Town of Norwich | Agenda for Planning Commission | June 8, 2021 | 6:30pm |
ZOOM access information:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89339717735
888 475 4499 US Toll-free
877 853 5257 US Toll-free
Meeting ID: 893 3971 7735
Agenda Item
1. Approve Agenda
2. Public Comment
3. Approve Minutes of
May 11, 2021
4. Announcements, Reports,
Updates, and Correspondence

5. Town Plan Action Items

6. Planning Commissioner Code
of Conduct

7. Open Meeting Law
8. Other Business

Action
Chair will ask Commission to
add/remove/reorder agenda items.
Public invited to speak to any item
not on the agenda
Approve minutes. Motion required.
Discuss, comments and questions

Packet Materials

Estimated Start/End
6:30-6:35 (5 minutes)
6:35-6:40 (to completion)

Minutes May 11, 2021

6:40-6:45 (5 minutes)

Correspondence
Director’s Report
Childcare Minutes 5/10/21
Affordable Housing SubCommittee Minutes 5/17/21
Outreach to other towns
Town Plan Action Item
Spreadsheet 1/26/21

6:45-7:00 (15 minutes)

Assign PC point person for follow-up
with town committees on Town Plan
Action Items
Assign PC point person for master
plan project on future trails, paths,
sidewalks, and bikeways
Update Planning Commission By-laws Planning Commission By-laws
Selectboard Conflict of Interest
Policy
Selectboard Code of Conduct
24 VSA §4325, Powers and
Duties of Planning Commission
Address Open Meeting Law question Open Meeting Law statute
Raise any other topics

7:00-7:20 (20 minutes)

7:20-7:50 (30 minutes)

7:50-8:00 (10 minutes)
8:00-8:05 (5 minutes)

9. Future Meeting Schedule and
Agendas
10. Public Comment
11. Adjourn

Review schedule and provide input
on upcoming agenda
Motion required.

Future Meetings:
July 13, 2021
August 10, 2021
Encl:

Draft Minutes 05/11/2021
Correspondence
Director’s Report
Childcare Committee Minutes 05/10/21
Affordable Housing Minutes 05/17/21
Town Plan Action Item Spreadsheet 01/26/21
Planning Commission Bylaws
Selectboard Conflict of Interest Policy
Selectboard Conflict of Interest Policy
McLean opinion re: Richards OML complaint 01/06/2021
Richards OML complaint 04/26/2021
1 VSA Subchapter 2 (Open Meeting Law)
24 VSA §4325 Powers and duties of planning
commissions

8:05-8:10 (5 minutes)
8:10-8:15 (5 minutes)

NORWICH PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday May 11, 2021, 6:30pm
DRAFT MINUTES
Zoom Meeting

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89339717735
Meeting ID: 893 3971 7735
Members Present:
Public Present:
Staff:

Brian Loeb, Jaci Allen, Jeff Lubell, Leah Romano, Jeff Goodrich
Mary Layton, Stuart Richards, Linda Cook
Rod Francis

Meeting Opened: 6:32pm
1. Approve Agenda:
Allen moved and Lubell seconded a motion to approve the agenda as amended by reversing the order of item 6
(Appoint and Planning Commission Chair, Vice Chair) and item 7 (Planning Commission code of conduct, ethics)
Motion carried 4 – 0 -- 2. For: Allen, Loeb, Lubell, Romano, Abstain: Goodrich, Horwitz
2. Meeting Objectives:
• Appoint Planning Commission Chair and Vice-Chair
• Planning Commissioner code of conduct, ethics
3. Public Comment:
Stuart Richards informed the meeting that he made a written suggestion to amend the minutes of April 13, 2021
which have not been responded to. He then directed the meeting to correspondence included in the packet which
included a formal complaint that the Open Meeting law (OML) was violated when Chair Horwitz responded to a
blogger to correct inaccuracies and when Jaci Allen emailed all planning commissioners. Richards asked that the
complaint be responded to. He suggested that the lack of an answer to the complaint indicated a denial by the
planning commission that a violation had occurred.
4. Review and approve Minutes April 13, 2021:
Goodrich moved and Allen seconded a motion to approve the minutes of April 13, 2021. Motion carried 4 -- 0 -- 2.
For: Allen, Loeb, Lubell, Romano, Abstain: Goodrich, Horwitz
5. Announcements, Reports, Updates & Correspondence:
• Updates: Francis directed commissioners’ attention to the email exchange between the Town of
Hartford and Norwich where Hartford informed Norwich that they are no longer available for discussions
with the Norwich School District (NSD) on the NSD wastewater proposal, nor be considered as an option
for receiving wastewater from Norwich as part of any wastewater study undertaken by Norwich.
6. Planning Commissioner code of conduct, ethics:
Romano introduced the item by remarking that at times emotional content clouded commissioner’s ability to
collaborate on doing the work of the town.
Allen asked for clarification with regard to the documents included for this agenda item which included the
selectboard Conflict of Interest Policy and the planning commission Bylaws.
Goodrich stated that he had circulated the Norwich Selectboard Code of Conduct in the past and he
recommended that this discussion be informed by the Code of Conduct and Vermont statute that lays out the
powers and duties of planning commissions (24 VSA §4325).
Lubell encouraged more dialog among commissioners on this topic and raised the possibility of using an outside
facilitator, which might improve the effectiveness of the discussion.
Commissioners agreed on the need to continue discussing this item at future meetings.

After some discussion commissioners agreed to review the selectboard Code of Conduct via shared screen.
Goodrich objected because this document was not included in the packet and did not appear on the posted
agenda.
7. Appoint Planning Commission Chair, Vice-Chair:
Loeb moved and Lubell seconded a motion to appoint Jaci Allen as Chair. Motion carried 4 – 1 -- 1. For: Loeb,
Lubell, Romano, Horwitz. Against: Goodrich, Abstain: Allen
Romano moved and Goodrich seconded a motion to appoint Loeb as Vice-Chair. Motion carried 5 -- 0 -- 1. For:
Romana, Goodrich, Lubell, Allen, Horwitz. Abstain: Loeb
8. Dialog with neighboring town planning commissions:
Lubell introduced this item suggesting that reaching out to the commissions of four neighboring towns to get to
know each other as people, our ‘pain points’, and what we are working on and looking for any opportunities to
work together.
Horwitz asked Lubell if he was at all concerned in light of recent communication from the Town of Hartford.
Lubell replied that the point would be to establish dialog, if there were topics like wastewater that they didn’t
want to discuss that would be respected.
Commissioners agreed that Francis should provide contact details for the planning commissions/boards of
Hanover, Thetford, Sharon and Hartford.
9. Other Business:
Allen raised the selectboard goalsetting exercise. She reminded the commission that the 2020 town plan
includes a chart that contains action items. She wanted to resend that chart to the selectboard for their work on
goalsetting.
10. Future Meeting Schedule & Agendas:
• Open Meeting Law complaint from Stuart Richards
• Update on town plan action items (including progress)
• Outreach for dialog to neighboring towns
• Listening session for commissioners (including role of Chair, staff etc.)
• How the commission conducts its business, (documents should include selectboard code of conduct and
24 VSA §4435)
• Update from NSD on school wastewater issue
11. Comments from the Public
Stuart said that the OML complaint was sent on April 26, there is a requirement that the complaint be
responded to within ten days, to date there has been no response from either the selectboard or planning
commission. He also stated it is incumbent on the planning commission Chair to not use planning commission
stationery without prior discussion from the planning commission.
12. Goodrich moved and Loeb seconded a motion to adjourn. Motion carried 6 – 0.
Meeting adjourned: 8:12pm
Future Meetings:
Tuesday, May 11, 6:30pm Regular Meeting
Tuesday, June 8, 6:30pm Regular Meeting

Respectfully submitted,
Rod Francis
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Subject: RE: FW: review Norwich sign regulations, in light of the recent DRB decision?
From: "Chris Katucki " <kals95@startmail.com>
Date: 5/25/2021, 1:31 PM
To: Rod Francis <norwichvtplanner@gmail.com>, Miranda Bergmeier <MBergmeier@norwich.vt.us>, Roger Arnold
<rogerarnoldvt@gmail.com>, arline rotman <arliner@gmail.com>, Herb Durfee <HDurfee@norwich.vt.us>, Jaci Allen <allenjaci@gmail.com>,
"msbcalloway@gmail.com" <msbcalloway@gmail.com>
CC: "selectboard@norwich.vt.us" <selectboard@norwich.vt.us>, "planner@norwich.vt.us" <planner@norwich.vt.us>

Dear Mr. Francis:
Thank you for your reply, welcoming discussion on the topic.
The DRB said the Norwich case was “quite similar to the scenario presented in Reed v. Town of Gilbert.” In that
Supreme Court case, Jus ce Kagan suggested in a concurring opinion that the Town of Gilbert’s reasons for favoring
one type of sign over another did “not pass … even the laugh test.”
Let me ar culate my concern with an over simplis c ques on. Would Norwich be laughed out of court if it tried to
enforce its sign regula ons? I did some homework, which is discussed in my blog post. I have concerns that our sign
regula ons may not be enforceable. Does the Town share those concerns? The DRB decision puts us on no ce. What
are the ramifica ons of doing nothing? The purpose of my le er is to raise the issue. If the Selectboard and Planning
Commission are comfortable with leaving the ma er una ended for several more years, then I defer to my be ers.
One final note. I emailed you twice about this topic, in each instance giving you more than a week to respond. You
ignored both. Also, the Planning Commission has met twice since the DRB issued its decision. I don't believe the DRB
decision was even men oned at either mee ng. My email to the Selectboard and Planning Commission only came
a er those non‐events. While I appreciate that the Planning Commission has a work‐plan, I thought the reminder
from the DRB deserved some a en on.
I would appreciate my response making its way to the next Selectboard and Planning Commission mee ng packets,
even if no ac on is planned.
Sincerely,
Chris Katucki
May is ALS Awareness Month.
From: Rod Francis
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2021 5:40 PM
To: Chris Katucki; Miranda Bergmeier; Roger Arnold; arline rotman; Herb Durfee; Jaci Allen; msbcalloway@gmail.com
Subject: Fwd: FW: review Norwich sign regula ons, in light of the recent DRBdecision?

Mr Katucki,
Thank you for sharing your observations about a recent DRB decision on an appeal of the
Zoning Administrator's decision with regard to the Black Lives Matter sign at 236 Main ST.
The last time the Norwich zoning regulations were amended was 2009, they now contain
several inconsistencies with state and federal law. As we all know state and federal laws
preempt local regulations. The town understands the obligation to apply current law.
In the 2020 Town Plan Land Use chapter Figure 1 (page 11) there are three instances where
the need for revision of the Norwich Zoning Regulations (NZR) are noted. Each of these
relates to land use districts and uses rather than administrative procedures or sign policy.

6/3/2021, 1:23 PM
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Nevertheless, it is recognized that the land use regulations in their entirety need to be
rewritten.
The Planning Commission is responsible for setting its own work-plan. They have recently
received grant support to investigate density provisions of the subdivision regulations in
preparation for a more detailed review of the land use regulations.
We recognize the importance of the Reed v Gilbert decision and expect that the new zoning
regulations will be responsive to current case law.

-Rod Francis
Director, Planning & Zoning
Town of Norwich, VT

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Chris Katucki <kals95@startmail.com>
Date: 5/20/21 12:07 (GMT‐05:00)
To: Planner <planner@norwich.vt.us>, Miranda Bergmeier <MBergmeier@norwich.vt.us>
Cc: "arline rotman <arliner@gmail.com>" <arliner@gmail.com>, Miranda Bergmeier <MBergmeier@norwich.vt.us>,
Herb Durfee <HDurfee@norwich.vt.us>, Roger Arnold <rogerarnoldvt@gmail.com>, Jaci Allen <allenjaci@gmail.com>,
Marcia Calloway <msbcalloway@gmail.com>
Subject: review Norwich sign regula ons, in light of the recent DRB decision?

Dear Selectboard and Planning Commission:
This is to inquire if the Town has any near‐term plans to review its sign regula ons, in light of the recent DRB decision.
As you know, on April 1, the Norwich DRB indicated that parts of our sign regula ons are uncons tu onal under the
2015 United States Supreme Court decision in Reed v. Town of Gilbert. In addi on, following that Supreme Court
decision, the Vermont League of Ci es and Towns, in its October 2015 newsle er, recommended that “towns in
Vermont with sign regula ons are advised to review, and if necessary revise their regula ons so that they comply with
the Court’s ruling in this case.”
In light of the DRB decision, it seems prudent for the Town to understand if problems exist with our sign regula ons
and if so, what are the ramifica ons of any such problems. Does Reed v. Town of Gilbert mean that content‐based
exemp ons in our sign regula ons now apply to commercial signs? I discussed some of these exemp ons in the
a ached blog post, though I am not an expert. My email is to inquire whether the Town has any near‐term plans to
look into these issues following the DRB’s reminder about the import of Reed v. Town of Gilbert.
Thank you in advance for considering my inquiry.
With apprecia on for the work of both the Selectboard and the Planning Commission,
Chris Katucki
47 Old Coach Road

6/3/2021, 1:23 PM
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Norwich, VT 05055

6/3/2021, 1:23 PM

June 3, 2021

DIRECTOR’S REPORT

•

TRORC last met on May 26, there was a presentation on the Keys to the Valley project which
explored housing need in the Upper Valley. TRORC will continue this work by developing a follow-up
items with specific actions. TRORC will be resourcing towns in support of ARPA funded projects.

•

ARPA (American Rescue Plan Act) I am following guidance from TRORC and VLCT. Investments in
water, sewer, or broadband infrastructure are priorities of relevance for PC work:
(see https://www.vlct.org/resources/american-rescue-plan-information)

•

Other Norwich Committees and Commissions
• Historic Preservation Commission: Barn Survey is expected to be completed by July 18, 2021.
•

Energy Committee: is working to identify potential town properties that can host solar
energy installations. A workshop for training volunteers to run program for providing
insulated window blankets has been set for November 11 to 17. At their last meeting they
hosted Geoff Martin and Tori Littlefield (TRORC) to discus the energy ‘Report Card’ for
Norwich, focusing on data gaps and limitations.

•

Conservation Commission: hosted Jeff Lubell (AHSC) to discuss potential for constructing
affordable housing on town-owned land. Potential parcels were found to be either under
conservation easements or unsuitable due to wet conditions and/or risk of flooding.
Discussion of the potential impact of Emerald Ash Borer, which has been documented in
Hartland, but not Norwich (yet). The groups also discussed plans to establish a vernal pond
at the Milt Frye Nature Area and a ADA accessible trail.

Town of Norwich
Affordable Housing Sub-committee
DRAFT
Minutes
May 17, 2021
Location: Act 92 compliant virtual Open Meeting via Zoom
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81242668798
Meeting ID: 812 4266 8798
Members Present:

Jeff Lubell (Chair), Brian Loeb, Kathleen Shepherd, Gordon Greenfield, Paul Manganiello,
Jeff Goodrich, Ralph Hybels

Public Present:

Michelle Tine

Staff:

Rod Francis

Meeting called to Order: 6:04pm
1) Approve Agenda: Manganiello moved and Shepherd seconded a motion to approve the agenda. Motion carried
6 -- 0—1. Voting in favor: Lubell, Loeb, Shepherd, Greenfield, Manganiello and Hybels. Voting against: none.
Abstaining: Goodrich.
2) Comments from the Public: none.
3) Approve Minutes of March 15, 2021: Manganiello moved and Loeb seconded a motion to approve the minutes
of April 19, 2021. Motion carried 6 –- 0—1. Voting in favor: Lubell, Loeb, Shepherd, Greenfield, Manganiello and
Hybels. Voting against: none. Abstaining: Goodrich.
4) Identifying land for affordable housing
a) Follow-up on publicly-owned parcels: Francis displayed a tax-map delineating parcel 16-059.000 and
explained that the parcel boundaries as shown closely resembled the meets and bounds description of
the deed. He concluded that what has been referred to by some as the “Melendy parcel” is identical to
16-059.000 and that confusion of two parcels existing is either due to there being two parcels in the
past that have been merged, or more likely that the Conservation Commission has an area of interest at
the southern end of the parcel, known to some as the Melendy parcel.
Lubell informed the meeting that the Conservation Commission was meeting May 18 where a
brainstorming session will take place on possible public property locations suitable for affordable
housing development.
Goodrich wanted the minutes to reflect that in his view the parcel (16-059.000) has excellent
wastewater capacity.
The meeting discussed the potential for the portion of the Huntley Meadows playing fields parcel with
frontage on Beaver Meadow RD (adjacent to the American Legion). This is the site for the proposed
bridge across Bloody Brook for trail users. The area is impacted by the Flood Hazard Overlay (FHO)
including floodway and floodway fringe. There may be potential for residential development.
The potential for development at the Dresden Fields was also mentioned. Lubell commented that the
recent announcement by Hartford to end discussions concerning a connection to the Hartford
wastewater system reduces the potential for larger scale development, but there may still be some
potential. Francis indicated that the parcel is subject to an Act 250 permit and we will have more
information at the next meeting.
b) Private contributions of property: Lubell introduced a draft letter to Norwich property owners seeking a
donation of land (or discounted sale price) in support of affordable housing. Meeting members
suggested edits. Francis advised the group that the town was currently not accepting donations until the
donation policy is amended.

Loeb moved and Manganiello seconded a motion to publish the letter as edited, and that Jeff Lubell as
chair can make any changes, he deems necessary. Motion carried 5 —1-- 0. Voting in favor: Lubell, Loeb,
Shepherd, Greenfield, Manganiello and Hybels. Abstaining: none. Against: Goodrich.
5) Update on town accepting donations for affordable housing: See above.
6) Other business: none
7) Comments from the Public: none
8) Meeting Adjourned: 7:04pm
Respectfully submitted,
Rod Francis

Town of Norwich Childcare Committee
Draft Minutes
May 10, 2021 Meeting
Persons present: Rebecca Holcombe, Brian Loeb, Jamie Rosenfeld, Mary Layton, Neil Odell, Brie
Swenson, Lucinda Walker
The Agenda was approved by consensus.
The Draft Minutes of 4/5/21 were approved unanimously, moved by Layton, second by Loeb.
Public Comments:
Lucinda Walker, Director of the Norwich Public Library attended to become more informed
about what the Childcare Committee focus is and to ask if the library is able to help in certain
ways, particularly as they are thinking about reconfiguring space.. Both Brie Swenson and
Lucinda wanted to know if the charge for the Childcare Committee includes school age children
aged 5 to 12. Although the Committee has been mainly focused on infants and children up to
age 5 it was agreed to spend some time thinking about childcare for older kids.
Correspondence: Correspondence from Reeva Murphy was approved by consensus.
Parent Survey Review:
Brian stated that the basic template for the survey is the American Community Survey.
Brie and Lucinda wanted to know if the survey could be expanded to include school age
children. The Committee considered that this could be helpful, that we consider an age range
capped at sixth grade, and that it would have to be a different section based on needs, funding,
and regulatory frameworks. Brie agreed to help provide background information. We will
“bookmark” this idea and come back to it. Rebecca noted that pending legislative changes
could affect the income response to a survey. Neil asked about the income gradations on the
last page and their utility. He also noted that 66% of households state wide receive income
sensitivity tax payments and that the need in Norwich is not insignificant. Rebecca noted that
the “income cliff” issue is very difficult for families in certain income brackets. Brian wondered
how to distribute the surveys. Neil asked that the committee allow Brian and Jamie to make a
few edits and then to start distribution. The committee agreed to this by consensus. Rebecca
suggested a method to avoid multiple sign ins.
Structured Interviews with Providers:
Jamie conducted phone interviews based on a Provider Survey with The Childcare Center in
Norwich and The Family Place. Brian conducted phone interviews with Emerging Montessori,
Toddlers Morning Out, and Hampshire Cooperative Nursery School.
In terms of feedback, the Family Place does not offer a Part Day option. Both centers rely on
grant funding. The Family Place at present serves non Norwich residents who receive state child
care subsidies. The Family Place also provides a range of family support services. The Childcare
1

Center serves Norwich residents and those of other towns and charges tuition based on a
sliding income scale. It was apparent that the question on the provider survey regarding wait
lists should be dropped. Barriers to retaining staff are related to “burn out” as well as income.
The “Special Needs” section needs to include behavioral needs. A question might be, is the child
receiving “Specialized Services?” Add space for other responses. Rebecca wondered where are
Norwich special needs students being cared for as they are generally placed in a program. Neil
said numbers of Special Education students could be ascertained. It was decided to limit future
interviews by Brian and Jamie to two more providers, then send out the Provider survey to
providers within reasonable commuting distance of Norwich.
Costs of Pre-K
We did not get to this agenda item due to time constraints.
Case Studies
Bob Haynes was unable to attend and so could not present additional case studies.
Next Action Steps/Future Agenda Items:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Plan Interim Report to Selectboard due July 28
Review pending legislation
Discuss results of Provider Survey
Discuss Special Education population numbers
Discuss Cost of Pre-K
Decide how to distribute the Parent Survey
Review case studies.
Change date of July meeting to July 12th

Adjourn
Moved by Loeb, second by Odell, Unanimous.

2

3
4
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Planning Commission Action Items

Responsibility

Make it easier for developers and the public to understand Norwich’s affordable housing
policies by developing educational materials and conducting outreach.
Develop educational materials that address frequently asked questions about affordable
housing in Norwich and increase public understanding of how new development will affect
town and school property taxes.
Develop a plan to address any potential conflicts between existing or proposed development
on the edge of the village and mapped forest blocks.

Planning Commission 2020

12/20 Valley News Op Ed published

Planning Commission 2020

12/20 Work in progress with Affordable Housing
Committee

2021
Planning Director
Planning Commission
Conservation Comm

1/26/21 Grant was recently approved to examine
density factor in existing 2005 zoning regs. Next
step is to submit RFP.
11/12/20 SB awaits direction from the Planning
Commission on this. Achieving Village Center
Designation provides an opportunity to apply for
financial assistance to complete an updated
wastewater study.

Timing

9

Consider how to address barriers to development related to limitations on septic capacity,
including a review of the findings of the 2005 study conducted by the Norwich Sewer
Committee in light of current challenges and changes in wastewater management.

2021
Planning Director
Planning Commission
Town Manager
Selectboard

10

Study implications of improved wastewater management for the economic vitality of the
village area.

2021
Planning Director
Planning Commission
Historic Preservation
Commission

12

2022
Implement the recommendations made in the Land Use chapter (see Figure 1) and throughout Planning Director
this plan when revising the Norwich Zoning and Subdivision Regulations to:
Planning Commission
Selectboard
Maintain the rural character of Norwich by preserving working lands and forests
Recognize the important ecosystem services performed by forests
Facilitate appropriate scale mixed‐use development in areas currently zoned commercial‐
industrial
Implement the recommendations made in the housing chapter when revising the Norwich
Zoning and Subdivision Regulations.

Planning Director
2022
Planning Commission

14

Ensure that the new Norwich Zoning and Subdivision Regulations are clear, accessible and
avoid any unnecessary barriers to developing housing.

Planning Director
2022
Planning Commission

15

Complete a study on how to maintain a strong and vibrant village center and consider
recommended actions.

2022
Planning Director
Planning Commission
Historic Preservation
Commission

16

Identify opportunities to foster economic development in the Commercial‐Industrial district.

Planning Director
2022
Planning Commission

17

Adopt Land Use Regulations with adequate standards for access. management, curb cuts,
driveways and roads, to promote a safe and efficient transportation network.

Planning Director
2022
Planning Commission

13

Current Status

2022
Planning Director
Planning Commission
Selectboard

18

Adopt revised land use regulations that will implement the objectives and policies of this plan
related to flood hazards, riparian areas and stormwater management.

19

2023
Develop a master plan for future trails, paths, sidewalks, and bikeways. Use the master plan as Planning Director
a basis for pursuing grants and other funding for design, right‐of‐way acquisition, and
Planning Commission
Conservation Comm
construction of planned improvements.
Energy Committee
Historic Preservation
Fire District

21

Participate in state, federal and other efforts to protect the Connecticut River, including basin
plans provided for under 10 VSA §1253.

Planning Director
ongoing
Planning Commission

22

Continue to advocate for the preservation and adaptive reuse of historic Lewiston.

ongoing
Planning Director
Planning Commission
Historic Preservation
Commission

26

Advocate before VTrans on behalf of non‐vehicular road users for improved accommodations
on state highways.

ongoing
Planning Director
Planning Commission
Energy Committee

30

Implement to the best of our abilities the (non‐binding) Article 36 from the Town of Norwich
2019 ballot.

Planning Commission ongoing
Energy Committee

34

Encourage the development of dedicated affordable housing by formalizing and growing the
affordable housing revolving fund (currently $45,000).

Planning Commission ongoing
Selectboard

35

Encourage landowners to donate land for dedicated affordable housing.

Planning Commission ongoing
Selectboard

36

Conduct outreach to encourage developers of affordable homes to focus on Norwich.

Planning Director
ongoing
Planning Commission

37

Continue to encourage ADUs to increase Norwich’s stock of rental housing. Monitor the effect Planning Director
ongoing
of short‐term rentals (e.g. Airbnb)
Planning Commission

38

Encourage broad‐based participation in community conversations around housing, including
low and moderate income households, younger residents and renters.

41

Planning Commission ongoing
Support agricultural and forest industries by encouraging participation in the Vermont Use
Conservation
Value Appraisal (UVA) Program, (current use) and conservation easements through the Upper Commission
Valley Land Trust.

Planning Commission ongoing

11/12/20 Beaver Meadow sidewalk scoping
study underway. Resurrect previous work by
Flanders on status of sidewalks. DPW will reach
out to TROC for current inventory assistance.
Roger and Mary will be board members co‐
ordinating plan and bringing all parties to the
table, being sure to include not just sidewalks,
but trails, bikeways and park and ride lots.

By-Laws of the Norwich Planning Commission
Adopted 4-12-18

I. General
The purpose, Functions, organization and procedures of this Commission shall be
consistent with those established by the Vermont Legislature (VSA Title24, Chapter lI7 and
appendices).

IL Duties

and Powers as therein defined:

1. Prepare and recommend the

Municipal Development Plan (Subchapter 5) and

amendments thereto.

2.Prepare and recommend zoning, subdivision and flood hazard area by-laws
(Subchapter 6) and amendments thereto.
3. Administer bylaws adopted under this chapter, except to the extent that those functions
are performed by a development review board.

4. Make studies and recommendations on land development, urban renewal,
transportation, economic and social development, urban beautification, historic and scenic
preservation, and conservation, development and protection of natural resources.
5. Prepare and recommend codes and regulations for buildings
6. Review and comment on Capital Budget prior to Selectboard approval
7. Hold public meetings for discussion of any of the above recommendations and
procedures.

VSA T .24, Ch.Il 7, Section 4325 ,
including requiring relevant information from other municipal offrcers, entering upon land to
make suveys and examinations, hiring staff and consultants, participating in regional plans and
programs, and in general, acting as an advisory committee to the Selectboard and the community
on developments in general within and impinging on the Town of Norwich.
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. Other powers granted to the Commission by

III. Membership.
This commission shall consist of between five and nine voting members as determined
by the Selectboard. Members shall be appointed for four year terms by the Selectboard, each
term to start on May l't except for appointments to fill a term created by a resignation.
1.

2.Inthe last year of a member's term, each member is required to notify the Chair and
the Selectboard by April l't whether the member wishes to be considered for another term,
1

3. At its first meeting after May 1't, the Commission shall elect a Chair, Vice-Chair, and
Clerk. The Clerk may or may not be a member of the Commission. The Chair shall normally
preside at all meetings, the Vice-Chair presiding in the Chair's absence. When both these
officers must be absent from a meeting, the voting members present shall decide who shall
preside pro tem. The Chair or the Vice-Chair of the Commission shall sign all decisions made
by the Commission.

4. If the Chair, Vice-Chair, or Clerk resigns their office before the end of their term, the
Commission shall elect a replacement for that off,rce at its next regular meeting. The new officer
will remain in office until the next election of officers.
5. Each year from one Town Meeting Day to the next, each voting member of the
Commission is required to attend at least 60%o of the scheduled meetings. If in any case this
requirement is not met, the Commission shall review the situation and take appropriate action up
to and even including a recommendation to the Selectboard that the member be removed for

neglect of duty.
6. The Clerk shall provide each new member with copies of the Planning Commission
By-laws, the Town of Norwich Conflict of Interest Policy, the Zoning and Subdivision

Regulations, the current Town Plan, Title 24, Chapter ll7, copies of meeting minutes for the
previous six months, and any other pertinent information. If prefened by new membet, an online
address for these documents may be provided instead of paper copies.

T.Eachyear at the first meeting after Town Meeting Day, the Clerk shall read the
Planning Commission By-laws to the members. This requirement may be waived by a majority
vote if all members indicate that they have recently or will soon reread the by-laws.

L The Chair shall appoint members to subcommittees and to any other committee
response to a request for representatives from the Commission. If challenged, these
appointments shall be confirmed by a majority vote of members present.

in

IV. Organization of Meetings.

l. Vermont law requires that meetings of Planning Commissions be open to the public. It
shall be the duty of the clerk to warn regular, special, and emergency meetings in compliance
with the Vermont Open Meeting Law (See attached).
2. A special meeting of the Commissionmay be called at any time by the Chair, or by a
majority of the voting members, and it shall be the duty of the Clerk to warn the meeting in
compliance with the Open Meeting Law.
3. The Clerk shall likewise furnish each voting member with the agenda for the next
meeting together with minutes of the last meeting and any pertinent documents due for
2

discussion at least 24 hours before the meeting
4. The Clerk shall post draft and approved minutes of each meeting of the Commission
on the public bulletin board inside Tracy Hall. Copies of the minutes shall be available from the
Clerk to anyone requesting them within f,rve days. The Clerk shall deliver a copy of the approved
minutes to the Town administrative secretary for distribution and filing with the Town Clerk.
5. Presence of a majority of the voting members of the Commission shall constitute a
quorum. All decisions of the Commission shall be made in public meeting by a majority vote of
the voting members. Procedural rules may be adopted by a vote of the majority of members
present and voting. For the purpose of establishing a quorum for approving minutes, abstentions
shall be counted with a majority vote of at least three members. If the vote is a tie, abstentions
shall be counted as a vote against the motion.
6. The following rules shall regularly apply in all meetings of the Commission:
a) main motions shall be seconded before discussion is called for. This shall
apply also to motions for amendment,
b) the Chair may accept no more than two motions to amend at one time, and
these shall be acted on in reverse order,
c) call for the question is not debatable but requires majority approval for the
question to be voted on immediately,
d) a motion to table a matter requires a second and must be voted without

discussion,
e) a motion to take amatte'r from the table needs a second and may not be
discussed,
f) neither a motion to table or to take from the table may be repeated until after
other actions have taken place,
g) a motion to close the meeting, adjourn or recess is not debatable,
h) a point of order is privileged and may be discussed before the presiding office
makes a decision,
i) when a motion has been acted upon, a motion to reconsider it is out of order
until other business has been transacted,
j) a proposal to amend these by-laws must be included in the minutes and may not
be voted on until the next regular meeting. For it to pass requires a two-thirds majority of
the voting membership.
7 . At the discretion of the presiding officer or at the request of any voting member at any
meeting of the Commission, the proceedings shall be conducted according to the current edition
of Robert's Rules of Order Newly Revised. However by agreement of the voting members
present, the meeting may be conducted somewhat less formally if and when this seems desirable.

Attachments:
1. Vermont Open Meeting Law - T.l Chapter 5, $310 ç314
2. Town of Norwich Conflict of Interest Policy - Revised 8/23/17
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§ 310. Definitions
As used in this subchapter:
(1) "Business of the public body" means the public body's governmental functions,
including any matter over which the public body has supervision, control, jurisdiction, or
advisory power.
(2) "Deliberations" means weighing, examining, and discussing the reasons for and
against an act or decision, but expressly excludes the taking of evidence and the
arguments of parties.
(3)(A) "Meeting" means a gathering of a quorum of the members of a public body
for the purpose of discussing the business of the public body or for the purpose of
taking action.
(B) "Meeting" shall not mean any communication, including in person or through
e-mail, telephone, or teleconferencing, between members of a public body for the
purpose of scheduling a meeting, organizing an agenda, or distributing materials to
discuss at a meeting, provided that:
(i) no other business of the public body is discussed or conducted; and
(ii) such a communication that results in written or recorded information shall
be available for inspection and copying under the Public Records Act as set forth in
chapter 5, subchapter 3 of this title.
(C) "Meeting" shall not mean occasions when a quorum of a public body attends
social gatherings, conventions, conferences, training programs, press conferences,
media events, or otherwise gathers, provided that the public body does not discuss
specific business of the public body that, at the time of the exchange, the participating
members expect to be business of the public body at a later time.
(D) "Meeting" shall not mean a gathering of a quorum of a public body at a duly
warned meeting of another public body, provided that the attending public body does
not take action on its business.
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(4) "Public body" means any board, council, or commission of the State or one or
more of its political subdivisions, any board, council, or commission of any agency,
authority, or instrumentality of the State or one or more of its political subdivisions, or any
committee of any of the foregoing boards, councils, or commissions, except that "public
body" does not include councils or similar groups established by the Governor for the
sole purpose of advising the Governor with respect to policy.
(5) "Publicly announced" means that notice is given to an editor, publisher, or news
director of a newspaper or radio station serving the area of the State in which the public
body has jurisdiction, and to any person who has requested under subdivision 312(c)(5)
of this title to be notified of special meetings.
(6) "Quasi-judicial proceeding" means a proceeding which is:
(A) a contested case under the Vermont Administrative Procedure Act; or
(B) a case in which the legal rights of one or more persons who are granted
party status are adjudicated, which is conducted in such a way that all parties have
opportunity to present evidence and to cross-examine witnesses presented by other
parties, which results in a written decision, and the result of which is appealable by a
party to a higher authority. (Added 1987, No. 256 (Adj. Sess.), § 1; amended 2013, No. 143
(Adj. Sess.), § 1; 2017, No. 166 (Adj. Sess.), § 1.)
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§ 311. Declaration of public policy; short title
(a) In enacting this subchapter, the legislature finds and declares that public
commissions, boards, and councils and other public agencies in this State exist to aid in
the conduct of the people's business and are accountable to them pursuant to Chapter I,
Article VI of the Vermont Constitution.
(b) This subchapter may be known and cited as the Vermont Open Meeting Law.
(Amended 1979, No. 151 (Adj. Sess.), § 1, eff. April 24, 1980.)
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§ 312. Right to attend meetings of public agencies
(a)(1) All meetings of a public body are declared to be open to the public at all times,
except as provided in section 313 of this title. No resolution, rule, regulation,
appointment, or formal action shall be considered binding except as taken or made at
such open meeting, except as provided under subdivision 313(a)(2) of this title. A
meeting of a public body is subject to the public accommodation requirements of 9
V.S.A. chapter 139. A public body shall electronically record all public hearings held to
provide a forum for public comment on a proposed rule, pursuant to 3 V.S.A. § 840. The
public shall have access to copies of such electronic recordings as described in section
316 of this title.
(2) Participation in meetings through electronic or other means.
(A) As long as the requirements of this subchapter are met, one or more of the
members of a public body may attend a regular, special, or emergency meeting by
electronic or other means without being physically present at a designated meeting
location.
(B) If one or more members attend a meeting by electronic or other means, such
members may fully participate in discussing the business of the public body and voting
to take an action, but any vote of the public body that is not unanimous shall be taken by
roll call.
(C) Each member who attends a meeting without being physically present at a
designated meeting location shall:
(i) identify himself or herself when the meeting is convened; and
(ii) be able to hear the conduct of the meeting and be heard throughout the
meeting.
(D) If a quorum or more of the members of a public body attend a meeting
without being physically present at a designated meeting location, the agenda required
under subsection (d) of this section shall designate at least one physical location where a
member of the public can attend and participate in the meeting. At least one member of
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the public body, or at least one staff or designee of the public body, shall be physically
present at each designated meeting location.
(b)(1) Minutes shall be taken of all meetings of public bodies. The minutes shall cover
all topics and motions that arise at the meeting and give a true indication of the business
of the meeting. Minutes shall include at least the following minimal information:
(A) all members of the public body present;
(B) all other active participants in the meeting;
(C) all motions, proposals, and resolutions made, offered, and considered, and
what disposition is made of same; and
(D) the results of any votes, with a record of the individual vote of each member
if a roll call is taken.
(2) Minutes of all public meetings shall be matters of public record, shall be kept by
the clerk or secretary of the public body, and shall be available for inspection by any
person and for purchase of copies at cost upon request after five calendar days from the
date of any meeting. Meeting minutes shall be posted no later than five calendar days
from the date of the meeting to a website, if one exists, that the public body maintains or
has designated as the official website of the body. Except for draft minutes that have
been substituted with updated minutes, posted minutes shall not be removed from the
website sooner than one year from the date of the meeting for which the minutes were
taken.
(c)(1) The time and place of all regular meetings subject to this section shall be clearly
designated by statute, charter, regulation, ordinance, bylaw, resolution, or other
determining authority of the public body, and this information shall be available to any
person upon request. The time and place of all public hearings and meetings scheduled
by all Executive Branch State agencies, departments, boards, or commissions shall be
available to the public as required under 3 V.S.A. § 2222(c).
(2) The time, place, and purpose of a special meeting subject to this section shall
be publicly announced at least 24 hours before the meeting. Municipal public bodies
shall post notices of special meetings in or near the municipal clerk's office and in at
least two other designated public places in the municipality, at least 24 hours before the
meeting. In addition, notice shall be given, either orally or in writing, to each member of
the public body at least 24 hours before the meeting, except that a member may waive
notice of a special meeting.
(3) Emergency meetings may be held without public announcement, without
posting of notices, and without 24-hour notice to members, provided some public notice
thereof is given as soon as possible before any such meeting. Emergency meetings may
be held only when necessary to respond to an unforeseen occurrence or condition
requiring immediate attention by the public body.
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(4) Any adjourned meeting shall be considered a new meeting, unless the time and
place for the adjourned meeting is announced before the meeting adjourns.
(5) A person may request in writing that a public body notify the person of special
meetings of the public body. The request shall apply only to the calendar year in which it
is made, unless made in December, in which case it shall apply also to the following
year.
(d)(1) At least 48 hours prior to a regular meeting, and at least 24 hours prior to a
special meeting, a meeting agenda shall be:
(A) posted to a website, if one exists, that the public body maintains or
designates as the official website of the body; and
(B) in the case of a municipal public body, posted in or near the municipal office
and in at least two other designated public places in the municipality.
(2) A meeting agenda shall be made available to a person prior to the meeting
upon specific request.
(3)(A) Any addition to or deletion from the agenda shall be made as the first act of
business at the meeting.
(B) Any other adjustment to the agenda may be made at any time during the
meeting.
(e) Nothing in this section or in section 313 of this title shall be construed as extending
to the Judicial Branch of the Government of Vermont or of any part of the same or to the
Public Utility Commission; nor shall it extend to the deliberations of any public body in
connection with a quasi-judicial proceeding; nor shall anything in this section be
construed to require the making public of any proceedings, records, or acts which are
specifically made confidential by the laws of the United States of America or of this State.
(f) A written decision issued by a public body in connection with a quasi-judicial
proceeding need not be adopted at an open meeting if the decision will be a public
record.
(g) The provisions of this subchapter shall not apply to site inspections for the purpose
of assessing damage or making tax assessments or abatements, clerical work, or work
assignments of staff or other personnel. Routine, day-to-day administrative matters that
do not require action by the public body may be conducted outside a duly warned
meeting, provided that no money is appropriated, expended, or encumbered.
(h) At an open meeting, the public shall be given a reasonable opportunity to express
its opinion on matters considered by the public body during the meeting, as long as
order is maintained. Public comment shall be subject to reasonable rules established by
the chairperson. This subsection shall not apply to quasi-judicial proceedings.
(i) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit the Parole Board from meeting
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at correctional facilities, with attendance at the meeting subject to rules regarding
access and security established by the superintendent of the facility. (Amended 1973,
No. 78, § 1, eff. April 23, 1973; 1979, No. 151 (Adj. Sess.), § 2; 1987, No. 256 (Adj. Sess.), §
2; 1997, No. 148 (Adj. Sess.), § 64, eff. April 29, 1998; 1999, No. 146 (Adj. Sess.), § 7; 2013,
No. 143 (Adj. Sess.), § 2; 2015, No. 129 (Adj. Sess.), § 1, eff. May 24, 2016.)
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§ 313. Executive sessions
(a) No public body may hold an executive session from which the public is excluded,
except by the affirmative vote of two-thirds of its members present in the case of any
public body of State government or of a majority of its members present in the case of
any public body of a municipality or other political subdivision. A motion to go into
executive session shall indicate the nature of the business of the executive session, and
no other matter may be considered in the executive session. Such vote shall be taken in
the course of an open meeting and the result of the vote recorded in the minutes. No
formal or binding action shall be taken in executive session except for actions relating to
the securing of real estate options under subdivision (2) of this subsection. Minutes of an
executive session need not be taken, but if they are, the minutes shall, notwithstanding
subsection 312(b) of this title, be exempt from public copying and inspection under the
Public Records Act. A public body may not hold an executive session except to consider
one or more of the following:
(1) after making a specific finding that premature general public knowledge would
clearly place the public body or a person involved at a substantial disadvantage:
(A) contracts;
(B) labor relations agreements with employees;
(C) arbitration or mediation;
(D) grievances, other than tax grievances;
(E) pending or probable civil litigation or a prosecution, to which the public body
is or may be a party;
(F) confidential attorney-client communications made for the purpose of
providing professional legal services to the body;
(2) the negotiating or securing of real estate purchase or lease options;
(3) the appointment or employment or evaluation of a public officer or employee,
provided that the public body shall make a final decision to hire or appoint a public
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officer or employee in an open meeting and shall explain the reasons for its final
decision during the open meeting;
(4) a disciplinary or dismissal action against a public officer or employee; but
nothing in this subsection shall be construed to impair the right of such officer or
employee to a public hearing if formal charges are brought;
(5) a clear and imminent peril to the public safety;
(6) records exempt from the access to public records provisions of section 316 of
this title; provided, however, that discussion of the exempt record shall not itself permit
an extension of the executive session to the general subject to which the record
pertains;
(7) the academic records or suspension or discipline of students;
(8) testimony from a person in a parole proceeding conducted by the Parole Board
if public disclosure of the identity of the person could result in physical or other harm to
the person;
(9) information relating to a pharmaceutical rebate or to supplemental rebate
agreements, which is protected from disclosure by federal law or the terms and
conditions required by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services as a condition of
rebate authorization under the Medicaid program, considered pursuant to 33 V.S.A. §§
1998(f)(2) and 2002(c);
(10) security or emergency response measures, the disclosure of which could
jeopardize public safety.
(b) Attendance in executive session shall be limited to members of the public body,
and, in the discretion of the public body, its staff, clerical assistants and legal counsel,
and persons who are subjects of the discussion or whose information is needed.
(c) The Senate and House of Representatives, in exercising the power to make their
own rules conferred by Chapter II of the Vermont Constitution, shall be governed by the
provisions of this section in regulating the admission of the public as provided in Chapter
II, § 8 of the Constitution. (Amended 1973, No. 78, § 2, eff. April 23, 1973; 1979, No. 151
(Adj. Sess.), § 3, eff. April 24, 1980; 1987, No. 256 (Adj. Sess.), §§ 3, 4; 1997, No. 148 (Adj.
Sess.), § 65, eff. April 29, 1998; 2005, No. 71, § 308a, eff. June 21, 2005; 2011, No. 59, § 7;
2013, No. 143 (Adj. Sess.), § 3; 2015, No. 23, § 1; 2017, No. 95 (Adj. Sess.), § 1, eff. April 11,
2018.)
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§ 314. Penalty and enforcement
(a) A person who is a member of a public body and who knowingly and intentionally
violates the provisions of this subchapter, a person who knowingly and intentionally
violates the provisions of this subchapter on behalf or at the behest of a public body, or
a person who knowingly and intentionally participates in the wrongful exclusion of any
person or persons from any meeting subject to this subchapter shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor and shall be fined not more than $500.00.
(b)(1) Prior to instituting an action under subsection (c) of this section, the Attorney
General or any person aggrieved by a violation of the provisions of this subchapter shall
provide the public body written notice that alleges a specific violation of this subchapter
and requests a specific cure of such violation. The public body will not be liable for
attorney's fees and litigation costs under subsection (d) of this section if it cures in fact a
violation of this subchapter in accordance with the requirements of this subsection.
(2) Upon receipt of the written notice of alleged violation, the public body shall
respond publicly to the alleged violation within 10 calendar days by:
(A) acknowledging the violation of this subchapter and stating an intent to cure
the violation within 14 calendar days; or
(B) stating that the public body has determined that no violation has occurred
and that no cure is necessary.
(3) Failure of a public body to respond to a written notice of alleged violation within
10 calendar days shall be treated as a denial of the violation for purposes of enforcement
of the requirements of this subchapter.
(4) Within 14 calendar days after a public body acknowledges a violation under
subdivision (2)(A) of this subsection, the public body shall cure the violation at an open
meeting by:
(A) either ratifying, or declaring as void, any action taken at or resulting from:
(i) a meeting that was not noticed in accordance with subsection 312(c) of this
title; or
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(ii) a meeting that a person or the public was wrongfully excluded from
attending; or
(iii) an executive session or portion thereof not authorized under subdivisions
313(a)(1)-(10) of this title; and
(B) adopting specific measures that actually prevent future violations.
(c) Following an acknowledgment or denial of a violation and, if applicable, following
expiration of the 14-calendar-day cure period for public bodies acknowledging a
violation, the Attorney General or any person aggrieved by a violation of the provisions
of this subchapter may bring an action in the Civil Division of the Superior Court in the
county in which the violation has taken place for appropriate injunctive relief or for a
declaratory judgment. An action may be brought under this section no later than one
year after the meeting at which the alleged violation occurred or to which the alleged
violation relates. Except as to cases the court considers of greater importance,
proceedings before the Civil Division of the Superior Court, as authorized by this section
and appeals therefrom, take precedence on the docket over all cases and shall be
assigned for hearing and trial or for argument at the earliest practicable date and
expedited in every way.
(d) The court shall assess against a public body found to have violated the
requirements of this subchapter reasonable attorney's fees and other litigation costs
reasonably incurred in any case under this subchapter in which the complainant has
substantially prevailed, unless the court finds that:
(1)(A) the public body had a reasonable basis in fact and law for its position; and
(B) the public body acted in good faith. In determining whether a public body
acted in good faith, the court shall consider, among other factors, whether the public
body responded to a notice of an alleged violation of this subchapter in a timely manner
under subsection (b) of this section; or
(2) the public body cured the violation in accordance with subsection (b) of this
section. (Amended 1979, No. 151 (Adj. Sess.), § 4, eff. April 24, 1980; 1987, No. 256 (Adj.
Sess.), § 5; 2013, No. 143 (Adj. Sess.), § 4; 2015, No. 129 (Adj. Sess.), § 2, eff. May 24,
2016; 2017, No. 113 (Adj. Sess.), § 1.)
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Town of Norwich, Vermont

CHARTERED ¡7ór

TOWN OF NORWICH, VERMONT
CONFLICT OF INTEREST POLICY

Article 1. Authority. Under the authority granted in 24 VSA 9229L(¿01, the Selectboard of the
Town of Norwich hereby adopts the following policy concerning conflicts of interest apply¡ng to
all elected and appointed Public Officers of the Town, including members of all Town
committees and boards.
Article 2. Purpose. The purpose of this policy is to ensure that the business of this municipality
will be conducted in such a way that no Public Officer of the municipality will gain a personal or
financial advantage from his or her work for the municipality and so that the public trust in its
PublicOfficersandpublicbodieswill bepreserved. ltisalsotheintentofthispolicyto
encourage all decisions made by municipalofficials to be based on the best interest of the
community at large. This policy further seeks to promote transparency as the best protection
against the threats posed to good governance by real and perceived conflicts of interest.
Article 3. Definitions. For the purposes of this policy, the following definitions shall apply:

A.

Conflict of interest means any of the following:
1. A significant direct personal or financial interest of a Public Officer, or of an
immediate family member, business associate, employer, or employee of the official,
in the discretionary outcome of a cause, proceeding, application, or any other
decision pending before the official or before the agency or public body in which the
official holds office or is employed. "Conflict of interest" does not arise in the case of
votes or decisions on matters in which the Public Officer has a personal or financial
interest in the outcome, such as in the establishment of a tax rate, that is no greater
than that of other persons generally affected by the decision, in cases where a
decision or act is not subject to the discretion of the official or the body of which he
or she is a part, or where such personal or financial interest is de minimis;

2. A situation where a public officer has publicly displayed a prejudgment of the merits
of a particular quasi-judicial proceeding. This shall not apply to a member's particular
political views or general opinion on a given issue; and
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3. A situation where a public officer has engaged in ex porte commun¡cat¡ons with a
party in a quasi-judicial proceeding that is before the public body to which that public
officer belongs.

B. Emergency means an imminent threat or perilto the public health, safety and welfare.
C. Ex parte communicat¡on means direct or indirect communication between a member of
a public body and any party, party's representative, party's counsel, or any person

D.

E.
F.

interested in the outcome of a quasi-judicial proceeding that occurs outside the
proceeding and concerns the substance or merits of the proceeding.
Official act or action means any legislative, administrative or judicial act performed by
an elected or appointed officer or employee while acting on behalf of the municipality.
This term does not apply to ministerial acts or actions involving no discretion.
Public body means any board, council, commission or committee of the municipality
Public interest means an interest of the community as a whole, conferred generally

upon all residents of the municipality.
G. Public officer means a person elected or appointed to perform executive,
administrative, legislative or quasi-judicial functions for the municipality or appointed to
a public body.
H. Quasi-judicial proceeding means a case in which the legal rights of one or more persons
who are granted party status are adjudicated, which is conducted in such a way that all
parties have opportunities to present evidence and to cross-examine witnesses
presented by other parties, which results in a written decision, the result of which can
be appealed by a party to a higher authority.
L Financial interest means a reasonably foreseeable financial effect, distinguishable from
its effect on the public generally, on the Public Officer, a member of his or her
immediate family, or on any of the following:
(alAny business entity in which the Public Officer has a direct or indirect investment.
(b)Any real property in which the Public Officer has a direct or indirect interest.
(c) Any source of income provided or promised to the Public Officer within L2 months
prior to the time when the decision is made or action is taken.
(d) Any business entity in which the Public Officer is a director, officer, partner, trustee,
or manager.
(e)Any donor of , or any intermediary or agent for a donor of, a gift or gifts aggregating
two hundred fifty dollars (SZSO¡or more in value provided to, received by, or promised
to the Public Officer within L2 months prior to the time when the decision is made or
action is taken.
J. Personal interest is an outside interest that is non-financial in nature but could
reasonably be considered to affect one's ability to make unbiased decisions. Personal
interests are by their nature more difficult to identify, so that officials should be more
aware of them in themselves and more circumspect in ascribing them to others.
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Article 4. Actions Not Permitted.

A.

A public officer shall not part¡cipate in any discretionary official decision, act¡on or
inaction if he or she has a conflict of interest in the outcome of the action.

B.

A public officer shall not personally participate in a deliberation leadingto an act or
decision in which he or she has a conflict of interest.

C.

public officers shall not accept gifts or other offerings for personal gain by virtue of their
public office.
Public officers shall not use for private gain or personal purposes public resources not
available to the general public, including but not limited to Town staff time, equipment,
supplies, or facilities.

D.

Article 5. Disclosure. Candid, detailed disclosure is the single best protection against conflicts of
interest. Appropriate disclosure earns the respect of the public and of fellow Public Officers' A
public officer who has reason to believe that he or she has a potential conflict of interest or an
appearance of such a conflict, but believes that he or she is able to act fairly, objectively and in
the public interest because no actual conflict exists shall, prior to participating in any official
action on the matter, disclose to the public body at a public hearing the matter under
consideration, the nature of the potential or apparent conflict of interest and why he or she
believes that he or she is able to act in the matter fairly, objectively and in the public interest.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, an actual or potent¡al conflict need not be disclosed if the
affected public officer chooses to recuse him or herself from consideration of or deliberation on
the matter, except for publicly announcing the reason for recusal is due to a conflict or its
potential.
Article 6. Recusal.

A.

A public officer shall recuse him or herself from any matter in which he or she has a

conflict of interest, pursuant to the following:
1. Any person may request that a public officer recuse him or herself due to a perceived
conflict of interest. Such request shall not constitute a requirement that the public
officer recuse him or herself.
2. A public officer who has recused him or herself from a proceeding shall not sit with or
deliberate with the affected body, or participate in that proceeding as a member of
that body in any capacity.
3. Once there has been a disclosure of an actual or perceived conflict of interest, other
public officers shall be afforded an opportunityto ask questions or make comments
about the situation. lf a previously unknown conflict is discovered, the affected body
may take evidence pertaining to the conflict and, if appropriate, adjourn to a short
deliberative session to address the conflict. Executive session may be used for such
discussion, in accordance with L VSA Section 313(4).
a
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4. The affected body may adjourn the proceedings to a time certain il after a recusal, it
may not be possible to take action through the concurrence of a major¡ty of the body,
for example due to a lack of quorum. The body may then resume the proceeding
once sufficient members are present.
5. ln the case of a public officer who is an appointee, the public body which appointed
that public officer shall have the authority to order that officer to recuse him or
herself from the matter, subject to applicable law.
Article 7. Quasi-Judicial Proceedings. A higher conflict of interest standard applies in the
context of quasi-judicial decision-making. Quasi-judicial decisions are rendered in situations
where the rights of a particular individual are at stake (e.g., tax appeals, vicious dog hearings,
land use decisions). ln those situations, the affected individual has the right to receive
constitutional due process, which includes the right to an impartial decision maker. lf a
municipal official with a conflict of interest participates in a quasi-judicial process, a court may
determine that the official was not an impartial decision maker and may vacate the decision
and order the matter be reconsidered without the participation of the conflicted member. See
e.g. Appeal of Jonet Cote,257-!L-02 Vtec (2003). Therefore, Public Officers should be more
inclined to recuse themselves when they are participating in a quasi-judicial process.
Article 8. Enforcernent; Progressive Consequences for Failure to Follow the Town of Norwich
Conflict of lnterest Policy. ln cases where the conflict of interest procedures in Articles 5 and 6
have not been followed, the Selectboard may take progressive action to address possible
violations of this policy. ln taking these actions, the board shall follow these steps in order
unless the public officer voluntarily waives any or all steps A, B, or C:

A.
B.

C.

The chair shall meet informally, in private, with the public officer to discuss possible
conflict of interest violation, so long as such meeting would not itself constitute a
quorum of the relevant public body.
The Selectboard may meet to discuss the conduct of the public officer. Executive session
may be used for such discussion, in accordance with 1 VSA 5313(4). The public officer
may request that this meeting occur in public. lf appropriate, the board may admonish
the offending public officer in private.
lf the board decides that further action is warranted, the board may admonish the
offending public officer at an open meeting and reflect this action in the minutes of the
meeting. The public officer shall be given the opportunity to respond to the

admonishment.
D. Appointed officials of the Town may be removed for cause following procedures
required in 24 VSA $4323 (for the Planning Board, unless they are elected members) 24
VSA 54460 for the (Developmental Review Board), 24 VSA 94448 for the Toning
Administrator,24 VSA 94503 (for the Conservation Commission).
E. All other officials appointed by the Selectboard, and not covered by a contract, may be
removed by majority vote of the Selectboard, or as may otherwise be dictated by
statute.
4
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Article 9. Effective Date. This policy shall become effective immediately upon its adoption by
of Norwich Selectboard.
the

Joh

a

pper, Chair

ette

Jo

Mary Layton

u, Vice-Chair

r Arnold
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The Vermont Statutes Online
Title 24 : Municipal And County Government
Chapter 117 : Municipal And Regional Planning And Development
Subchapter 002 : Municipal Planning Commissions
(Cite as: 24 V.S.A. § 4325)

§ 4325. Powers and duties of planning commissions
Any planning commission created under this chapter may:
(1) Prepare a plan and amendments thereof for consideration by the legislative
body and to review any amendments thereof initiated by others as set forth in
subchapter 5 of this chapter.
(2) Prepare and present to the legislative body proposed bylaws and make
recommendations to the legislative body on proposed amendments to such bylaws as
set forth in subchapter 6 of this chapter.
(3) Administer bylaws adopted under this chapter, except to the extent that those
functions are performed by a development review board.
(4) Undertake capacity studies and make recommendations on matters of land
development, urban renewal, transportation, economic and social development, urban
beautification and design improvements, historic and scenic preservation, the
conservation of energy and the development of renewable energy resources, and
wetland protection. Data gathered by the planning commission that is relevant to the
geographic information system established under 3 V.S.A. § 20 shall be compatible with,
useful to, and shared with that system.
(5) Prepare and present to the legislative body recommended building, plumbing,
fire, electrical, housing, and related codes and enforcement procedures, and
construction specifications for streets and related public improvements.
(6) Prepare and present a recommended capital budget and program for a period
of five years, as set forth in section 4440 of this title, for action by the legislative body, as
set forth under section 4443 of this title.
(7) Hold public meetings.
(8) Require from other departments and agencies of the municipality such available
information as relates to the work of the planning commission.
(9) In the performance of its functions, enter upon land to make examinations and
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surveys.
(10) Participate in a regional planning program.
(11) Retain staff and consultant assistance in carrying out its duties and powers.
(12) Undertake comprehensive planning, including related preliminary planning and
engineering studies.
(13) Perform such other acts or functions as it may deem necessary or appropriate
to fulfill the duties and obligations imposed by, and the intent and purposes of, this
chapter. (Added 1967, No. 334 (Adj. Sess.), § 1, eff. March 23, 1968; amended 1979, No.
174 (Adj. Sess.), § 4; 1985, No. 188 (Adj. Sess.), § 7; 1987, No. 200 (Adj. Sess.), § 18, eff.
July 1, 1989; 1993, No. 232 (Adj. Sess.), § 45, eff. March 15, 1995; 2003, No. 115 (Adj.
Sess.), § 85.)
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Joseph S. McLean – jmclean@firmspf.com – (802)660-2555

June 1, 2021
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY
Rod Francis, Planning & Zoning Director
Town of Norwich
300 Main Street, P.O. Box 376
Norwich, VT 05055
planner@norwich.vt.us
Re:

Stuart Richards’ April 26, 2021 Open Meeting Law Complaint

Dear Rod:
I am writing in response to your May 21, 2021 email requesting an opinion
regarding whether certain recent actions by Norwich Planning Commission
members Melissa Horwitz and Jaci Allen, described below, constitute violations of
Vermont’s Open Meeting Law, 1 V.S.A., Chapter 5, Subchapter 2. Our opinion
follows.
It is our understanding that on or about April 20, 2021, Ms. Horwitz wrote a
letter to Norwich resident, Chris Katucki, author of the blog “Norwich Observer,”
that responded to and attempted to correct a blog post Mr. Katucki had written. In
so doing, Ms. Horwitz used Town of Norwich Planning Commission letterhead and
signed the letter as “Planning Commission Chair,” without first obtaining
authorization from a majority of the Planning Commission members to do so. On
April 22, 2021, Stuart Richards sent an email to the Norwich Selectboard, with a
copy to each of the Planning Commission members, Mr. Katucki, the Norwich Town
Manager and the Manager’s assistant, raising a concern about Ms. Horwitz’ actions
and authority in sending the above-referenced letter. Thereafter, by email dated
April 23, 2021, Planning Commission member, Jaci Allen, wrote to Mr. Richards
asking him to “back down on this” and copying the same people to whom Mr.
Richards had directed his April 22 email.
By email dated April 26, 2021, to the Norwich Selectboard and Planning
Commission (copy attached), Mr. Richards gave “formal notice of Open Meeting Law
(OML) violations by Planning Commission Chair Melissa Horwitz and former
Planning Commission Chair Jaci Allen.” Relative to Ms. Horwitz, Mr. Richards
alleged that “the use of email which involved a quorum of the Planning Commission
and the use of Planning Commission letterhead which made it look like it
171 Battery Street, P.O. Box 1507, Burlington, Vermont 05402 | www.firmspf.com | Fax (802)660-2552
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represented an official Planning Commission document when in fact it was the
opinion of one Commissioner is a violation of the OML.” Mr. Richards’ April 26
email further states that “[t]here was not any authorization or discussion of Ms.
Horwitz’s critique of Chris Katucki’s blog concerning Norwich’s waste water system
by the Planning Commission at any regular or special Planning Commission
meeting. Nor has there been any authorization for Ms. Allen to communicate with
a quorum of the Planning Commission by email.”
As an initial matter, we agree with the proposition that members of the
Planning Commission, including the Planning Commission Chair, have limited
authority to act on behalf of the Planning Commission absent the affirmative vote of
a majority of the members of the Commission. Indeed, 1 V.S.A. § 172 states that
“[w]hen joint authority is given to three or more, the concurrence of a majority of
such number shall be sufficient and shall be required in its exercise.” In other
words, except as discussed below, the Planning Commission members, who have
been granted joint authority by statute, may only exercise that authority through
the concurrence (typically expressed by way of a vote on a proper motion) of a
majority of the members of the Planning Commission.
The chairperson of a public body does have authority to sign decisions or
orders approved by a board or commission (24 V.S.A. § 1141), to make reasonable
rules regarding public comment during public meetings (1 V.S.A. § 312(h)) and, in
the case of the Norwich Planning Commission, at least, to perform such other duties
and responsibilities as are assigned to the Chair by the Planning Commission
Bylaws, adopted April 12, 2018 (e.g., preside at all meetings, sign decisions, appoint
members to committees and subcommittees, call special meetings, exercise
discretion to conduct meetings in accordance with Robert’s Rules of Order Newly
Revised). Notably, nothing in State law or the relevant bylaws of the Planning
Commission authorizes the Chair, or any other person, to represent or communicate
the views of the Planning Commission absent a vote to approve a decision or order
or to grant such authority to the Chair or another person.
Given the foregoing, it may arguably have been inappropriate for Ms.
Horwitz, by her April 20, 2021 letter, to respond to Mr. Katucki’s blog post in a
manner that suggested she was representing the views of the Planning Commission
without first obtaining express authorization from a majority of the other Planning
Commission members to do so. The letter was not a decision or order approved by
the Planning Commission that Ms. Horwitz, as Chair, was authorized to sign, nor
did any other vote of the Planning Commission authorize her to respond on behalf of
the Commission to Mr. Katucki’s blog post. We understand, however, that Ms.
Horwitz promptly notified Mr. Katucki that, by her letter, she was speaking only for
herself, and Mr. Katucki so advised Mr. Richards and others of that notification on
April 22, 2021. In such situations going forward, an individual Planning
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Commission member possibly should consider avoiding the use of titles due to the
potential impression that the member has official sanction for what are, in fact,
personal views and comments.
While Ms. Horwitz was not authorized to send a letter to Mr. Katucki on
behalf of the Planning Commission, as discussed above, it is our opinion that her
actions did not violate the Open Meeting Law. Mr. Richards’ April 26 email does
not identify a specific violation of 1 V.S.A., Chapter 5, Subchapter 2, and we are not
aware of any Vermont statute or decisional law supporting the proposition that a
claimed exceedance of authority by a member of a public body ― by purporting to
comment on a matter on behalf of the public body without first obtaining approval
from the other members of the public body to do so ― automatically constitutes a
violation of the Open Meeting Law. Instead, while Ms. Horwitz’ actions may have
exceeded her authority and were not consistent with recommended practice, we do
not believe they resulted in a violation of the Open Meeting Law, as generally
alleged by Mr. Richards.
Similarly, we do not believe that Ms. Allen’s “reply all” request to Mr.
Richards to “back down on this” resulted in a violation of the Open Meeting Law.
To be clear, generally we do not believe that it is sound practice for members of a
public body to send emails that “reply all” to other members of a public body out of
concern that such actions, under particular circumstances, could violate the Open
Meeting Law. Under 1 V.S.A. § 310(3)(A), a “meeting” is defined as “a gathering of
a quorum of the members of a public body for the purpose of discussing the business
of the public body or for the purpose of taking action.” We are not aware of any
Vermont legal authority addressing whether “reply all” emails between members of
public body meet the definition of a meeting. However, based on case law from
other jurisdictions, we have recommended avoiding this practice since
simultaneous, contemporaneous (or near simultaneous, contemporaneous)
electronic communications between a quorum of the members of a public body
regarding the business of the public body (or a similar substantive exchange) might
be found to constitute a “gathering” within the meaning of § 310(3)(A). At the same
time, courts from other jurisdictions have held that the mere passive receipt of
email by members of a public body does not automatically constitute a meeting.
As noted above, Mr. Richards states that Ms. Allen was not authorized to
communicate with a quorum of the Planning Commission by email. However, the
Open Meeting Law does not purport to regulate or prohibit all email
communications between members; it declares open, and creates substantive rights
and procedural requirements associated with, “meetings of a public body.” There is
no evidence that Ms. Allen’s email to Mr. Richards, merely copying other members
of the Planning Commission, resulted in a “gathering of a quorum” of the Planning
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Commission for the purposes described in the statute.1 There is also no evidence of
other simultaneous, contemporaneous communications by a quorum of the Planning
Commission in response to Ms. Allen’s email. Therefore, while we generally do not
approve of the practice of “replying all” in circumstances such as this, it is our
opinion that Ms. Allen’s email, by itself, did not result in a violation of the Open
Meeting Law.
I hope that this email is response to your request. Please let me know if you
have any questions.
Sincerely,

Joseph S. McLean, Esq.

JSM/gc
NOH21-001 (OML Complaint) JSM to R. Francis 21-06-01 opn

1

There was no discussion, let alone a discussion of substantive issues, by other members of the
Planning Commission, nor was any action taken. Further, setting aside the question of whether
either Ms. Horwitz or Ms. Allen were “authorized” by the Planning Commission to communicate via
email, in both instances their actions in copying the other Planning Commission members appear
intended to ensure that the Planning Commissioners (and other public officials) were aware of their
actions and that there was a certain level of “transparency” in connection with these email
communications.
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Subject: Open Meeting Law Violations
From: Stuart Richards <stuartlrichards50@gmail.com>
Date: 4/26/2021, 4:31 PM
To: Mary Layton <marydlayton@gmail.com>, Claudette Brochu <cbrochu30@gmail.com>, Bob Gere <rgere@mac.com>, Roger Arnold
<rogerarnoldvt@gmail.com>, Marcia Calloway <msbcalloway@gmail.com>, Herb Durfee <HDurfee@norwich.vt.us>, Miranda Bergmeier
<mbergmeier@norwich.vt.us>, Melissa Horwitz <horwitzmelissa@gmail.com>, Ernest Ciccotelli <ernieciccotelli@gmail.com>, Jeff Goodrich
<Jeff.Goodrich@pathwaysconsult.com>, Jeff Lubell <jefflubell@yahoo.com>, Rod Francis <norwichvtplanner@gmail.com>, Leah Romano
<leah.romano@gmail.com>, Leah Romano <leah.romano@gmail.com>, <loebbrian@gmail.com>, Jaci Allen <allenjaci@gmail.com>
CC: Chris Katucki <kals95@startmail.com>

Dear Selectboard and Planning Commission Members,
This email is formal no ce of Open Mee ng Law (OML) viola ons by Planning Commission Chair Melissa
Horwitz and former Planning Commission Chair Jaci Allen. The email chain below describes the viola ons
and the original discussion between Chris Katucki and Melissa Horwitz which was the original trigger for the
viola on can be found here: h ps:// nyurl.com/2ruhrdd9
Please note that personal communica on between the individual involved par es would not have resulted
in a viola on. However the use of email which involved a quorum of the Planning Commission and the use
of Planning Commission le erhead which made it look like it represented an oﬃcial Planning Commission
document when in fact it was the opinion of one Commissioner is a viola on of the OML. There was not any
authoriza on or discussion of Ms. Horwitz’s cri que of Chris Katucki’s blog concerning Norwich’s waste
water system by the Planning Commission at any regular or special Planning Commission mee ng. Nor has
there been any authoriza on for Ms. Allen to communicate with a quorum of the Planning Commission by
email. Norwich has spent considerable money to educate volunteers in the Open Mee ng Law. In addi on,
Norwich is currently being sued over Open Mee ng Law viola ons. One would think that these viola ons
would stop. Kindly act within 10 days to recognize these viola ons and an addi onal 14 days to cure the
viola ons. In addi on, please make this email chain a part of correspondence for both the Selectboard and
the Planning Commission.
Stuart Richards
From: Jaci Allen <allenjaci@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, April 23, 2021 at 12:06 PM
To: Stuart Richards <stuartlrichards50@gmail.com>
Cc: Chris Katucki <kals95@startmail.com>, Mary Layton <marydlayton@gmail.com>, Claude e Brochu
<cbrochu30@gmail.com>, Bob Gere <rgere@mac.com>, Roger Arnold <rogerarnoldvt@gmail.com>, Marcia
Calloway <msbcalloway@gmail.com>, Melissa Horwitz <horwitzmelissa@gmail.com>, Ernest Ciccotelli
<ernieciccotelli@gmail.com>, Jeﬀ Goodrich <Jeﬀ.Goodrich@pathwaysconsult.com>, Jeﬀ Lubell
<jeﬄubell@yahoo.com>, Herb Durfee <HDurfee@norwich.vt.us>, Miranda Bergmeier
<mbergmeier@norwich.vt.us>, Rod Francis <norwichvtplanner@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Marion Cross Wastewater and Norwich Wastewater
Stuart,
I hope you can find it in your heart to back down on this. A conscien ous, talented volunteer was trying to do her job.
Chris is good. Let’s all be good, and reserve our finite energies. Constant confronta on hurts our town, which I think
you care a great deal.
Thanks for considering.
Jaci
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On Apr 22, 2021, at 9:10 PM, Stuart Richards <stuartlrichards50@gmail.com> wrote:

Chris,
Glad to hear that Melissa corrected herself to you but since she had copied the en re PC in her
original le er and used Planning Commission le erhead it would seem that she needs to
directly and publicly acknowledge her error and that her correc on to you is a good start but
further public ac on on her part is necessary with a pledge that she will follow the rules in the
future.
Stu
From: Chris Katucki <kals95@startmail.com>
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 at 7:29 PM
To: Stuart Richards <stuartlrichards50@gmail.com>, Mary Layton <marydlayton@gmail.com>,
Claude e Brochu <cbrochu30@gmail.com>, Bob Gere <rgere@mac.com>, Roger Arnold
<rogerarnoldvt@gmail.com>, Marcia Calloway <msbcalloway@gmail.com>
Cc: Melissa Horwitz <horwitzmelissa@gmail.com>, Jaci Allen <allenjaci@gmail.com>, Ernest
Ciccotelli <ernieciccotelli@gmail.com>, Jeﬀ Goodrich <Jeﬀ.Goodrich@pathwaysconsult.com>,
Jeﬀ Lubell <jeﬄubell@yahoo.com>, Herb Durfee <HDurfee@norwich.vt.us>, Miranda Bergmeier
<mbergmeier@norwich.vt.us>
Subject: RE: Marion Cross Wastewater and Norwich Wastewater
Stuart:
Melissa advised me the next day that she was speaking only for herself. I’m good.
Thanks,
Chris
From: Stuart Richards
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2021 2:43 PM
To: Mary Layton; Claude e Brochu; Bob Gere; Roger Arnold; Marcia Calloway
Cc: Melissa Horwitz; Jaci Allen; Ernest Ciccotelli; Jeﬀ Goodrich; Jeﬀ Lubell; Chris Katucki; Herb
Durfee; Miranda Bergmeier
Subject: Marion Cross Wastewater and Norwich Wastewater

Dear Selectboard Members,
The past week Melissa Horwitz, Chair of the Norwich Planning Commission and Chris Katucki, a
respected Norwich blogger have engaged in a diﬀerence of opinion regarding the advisability of
extending a wastewater sewer line connected to neighboring municipali es into downtown
Norwich in so far as that “might undermine” eﬀorts to cure the failure of the Marion Cross
wastewater system. Further, Ms.Horwitz says Mr. Katucki’s blog “contains factual errors and is
misleading.” Both are a orneys and both are certainly en tled to their respec ve opinions.
However what Ms. Horwitz is not en tled to do is to represent on Norwich Planning
Commission sta onery that she speaks for the Planning Commission in expressing her views.
Please see the a ached document and print it out for Selectboard correspondence along with
this email. The last Planning Commission mee ng occurred on April 13. Mr. Katucki’s blog is
dated April 18 and Ms. Horwitz’s reply is dated April 20. To my knowledge the Planning
Commission has not publicly met to discuss rebu ng Mr. Katucki’s views nor have they
authorized Ms. Horwitz authority to rebut Mr. Katucki’s views. I ask that the Selectboard
prohibit Ms. Horwitz from exercising authority which has not been granted to her and that the
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Selectboard take whatever other ac ons they feel are necessary in this situa on.
There’s a whole lot more to discuss regarding the advisability of spending $30,000 or less
depending on grants for a study to hookup to neighboring municipali es given that this has
been studied at least 3 previous mes. The last Sewer Study in 2005 found that it would be
prohibi vely expensive to hookup the village to neighboring municipali es and that there was
no environmental need for municipal wastewater.. The study can be found
here: h ps:// nyurl.com/ubpjpzcn
In addi on, two surveys, one in 2005 with around 1000 respondents and another in 2018 with
around 500 respondents found that around 54% wanted to see a rela vely stable popula on.
(Ques on 4‐2005 and 6‐2018). Moreover, with regard to municipal wastewater in the 2018
Survey Ques on 33, 69% of respondents said having a Norwich treatment plant was of no
priority or low priority. Having a hookup to Har ord/Hanover was of no priority or low priority
for 58% of respondents. In the 2005 Survey respondents were asked how much they were
willing to have their taxes go up in Ques on 31. 76% said they didn’t want any increase or not
much of an increase for a Norwich wastewater system. For a hookup to Har ord/Hanover 70%
said they didn’t want any increase or not much of any increase in taxes. Given these survey
results one has to wonder why there’s such a push for (more) intense development in Norwich.
The links to the two Surveys are below:
2018 Survey: h ps:// nyurl.com/yre44w77
2005 Survey: h ps:// nyurl.com/9eme4583
Thanks for reading ,
Stuart Richards
Please include this email and the correspondence between Ms. Horwitz and Mr. Katucki
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