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Town of Norwich Childcare Committee 
June 7, 2021  

Draft Minutes 
 

Persons present: Rebecca Holcombe, Brian Loeb, Jamie Rosenfeld, Mary Layton, Neil Odell, Brie 
Swenson, Linda Cook 
 
The Agenda was approved by consensus. 
  
The Draft Minutes of 4/5/21 were approved as amended. Moved by Loeb, seconded by Odell. 
Vote unanimous approval. The amendment was to the first sentence in the Parent Survey 
section, changed to “Brian stated that the basis for income questions is modeled on the 
American Community Survey.” 
 
Public Comments: Brian Loeb spoke regarding Brie Swenson’s request to broaden the Parent 
Survey to include school age children. His thought is that the Parent Survey is designed for the 
early childhood group which has been the focus of the Committee’s work.  Brie Swenson joined 
the meeting after the public comment time and spoke about family childcare needs for older 
children during after school, vacations, teacher in service days, etc. She agreed to come up with 
focused questions and Brian will work with her to put out an additional survey. The Committee 
thought there are significant challenges to piecing together coverage for school age children 
and that a focused survey would be appropriate. Brian commented that this survey should be 
more comprehensive and include actionable numbers. It should be shared widely, including to 
353 families who use the Norwich Recreation program. 
 
Correspondence: Correspondence was received from Lisa Bozogon, Director of FitKids Childcare 
Center.  Included was a Washington Post article that articulated a national shortage of early 
childhood educators, thought to be caused by low wages and benefits. 
 
Legislative Review: The Committee reviewed VT state Bill H171, which will provided increased 
childcare subsidies tuition and loan forgiveness for Early Childhood Educators (Rebecca) and Bill 
S13 which seeks to change the pupil weighting formula for the Education Tax formula (Neil). 
 
Summary by Rebecca Holcombe of H171: 

Legislative Update for TON Child Care Committee, June 6, 2021 
Child Care legislation (H171) that may increase state support for early are and 
learning  

Summary: New bill 1) increases child care subsidies for income eligible families, and 
increases the range of eligibility, 2) provides financial support for continued education 
for private providers.  



 2 

https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2022/Docs/BILLS/H-0171/H-0171%20As%2 
0Passed%20by%20Both%20House%20and%20Senate%20Official.pdf  

The legislature passed H.171 to reform the state’s to increase investment in the States 
Child Care Financial Assistance program, to support education of staff in private 
programs, and to modernise the state’s child care assistance program.  

Key provisions of this bill include:  

1. Increasing subsidies, on a sliding scale and adjusted for family size, for income  

eligible families (up to 350% of current federal poverty guidelines)  

2. Ensuring that that co-payment at the upper limit of the income eligibility scale for  

a family participating in the Child Care Financial Assistance Program shall not  

exceed 10 percent of a family’s annual gross income.  

3. Providing needs-based grants and loan repayment assistance to support further  

education of child care workers who work in private sector childcares  

4. Funding improvements in the state’s child care data system, based on the  

feedback of end users.  

5. Unlike prekindergarten, this investment is structured to incentivize employment  

By way of example, families with an annual gross income of less than or equal to 150 
percent of the current federal poverty guidelines should not have a family co-payment. 
Families with an annual gross income up to and including 350 percent of current federal 
poverty guidelines, adjusted for family size, should be eligible for a subsidy, with the 
size of that subsidy being a function of STARS rating of the provider, family size and 
income.  

Goals moving forward include 1) progressively adjusting the upper income limit of the 
Child Care Financial Assistance Program fee scale each year; and (2) ensuring the co-
payment at the upper limit of the income eligibility scale for a family participating in the 
Child Care Financial Assistance Program shall not exceed 10 percent of a family’s 
annual gross income.  

A commission will meet to recommend how to fund these commitments moving forward.  
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1  

For reference, below are the federal poverty guidelines effective January 13, 2021. For 
example, the state’s goal is that a family of 4, with a household income of $79.5k or 
less, would not pay more than 10% of its income for child care. This would be adjusted 
to reflect changes in federal poverty guidelines over time.  

# of Persons in 
Househ old  

2021 Federal Poverty Level for the 48 Contiguous States (Annual 
Income)  

 
100%  133%  138%  150%  200%  300%  400%  

1  $12,880  $17,130  $17,774  $19,320  $25,760  $38,640  $51,520  

2  $17,420  $23,169  $24,040  $26,130  $34,840  $52,260  $69,680  

3  $21,960  $29,207  $30,305  $32,940  $43,920  $65,880  $87,840  

4  $26,500  $35,245  $36,570  $39,750  $53,000  $79,500  $106,000  

5  $31,040  $41,283  $42,835  $46,560  $62,080  $93,120  $124,160  

6  $35,580  $47,321  $49,100  $53,370  $71,160  $106,740  $142,320  

7  $40,120  $53,360  $55,366  $60,180  $80,240  $120,360  $160,480  

8  $44,660  $59,398  $61,631  $66,990  $89,320  $133,980  $178,640  

Add $4,540 for each person in household over 
8 persons      

Source: https://www.medicaidplanningassistance.org/federal-poverty-guidelines/  

Also for reference, here is a summary of market rate rates per week for FT care, at the 
75th percentile, from 2015-2019.  

 
Full Time Statewide Licensed Rates - Comparison of the 75th Percentile Over 
Time  

 
Infant  Toddler  Preschool  School Age  

2015  240  233  222  206  

2017  260  250  250  210  

2019  290  280  280  225  

% change ’15-‘19  20.83%  20.17%  26.13%  9.22%  

2  

And, also for reference, here are the Hartford AHS district (our district) weekly rates for 
licensed care. Note that Harford area rates are higher than the average rates for the 
state.  
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https://dcf.vermont.gov/sites/dcf/files/CDD/Reports/Market_Rate_Survey_2019_full-final 
.pdf  

Commentary: 

 Rebecca Holcombe: She noted that rates for infants and toddlers in the Hartford area are 
higher than the state average.  

Brian Loeb: This study is a good reference for comparison to the Parent Survey. It is clear that 
there are Norwich families that struggle with the cost of childcare. 

Rebecca Holcombe: It is also true that the parents of young children are often not the highest 
earners at that stage of their careers. The “income cliff” problem comes into play. 
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Summary by Neil Odell of S13: Proposed change in education funding formula could lead to 
significant increases in Norwich’s local education tax rate.  

In 2018 the General Assembly tasked the Vermont Agency of Education with contracting for a 
study to recommend changes to the per-pupil weighting factors that are a key determinant in 
each school districts’ spending per-pupil and their local tax rate. That study was completed and 
published in December of 2109. Among the various findings it concluded:  

The cost factors incorporated in the (current) calculation do not reflect current educational 
circumstances. Stakeholders viewed the existing approach as “outdated”. Neither the factors 
considered by the formula nor the value of the weights reflect contemporary educational 
circumstances and costs.  

The values for the existing weights have weak ties, if any, with evidence describing differences 
in the costs for educating students with disparate needs or operating schools in different 
contexts.  

As a result, the study recommended a new set of per-pupil weighting factors that are intended 
to ensure that high poverty districts, districts with English language learners and isolated rural 
districts have the resources they need to take care of these students who are more costly to 
educate. The new weights don’t guarantee the school districts will get these additional 
financial resources rather, they generate additional taxing capacity in those towns. Conversely, 
for districts that have fewer students in those categories or are not as rural they could see their 
equalized pupil counts decrease and, as a result, their tax rates increase. Norwich is one of 
those towns.  

This year, the legislature passed S13, a bill that establishes an 8 member legislative Task Force 
with the following charge: “to recommend to the General Assembly an action plan and 
proposed legislation to ensure that all public school students have equitable access to 
educational opportunities, taking into account the Pupil Weighting Factors Report”. Pertinent 
to Norwich, one of the committee’s responsibilities is to “recommend ways to mitigate the 
impacts on residential property tax rates and consider tax rate equity between districts”. The 
recommendation is due December 15, 2021.  

While the Task Force was required to call the first meeting on or before June 1 I do not believe 
that has happened yet. The bill also states that it is the intent of the General Assembly to pass 

legislation in the 2nd year of the 2021-2022 biennium (next year) that implements changes to 
how education is funded to ensure that all public school students have equitable access to 
educational opportunities.  

According to a preliminary reanalysis of the proposed equalized pupil weighting changes by 
the Joint Fiscal Office, applied to FY20 Norwich and Dresden school budgets, Norwich’s 
equalized homestead tax rate would jump about 53 cents, from $1.77 to $2.30. That means 
that if the new weights are implemented, Norwich tax bills could increase by a third on 
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average. Here is a summary from a report to the Joint Fiscal Office at the legislature: 
Source: https://ljfo.vermont.gov/assets/Subjects/Equalized-Pupil-Weighting/ 
31f695302d/FY20AnalsyisProposedEqaulizedPupilWeights-v2.pdf  

Using numbers from FY20, the potential tax increase on Norwich properties is 

 

estimated as follows:  

Total tax on a house/property valued at:  

$200,000 $300,000 $400,000 $500,000 $600,000 $700,000 $800,000 $900,000  

$1,000,000  

Current Weights  

$3,615 $5,422 $7,230 $9,037 $10,844 $12,652 $14,459 $16,267 $18,074  

New Proposed Weights  

$4,681 $7,021 $9,361 $11,701 $14,042 $16,382 $18,722 $21,063 $23,403  

As it currently stands, options for Norwich to reduce the potential tax increase of 
implementation of the new weights are complicated by the town’s participation in the Dresden 
Interstate School District. Roughly 54% of the total education spending in Norwich is 
attributable to the middle school and high school. Possible mitigation strategies could include:  

 Educate community regarding potential tax rate increase  
 Work with the Dresden School board to decrease the Dresden budget. (note that 

roughly 1/3 of any budget change in Dresden is “realized” in Norwich)  
 Decrease the Marion Cross budget to mitigate the tax rate impact. (note that the MCS 

budget accounts for about 46% of total education spending in Norwich)  
 Aggressively invest in affordable family housing, to raise student numbers so as to 

reduce per pupil costs at the elementary level.  
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 Establish Norwich as a refugee resettlement community (or actively encourage refugee 
resettlement to the town)  

 Explore alternatives to Dresden (probably politically unacceptable)  

Comments by Neil Odell: The change in weights to the education formula are to account for 
poverty and issues around immigration including English as a Second Language and other 
needed supports. Norwich does not have many students who fit this category. Impact to 
Norwich taxpayers would likely be a change in the tax rate from 1.77 to 2:30, a significant 
change. 

Provider Survey Additional Results: (Jamie Rosenfeld, Brian Loeb) Jamie interviewed 
Dartmouth College Childcare and FitKids Directors. She found that there are strong barriers to 
expansion but for different reasons. In the case of DCCC there seemed to be lack of support 
from the institution for expansion. In the case of FitKids they bought another lot but cannot find 
staff. Brian interviewed DHMC childcare center which is for “benefited” employees only. The 
physical space is full and outdated. To improve on or expand this space would depend on 
investment by DHMC. Other barriers mentioned are staff burnout, competition for staff, costs 
borne by staff. For the Selectboard  a summary would be helpful. For circulation of the survey, 
listserve, drop box at Tracy Hall, Rec Council list, a notice at Dan and Whits, Norwich Times 
article(?) The Provider Survey will undergo final edits and be sent out to providers. Jamie will 
cull it for patterns and trends. 
 
Discuss Parent Survey (Brian Loeb) There was a response so far from 48 Norwich families that 
includes a total of 65 children newborn to age 5. This represents a good range of families and it 
is worthwhile to look at this data. Few special needs students were identified. About half of the 
respondents were satisfied with their childcare arrangements and about a fifth were unhappy. 
The families were very concerned about availability of Childcare Center slots. Extended Days 
and irregular hours coverage were of concern. Jamie commended Brian for this work. 
Responses of 30/48 are “happy” until you dig down into other aspects that they are not happy 
about, such as actual Norwich childcare availability. A decrease in work hours by one parent to 
put the childcare puzzle together is common. Childcare needs are not met in a reasonable way. 
Rebecca notes that there is a contingent of families in Norwich that could use significant 
support.  
 
Follow up Plan for Parent Survey: (Brian Loeb) Brian says he will extend the deadline and try to 
obtain more responses. 
 
Discuss Norwich School District prekindergarten costs (age 3-5) and Special Education 
Population numbers. (Neil Odell) Neil noted that capacity is 15-18 children and that there are 
33 children “enrolled” with space for 15-18. Special needs children get preference for these 
slots. 
 
Plan Selectboard Interim Report (CCC) 
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Task: Report to select board 
(Background for purpose of jumpstarting a brainstorm)  

Past topics  

1. Outline of local and regional supply and demand 
2. Context on patterns in supply and relevant regulations 3. Outline of available information on rates.  

Very preliminary outline of new topics to be shared in a July interim report to the select board:  

1. Key results of provider surveys, with summary of most significant patterns/findings (Jamie) 
2. Key results of parent surveys, with summary of most significant patterns/findings (Brian)  
3. School costs and capacity and future funding prospects as they relate to supporting early care 

and learning (Neil) 
4. (Municipal programs) (Brie Swenson, if time) 
5. New legislation related to early care and learning and education, with implications for 

Norwich/the goal of ensuring access to high quality, affordable care (Rebecca) 
6. Summary of emerging themes (Discuss at July 12 meeting) 
7. (Case study: Randolph Center?) (Table for now) 

Remaining tasks to anticipate in advance of the fall report:  

1. (further support of work on municipal/rec programs)  

2. (Case studies)  

Changed date for July Meeting: Date changed to July 12th to avoid 4th of July weekend. 
 
Review next action steps and plan next Agenda. Action steps are described above to frame the 
Selectboard interim report that will need to be ready for Selectboard packet submission on July 
22, with Selectboard review at their meeting on July 28th. Rebecca will send out updates and 
the agenda around July 8th  for review by the Committee. 
 


