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Selectboard Legislative & Fiscal Analysis  
Meeting Date: September 13, 2016 
Agenda Item: Impact Fee Ordinance Amendment  
Prepared By: Donna Barlow Casey, Town Manager   

 
 
Legislative Analysis 
 
The issue stems from the unexpected $39,000 increase in Impact Fees for the Cathedral Square 
Senior Housing project, resulting from Milton’s variable formula for setting the fees.  The 
Cathedral Square Project is financed with grants, Federal loans, private investments and 
specialized incentives due to the high level of environmentally sound attributes integrated into 
the building.  The difference between the Impact Fee rate in FY 2016 vs. 2017 for Cathedral 
Square results in an additional $39,000 cost.  In order to pay the additional cost within its 
project budget, Cathedral Square will have to eliminate some of the planned environmental 
components.  
 
Milton’s Impact Fee Ordinance allows the payment of Impact Fees at the time of filing a Zoning 
Permit Application, or at another time up to, but preceding issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy (CO).  The pricing of Impact Fees can also change from year to year, due to the 
formula that is used to determine the Fees.  (Milton is one of the only ordinances in the State of 
Vermont that has a variable formula.)   
 
Representatives from Cathedral Square have stated that they would have paid the project’s 
impact fees under the FY ’16 rate formula if they had known of the impending change rate 
change for FY ‘17.  Their experience in other communities did not prepare them for this 
variability in Milton with changing rates between fiscal years, and are asking that the Town 
allow them to pay the fees that were in effect when they filed their original Zoning 
application. 
 
During the FY 2017 Capital Planning process, the Selectboard identified a goal of raising the 
Impact Fees back up so that they were closely aligned with a previous three-year stable rate that 
had been interrupted by a sharp decline in the rate for FY 2016. 
 
One developer took advantage of the opportunity to pay a project’s Impact Fees early, in time to 
capture the decreased rate; Cathedral Square and the Haydenberry project did not.  (These are 
the only large projects scheduled to conclude in FY 2017). 
 
While the State Statute allows the Selectboard the right to waive any or all Impact Fees, the 
structure and language of Milton’s ordinance eliminates this opportunity.  Staff has 
brainstormed a possible solution. 
 
 



 

 
 

Direct staff to prepare an amendment to the Impact Fee Ordinance that states the Impact Fee 
charged to all projects will be the fee in effect at the time of receipt of a complete Zoning 
application.  Include a retro-active clause that initiates this change for last fiscal year - FY 
2016.  At the least, this undertaking will take 61 days to complete with a public hearing process, 
and so should be engaged in with immediacy so that the project does not reach completion 
prior to its taking effect.  This simple change would prevent further incidents of this sort, resolve 
the current Cathedral Square issue, and still allow those subject to Impact Fees to pay anytime 
between the Zoning application filing through project completion but prior to issuance of a CO.  
An ordinance amendment would also apply to the Haydenberry project, and any smaller 
projects that have filed a Zoning Permit Application.   
 
If the ordinance remains in its current state it requires Cathedral Square to pay an unbudgeted 
$39,000 due to a misunderstanding of the Town’s Impact Fee ordinance.  This could create a 
reputational issue for the Town at a time that it desires increased development.  This seems 
counterproductive if there is an acceptable way to resolve the matter.   
 
Fiscal Analysis:  
The Impact Fee fund balance has been identified at nearly $400,000.  (We will provide an 
update of exact amount at the Board meeting.) 
 
The cumulative impact of this action is an estimated impact fee revenue decrease of $70,000 
being collected from Cathedral Square and Haydenberry using the FY ’17 vs. the FY ’16 rate 
structure. The FY ’17 identifies an estimate of $241,551 in new impact fees to be collected 
during FY ’17 and allocated amongst capital expenditures for the fiscal year.  
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Selectboard Discussion Memo 
Meeting Date: September 13, 2016 
Agenda Item: FY ’17 Paving Projects Update  
Prepared By: Erik Wells, Director of Administration & Community Affairs  

 
This memo will update the Selectboard on the progress and timeline regarding the FY 
’17 paving projects on North Road, Middle Road and Sanderson Road.  
 
The objective will be to have the paving bid documents available this week, with an 
anticipated bid opening late in the week of September 19th. Recommendation for award 
for each bid are expected to be agenda items at the September 26th Selectboard 
Meeting.  
 
The Sanderson Road Construction Plans, and construction estimate have been 
completed by Donald L. Hamlin Consulting Engineers and are included as attachments to 
the Board email if members want to review. Please note, the construction estimate is 
reflective if the Sanderson Road Work was hired out to a contractor. Our Highway 
Department will be performing this work and will achieve significant savings in relation 
to this construction estimate. The exercise for the estimate is to show what it would 
cost to have this work contracted out, and then the value captured by doing this work in 
house.  
 
Work began for tree and stump removal by our Highway Department on Sanderson 
Road the week of September 5th. Site work will continue this week. Beginning the week 
of September 19th we will be closing the road to through traffic from Oglewood Drive to 
Lamphere Road. Residents will be able to access their property at all times. A detour will 
be in place and well communicated to the public. The detour map is included in the 
construction plans. I’ve scheduled an ad to appear in the September 15th edition of the 
Milton Independent communicating the Sanderson Road project work and the detour. 
The detour information will be shared on the Town website, Facebook page, Front Porch 
Forum and hard copies available in the DPW Office. Like the McMullen Road Sidewalk 
Project, an email list is being compiled for any resident seeking daily project updates. 
Communication will be central to this project, especially to residents effected on 
Sanderson Road. This will use the same successful model implemented on McMullen 
Road.  
 
Our objective is over the next two weeks to establish project budgets for Sanderson 
Road, Middle Road and North Road by refining the internal costs and the results of the 
paving low bids to ensure the overall cost is within the FY ’17 paving budget.  
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Sanderson Road Exception to $10,000 Selectboard Notification 
 

Recommended Action: Authorize the Selectboard Clerk to work with the PW Supervisor, Town Manager and Finance 
Director to review and authorize purchases over $10,000 to prepare Sanderson Road for paving.  The Selectboard 
Clerk will provide an update and seek ratification by the Selectboard at the next meeting of that body.  
Suggested wording for motion: The Milton Selectboard moves that the Selectboard Clerk be granted temporary 
authority to consider, scrutinize and authorize purchases in excess of $10,000 for which staff has successfully argued 
are necessary to prepare Sanderson Road for paving and which a delay in acquisition or application would jeopardize 
completion of this project before winter. 

 

 
Legislative Analysis:  
The issue is that multiple items and services required in the preparation of Sanderson Road for paving will exceed the 
$10,000 threshold currently requiring Selectboard authorization, and will also need to be purchased, 
reserved/committed or contracted for in a tight timeframe that is inconsistent with the Seletboard’s meeting 
schedule.  In order to avoid jeopardizing the project’s sensitive timetable, staff suggests creating a methodology that 
allows for trusted review and oversight with a post procurement ratification. 
 
Examples of purchases, contracts are: Tree removal, Crushed Stone, Gravel, Geo Foam, Rip Rap,  
 
Option 1. Grant, via Selectboard vote, temporary authority to the Selectboard Clerk to authorize purchases of 
$10,000 or more that pertain to preparations for Sanderson Road paving.  Dustin Keelty, DPW Supervisor will present 
prospective purchases/quotes to Town Manager Donna Barlow Casey who will review the circumstances and need, 
and consult with Sarah Macy, Finance Director on availability of funding and consistency within the project budget 
before referring the item to John Bartlett, Selectboard Clerk for a decision.  A running total will be kept for 
presentation to and ratification by the Selectboard at their next meeting.  
 
Option 2. Grant, via Selectboard vote, temporary authority to the Selectboard Clerk and/or the Selectboard Chairman 
authority to authorize purchases of $10,000 or more that pertain to preparations for Sanderson Road paving.  
Whenever possible, both members of the Selectboard will confer and agree on a decision. The staff process will 
mirror that described in Option #1. 
 
Option 3.  Schedule and warn Special Meetings of the Selectboard Tuesday through Thursday of each week beginning 
September 14th through October 30.  Extend this schedule at the meeting of September 26, if necessary.  At least 3 
members of the Selectboard will need to commit to being available for a meeting each of the three week-day 
evenings.  Two members could call in. Meetings will be cancelled by 2 pm on the day of the meeting, if unnecessary.   
 
Fiscal Analysis:  
The engineer’s estimate of these costs totals: $104,000.  Staff will explain the details on this estimate at Monday’s 
meeting, and answer questions.     
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Selectboard Legislative & Fiscal Analysis  
Meeting Date: September 13, 2016 
Agenda Item: McMullen Road Sidewalk Project Update 
Prepared By: Erik Wells, Director of Administration & Community Affairs  

 
 

Requested Motions: 
1) To authorize the Town Manager to approve change order #1 for a storm water 

drainage system to be installed in the Town right-of-way between #127 and #133 
McMullen Road as part of the McMullen Road Sidewalk Project.  
 

2) To authorize the Town Manager to approve change order #3 for the increased 
quantity cost of hydroseed mulch for the McMullen Road Sidewalk Project. 
 

3) To amend the consulting engineering services agreement with Donald L. Hamlin 
Consulting Engineers, Inc. article three, section B to an amount not to exceed 
$62,700.  

 
Legislative Analysis 
 
The McMullen Road Sidewalk project has reached substantial completion. We bring to 
the Selectboard tonight a modification of our project budget estimate which includes an 
opportunity to add value to the project using available grant funds we have not utilized. 
Our project budget remains well within our grant award budget and below the 
allocated funds set aside for our local match.  
 
All of the concrete work, backfilling and seeding was completed prior to September 1st. 
This was a great team effort from our contractor All Season’s Excavating (ASE), our 
engineering firm Hamlin, Town Staff and residents during the construction of the 0.8-
mile stretch of sidewalk. This has been a strategic addition and enhancement to improve 
our walkable Town Core. 
 
What remains are some small project finishing steps, and possible additions to get us to 
final completion. These include crosswalk striping, signage installation and an 
opportunity to use grants funds to install a storm water drain (with Selectboard 
approval). 
 
The requests before the Selectboard tonight are as follows and are explained later in 
this analysis: 

1) To approve a change order to install a drainage improvement on McMullen Road 
2) To approve a change order for the hydroseed quantity pay item 



 

 
 

3) To amend the agreement with Hamlin Consulting Engineers to wrap up the 
project inspection  

 
Nick Meltzer, the VTrans Project Manager met on site with Dustin Keelty, Ben Heath 
from Hamlin Consulting Engineers, Pat Wright from ASE and myself for a final project 
walkthrough on Thursday, September 8th. Nick was very pleased with the outcome of 
the project on behalf of VTrans. At that meeting we developed a punch list of minor 
items that remain from the original scope of work – these include things like adding fill 
and seed to sections of sidewalk. This is a standard practice once substantial completion 
of a project is achieved to make sure the Town as the owner is fully satisfied with the 
project.  
 
We have processed a change order (per VTrans requirements) to extend ASE’s contract 
duration to allow this finishing work to be completed, along with the possible project 
enhancement of the drainage system. The McMullen project is well under its grant 
award project budget overall, and these finishing steps to the original project scope will 
stay within the grant award budget (see fiscal analysis for this breakdown).  
 
During construction is was discovered that the quantity for hydroseed for the project 
was off, significantly. This was an oversight in the original project design. The quantity 
for the hydroseed pay item requires a change order, and we are bringing that change 
order to the Selectboard tonight for approval since the cost exceeds $10,000 that the 
Town will pay and then be reimbursed by the grant as it factors into the overall 
construction cost. Funds are available in the grant approved project budget to cover this 
change, and we set a construction contingency. This factors into the overall modified 
project bottom line, which is still below our grant project budget.  
 
The storm water drain would be installed in a Town right-of-way easement between 
#133 and #127 McMullen Road. This is the low point on the relatively flat road, and 
after a rain storm the water ponds in this section. I viewed the section after a storm 
event this past summer and a drainage fix is required to improve the roadway safety 
and infrastructure. We received approval from VTrans that this addition to the project 
would be reimbursable by the grant, and then had Hamlin design the system and ASE 
provide the bid amount.  
 
We are required to retain Hamlin Consulting Engineers to provide construction 
inspection until the project is complete. We maintain adequate funds to cover this cost 
in our grant award budget and local matching funds set aside. Adding the storm drain to 
the project scope will be a minor cost to the Town overall by pairing it with the grant 
and presents a great opportunity for a value added piece of infrastructure to the 
project.  
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Fiscal Analysis 
 
The following is a modified budget request shaded in green for the project v. our May 
estimate along with actuals for the project. We remain under that original grant 
award budget by approximately $19,000 after this modification. The original grant 
award budget is what we have to work with overall for the project and is most 
important fiscally, $423,000 with a 90/10 split between VTrans and the Town. Knowing 
where the project stands now, this modified budget is likely to decrease once the 
project is complete. Further elaboration is in this section.  
 

 
 
 
The estimate for the drainage system in relation to the overall project cost breaks down 
as follows: 

 $12,970 construction estimate 

 $2,400 for three days of resident engineer inspection oversight on site 

 $1,500 for design  
TOTAL: $16,840  
 

The construction would fall under the construction contingency line in the project 
budget. In addition, we have an opportunity to replace three panels from the Hobbs 
Road sidewalk project where they tie into the McMullen Sidewalk, this work would be 
covered by the construction contingency line as well.   

Town of Milton

McMullen Road Sidewalk

Budget vs Actual

As of 9/7/16

Description Account Code Funded Budget 

Estimate as of 

5/12/2016

Modified 

Budget 

Request as of 

9/13/2016

Actual as of 

9/7/16

Revenue 

Impact Fee Transfer in 38-00-000-301.25 42,300.00          37,215.19          40,413.03          -                       Matching Funds 

State Grant Award 38-00-000-385.25 380,700.00        334,936.71        363,717.31        -                       

Total Revenue 423,000.00        372,151.90        404,130.34        -                       

Expenses 

Professional Services

Engineering Services 17,000.00          15,000.00          15,834.86          15,834.86          

Right of Ways/Easements 4,506.50             4,506.50             4,544.50             4,544.50             

Construction Inspection 44,814.00          44,814.00          62,610.22          3,205.26             

Local Project Management 6,250.00             5,000.00             5,000.00             

Advertising 600.00                633.00                696.76                696.76                

Total Professional Services38-30-430-330.25 73,170.50          69,953.50          88,686.34          24,281.38          

Construction Services

Tree Removal 7,900.00             7,900.00             7,900.00             7,900.00             

Construction 308,089.50        267,544.00        267,544.00        154,597.00        

Construction Contingency 33,840.00          26,754.40          40,000.00          

Total Construction Services  38-30-430-450.25 349,829.50        302,198.40        315,444.00        162,497.00        

Total Expenses 423,000.00        372,151.90        404,130.34        186,778.38        



 

 
 

 
The hydroseed quantity identified in the project bid documents was 360 gallons. This 
was way under the quantity required to adequately complete the project, and an error 
in the project design. The actual quantity used was 4,300 gallons at a bid price of $4 per 
gallon by ASE. This change resulted in a $15,760 cost. We checked to make sure the 
contractor did not make the quantity unit price extra high knowing it was a low required 
amount, and that was not the case. The $4 per gallon was the second lowest of the six 
contractor’s which submitted bids (lowest was $3 per gallon and highest $25 per gallon). 
I have added this cost to the construction contingency identified in the table. Other bid 
items for the project have gone way under or were not used at all – for example there is 
a pay item for a uniform traffic control officer at $6,500 which was not required for the 
project. With other quantities lower than anticipated we expect the overall contract 
increase for the original project scope for ASE to be in the $5,000 - $10,000 range as a 
result of this hydroseed item. We are bringing this to the Board’s attention to authorize 
the change order since the quantity exceeds $10,000 on it. Overall in relation to the 
project the Town’s exposure is minimal.  
 
With the construction contingency items of the storm drain system ($12,970) and the 
hydroseed ($15,760) I increased that line’s budget to $40,000 to cover additional work 
to replace damaged preexisting panels at the Hobbs Road End and funds should 
anything else come up during these final stages. Replacing these panels is another value 
added to the project utilizing available grant funds which have not been allocated.  
 
The Hamlin Engineering project inspection estimate was $44,814 with its response to 
the request for qualifications. The Selectboard authorization resolution for this contract 
stated it was not to exceed that estimated amount submitted during the procurement 
process. This Board request is to amend that amount now that the project has reached 
this stage.  As the project went along there became additional engineering service 
requirements due to numerous design issues that had to be resolved, property corner 
issues, meetings on site to address questions and concerns by residents, and design 
work for the drainage system and an added crosswalk. As part of the VTrans 
procurement process we underwent for this project, the construction inspection 
request for qualifications had to estimate cost without a knowledge of the construction 
schedule and became a best estimate.  As additional time is needed for the contractor 
to close out the project for final completion, and potential project enhancements, 
engineering inspection is required for that duration. In addition, time is required to 
close out the project and the grant. Staff recommendation is to amend Hamlin 
Consulting Engineers contract to an amount not to exceed $62,700 for this project 
which would cover the additional work undertaken that was not anticipated when the 
request for qualification was submitted ($3,796.22), and 140 additional billable hours 
for the project at a rate of $100 per hour ($14,000). For the majority of the project a 
junior engineer provided onsite inspection, and that individual is no longer available and 
a senior engineer is taking on this work and has a higher billable hour rate associated 
with his time.  
 



 

 
 

From the modified budget above shaded in green, these change do not put an overage 
on the grant award budget and importantly what the Town’s budgeted 10% cost impact 
to the project is. There remains approximately $19,000 unallocated in the grant 
awarded project budget after this modification.  
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UPDATE on Merger or Consolidation of Emergency Services Dispatch Contract 
 

Recommended Action: It is in the best interest of the Town of Milton to take contribute financially to 
and actively participate in the study. Participation in this study does not commit a municipality to 
implement any of the resulting ideas, concepts or recommendations.   I recommend that Milton 
contribute $5,000 to this effort.  
 
Suggested wording for motion: The Milton Selectboard moves to authorize the Town Manager to sign 
the Resolution for a Regional Dispatch Implementation Report and that she or her designee participate 
in the oversight committee, with the understanding that doing so does not commit the Town to 
implementation of any ideas, concepts, or recommendations that result from the study/report. 
 

 
Updated Legislative Analysis:  
The issue is whether or not the Selectboard wishes to financially support a study to determine the 
sequence and strategy for successful creation of a regional dispatch service for those municipalities that 
choose to pursue such an approach.  The study is to be led by the managers of participating 
municipalities, with the assistance of Police and Fire Chiefs, and facilitated by the Chittenden County 
Regional Planning Commission. (See RFP provided with the Selectboard packet for specifics relating to 
the study.) 
 
Local Public Safety Dispatch costs are escalating. In addition, the Burlington Free Press reports that the 
State’s 911 and emergency dispatch systems performs general dispatch services for more than 100 
agencies across Vermont, but are paid by only five of them. Vermont lawmakers have mandated that 
problems with the funding formula for dispatch be resolved. There is mutual agreement that a multi-
town or regional approach to emergency services dispatch, including the possibility of incorporating E-
911, may offer an efficient and effective delivery of the service.  

A notice to proceed was scheduled to be issued by the CCRPC to a selected Consultant on September 

9th. The CCRPC received seven total proposals, six timely and complete. The steering committee 
interviewed three firms on Wednesday the 7th, and narrowed it to two finalists. One was 
$39,000+, the other was in the $50,000 range. None were within the budget limit. The 
committee asked each to revise their proposed scopes of work to see if they can still 
accomplish a project with the funds committed. Seven communities have committed $5000; 
one$1000, making the present budget $36,000. The CCRPC is contributing Lee Krohn’ s time and 
effort to manage the project. 

 



 

 
 

A number of previous studies have been done to explore the feasibility of a more regional approach to 
dispatch. The next step will be a report to analyze key issues which are identified in the bulleted list 
found in the Legislative Analysis section of the original document from the July 25th Selectboard meeting 
copied at the end of this document. 
 
It is hoped that this study will spur a move towards implementation of a regional solution that might not 
involve just one region wide dispatching agency, but several different multi-municipal options (inclusive 
of such smaller service arrangements such as the agreement between Colchester and Milton).  To do so, 
will require support for change; a significant investment of staff time; political will on the part of both 
legislative bodies and key stakeholders; collective bargaining unit cooperation; and a willingness to look 
at options.  
 

 
Fiscal Analysis:  
CCRPC members were asked to make an additional contribution to the CCRPC for this study with each 
participant contributing up to $5,000.  (Minor change in understanding of the original ask noted in bold 
face.) 
 
S. Burlington, Shelburne, Williston, Colchester, Burlington, Essex and Winooski have committed to 
$5,000 each; Richmond is in for $1,000.  
 

 
  



 

 
 

 
***-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------*** 
Information Presented on the Original Discussion Date:  July 25, 2016 

Legislative Analysis:  
The CCRPC is seeking consulting assistance to draft a path forward for merger or consolidation of 
emergency services dispatching among a number of Chittenden County municipalities. The study will 
include Burlington, Colchester, Essex, Hinesburg, Milton, Richmond, South Burlington, Shelburne, 
Williston and Winooski. It will be led by the managers of these participating municipalities, with the 
assistance of Police and Fire Chiefs, and facilitated by the CCRPC. A committee with appropriate 
representation will review consultant responses, conduct interviews as necessary or appropriate, select 
a consultant and oversee the project.  The final report is to be delivered no later than December 30, 
2016. The proposed maximum budget for this project is $45,000.   
 
A related undertaking was established via the Legislature’s Act 118, Section 2. - copied as an addendum 
to this document for easy reference.  This project is to be completed on or before January 15, 2017.  The 
complete Act can be viewed here: 
http://legislature.vermont.gov/assets/Documents/2016/Docs/ACTS/ACT118/ACT118%20As%20 
Enacted.pdf 
 
This study will both assess current circumstances within the existing dispatch systems and operations, 
and present one or more achievable models for a more regionalized approach to emergency services 
dispatch.  It is anticipated that this could be an incremental approach, whether starting with one service 
and consolidating multiple municipalities, or could be an “all in” strategy incorporating all emergency 
services (Police, Fire, Rescue) for those municipalities that wish to join together. 
 
Issues identified to date to be covered are: 

 Opportunities and Challenges 

 Finances  
o Initial capital or operational costs involved in merger 
o Ongoing capital or operational costs or savings after “year one” 

 Human Resource, Labor Contracts, Staffing, Seniority, Command Structure 

 Space and equipment needs 

 Drivers and barriers to implementation 

 Legal, political, structural issues (both internal and external) 

 Operational effectiveness – improved, expanded, or integrated services? Reduced duplication? 

 Politics or institutional inertia (internal/external) 

 Communication – (internal/external) 

 Questions/concerns related to accountability, responsiveness, fiscal and operational control 

 Lifespan and interoperability of equipment (in-house and for agencies being dispatched) 

 Physical locations for dispatch operations 

 Governance structure 
 
It is anticipated that the final report will also offer guidance and experience from other jurisdictions on 
facilitating constructive community dialogue within and between communities.  
 
 
Fiscal Analysis:  
CCRPC members have been asked to contribute $5,000 each towards this study. Of the ten 



 

 
 

(10) community members, six (6) have received approval of their local elected officials to contribute, 
two (2) Boards have declined, two (2) have yet to deliberate. 
 
Recommended Action:  
It is in the best interest of the Town of Milton to take an active interest in the study as it is reasonable to 
expect that our current arrangement with the Town of Colchester could be substantially altered as a 
result of the study’s findings. I recommend that Milton contribute to this effort.  
 
 
Prepared By: Donna Barlow Casey, Town Manager 
 
 
 
Addendum 
 
No. 118. An act relating to law enforcement, 911 call taking, dispatch, and training safety.  

(H.130) 

 

It is hereby enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Vermont: 

* * * Law Enforcement Officer Regulation Study Committee * * * 

* * * E-911, Dispatch, and Call-taking Services * * * 

* * *  

Sec. 2. E-911; DISPATCH; WORKING GROUP 

 

 (a) Creation and duties of working group. 

 

 (1) A working group shall be formed to study and make recommendations regarding:  
 

(A) the most efficient, reliable, and cost-effective means for providing statewide call-taking 

operations for Vermont’s 911 system; and  

(B) the manner in which dispatch services are currently provided and funded, including 

funding disparity, and whether there should be any changes to this structure.  

(2) Among other things, the group shall make findings related to the financing, operations, 

and geographical location of 911 call-taking services. In addition, the group’s findings shall 

include a description of the number and nature of calls received, and an evaluation of current 

and potential State and local partnerships with respect to the provision of such services.  

(3) The group shall take into consideration the “Enhanced 9-1-1 Board Operational and 

Organizational Report,” dated September 4, 2015.  

(4) The group’s recommendations shall strive to achieve the best possible outcome in terms 

of ensuring the health and safety of Vermonters and Vermont communities.  

(b) Membership. Members of the working group shall include a representative from 

each of the following entities: the Enhanced 911 Board; the Department of Public 

Safety; the Vermont State Employees’ Association; the Vermont League of Cities 

and Towns; the Vermont State Firefighters’ Association; the Vermont Ambulance 

Association; the Vermont Association of No. 118 Page 5 of 15 2016  

VT LEG #317864 v.1  

 



 

 

 
 

  
Regional Dispatch Implementation Study 
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Request for Proposals 
 

July 27, 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposals Due 
Wednesday, August 24, 2016 at 4:00 PM 

Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission 
Attn: Lee Krohn, AICP 

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT 05404 
Phone: (802) 861-0118 / Fax: (802) 846-4494 

www.ccrpcvt.org / lkrohn@ccrpcvt.org 

http://www.ccrpcvt.org/
mailto:lkrohn@ccrpcvt.org
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1.0 Introduction & Background 

The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) seeks consulting assistance to draft a path 
forward for merger or consolidation of emergency services dispatching for a number of Chittenden County 
municipalities. There is consensus among the parties involved that merger or consolidation is feasible and 
possible. It is also noted that the State Legislature, via Act 118 of this last session, has established a working 
group to study the efficiency and effectiveness of the current E-911 system. 
 
A number of studies have been done over time which illuminate the potential challenges, hurdles, or 
roadblocks to accomplishing a more regional approach to emergency services dispatching. We seek here not 
to duplicate those prior studies, but to learn from them, analyze current conditions, and then create a 
“roadmap to success” – illuminating a strategic approach, along with the structural, cultural, operational, 
financial, and other key aspects of the transitional process needed, and ultimate post-consolidation models 
that might result. 
 
The selected consultant should be prepared to investigate and analyze all relevant issues related to possible 
consolidation or merger, including but not limited to the matters listed below. This work will involve in-depth, 
personal interviews with parties both inside and outside these governmental agencies. The final report will 
be a clear, cogent analysis of all relevant issues, and will include discussion of opportunities and constraints 
to possible merger or consolidation.  It will also include a clear fiscal analysis of potential short- and long-
term capital costs or savings, and short-and long-term operational costs or savings, in order to fully inform 
the municipalities for purposes of community discussion and decision-making. 
 
This study will both assess current circumstances within the existing dispatch systems and operations, and 
present one or several achievable models of a more regionalized approach to emergency services dispatch. 
It is anticipated that this could be an incremental approach, whether starting with one service and 
consolidating multiple municipalities, or could be an “all in” strategy incorporating all emergency services 
(Police, Fire, Rescue) for those municipalities that wish to join together. 

2.0 Proposal Submission  

All proposers shall submit a proposal conforming to the following requirements.  Proposals shall not exceed 
a total of 10 pages, excluding cover letter, table of contents and resumes (summaries accepted). 

 
Proposals must be received no later than 4:00 PM on Wednesday, August 24, 2016.  Only digital 

submissions will be accepted via email to lkrohn@ccrpcvt.org.   
 
If any of the above requirements are not met, the proposal may not be considered. Proposals received after 
the deadline will not be accepted. Questions regarding this RFP should be directed to CCRPC Senior Planner 

Lee Krohn, AICP at (802) 861-0118 or lkrohn@ccrpcvt.org. 

2.1 Proposal Requirements  

The proposal should demonstrate that the proposer understands the intent and scope of the project, the 
content of the deliverables, and the specific tasks that must be performed in the course of supplying these 
services. In addition, the qualifications of the Proposer to supply the required services must be 

mailto:lkrohn@ccrpcvt.org
mailto:lkrohn@ccrpcvt.org
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demonstrated. In order to assist in the evaluation process, please include the following information in the 
technical proposal: 

2.1.1 Cover Letter 

Summarize interest in this work/proposal, general qualifications of the firm, and describe experience and 
capabilities in similar projects. 

2.1.2 Scope of Work, Work Plan and Methodology 

Please provide a detailed explanation of how your firm would approach the work. It may include a 
description of tasks, products, milestones, and time tables. Task descriptions should fully discuss the steps 
to be followed in carrying out the work. Sufficient detail should be presented to show a clear understanding 
of the work and the proposed approach. A timetable should accompany the work description showing the 
expected sequence of tasks and resource requirements for both the contractor and the CCRPC. 

2.1.3 Statement of Qualifications  

a. Contact Information - List the name of the firm, address, contact person, phone number, and 

e-mail address. 

b. Firm's Capabilities - Briefly describe three similar projects, which your firm has completed in 

the past three years. List the members of each project team and the role played by each 

member. Please provide references for each project. 

2.1.4 Cost Proposal Requirements 

This shall be a lump sum proposal.  

2.1.5 Insurance 

If selected, the contractor will be required to carry insurance for the term of the contract. Proof of 
insurance will be required as part of the contract. 

2.2   Proposal Conditions 

The CCRPC is not responsible, in part or whole, for costs incurred in preparation of the proposal in response 
to this RFP. The cost of preparing, submitting and presenting the proposal is at the sole expense of the 
consultant. 
 
All proposals become the property of the CCRPC upon submission. The CCRPC reserves the right to seek 
clarification of any proposal submitted. All proposal information will be held in confidence during the 
evaluation process and before awarding the contract. All of these documents and information, thereafter, 
will become public information. 

3.0 Scope of Work 

This Scope of Work section identifies major aspects and tasks associated with this project. 
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3.1 Data Collection and Analysis 

The first task will be to investigate and analyze all relevant issues related to possible consolidation or 
merger, including but not limited to the issues listed below. This work will involve in-depth, personal 
interviews with parties both inside and outside these governmental agencies; a review of previous studies; 
and research of other jurisdictions facilitating constructive community dialogue within and between 
communities.   
 
Issues to be covered may include, but are not limited to: 
 

1. Opportunities; 

2. Challenges; 

3. Finances; 

4. Human Resources/Labor Contracts/Staffing/Seniority/Command Structure; 

5. Space and equipment needs; 

6. Drivers and barriers to implementation; 

7. Legal/political/structural issues, both internal and external; 

8. Initial capital or operational costs involved in merger; 

9. Ongoing capital or operational costs involved in merger; 

10. Capital or operational costs or savings after ‘year 1’; 

11. Operational effectiveness – improved, expanded, or integrated services? Reduced duplication? 

12. Politics or institutional inertia – internal, external; 

13. Questions/concerns about accountability, responsiveness, fiscal and operational control; 

14. Lifespan and interoperability of equipment, both ‘in house’ and for those agencies being 

dispatched; 

15. Physical locations for dispatch operations; and 

16. Governance structure. 

 
The consultant is expected to understand the results of the previous study final report will also offer guidance 
and experience from other jurisdictions on facilitating constructive community dialogue within and between 
communities; for at times, that public process can be as important as the outcome. 

3.2 Preliminary Findings and Meeting 

Present preliminary findings in meetings with CCRPC Executive Director, Senior Planner, and steering 
committee (a subset of a larger working group of municipal managers, and Fire and Police Chiefs). 

3.3 Draft Report 

The consultant will be responsible for preparing a draft report that will include:  
1. An assessment of current circumstances within the existing dispatch systems and operations;  

2. Discussion of opportunities and constraints to possible merger or consolidation; 

3. One or several achievable models of a more regionalized approach to emergency services dispatch. 

It is anticipated that this could be an incremental approach, whether starting with one service and 

consolidating multiple municipalities, or could be an “all in” strategy incorporating all emergency 

services (Police, Fire, Rescue) for those municipalities that wish to join together;  
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4. Fiscal analysis of potential short- and long-term capital costs or savings;  

5. Short-and long-term operational costs or savings;  

6. Guidance and experience from other jurisdictions on facilitating constructive community dialogue 

within and between communities, for at times, that public process can be as important as the 

outcome; and  

7. Any other relevant sections as needed to address the issues identified in 3.1.   

 
The consultant will also be responsible for presenting this draft report to the working group. 

3.4 Final Report 

Prepare a final report incorporating comments and suggestions from the working group. 

3.5 Deliverable Standards 

 All hard copies of draft and final reports shall be double-sided. 

 All data, databases, reports, designs and materials, in digital and/or hard copy format created 

under this project shall be transferred to the CCRPC upon completion of the project and become 

the property of the CCRPC. 

 The consultant will provide both a digital copy (MS Word/Excel/etc. as appropriate, and Adobe PDF) 

and three hard copies of draft and final documents. Working documents or reports shall be 

submitted at least one full week prior to meetings at which they will be discussed.  

4.0 Proposal Evaluation and Selection 

4.1 Evaluation Process 

Proposals will be evaluated by a selection committee consisting of the CCRPC Executive Director, a Senior 
Planner, and members of the Regional Dispatch Steering Committee.  The CCRPC reserves the right to seek 
clarification of any proposal submitted and to select the proposal considered to best promote the public 
interest. 

4.2 Proposal Evaluation 

The proposals will be evaluated based on the following factors. These factors are not listed in 
any particular order of priority: 

1. Approach - Respondents will be evaluated as to their understanding of the work, how 

well the proposed work and schedule address the project requirements, and the 
completeness and innovation evident in the approach to the project and the proposed 
work.  

2. Experience and Capability - Respondents will be evaluated with respect to the 

experience both in terms of past efforts in this type of work and the level of 
commitment to this project.  

3. Project Cost - The cost will be an important consideration in the selection, although it 
will not be the sole determining factor.  
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4. Other value-added tools and services - Responses will be evaluated on the inclusion of 

other related information that will produce a better product.  
 
If deemed necessary, a short list of qualified contractors may be selected from those who submitted 
proposals, for oral presentations. Informal presentations will be made to the selection committee described 
above. Oral presentations, if requested, will take place at the CCRPC offices and may be done electronically. 

4.3  Additional Information 

CCRPC reserves the right to reject any and all proposals received as a result of this solicitation, to negotiate 
with any qualified source, to waive any formality and any technicalities or to cancel the RFP in part or in its 
entirety if it is in the best interest of the CCRPC. This solicitation of proposals in no way obligates CCRPC to 
award a contract. 

5.0 Schedule 

August 24, 2016: Proposals due by 4:00 P.M.  See Section 2.0 for submittal information and 
requirements. 

September 9, 2016: Notice to proceed issued to selected Consultant 

September-November: Data Collection and Analysis 

October and November: Preliminary Findings meetings with CCRPC Executive Director, Senior 
Planner, and steering committee  

Mid-December: Draft report presentation to entire working group 

December 31, 2016: Final Report delivered to the CCRPC 
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9-1-1 CALL-TAKING/DISPATCH  

SERVICES WORKING GROUP 

General Meeting #3 

 

4 August 2016 

Cap. Plaza Hotel, 100 State St., Montpelier, VT – Room #338 

 

 

10:03 AM – Call to Order 

Chair Gary Taylor brought the meeting to order.  The following were in attendance: 

 

Working Group Members Present 

VT Enhanced 9-1-1 Board Representative:  Chief Gary Taylor, Working Group Chair   

VT State Employees Assoc. (VSEA) Representative:  Sarah Copen (via conference bridge)  

VT Ambulance Assoc. Representative:  Jim Finger, President 

VT League of Cities & Towns (VLCT) Representative:  Gwynn Zakov   

VT Assoc. of Chiefs of Police Representative:  Chief Leonard Stell 

Dept. of Public Safety Representative:  Captain Tom Hango (via conference bridge) 

    

Enhanced 9-1-1 Staff Members Present    
Barbara Neal, Executive Director 

Soni Johnson, E9-1-1 Board Clerk 

 

Others Present 

Major William Sheets, VT State Police 

Paco Aumand, Executive Director, Central VT Public Safety Authority 

Chief Seth DiSanto, Newport Police Department  

Lee Krohn, Chittenden County Regional Planning 

Chief Steve Locke, Burlington FD 

Stephen Whitaker, Member of the Public 

 

Approval of Minutes 

7/12/16 - Motion:  Chief Stell made a motion to accept the minutes as written; 2nd by Jim Finger. There was no 

discussion and the motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 

 

Business 

� Paco Aumand, CVPSA 

o Exec. Director Aumand provided an overview of the Central VT Public Safety Authority. 

� It is focused on dispatching, not 9-1-1 call-taking. 

� Working towards regional dispatch consolidation; it can be more efficient, reduce overtime & 

staffing redundancies, create redundancies in operations, and help contain the costs of public 

safety services long-term.   

� Working to develop full dispatching services, not just taking the call and handing it off to 

appropriate agency, but full involvement from beginning to end of the emergency.  

o He also spoke of a dispatch funding study conducted in 2003 (when he was affiliated with the Dept. of 

Public Safety).  A copy of that report was previously provided to the working group and is available 

from the E9-1-1 Board office upon request. 

o Paco provided the group with the history of how dispatching through DPS came to be free.   

� DPS received a federal grant back in the 70’s to build the statewide microwave network.  Part 

of the grant requirements was that DPS provide dispatching service to all law enforcement in 

Vermont. 

� Mike Smith was invited to this meeting but was unable to attend.  However, he was able to speak to Executive 

Director Barbara Neal, prior to this meeting, to discuss the working group’s mandate.  Mike Smith previously 

produced a report for the Enhanced 9-1-1 Board in which he made several recommendations concerning 9-1-1 
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PSAP & dispatch funding.   He stands behind the recommendations in his report.  A copy of that report was 

previously provided to the working group and is available from the E9-1-1 Board office upon request. 

� Major Sheets provided an overview of the Dept. of Public Safety’s current position: 

o The department is currently working on cost figures for dispatching services.   

� Those figures will be able to be used to formulate a fee structure 

o The department still favors a move to regional dispatch. 

� Lee Krohn (from Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission) spoke to the group about the 

Commission’s ongoing regional dispatch implementation study for a number of municipalities in Chittenden 

County.    

� Chair Taylor asked working group members if they had enough info to be able to work on recommendations or 

if more input was needed.  Members agreed that no further input needed.     

 

Discussion/Comments: 

• There have been multiple attempts over the years to formulate and implement a cost model/fee structure for 

Department of Public Safety dispatching services.  It has never been completed. 

• There is a need to educate legislators, municipal officials, and the general public on the differences between 

9-1-1 call-taking & dispatch services, how both services work, the costs associated with each, and how 

current funding is determined for both. 

• Why would towns/service providers move away from Public Safety dispatching services? (you can’t 

compete with free) 

• There is a need to develop a fair/equitable fee structure. Can it be done in a way that works for both the 

State & for the free market? 

• Towns will need time to plan for having to pay for dispatch services.  

• Can the Universal Service Fund charge be increased?  If the fee is increased can the extra funds be used for 

dispatch services funding? 

• What savings, if any, will the State see if Public Safety dispatching services are reduced? 

• The argument has been made that taxpayer dollars used for the Public Safety budget could be considered 

payment for dispatch services and requiring towns/agencies to pay for those services is double taxation. 

• What are the true costs of dispatching?  (staffing, bricks & mortar, equipment, different types of emergency 

calls require different levels of service, etc.) 

• How to figure what to charge for dispatch (by population, by number of calls, combination of both)? 

• How many dispatch centers/positions would be needed statewide to handle all dispatch calls? 

• Possibility of creating dispatch districts  

• Would consolidation of 9-1-1 PSAPs save money? 

• Group should research fees/costs for current local and regional dispatch centers. 

 

Public Comments/Questions 

Stephen Whitaker spoke about 9-1-1 funding & budget issues, and current/future 9-1-1 system configuration.  He 

suggested that the working group ask for more input from other services/agencies.  He also suggested that the 

working group track current services/needs geographically to help with the possible creation of dispatch districts.      

 

Next Meeting Date & Adjournment  

It was determined that the next Working Group meeting would be held on Tuesday, 27 September 2016.  The 

meeting will take place in Montpelier (location tbd).   

 

Motion:  There being no further business, Chair Taylor entertained a motion to adjourn; move by [need name], 2nd 

by Chief Stell.  There was no discussion and the motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  The meeting adjourned 

at 11:50 AM. 

 

Respectfully submitted: 

 

Soni Johnson    DRAFT 1 – 8/10/16 

Soni Johnson, Clerk    Date 

























 

 

1  Milton Selectboard Meeting Minutes  
2  August 24, 2016 at 6:00 PM  
3  Municipal Building Community Room  
4  

5  Selectboard Members Present:  Darren Adams, Chair; Kenneth Nolan, Vice Chair; John Palasik, Member;  

6  John Cushing, Member  
 

7  Selectboard Members Not Present: John Bartlett, Clerk  
 

8  
9  

10  

11  

12  

13  

14  

15  

16  

17  

18  

19  

20  

Staff Members Present: Donna Barlow Casey, Town Manager; Dustin Keelty, DPW Supervisor; John M. 
Devlin, DPW Maintenance Tech 1 
  

Others Present: Benjamin D. Heath, Hamlin Consulting Engineers; Richard F. Hamlin, Hamlin Consulting 

Engineers  

  

I. Call to Order –  Adams called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM  

  

II. Flag Salute – Adams led the attendees in a Salute to the Flag.   

  

III. Agenda Review - None  

  

IV. Public Forum – None  

 
 

21  

22  

23  

24  

25  

26  

27  

28  

29  

30  

31  

32  

33  

34  

35  

36  

37  

38  

39  

40  

41  

42  

43  

44  

45  

46  

47  

V. Old Business  

Discussion of FY 2017 Paving Plan  

  

Barlow Casey noted that she had followed up on the Selectboard’s recent directive to review  

the records of Selectboard meetings for directions on paving priorities.  The last agenda for FY  

2016 that contained a paving item was December 21, 2015.  At this meeting, former DPW Director 

Roger Hunt presented his Road Preservation and Rehabilitation Plan.  Roger introduced the terms 

“Road Reconstruction” and “Full Depth Reclamation”; North Road was identified as being a 

priority; Everest Road was still in the mix of roads to pave; the Selectboard agreed that the 

commuting patterns and trips per day were important criteria.  Discussion relating to the 

condition of North Road resulted in John Cushing suggesting that the Town needed an expert 

opinion from an engineer.   
  
Barlow Casey also noted she reviewed the videotapes of meetings, and did not find additional 

paving conversations. Sparse notes taken during Executive Session negotiations with Stu King, for 

the Clerk of the Works position included: paving priorities, road conditions and timeframes.  

  

Barlow Casey invited the Selectboard to ask Hamlin Engineers questions.  Darren Adams 

asked Hamlin to share their approach.    

  

Rick Hamlin identified North, Middle and Sanderson Roads as the FY 2017 priorities. He explained 

that his staff had walked the entire lengths identified for paving on each road; measurements 

were taken; and the conditions assessed.  Milton roads are a bituminous surface, making them 

flexible roads. Pavement wears due not to traffic as much as the flexible surface moving and 

shifting due to water and frost.  
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48  Terminology. 

49  FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION was defined as stripping the roadway to its sub-grade and 

50  rebuilding the entire road from bottom to top. 

51 

52  OVERLAY places an additional amount of new topping on a road. 

53 

54  FDR or FULL DEPTH RECLAMATION grinds up the bituminous, surface and mixes in additional 

55  gravel, reshapes the crown and tops with new pavement.  FDR is not reconstruction. 

56  Reconstruction is extremely costly – likely in excess of $2 million for the full length of North 

57  Road. It is best done when pavement has no value left and the material on road can be ground 

58  up and mixed with added materials. 

59 

60  SHIM and OVERLAY places a fine skim over the surface and subsequently layers on pavement at 

61  a specified depth related to the particular roadway’s need for greater stability. 

62 

63  Hamlin recommends a shim and overlay for North Road. Almost all of the road’s failure is seen 

64  in the shadowing of the old road coming through.  Using FDR on the portion of North from 

65  Cooper to Huskey would take strength away from the road. The crown of the road is in good 

66  condition. A shim and overlay application builds strength as layers are added, will typically last 

67  at least 5-7 years, and is cost effective. 

68 

69  Two spots on Sanderson Road require the road base be built up. Hamlin has successfully utilized 

70  geofoam with very good results. This solution resolves the movement of the pavement and 

71  keeps water out. By inserting the foam into the road, it eliminates the forces that cause roads to 

72  decay.  It’s relatively quick; less expensive than other options. 

73 

74  Middle road requires a simple paving option.  It is in the best condition of the three. 

75 

76  The Plan. 
77  Hamlin noted it is possible to complete all three roads before winter if circumstances turn out 

78  “right” – three different paving company bids; prices are within the available funds; and, winter 

79  does not arrive early.  Rick suggested Hamlin complete plans and three bid documents (one for 

80  each road) to encourage bidding by different firms.  Bids should be put out as soon as possible. 

81  Selectboard members agreed they did not need to review the draft bid documents, but will 

82  review all submitted bids; and, they will make decisions about the project details based on the 

83  bids.  If there is only one contractor, some work will need to be postponed to next year. 

84 

85  Hamlin prepares an Engineer’s estimate that accompanies the bid packages and this will 

86  provide the Selectboard with a price preview. Hamlin noted that paving companies are presently 

87  hungry for work – an unusual situation this late in the season. This could result in significant 

88  benefit to Town. 

89 

90  Darren Adams asked Hamlin to consider a fourth road project for discussion – Beebe Hill Road. 

91  Dustin advises that he undertook road borings after the Beebe Hill residents presented to the 

92  Selectboard.  No plan has been designed but the data has been gathered.  Hamlin will review 

93  the information and provide comments to Selectboard. Barlow Casey will locate the boring 

94  report and provide to Hamlin and Dustin. 

95 
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Nolan asks how the Town gets back to a scientific approach to paving.  Rick Hamlin stated that 

the first consideration should be the number of cars traveling over the road. PCI is a guide for 

condition, but experience shows that the Selectboard should be provided a list based on the PCI 

and at a public hearing for paving, the Selectboard can listen to residents before making 

decisions. 

 
Adams asked if everyone who uses the PAVER system to determine PCI is consistent across all 

users.  Rick and Ben respond by explaining that as long as the same person arrives at the 

numbers generated in each town, the index reflects the same standard being applied across the 

town.  Example: In Milton the best road is given an 80 the worst a 10; in another town, the best 

is 100 the worst is 20.  The top and bottom numbers needn’t be the same across several towns. 

The numbers need to be consistent within the town. 

 
Adams asks if ditching needs to be done.  Rick responds by saying that the rule is it’s always 

good to keep water away from your roads. 

 
John Palasik asks Hamlin to prioritize the roads.  Rick says that if you have to put one off, bump 

Middle Road to Spring. Try to get North Road done before winter. Sanderson won’t be any 

worse in Spring - and it is entirely possible that North Road and Sanderson could be complete 

this fall. 

 

Palasik excused himself from discussion, leaving due to a previously disclosed commitment. 
Ben Heath notes that in order to prepare Sanderson Road for paving, Public Works needs to 
undertake work there immediately- tree removal, additional ditching and more. If this 
preparation waits until paving bids are in, Public Works loses valuable time to ready the road. 
The Selectboard agreed that Public Works should move ahead with this work so it is possible 
for Sanderson to be completed this Fall. 

 
Cushing moved to adjourn. Second by Nolan. Approved unanimously. 

Adams adjourned the meeting at 8:22 PM. 
 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
___________________________________ Date: _______________________ 

John Bartlett, Clerk  
 

 
Filed with Milton Town Clerk’s Office on this __________ day of __________, _____ 
 
 
ATTEST: ____________________________________ Milton Town Clerk 
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Milton Selectboard Meeting Minutes 1 

August 29, 2016 at 6:00 PM 2 

Town Manager’s Conference Room 3 
       4 
Selectboard Members Participating:  Kenneth Nolan, Vice Chair (by phone); John Palasik, Member (by 5 
phone); John Cushing, Member (present in Conference Room) 6 

Selectboard Members Not Present: Darren Adams, Chairperson; John Bartlett, Clerk 7 

Staff Members Present: Donna Barlow Casey, Town Manager 8 
 9 
Others Present: None 10 

 11 
I. Call to Order –  Nolan called the meeting to order at 6:03 PM 12 
 13 
II. Flag Salute - Omitted 14 
 15 
III. Public Forum – None 16 

 17 

IV. Warrant/Report #5 18 
John Cushing moved to accept Warrant #5 as presented. Second by John Palasik.  Approved 19 
unanimously.  Cushing: Let the Record show that John Bartlett, Clerk, signed the document 20 
upon review. 21 
 22 
Cushing moved to adjourn.  Second by Palasik. Approved Unanimously.  The meeting 23 
adjourned at 6:08 pm. 24 

                 25 

Respectfully Submitted, 26 

 27 

___________________________________ Date: _______________________ 28 

John Bartlett, Clerk  29 

 30 

Filed with Milton Town Clerk’s Office on this __________ day of __________, _____ 31 

 32 

 ATTEST: ____________________________________ Milton Town Clerk                          33 
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