s Attorneys and Sheriffs’ Association must report to the 
legislature by January 15, 2018, regarding data compiled under the law. 
 

Miscellaneous Motor Vehicle Legislation (H.240, S.122) 
Amends 23 V.S.A. §§ 101(b), 1095a and b, 1099, 1102; 24 V.S.A. § 2272 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
This session, the legislature passed two miscellaneous motor vehicle bills, S.122 and H.240. Amendments 
to the bills relate to speed limits, colored lights on fire and emergency service vehicles, towing, and the 
removal of abandoned and junked cars. 
 
H.240 doubles the penalty for speeding in a work zone over a non-work zone on both municipal and 
state highways. 
 
Current statute provides that on all highways in incorporated villages or cities, the legal load limit for 
Class 1 town highways is as prescribed for the state highway system, unless the local legislative body 
requests and the secretary of the Agency of Transportation (VTrans) agrees to a lower weight limit and 
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an alternative route is available. The bill eliminates the secretary’s discretion to establish a lower weight 
limit or provide an alternative route by H. 240. 
 
Due especially to the increased use of cell phones, S.122 amends the distracted driving statute passed last 
year by adding a definition of “operating” to mean operating a motor vehicle on a public highway, 
including while temporarily stationary because of traffic, a traffic control device, or other temporary 
delays. It will not include operating a motor vehicle – with or without the motor running – when the 
operator has moved the vehicle to the side of or off the highway and has stopped it in a location where it 
can safely remain stationary. Using a handheld portable electronic device and texting is prohibited when 
“operating” a motor vehicle. S.122 also clarifies that in an emergency, a manufacturer-installed or 
securely mounted global positioning unit may be used along with hands -free devices. 
 
Section 15 of S.122 amends 23 V.S.A. § 1252 regulating sirens and colored lights. Previously, lights on 
police cars had to be blue or blue and white. Under the amendments, law enforcement vehicles could 
employ blue, red, amber, or white signal lights. New language allows fire and emergency vehicles to 
mount one blue signal light that is visible primarily from the rear of the vehicle. The amendment also 
extends the use of red and white lights from only ambulances to all emergency medical service and fire 
department vehicles. The current statute applies to red and white signal lamps and sirens on vehicles that 
are owned or leased by or provided to volunteer firefighters and voluntary rescue squad members, 
including those owned by a volunteer’s employer when the volunteer has the written authorization of the 
employer to use the vehicle for emergency, fire, or rescue activities. The bill repeals previous language 
that limited a vehicle from having more than one of the combinations of lights mentioned above. 
 
Section 23 of the bill amends 23 V.S.A. § 1102 by providing that an enforcement officer moving or 
removing (i.e., towing) a vehicle must notify the Department of Motor Vehicles instead of VTrans and 
the Transportation Board. 
 
Language is added that a towed motor vehicle may qualify as an abandoned motor vehicle and be dealt 
with under 23 V.S.A. Chapter 21, subchapter 7 (Abandoned Motor Vehicles).  
 
Current law prohibits placing, discarding, or abandoning a junk motor vehicle where it is visible from the 
main traveled way of a highway or upon the land of another, with or without the consent of the land 
owner. Those vehicles are defined as nuisances. Section 24 of S.122 amends 24 V.S.A. § 2272, which 
stipulates that any junk motor vehicle in violation of that law must be removed from view of the 
highway by the owner of the land upon notice from VTrans. The owner of the property that contains an 
abandoned vehicle may move it to a place not visible from the road. In that case, the current statute 
regulating disposal of junked vehicles – 23 V.S.A. Chapter 21, Subchapter 7 – applies. 
 
That statute gives law enforcement officers authority to remove abandoned motor vehicles from public 
property based upon personal observation or from private property based on a complaint from the 
property owner. The owners or agents of private property are authorized to remove an abandoned 
vehicle on their property so long as they notify the police agency in their jurisdiction. This notification 
must include identification of the registration plate number, the public vehicle identification number, as 
well as the make, model, and color of the vehicle. The property owner can move the abandoned vehicle 
without incurring any civil liability to the owner of the abandoned vehicle. 
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ENVIRONMENT AND QUALITY OF LIFE 

Renewable Energy and Siting of Facilities (H.40) 
(Amends 30 V.S.A. § 248 and 24 V.S.A. §§ 2291, 4414 (15)) 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
The House Natural Resources and Energy Committee spent the bulk of the session writing H.40, a 
comprehensive bill that establishes new renewable energy standards and “energy transformation” 
incentive programs for Vermont. Energy transformation projects reduce the use of fossil fuels, do not 
generate electricity, and include efficiency projects such as weatherization of buildings, as well as 
geothermal heat pumps, biomass generation, electric vehicle support infrastructure, and infrastructure 
for storing renewable energy on the electric grid.  
 
H.40 establishes minimum amounts of renewable energy that retail electricity providers are required to 
hold as part of their mix of energy supply: 55 percent of each retail electricity provider’s annual retail 
electric sales beginning January 1, 2017, then increasing by four percent each third January thereafter 
until it reaches 75 percent by January 1, 2032. It requires distributed renewable generation that is one 
percent of each retail electricity provider’s annual retail electric sales beginning January 1, 2017, 
increasing by three-fifths of a percent each subsequent January 1, and reaching 10 percent by January 1, 
2032. Retail electricity providers must include two percent of annual retail sales in energy transformation 
projects – which may include distributed energy – beginning January 1, 2017, and increasing by two-
thirds of a percent each subsequent January 1 until it reaches 12 percent by January 1, 2032. The details 
of how those goals will be achieved takes up 60 pages of legislation. 
 
With such requirements and incentives in place, Vermonters should expect to see many more renewable 
energy projects cropping up around the state. And while the replacement of fossil fuel consumption with 
renewable energy consumption – or, better yet, reductions in consumption – is laudable, it is not so 
simple. More than 30 solar projects have applications or pre-applications before the Public Service Board 
(PSB). Traditionally, those projects have been approved with few modifications and little attention has 
been given to municipal recommendations about their appropriate siting. 
 
After prolonged debates this session and over the objections of the renewable energy sector, the Senate 
added language to H.40 that responds to the complaints raised by municipal officials about the process 
for permitting and the siting of renewable energy facilities – particularly solar. The legislation directs the 
secretaries of Natural Resources (ANR) and Agriculture, Food and Markets, along with the 
Commissioner of Public Service to report to the legislature on the environmental and land use impacts 
of renewable energy generation, methods for mitigating those impacts, and recommendations for 
appropriate siting and design of renewable electric generation facilities. The report is to examine the 
effects of renewable generation with respect to water quality, wildlife habitat, forest fragmentation, 
agricultural soils, aesthetics, and any other environmental or land use issue the ANR secretary considers 
relevant. 
 
The bill gives automatic party status to host municipalities in the Public Service Board (PSB) Certificate 
of Public Good (CPG) permitting process. H.40 adds minimum setback requirements for in-state, 
ground-mounted solar generation facilities approved under Section 248. 
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Minimum Setbacks 

From a state or municipal highway 100 feet for a facility with a plant capacity exceeding 
150 kilowatts (kW) and 40 feet for a facility with a plant 
capacity between 15 and 150 kW. 

From each property boundary that 
is not a state or municipal highway 

50 feet for a facility with a plant capacity exceeding 150 
kW and 25 feet for a facility with a capacity between 15 
and 150 kW. 

 
The PSB may require a larger setback or with agreement of the applicant, local legislative body and 
adjoining owners, a smaller setback. No setback is required for facilities with plant capacities of less than 
15kW. 
 
The bill gives municipalities limited authority to establish screening requirements for ground-mounted 
solar electric generation facilities through a bylaw or ordinance. The PSB will comply with those 
requirements unless such compliance would prohibit the installation of a facility or interfere with its 
intended use. A municipal bylaw or ordinance establishing screening requirements for ground-mounted 
solar facilities is to be no more restrictive than screening for other commercial development in the town 
or than flood hazard bylaw requirements if the town has no other screening requirements. The 
municipality may not require a permit under either the bylaw or ordinance but may make 
recommendations to the PSB. 
 
By January 15, 2017, the commissioners of Housing and Community Development and Public Service 
are to issue a report to the legislature. That report must (1) identify municipalities that have adopted 
screening requirements in bylaws or ordinances; (2) summarize those requirements; and (3) list the 
number of PSB proceedings in which screening requirements were applied and how they turned out. In 
addition to the ANR study, the bill also creates a Solar Siting Taskforce to study issues pertaining to 
siting, design, and regulatory review of solar electric generation facilities. Its members will be the 
commissioners of Public Service, Housing and Community Affairs; the Secretary of Natural Resources; a 
representative of VLCT; representatives of the Vermont Planners Association, the Association of 
Planning and Development Agencies, Renewable Energy Vermont, and an electric distribution utility; a 
landscape architect; and a Vermont resident with public policy and environmental or energy expertise 
not affiliated with a utility or energy facility developer appointed by the Vermont Public Interest 
Research Group  and the Vermont Natural Resources Council. These organizations represent the entities 
most involved in the fight about whether or not municipal recommendations and findings should be 
given additional weight in the PSB CPG process for permitting facilities. The taskforce is to submit 
proposed legislation to the legislature by January 15, 2016. 
 

Water Quality (H.35) 
Amends various provisions of Title 6 (Agriculture); 10 V.S.A. §§ 1251a (c), 1253, 1264; 1386 

24 V.S.A. §§ 4302, 4348(c), 4348a(a); 32 V.S.A. §§ 3756(i), 9602a; 
Adds 10 V.S.A. chapter 47 subchapter 7 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
H.35, the Water Quality Bill, was one of the last pieces of legislation to pass this session. The final 
debates leading to the bill’s passage were all about funding mechanisms and much less about the impact 
of the new programs H.35 would create. The version of the bill agreed to by both the House and Senate 
contained an increase in the property transfer tax for three years, collected by the state, instead of a per 
parcel fee on the property tax bill collected by municipal officials. VLCT members made it clear to their 

http://legislature.vermont.gov/assets/Documents/2016/Docs/BILLS/H-0035/H-0035%20As%20Passed%20by%20Both%20House%20and%20Senate%20Unofficial.pdf
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senators that the municipal collection of a fee on the property tax bill was not an acceptable outcome. 
Your voices were heard loud and clear. 
 
What does the water quality bill accomplish? What are the impacts on municipalities? Will this legislation 
prove to the decision-makers at the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 1 that 
Vermont is serious about its commitment to clean up Lake Champlain? 
 
According to H.35’s purpose section, Vermont is home to 7,100 miles of rivers and streams and 812 
lakes and ponds of at least five acres in size. There are 81 waters or segments of waters that are impaired 
(due to one pollutant or another) and require a total maximum daily load (TMDL) plan. There are 114 
waters or water segments that have been issued a TMDL. At least 115 waters or water segments are 
“stressed” (one or more factors preventing a higher water quality); at least 56 waters or water segments 
are considered “altered” due to the presence of aquatic nuisance species. 
 
H.35 both creates and requires implementation of programs to clean up Lake Champlain and, eventually, 
other waters of the state to comply with EPA mandates through TMDLs. The details of the programs to 
implement TMDL requirements that gave rise to H.35, including what it will cost, cannot begin to be 
finalized until the EPA issues the Lake Champlain TMDL, which is not expected until this summer. 
 
Anti-Degradation. One of the shortest and most important sections of the bill requires the Secretary of 
the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) to adopt rules by July 1, 2016, to implement the state’s anti-
degradation policy. This policy protects three tiers of water: (1) existing uses of a water body and the 
water quality that supports those uses; (2) where water quality is higher than applicable standards, that 
higher quality must be protected unless necessary to accommodate important social or economic 
considerations; and (3) protection of the quality of outstanding resource waters. In 2010, a number of 
meetings were held on the anti-degradation policy that led to adoption of an interim policy that October, 
which is archived at http://www.vtwaterquality.org/htm/documents/ad_VTDEC_Interim_Anti_ 
Degradation_Implementation_Procedure.pdf. 
 
Under the provisions of H.35, the anti-degradation policy – and, presumably, rule, once it is adopted – 
will apply to all new discharges requiring a water quality permit. The effect of applying an anti-
degradation standard to all projects and water quality permits – including stormwater discharge permits 
and the new municipal roads permits – will be significant and expensive. 
 
Agriculture. A substantial part of H.35 addresses non-point source runoff from farms. The Secretary of 
the Agency of Agriculture Food and Markets is to rewrite the Accepted Agricultural Practices – which 
the bill renames Required Agricultural Practices – by July 1, 2016. The bill establishes an annual fee of 
$2,500 for large farms and $1,500 for medium-sized farms and requires their compliance with the 
Required Agricultural Practices. Small farms, which must annually certify compliance with the Required 
Agricultural Practices, will not be charged a permit fee. The statute defines the number of animals and 
characteristics that constitute large, medium and small farms. The new requirements prohibit stacking of 
manure or storing fertilizer or other nutrients in a manner that threatens discharge to a water of the state 
or contamination of groundwater, in a floodway, or within 200 feet of a private well or water of the state 
unless the Agriculture secretary determines the stacking or piling presents no threat. H. 35 also addresses 
buffer strips along waterways and establishes standards to exclude livestock from the waters of the state. 
It also contains a host of other requirements to keep agricultural runoff out of rivers, streams, lakes, and 
ponds. 
 
Revenues from the permit fees on farms will be sequestered in a new Agriculture Water Quality Special 
Fund. These fees are estimated to total $621,000 in FY16. As well, a new annual fee of $30 per ton of 

http://www.vtwaterquality.org/htm/documents/ad_VTDEC_Interim_Anti_%20Degradation_Implementation_Procedure.pdf
http://www.vtwaterquality.org/htm/documents/ad_VTDEC_Interim_Anti_%20Degradation_Implementation_Procedure.pdf
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non-agriculture fertilizer (the fertilizer you buy in the hardware store and use for something other than 
commercial farming) and pesticides will raise an estimated $345,000, most of which will also be 
deposited to the Agriculture Water Quality Special Fund. 
 
The agriculture sections of the bill also provide for (1) training farmers, (2) custom applicators 
(commercial applicators of lime and nutrients to farm fields), (3) appeals of permit and enforcement 
decisions regarding actions that might be required on a farm to mitigate runoff, and (4) enforcement 
authority, including removing agricultural lands from the Use Value Program for non-compliance with 
water quality standards or administrative orders. 
 
Wastewater Treatment Facilities. Part of H.35 focuses on non-point sources of pollution. We believe 
that targeting scarce dollars to reduce runoff from impervious surfaces will yield better results than will 
ratcheting down phosphorus limits at wastewater treatment facilities, which is very costly and does little 
to reduce the phosphorus levels in the lake. Those facilities contribute only three percent of phosphorus 
loads to the lake. While H.35 does not specifically address phosphorus management at wastewater 
treatment facilities, rest assured that in the Lake Champlain TMDL, EPA will. In the meantime, H.35 
eliminates the longstanding requirement that if the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
determines that a phosphorus control project is necessary to reduce effluent phosphorus concentration 
at a wastewater treatment facility, it must award the municipality a state assistance award, subject to the 
availability of funds. 
 
Non-Point Source Phosphorus/ Stormwater Permits. Municipalities are responsible for 11,444 miles 
of Vermont’s highways, 7,073 of which are unpaved, according to the Agency of Transportation. Run-
off from unpaved roads contributes 5.6 percent of phosphorus loads to the lake. That agency’s Better 
Back Roads Program estimates that up to 75 percent of all roads in Vermont may need some erosion 
control. 
 
Developed land accounts for 13.8 percent of the phosphorus loads discharged to Lake Champlain. 
Municipalities will be responsible for abating stormwater runoff on impervious surfaces within their 
borders – such as sidewalks, parking lots, and rooftops – and for reducing erosion along stream banks in 
their communities. Private property owners will likewise have to retrofit their properties and secure 
permits for new impervious surfaces. H.35 (and, sometimes, previous statutes) requires permits (good 
for five years) for: 
 
1. constructing or redeveloping parcels of one acre or more of impervious surface; 
2. facilities with standard industrial classifications that include salt sheds and maintenance garages; 
3. municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s); 
4. earth disturbance of one acre or greater, or less if part of a common plan of development; 
5. expansion of impervious surface by more than 5,000 square feet such that the total resulting 

impervious area is greater than one acre; 
6. municipal roads; and 
7. parcels with more than three acres of impervious surface if the parcel was never previously permitted 

or permitted without adherence to the 2002 Stormwater Management Manual. The general permit 
for this category is to be issued by January 1, 2018, and must include a schedule for implementation 
in each area of the state. Permit coverage must be obtained for impervious surfaces in the Lake 
Champlain Basin by October 1, 2023, and within all other watersheds by October 1, 2028. 

 
If a municipality has taken full legal responsibility for construction or redevelopment of impervious 
surfaces under items 1, 5 or 7 above, including a legal duty to properly maintain the stormwater system, a 
separate permit from the state will not be required. 

http://vtransengineering.vermont.gov/bureaus/mab/better-back-roads
http://vtransengineering.vermont.gov/bureaus/mab/better-back-roads
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The ANR secretary may require a permit for any size of impervious surface after determining that 
treating discharges is necessary to mitigate adverse effects of runoff or to achieve compliance with a 
TMDL. He or she must adopt implementing rules by December 31, 2017, to (1) ensure consistency with 
the federal Clean Water Act; (2) specify minimum requirements for inspection and maintenance of 
stormwater management practices; (3) allow municipalities to assume full legal responsibility for 
stormwater systems permitted under the rules; (4) include standards for use of offsets and stormwater 
impact fees, emergency stormwater permits, and for alternative best management practices for 
stormwater permitting of renewable energy and telecommunications facilities in high elevation locations; 
and (5) require maintenance after developing pre-development runoff characteristics, according to the 
bill, “as nearly as possible.” Pre-development runoff is an absolute standard that would require 
developers to return a site’s stormwater runoff to that of an open field or forest before there was any 
disturbance of the soils there. In many instances, that is an impossibly high and expensive standard. 
Thus, the necessary caveat, “as nearly as possible” will likely be negotiated for a host of stormwater 
permits. 
 
The general permit for parcels with impervious surfaces of three acres or more that were not previously 
permitted appropriately will include allowing the use of stormwater impact fees, offsets, and phosphorus 
credit trading within the watershed of the water to which the stormwater discharges or runs off. ANR 
staff is working with stakeholders and consultants to develop standards for these programs.  
 
The ANR secretary may deny an application for discharge of regulated stormwater if the applicant is 
discharging regulated stormwater in violation of the law or holds an expired permit for an existing 
discharge. In an appeal of a decision regarding these permits, the bill establishes a rebuttable 
presumption in favor of the permittee that the discharge does not cause or contribute to a violation of 
the Vermont Water Quality Standards, provided that the receiving water is not principally impaired due 
to stormwater. 
 
Municipal Highways. As mentioned above, H.35 creates a new permit to apply to all municipal 
highways. The application fee of $400 and annual permit fee of $2,000 per municipality will support state 
administration, education, and enforcement. The general permit regulating discharges of regulated 
stormwater runoff from municipal roads is to be issued by December 31, 2017. Unfortunately, the bill 
does not include a requirement that ANR consult with the Agency of Transportation on the details of 
this permit. The permit is to include a schedule for implementation by each municipality and the date by 
which it will: 
• apply for municipal road permit coverage; 
• inventory necessary projects on roads; 
• establish a plan for prioritizing and implementing stormwater improvements; and 
• implement stormwater improvements of municipal roads according to that plan. 
 
By July 1, 2021, all municipalities are to apply for coverage pursuant to the municipal roads general 
permit schedule established by the ANR secretary, who may require individual permits whenever he or 
she wants. The rules will also establish criteria and technical standards such as best management 
practices for implementing stormwater improvements of municipal roads and criteria for prioritizing 
improvements of municipal roads to address stormwater. 
 
Land Use Planning Goals and Basin Plans. H.35 adds a goal to the land use planning goals in Title 
24, Chapter 117, the regional and municipal planning statute. Vermont’s water quality should be 
maintained and improved according to the policies and actions developed in the basin plans established 
by the ANR secretary. Regional plans must now include a statement of policies on protecting and 



 

Vermont League of Cities and Towns 21 2015 Legislative Wrap-up 

improving the state’s water quality to be used in development and furtherance of the applicable basin 
plans. 
 
New language directs the ANR secretary to prepare and maintain an overall surface water management 
plan to ensure that the state water quality standards are met in all waters of the state. The plan is to 
include a schedule for updating Vermont’s 15 basin plans on a five-year rotating basis, to be updated in 
consultation with regional planning commissions and natural resources districts. As part of the process, 
the secretary is to: 
• identify waters that should be reclassified; 
• identify projects that will protect and enhance water quality; 
• ensure that municipal officials, citizens, watershed groups, and others are involved in the process; 
• ensure there is regional and local input in water quality policy development and planning processes; 
• provide education regarding the process; 
• consult with regional commissions and evaluate their recommendations on conforming with the 

objectives of the regional plan; and 
• provide notice of and opportunity for comment on basin plans. 
 
If money is available from the Clean Water Fund, the ANR secretary will contract with regional 
commissions to assist with or produce basin plans. The basin plan, in the end, is adopted by the 
secretary, not the region or the municipality. 
 
Permit Fees. The bill increases permit fees on municipalities to fund 13 new positions at DEC that will 
administer the stormwater programs. Thanks to a chorus of protestations from local officials, DEC 
permit fees will not be assessed on cities and towns until they have included those expenses in their 
municipal budgets for next year. Section 44 of the bill contains the increased fees and the basis for their 
assessment. Of particular note is the fee for the new municipal roads stormwater general permit: $400 
per application and $2,000 per year. Illustrative of the expansions and increases made throughout the 
permits municipalities are required to get is that the requirement to obtain a stream alteration permit at 
$225 per application was deleted. In its place, the bill institutes the following permit fees: 
 

Stream alteration, individual permit $350 
Stream alteration, general permit reporting category $200 
Stream alteration, individual permit; municipal bridge, culvert and unimproved 
property protection 

$350 

Stream alteration, general permit; municipal bridge, culvert, and unimproved 
property protection 

$200 

Flood hazard area, municipal reviews; reviews requiring hydraulic and hydrologic 
modeling, compensatory storage volumetric analysis, or river corridor equilibrium 

$200 

Flood hazard area, municipal review; projects not requiring hydraulic or 
hydrologic modeling; 

$200 

River corridor, major map amendments $350 
 
In total, all DEC water quality-related permit fee increases are expected to raise $1,557,716 in FY16. 
Municipalities will pay most of those fees. Of that amount, $1,545,116 would fund the 13 positions at 
DEC and regional commissions for basin planning work. The additional $12,600 would fund existing 
operating costs at DEC. 
 
Property Transfer Tax Increase. H.35 establishes a clean water surcharge of 0.2 percent of the value 
of property subject to the property transfer tax to capitalize a newly created Clean Water Fund. The 
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surcharge, which is in effect until July 1, 2018, will raise approximately $5.3 million in FY16 and $5.7 
million in FY17. As well, other gifts, donations, and impact fees may be dedicated to the Clean Water 
Fund upon approval of the Secretary of Administration. By January 15, 2017, the State Treasurer is to 
report to the legislature on potential revenue sources to replace this surcharge. Those recommendations 
must analyze fees, taxes or revenues on a property, parcel use or type, or activity in proportion to the 
negative impacts of property, parcel use or type, or activity on the water quality of the state. The 
Treasurer is to include (1) recommendations on rewarding best management practices for properties or 
activities subject to those assessments; (2) an estimate of the generated revenue; (3) a summary of how 
assessing the proposed revenue source will be administered, collected, and enforced; (4) 
recommendations regarding the potential for bonding for water quality improvements; and (5) legislative 
proposals to implement each revenue recommendation. 
 
Clean Water Fund. The Clean Water Fund will be used to (1) help the state comply with water quality 
requirements; (2) fund staff positions at the agencies of Natural Resources, Agriculture Food and 
Markets, or Transportation; and (3) fund nonprofit organizations, regional associations and other entities 
to implement and administer community-based water quality programs or projects.  
 
A Clean Water Fund Board will be created to advise the Secretary of Administration on expenditures 
from the fund. After much debate, all non-administration members of the board were deleted. Thus, the 
board comprises the secretaries of Administration, Natural Resources, Agriculture, Food and Markets, 
Commerce and Community Development, and Transportation. In making funding recommendations, 
the Board is to prioritize funding to: 
• programs and projects that address sources of water pollution in impaired waters; 
• projects that address water pollution sources that are significant contributors to the degradation of 

water quality; 
• programs or projects that address riparian conditions increasing the risk of flooding; 
• assistance required for state and municipal compliance with stormwater requirements for highways 

and roads; 
• education and outreach; 
• innovative or alternative technologies or practices designed to improve water quality; and 
• purchases of agricultural land to take it out of production if water quality cannot be otherwise 

remediated. 
 
During the first three years, the board will prioritize funding to municipalities for municipal compliance 
with water quality requirements. 
 
In FY16, $5,300,000 is expected to be raised for the Clean Water Fund. Of that amount, $450,000 would 
pay for seven new staff positions at the Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets. An additional 
$1,545,116 would pay for 13 new positions in DEC to implement water quality programs and contract 
with regional commissions. These positions are required to come from existing vacant and repurposed 
positions. Particularly if deficits continue, we suspect that a board comprising only state agency 
secretaries may decide to use the new Clean Water Fund for state level administration and project costs. 
 
Reports. By January 15, 2016, the ANR Secretary is to report whether and how the state should lower 
permitting thresholds from one acre to one-half acre of impervious surfaces for stormwater runoff from 
new development, redevelopment, or expansion. The report must include an estimate of the number of 
additional permits required as a result of that change and an estimate of the number of additional staff 
necessary to regulate them. 
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By the same date, the secretary is to publish a stormwater management handbook that includes best 
management practices to control, mitigate, or eliminate runoff to waters of the state. 
 
The secretary must also submit a report on the land application of septage and sludge in the state, 
including a summary of the current law, how the law is designed to protect groundwater or water quality, 
and an analysis of the feasibility and cost of treating septage or sludge in a different way. 
 
Finally, within three months after the TMDL for Lake Champlain is issued, the secretary is to update 
Vermont’s Phase 1 TMDL Implementation Plan, explaining how basin plans will be used to implement 
the Phase 1 plan. Basin plans will need to include strategies for reducing phosphorus, schedules for plan 
adoption, issuance of permits to control phosphorus discharges from wastewater treatment facilities, 
issuance of stormwater control permits, wetland and river corridor restoration and protection projects to 
achieve what the EPA has established are the state’s obligations under the Phase 1 TMDL plan, a table of 
non-point source activities that will achieve the state’s obligations, and other strategies the secretary 
deems necessary. 
 
H.35 is an enormous bill. Clearly, Lake Champlain needs to be cleaned up, as do other waters of the 
state, and clearly, Vermont’s economy depends in part on its water quality. However, H.35 establishes all 
manner of mandates for stormwater management on municipalities, the details of which we cannot 
know for several months. Only a fraction of the potential costs are addressed in the revenue raising 
sections. Along with all the other obligations imposed by this legislation, it will be a good idea for 
municipal officials to keep track of how much stormwater management and stormwater permits cost 
their city or town. As always, your VLCT staff welcomes updates about how your community is handling 
these obligations. The DEC Commissioner has been working with the VLCT Advisory Committee to 
the Commissioner on Water Quality since last fall. This is a forum where the issues that accompany 
implementation will be raised as you bring them to our attention. 
 

Natural Burial Grounds (H.25) 
Amends 18 V.S.A. §§ 5302, 5323 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
H.25 authorizes the creation of a natural burial ground and defines it as a cemetery that is maintained by 
using “ecological land management practices” and is “without vaults.” Only embalming fluids that are 
non-toxic are allowed, and only non-toxic, non-hazardous, plant-derived burial containers or shrouds, if 
any, may be used. If a body is buried without a coffin, the bottom of the body is to be at least five feet 
below the natural surface of the ground. 
 
The bill establishes natural burial ground setback distances from water supplies and outside source 
protection areas, river corridors, and flood hazard areas. Natural burial grounds may use any 
nonstandard method of locating human remains that enables demarcation in the town land record of the 
exact location and identity of each buried body, such as by mapping, surveying, or use of a global 
positioning system. A developer of a natural burial ground would need to record plats of the property. 
The requirement that a municipality maintain a cemetery that has fallen into disrepair (18 V.S.A. § 5362) 
would not apply to a natural burial ground. A municipality would not have to maintain or repair a fence 
around a natural burial ground “so long as the perimeter of the natural burial ground is marked in a less 
obtrusive manner, such as by survey markers.”  
 
The municipality would not need to erect markers or headstones for persons having no known estate at 
municipal expense (18 V.S.A. § 5371) “unless the regulations governing a particular natural burial ground 

http://legislature.vermont.gov/bill/status/2016/H.25
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require a marker on a person’s grave…” The municipality has no say in whether or not a natural burial 
ground will require a marker. 
 
The Commissioner of Heath will adopt rules enabling him or her to govern disposition of human 
remains in a natural burial ground when the deceased has a disease or condition considered a public 
health emergency of international concern or when the burial poses a potential public health hazard. 
 

Urban Construction Soil Disposal (H.269) 
Amends 10 V.S.A. §§ 6001 (3), 6602 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
H.269 establishes standards for managing and disposing of soils that are excavated during downtown or 
urban construction projects. Under state law, low levels of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
arsenic, lead, and other heavy metals that exist in soils in urban areas may be considered hazardous 
materials. Those constituents can be found in the environment as a result of exhaust from incomplete 
combustion of hydrocarbons including oil, gasoline, coal, wood, and solid waste. As well, arsenic, lead, 
and other heavy metals can be naturally occurring components of soil. 
 
Development or redevelopment of downtown and village center properties often requires the relocation 
of soils that have been excavated in advance of building foundations, footers, and structures such as 
parking garages that are integral to a downtown area. Recent interpretations of current law required that 
those soils be treated as solid wastes and trucked long distances to landfills (such as Coventry, the only 
remaining commercial landfill in Vermont) because the soil includes background levels of the potentially 
hazardous materials noted above. Surrounding soils, which are not excavated as part of the project, are 
likely to contain the same background levels of those materials, but because they are not being disturbed, 
no requirement to move them or give them special treatment is triggered. 
 
The bill defines ”development soils” as unconsolidated mineral and organic matter overlying bedrock 
(read “dirt”) that contains PAHs, arsenic, or lead in concentrations that (1) exceed relevant soil screening 
level for residential soil and when managed according to statutory standards pose no unreasonable risk to 
human health through dermal, inhalation, or ingestion exposure; (2) don’t leach compounds at 
concentrations that exceed groundwater enforcement standards; or (3) exceed groundwater standards. 
 
S.269 provides interim standards to remove excavated development soils from a site of origin in a 
designated downtown, growth center, neighborhood development area, tax increment financing (TIF) 
district, or village center if the soils are not from a site listed under the federal Comprehensive 
Environmental, Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the investigation and 
management of the soils occurs pursuant to plans, tests, supervision, and documentation submitted to 
and approved by the Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR). Before approving an action 
plan, the secretary must allow for public comment for at least 14 days and issues a final decision 
regarding the plan within 45 days of receiving an application. 
 
By July 1, 2016, the ANR Secretary must also adopt rules to manage development soils so as to protect 
public health and promote Vermont’s traditional settlement patterns in compact village or city centers. 
On that date, the interim standards and authority to approve management plans for development soils 
expires. 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATION 

Same Day Voter Registration (S.29) 
Amends 17 Chapters 43 and 51 generally 

VLCT Contact: Steve Jeffrey 
 
S.29 allows any person eligible to register to vote to do so at the polling place on Election Day. Such a 
person can submit an application to be added to the checklist to the presiding officer at the polling place. 
The person does need to apply at the polling place that covers the area in which he or she resides. That 
officer must approve all such applications which meet the standard eligibility requirements for registering 
currently. The person’s name is to be added to the checklist right then and there, after which the person 
may then vote. The town clerk is required to add that person’s name to the statewide voter checklist 
within five business days of the election. 
 
If the presiding officer cannot determine whether the applicant is eligible to be registered, she or he must 
immediately refer the application to any members of the board of civil authority (BCA) present at the 
polling place. Those board members present at the polling place constitute a quorum for adding same 
day registrants. The BCA proceeds as it does under current law to add the person to the checklist or 
reject the application. If it rejects the application, it shall notify the applicant at the polling place. 
 
This provision does not go into effect until January 1, 2017, so clerks will not be required to try to 
implement this change during a presidential election year. 
 

Telecommunications and E-911 (H.117) 
Amends 30 V.S.A. § 1, 246(e); adds 30 V.S.A. Chapter 82 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
H.117 creates a new Division for Telecommunications and Connectivity in the Department of Public 
Service. The new division is charged with: 
• promoting access to affordable broadband services; 
• achieving universal availability of mobile telecommunications services, including voice and high-

speed data along highways, and nearly universal availability statewide; 
• investing in infrastructure to complete last-mile connection to homes or businesses; 
• the continuous upgrading of telecommunications and broadband infrastructure statewide to keep up 

with the evolution in technologies and the needs of businesses and individuals; and 
• the most efficient use of public and private resources by encouraging development of open-access 

telecommunications systems and infrastructure through state policies. 
 
Annually on January 15, the division – and a newly created Telecommunications and Connectivity 
Advisory Board – will submit a report to the legislature that summarizes all grant awards, contracts and 
agreements entered into by the division and includes action plans and statewide maps of all service levels. 
 
The bill clarifies that the holder of a certificate of public good (CPG) for a constructed meteorological 
station may apply to convert the station to a wireless telecommunications facility, provided the 
application is filed at least 90 days before the expiration of the certificate for the station. 
 
Act 190 of the 2014 legislative session called for a report on transferring powers and responsibilities of 
the E-911 Board to the, the Department of Public Service, the Department of Public Safety, or to what 
was then referred to as the Division of Connectivity. That transfer was supposed to achieve annual 
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savings of at least $300,000 as well as enhanced coordination, efficiency, and a reduction of 
redundancies. Last December, the Secretary of Administration recommended transferring the E-911 
Board to the Department of Public Safety. Local officials and VLCT opposed that proposal because it 
would constrain the independence of the E-911 Board. An E-911 Board representative testified that the 
board’s administrative expenses could be reduced by approximately $300,000. H.117 directs the E-911 
Board to transfer $300,000 from the Enhanced 911 Fund to the Department of Public Safety public 
safety answering points (PSAPS) and to eliminate at least one full-time position in the E-911 system. 
 
The bill adds a new statute to Title 30 that authorizes two or more cities or towns to form a 
communications district to deliver communications services and operate a communications plant. A 
communications plant includes all parts of a communications system owned by the district including 
wires, cables, fiber optics, wireless, or other technologies used to transport or store information, 
facilities, and equipment. Modeled generally on a union municipal district as it exists in current statute, a 
communications district will include all land and residents within a member municipality and any other 
subsequently admitted. The communications district is empowered to operate or contract for 
construction, ownership, management, and operation of a communications plant and to provide 
communications services to members. Such a district would need to obtain a CPG before providing 
services but it won’t have taxing authority –all their necessary revenues will come from selling the 
communications services. 
 
The bill establishes the East Central Vermont Telecommunications District – approved by the voters of 
Norwich, Randolph, Sharon, Strafford, and Woodstock – as the first communications union district 
once governance details are approved by the legislative bodies of each member municipality. 
Communications union districts are eligible for loans from the Vermont Economic Development 
Authority. 
 

Municipal Charters 
Amends Title 24 Appendix: Municipal Charters 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
This session, the legislature passed the 13 charter amendments listed below. Five of those charters 
involved changing treasurer and/or clerk offices from elected to appointed. The requirement that towns 
amend their charters to accomplish this change may be obviated next year if S.94 passes. That bill would 
allow town voters to make such a charter change without needing the legislature to get involved. Also of 
note is H.497, an amendment of the Colchester Town Charter to allow for the adoption of local option 
rooms and meals and sales taxes. Assuming the governor signs it into law, it would be the sixth approved 
municipal charter authorizing local option taxes to be levied in those municipalities in the same manner 
as those that have adopted them under the provisions of 24 V.S.A. § 138. 
 
Burlington voters in March of 2014 approved three charter amendments dealing with firearms that the 
legislature refused to approve last year and again this year. Technically, all three are still bills that could 
be acted upon by the legislature during the second year of the biennium next year. 
 
Vermont is a Dillon’s Rule state, which means that a municipality may only do what the legislature has 
specifically enabled it to do in statute. Thus, if a municipality elects to undertake a program or process 
that is not enabled in statute, it generally needs to adopt a governance charter or charter amendment 
whose language must be approved by both the voters at the local level and by the legislature. 
 
Both the House and Senate Government Operations committees were attentive to proposed charter 
amendments this session, with the exception of the controversial Burlington firearms proposals. All 
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other charter proposals were passed with few amendments, save for conforming or grammatical changes. 
They include: 
 
Barre Town (M-2)............................................................................................... various governance amendments 
Burlington (M-7) ................................................................................................. various governance amendments 
Colchester (M-1 and H.497) ..................................................................... various amendments; local option tax 
Franklin (M-4) ............................................................................................................. merge fire district into town 
Middlebury (H.508) ............................................................................................ various governance amendments 
North Bennington Village (H.505) .................................................................. various governance amendments 
Royalton (M-5) ................................................................................................................................ appoint treasurer 
Salisbury (H.499) .......................................................................... appoint treasurer and clerk to one-year terms 
St. Johnsbury (M-3) ......................................................................................................................... recall of officers 
Waitsfield (M-8) ............................................................................................................ appoint treasurer and clerk 
West Fairlee (H.496) ...................................................................................................................... appoint treasurer 
Weybridge (H.494) .................................................................. appoint treasurer, clerk, and road commissioner 
 
 

TRANSPORTATION 

Transportation Capital Bill (H.488) 
Amends 5 V.S.A. §§ 204, 206; 10 V.S.A. §§ 153, 1974; 19 V.S.A. §§ 9(a), 38, 306(i), Chapter 25; 
23 V.S.A. § 3106; 29 V.S.A. §§ 5, 821 (a); 30 V.S.A.§§ 218c(d)(2), 248(a)(4); 32 V.S.A. § 9606(d)) 

VLCT Contact: Karen Horn 
 
Among the many issues covered by H.488, the Transportation Bill, are researching alternatives to motor 
fuel taxes, public transportation services, transportation funding, and grants to municipalities. It also 
requires the secretary of the Agency of Transportation (VTrans) to find $1.5 million in program savings 
through cuts to personnel, labor, or consulting for FY16. 
 
H.488 adjusts Program Development funding by reducing the FY16 Transportation Infrastructure Bond 
(TIB) fund by $6.6 million. In 2009, the legislature created this revenue-based bond program whose 
revenue comes from a two percent assessment on the retail price of gas. The bill also increases project 
spending authority by $3,514,996 in transportation funds and reduces project spending authority by 
$12,340,016 in federal funds. 
 
The secretary of VTrans may not delay a project that would otherwise go ahead in FY16 unless savings 
to the Program Development fund cannot be achieved from either project savings or unforeseen delays 
that prevent a particular project from proceeding in 2016. Delayed projects may proceed if 
transportation revenues exceeds projections. Depending on the amount of revenue increases, paving 
projects may also be increased. Given the current economic climate, the administration doesn’t believe 
there will be any extra revenue. 
 
The bill would establish a floor of 3.96 cents per gallon on the TIB two percent assessment, so if gas 
prices during a calendar quarter average less than $2.47 per gallon, the floor would protect TIB revenues. 
 
FY16 funding for the Town Highway Structures Program is $9,483,500. This is not an increase from the 
$6.33 million that was appropriated in FY15 because $3 million borrowed from the fund last year is 
being repaid this year, as the administration promised. The other local highway aid programs are level-
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funded and have been for years. The exception is that funding for Town Bridge Grants is increased by 
$6 million from FY15 to $21.63 million. 
 
VTrans is tasked with identifying and evaluating new funding sources, other than the motor vehicle fuel 
tax, to maintain the state’s transportation system. To do so, the agency must review current funding 
sources and policies, review funding options in the 2013 Transportation Funding Options Report 
(required by Act 153 of 2012), examine how other states have reduced or eliminated motor fuel tax and 
replaced them with other funding options, and consider funding sources other than the property tax to 
support the local share of increasing costs or expansion of public transportation services. VTrans must 
report these findings to both Transportation committees by January 15, 2016. Under the House-passed 
bill, this task was assigned to a Transportation Revenue Study Committee that included a member 
designated by VLCT. 
 
The agency is also directed to evaluate the merits of implementing an Adopt a Park and Ride Program, 
which would provide for volunteers to clean up litter at state park and ride facilities with the agency’s 
permission. By January 15, 2016, VTrans would need to either implement that program or tell the 
legislature why it doesn’t recommend it.  
 
By the same year, the agency must examine the possibility of bus service from Albany, N.Y., to 
Bennington to Manchester (Vt.) and present those findings to both legislative Transportation 
committees. By January 15, 2017, VTrans will have to assess the costs associated with operating a 
commuter rail service between St. Albans, Essex Junction, and Montpelier, with connecting service to 
Burlington, and report its findings to both committees. The agency will also review the Elders and 
Persons with Disability Transportation Program, which addresses transportation services to the elderly 
and disabled.  
 
The bill makes a significant change to the Transportation Alternatives Program by setting aside $1.1 
million for environmental mitigation to treat stormwater runoff from town highways. These funds are 
part of the state’s commitment to municipalities to help meet the requirements of the water quality 
legislation. Those program funds also continue to be available to fund eligible salt and sand shed projects 
located near streams or rivers. H.35, the Water Quality Bill (see page 17), establishes a Clean Water 
Fund. VTrans will disburse monies from the fund to municipalities for environmental mitigation projects 
related to stormwater and highways through the Municipal Mitigation Grants Program. Grants provided 
to municipalities under the program would need to be matched by local funds sufficient to cover 20 
percent of project costs.  
 
The bill authorizes the secretary of VTrans to provide training and instruction for Vermont municipal 
employees on any transportation-related issue that the agency covers through the Trans Training Center, 
such as the new Rivers and Roads Workshop. Where appropriate, the agency would pay for the training, 
which is generally the case today. 
 
H.488 would exempt lots that are transferred as part of highway or transportation projects authorized 
under the Transportation Program from obtaining potable water supply or wastewater permits. Likewise, 
property transfer tax returns would not be required for transfers of property for highway purposes 
valued at $10,000 or less. The entity acquiring those properties would need to notify the listers of the 
grantors, grantees, consideration, date of execution, and location of the property when it records a deed 
for the property. 
 
The bill removes the Board of Libraries’ discretion to name roads and gives that authority to the 
Transportation Board, which would also be directed to name state transportation facilities, state-owned, -
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controlled or -maintained highways and the bridges on them, airports, rail facilities, rest areas, and 
welcome centers. That authority would be exercised only upon petition of the legislative body of a 
municipality, a state agency or department head, or 50 Vermont residents. Likewise, the Byways Council 
is repealed; its authority to designate or discontinue state scenic roads or byways is transferred to the 
Transportation Board. 
 
H.488 mandates that signs along town scenic roads must comply with the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices as amended. These signs have been 
controversial because of their large size and reflective material, which is out of character with most of 
Vermont’s rural roads. 
 
 

EMPLOYMENT AND EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

Health Reform – Strong Out of the Gate, But Falters at the Finish Line (S.139) 
VLCT Contact: Dave Sichel 

 
Last fall, many Vermonters anticipated that 2015 would be the year that the governor’s single payer, 
universal care health initiative would move forward. What a difference a few short months make! Shortly 
after the November election, the governor announced that he would not move forward with single 
payer. 
 
As the legislative session began, the governor proposed to reduce the Medicaid cost shift and fund other 
health system reform initiatives by imposing a payroll tax that would raise $90 million and bring in $100 
million of federal matching funds. In addition to raising Medicaid medical reimbursement rates, this 
proposal would pick up $16 million in Medicaid and other ongoing health system costs that were 
previously funded through the General Fund, thus reducing the large projected General Fund deficit. 
Increased Medicaid enrollment resulting from the Affordable Care Act’s expansion of eligibility also 
exerted pressure on Medicaid funding. On an annualized basis, these cost pressures, including state and 
federal matching funding, totaled $33.2 million. 
 
VLCT has long advocated for a reduction in Medicaid cost shift. VLCT did not support the governor’s 
proposal because it did not dedicate all of the funds to cost shift reduction and could not guarantee that 
the additional Medicaid reimbursements would flow through to health insurance premiums. 
 
Fast forward to the last hours of the legislative session when S.139, this year’s health reform bill, was 
adopted. The final bill included $6.3 million in combined state and federal funding to increase Medicaid 
primary care provider reimbursements, expand the authority of the Green Mountain Care Board, 
maintain cost assistance for low and middle income individual Vermont Health Connect subscribers, 
provide additional funding for the Blueprint for Health program, and restore funding for the Health 
Care Advocate’s office, along with other reforms. Funding for these S.139 expenditures comes from 
increased tobacco taxes. 
 
Clearly, the final bill does not keep up with the significant expansion in Medicaid enrollment and 
increasing medical costs. It does not even cover the costs of services previously funded through the 
General Fund. This will result in increased cost shift pressure which, in turn, will put upward pressure on 
health insurance rates, including those for cities and towns. 
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In summary, the legislative session started with a $190 million proposal to reduce Medicaid cost shift and 
implement a wide array of health system reforms. The session ended with the adoption of a bill that 
provides $6.3 million for much reduced health reform initiatives and no funding to keep up with 
Medicaid cost increases or to even fully replace the funding cut from the General Fund. There’s always 
next year. 
 
 

2015 LEGISLATIVE SUMMER STUDIES AND REPORTS 

 
H.18, Public Records Exemptions. By December 1, 2015, the Office of Legislative Council is to 
compile a list of all Public Records Act exemptions found in the Vermont Statutes in consultation with 
the Attorney General’s office. The list must be updated at least every two years and arranged by subject 
area, title, and section number. The list and updates will be posted on the websites of the General 
Assembly, the Secretary of State’s Office, the Attorney General’s Office, and the State Library, and will 
also be sent to the Vermont League of Cities and Towns. 

 
H.35, Water Quality. By January 15, 2016, the secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) is 
to report whether and how the state should lower permitting thresholds from one acre to one-half acre 
of impervious surfaces for stormwater runoff from new development, redevelopment, or expansion. The 
report must include an estimate of the number of additional permits required as a result of that change 
and an estimate of the number of additional staff necessary to regulate them. 
 
By the same date, the secretary is to publish a stormwater management handbook that includes best 
management practices to control, mitigate, or eliminate runoff to waters of the state, as well as a report 
on the land application of septage and sludge in the state, including the current law, how the law is 
designed to protect groundwater or water quality, and an analysis of the feasibility and cost of treating 
septage or sludge in a different way. 
 
Within three months after the Lake Champlain Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is issued, the 
secretary is to update Vermont’s Phase 1 TMDL Implementation Plan, explaining how basin plans will 
be used to implement the Phase 1 plan. Basin plans will need to include strategies for reducing 
phosphorus, schedules for plan adoption, issuance of permits to control phosphorus discharges from 
wastewater treatment facilities, issuance of stormwater control permits, wetland and river corridor 
restoration and protection projects to meet the Phase 1 TMDL plan, and a table of non-point source 
activities that will achieve the state’s obligations. 
 
By January 15, 2017, the state treasurer is to report to the legislature on potential revenue sources to 
replace the property transfer tax surcharge. Those recommendations are to be designed to assess fees, 
taxes or revenues from a property, parcel use, parcel, type, or activity in proportion to the negative 
impacts of property, parcel use, parcel type or activity on the water quality of the state. The treasurer 
must include recommendations on rewarding best management practices for properties or activities 
subject to those assessments; an estimate of the amount of revenue to be generated; a summary of how 
assessing the proposed revenue source will be administered, collected and enforced; a recommendation 
regarding the potential for bonding for water quality improvements; and legislative proposals to 
implement each revenue recommendation. 
 
H.40, Renewable Energy and Siting. By January 15, 2017, the commissioners of the departments of 
Housing and Community Development and Public Service are to issue a report to the legislature to (1) 
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identify municipalities that have adopted screening requirements in bylaws or ordinances; (2) summarize 
those requirements; and (3) list the number of PSB proceedings in which screening requirements were 
applied and how they turned out. The bill also creates a Solar Siting Taskforce to study issues pertaining 
to siting, design, and regulatory review of solar electric generation facilities. The Solar Siting Taskforce 
shall submit proposed legislation to the legislature by January 15, 2016. 
 
The legislation directs the secretaries of ANR and Agriculture, Food and Markets, along with the 
commissioner of Public Service to report to the legislature on the environmental and land use impacts of 
renewable energy generation, methods for mitigating those impacts, and recommendations for 
appropriate siting and design of renewable electric generation facilities. The report is to examine the 
effects of renewable generation with respect to water quality, wildlife habitat, forest fragmentation, 
agricultural soils, aesthetics, and any other environmental or land use issue the ANR secretary considers 
relevant. 
 
H.488, Transportation Capital Bill. VTrans will identify and evaluate new funding sources, other than 
the motor vehicle fuel tax, to maintain the state’s transportation system. The agency must review current 
funding sources and policies, review funding options in the transportation report, examine how other 
states have reduced or eliminated motor fuel tax and replaced them with other funding options, and 
consider funding sources other than the property tax to support the local share of increasing costs or 
expansion of public transportation services. VTrans must report these findings to the legislature by 
January 15, 2016. The agency is also directed to evaluate the merits of implementing an Adopt a Park 
and Ride Program, which provides for volunteers to clean up litter at state park and ride facilities with 
the agency’s permission. By the same date, VTrans needs to implement that program or tell the 
legislature why it doesn’t recommend it. The agency will review the Elders and Persons with Disability 
Transportation program, which addresses transportation services to the elderly and disabled. VTrans will 
have to assess the costs associated with operating a commuter rail service between St. Albans, Essex 
Junction, and Montpelier, with connecting service to Burlington, and report its findings to both 
Transportation committees by January 15, 2017. The agency must also examine the possibility of bus 
service from Albany, N.Y., to Bennington to Manchester (Vt.), and present those findings to the 
committees by January 15, 2016. 
 
H.490, Appropriations. ANR, the Division of Property Valuation and Review, and Joint Fiscal Office 
(JFO), after consulting with VLCT, shall submit a report on PILOT for lands held by ANR lands. The 
report should recommend whether the PILOT requirements for ANR lands need to be amended and 
what methods may be necessary to facilitate the transition of municipalities from the existing PILOT 
funding mechanism to new requirements. 
 
By September 1, 2015, the Vermont E-911 Board is to report on the number of 911 call centers and 911 
call “seats” (positions) necessary to meet current requirements of the E-911 system, the average cost per 
911 call seat, and ways to provide 911 service to the state that optimize performance and cost-
effectiveness. The commissioner of Public Safety is to report on the costs required to support the 
current level of dispatching services at the four state-operated call and dispatch centers by June 1, 2015. 
This information must be available to municipalities that rely on those dispatch services.  
 
The commissioner is to forward cost proposals for operating a dispatch center to regional groups, 
municipalities, and interested parties to determine if those groups want to contract for continued 
services. If agreement is reached with a regional group by September 15, 2015, the commissioner will 
contract with the assistant judges acting on behalf of the county to provide those dispatch services or 
facilities. Those services will be paid at the county level by municipalities that choose to use them. 
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The Health Care Reform Chief is to provide monthly reports beginning June 1, 2015, to the JFO for 
distribution to the legislature. The reports, which are to be posted on the Health committees’ websites, 
will address the schedule, cost, and scope status of the system’s Release 1 and Release 2 development 
efforts, an update of current risks, actions taken to address the State Auditor’s Report, and an update on 
the analysis of alternatives to Vermont Health Connect. 
 
The Health Care Reform Chief must also give the JFO materials provided by the Independent 
Verification and Validation firms that are evaluating Vermont Health Connect. 
 
H.492, Capital Bill. The commissioner of Buildings and General Services and the court administrator 
are directed to evaluate the current ownership and maintenance responsibilities for each county 
courthouse and parameter for determining the county’s share of maintaining county courthouses in the 
future. A report is due to the legislature by January 15, 2016. 
 
S.41, Tax Expenditures. The JFO and a qualified consultant are directed to propose a strategy to 
evaluate the effectiveness of each tax expenditure in the 2015 tax expenditure report to the legislature. 
Tax expenditures are the exemptions, exclusions, deductions, credits, preferential rates, or deferral of 
liability that apply to the state’s tax sources, including the education property tax. The proposed strategy 
is to be presented to the legislature by January 15, 2016. 
 
S.139 Health Care. The Department of Vermont Health Access is to evaluate the methodology used to 
establish reimbursement amounts for ambulance and emergency medical services delivered to Medicaid 
beneficiaries to determine the basis for the current reimbursement amounts and the rationale for the 
current level of reimbursement. It must consider any possible adjustments to revise the methodology in a 
way that is budget neutral or of minimal fiscal impact to the Agency of Human Services for FY16. The 
department is to report its recommendations to the House by December 1, 2015. 
 
The Green Mountain Care Board, in consultation with the Department of Financial Regulation, will 
analyze the projected impact on rates in the large group health insurance market if large employers are 
permitted to purchase qualified health plans through the Vermont Health Benefit Exchange beginning in 
2018. The analysis is to estimate the impact on premiums for employees in the large group market if the 
market were to transition from experience rating to community rating beginning with the 2018 plan year. 
 
By October 15, 2015, the secretary of Administration, Green Mountain Care Board, and the Joint Fiscal 
Office (JFO) must provide a draft estimate of the costs of providing primary care to all Vermont 
residents, with and without cost sharing by the patient, beginning on January 1, 2017. The JFO is to 
conduct an independent evaluation of the cost estimate and provide that to the secretary by December 2, 
2015. The secretary’s report then goes to the legislature by January 1, 2015; the JFO submits its review 
by January 15. 
 
The director of Health Care Reform in the Agency of Administration is to identify options and 
considerations for providing health care coverage to all public employees – including state and judiciary 
employees, school employees, municipal employees, and state and teacher retirees – in a cost-effective 
manner that will not trigger the excise tax on high-cost, employer-sponsored health insurance plans 
imposed pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 4980I. One option is an intermunicipal insurance agreement as 
described in 24 V.S.A. chapter 121, subchapter 6. The director also must consult with representatives of 
the Vermont-NEA, the Vermont School Boards Association, the Vermont Education Health Initiative, 
the Vermont State Employees’ Association, the Vermont Troopers Association, the Vermont League of 
Cities and Towns, the Department of Human Resources, the Office of the Treasurer, and the Joint 
Fiscal Office, and report his findings and recommendations to the House by November 1, 2015. 

http://legislature.vermont.gov/assets/Legislative-Reports/2015-Tax-Expenditure-Report-FINAL-01-15-2015.pdf


 

Vermont League of Cities and Towns 33 2015 Legislative Wrap-up 

 
Beginning October 1, 2015, the Department of Vermont Health Access is to provide reimbursement for 
Medicaid-covered primary care consultations through telemedicine to Medicaid beneficiaries outside a 
health care facility. By April 15, 2016, the department is to submit a report to the legislature on the first 
six months of implementation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2016 VLCT Municipal Policy 
 

The VLCT Municipal Policy is only as good as the local officials who write it! We 
need your input on our four policy committees: Finance, Administration, and Inter-
governmental Relations (FAIR); Public Safety; Quality of Life and the Environment; 
and Transportation. Please nominate yourself or one of your colleagues for this 
important work, then join us this summer to review or propose amendments and 
draft action items for the VLCT 2016 Legislative Platform. Thank you! 
 
A nomination form is on page 34. It is also posted at www.vlct.org/aboutvlct/boards-
meeting-agendas-warnings-and-minutes/nomination-forms/. 
 
 

http://www.vlct.org/aboutvlct/boards-meeting-agendas-warnings-and-minutes/nomination-forms/
http://www.vlct.org/aboutvlct/boards-meeting-agendas-warnings-and-minutes/nomination-forms/


2016 VLCT LEGISLATIVE POLICY COMMITTEE NOMINATION FORM 
Please copy this form if you are submitting more than one nomination. 
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I hereby submit the name of _______________________________ for consideration by the VLCT Board 
of Directors for membership on the 

 Finance, Administration and Intergovernmental Relations (FAIR) Committee 

 Public Safety Committee 

 Quality of Life and Environment Committee 

 Transportation Committee 

 
Please complete the following information for the nominee 

Address ___________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone ___________________________ Email ____________________________________ 

Municipality represented _______________________________________________________________ 

Municipal position held _______________________________________________________________ 

Years position held _______________ 

Other municipal positions held __________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Interest in committee __________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Person filling out form ________________________________________________________________ 

Position ___________________________ Municipality _______________________________ 

 

Please return form by Monday, June 15, 2015, to: VLCT Board of Directors 
 Attn: Karen Horn 
 VLCT 
 89 Main Street 
 Montpelier, VT 05602 
 
You may also fax it to Karen Horn at 802-229-2211, or scan and email it to khorn@vlct.org. 

mailto:khorn@vlct.org



