
  

 

ROCKINGHAM SELECTBOARD SPECIAL MEETING 

Tuesday, April 5, 2016 

  

Present:  Lamont Barnett, Peter Golec, Joshua Hearne, Ann DiBernardo, Stefan Golec 

 

Also Present:  Willis Stearns, II, Municipal Manager; Kerry Bennett, Recording Clerk; ZBA/PC 

Chair Alan LaCombe; Conservation Commission Members Guy Payne, Peter Bergstrom & 

Devin Smith; Evelyn & Brad Weeks; Hope Brissette; Deborah Wright; Judy Lidie; Bonnie 

North; Merritt Schnipper; Andrew Smith; Mark Batchelder; Suzanne Groenwold 

 

Press:  Joey Powers, FACT8; Joel Slutsky, The Shopper; Maddi Shaw, Brattleboro Reformer; 

Nancy Cavanaugh, Eagle Times 

   

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

1. Zoning By-law Amendments:  Public Hearing was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by Chairman 

Lamont Barnett.  Barnett stated that the public hearing was being held to receive public 

testimony regarding a petitioner’s proposed zoning bylaw amendment to change the 

definition of public facilities for the entire town and to make public facilities a conditional 

use in the Riverfront 14 zoning district.  Barnett noted that a packet of information including 

the petitioners’ amendment, a Planning Commission report, a Planning Brief, an opinion 

from Town counsel, and the Rockingham for Progress Brief was available.  Barnett asked for 

comments from the Selectboard.   

 

 Peter Golec noted that under Title 24 of the State Statutes if there is not a Town Plan in effect 

and adopted this process may be mute until the Town has an adopted Town Plan and the 

Board may not want to put this through for a vote.   

 

 Stearns stated that after the hearing closes the Board has 2 options – one is to take no action; 

the other is to enact it as an immediate temporary bylaw change which goes until the May 17 

vote and the Board, at its March 11 Special Meeting, voted to put this to an Australian ballot 

vote. Stearns noted that once that vote takes place and the Town Plan gets adopted then this 

amendment would then be in effect and enforceable.   

 

 Merritt Schnipper spoke as the representative of the Rockingham for Progress group which 

drafted and submitted the amendment.  Schnipper urged the Board to enact the amendment 

and send it to the Australian ballot vote.  Schnipper requested that the brief be included in the 

minutes of this meeting.  

 

 Rockingham Planning Commission Chair Alan LaCombe noted that the Town Plan had 

expired in March and it is his understanding that the amendment would not be permitted 

without a current adopted Town Plan and suggested that the Board get an opinion from Town 

counsel.   

 

 Deborah Wright stated that she believed if the Board adopts the amendment tonight it would 

go back to the time it was submitted and the Town Plan had not expired at that time.  

 

 Suzanne Groenwold noted that the town-wide, nonbinding vote showed a significant majority 

against this type of facility and urged the Board to adopt this amendment on an interim basis. 
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 Bonnie North stated that it was her understanding that if the Board adopted the interim 

amendment that it would be retroactive to the day the public hearing was warned. 

 

 Mark Batchelder also expressed his desire to see this go forward. 

 

 Peter Golec suggested that the Board get an opinion from Town counsel.  Schnipper asked if 

an opinion was received from Town counsel that it be made available to the public with an 

opportunity to respond.  

 

 The brief as presented by the Rockingham for Progress group is as follows: 

 

 ROCKINGHAM FOR PROGRESS BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED 

AMENDMENTS TO TOWN OF ROCKINGHAM ZONING BYLAW 

 

1. Introduction  

 

 Rockingham for Progress (RFP) submits the following brief in support of the 

amendments to the Town of Rockingham Zoning Bylaw regarding definitions of 

‘Public/Municipal Facility’ and the Riverfront-14 District. Its is RFP’s position that the 

proposed amendments are substantive, not technical; are not prohibited by Dillon’s Rule and are 

authorized by State law; and do not constitute impermissible spot zoning. Moreover, these 

proposed amendments represent the will of the people of Rockingham. They should be forwarded 

to the Select Board for approval as submitted and without revision. 

 

2. The Proposed Amendments are Supported by a Petition Signed by More than Five 

Percent of Town Voters, and the Commission May Therefore Only Correct Technical 

Deficiencies Before Forwarding Them to the Select Board for Approval 

 

 The petition proposing these amendments is signed by approximately 250 Rockingham 

voters—well over five percent of residents registered to vote. These amendments are the will of 

the people of the community, and are entitled to the Commission’s respect and deference.  

 

State law acknowledges the right of the community to control its zoning and development 

through popular petition by restricting the Commission’s power to alter zoning 

bylaws/amendments proposed by popular petition. The Commission may only correct ‘technical 

deficiencies’ in a petition-supported proposed bylaw or amendment before forwarding it to the 

Select Board for vote; it may not alter the substance of the proposed bylaw or amendment. See 

24 V.S.A. § 4441(b) (“if the proposed amendment or repeal of a bylaw is supported by a petition 

signed by not less than five percent of the voters of the municipality, the commission shall 

correct any technical deficiency and shall, without otherwise changing the amendment or repeal,  

promptly proceed” to present the amendment to the Select Board for approval) and (g) (under 

ordinary circumstances, “the planning commission may make revisions to a proposed bylaw, 

amendment, or repeal and to the written report, and shall then submit the proposed bylaw, 

amendment, or repeal and the written report to the legislative body of the municipality.  
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However…if a proposed amendment was supported by a petition signed by not less than five 

percent of the voters of the municipality, the planning commission shall promptly submit the 

amendment, with changes only to correct technical deficiencies, to the legislative body of the 

municipality, together with any recommendation or opinion it considers appropriate”).   

 

State law defines “technical deficiency” as “a defect in a proposed plan or bylaw, or an 

amendment or repeal thereof, correction of which does not involve substantive change to the 

proposal, including corrections to grammar, spelling, and punctuation, as well as the numbering 

of sections.” 24 V.S.A. §  4303(28). State law does not define “substantive change,” but the 

common legal definition of “substantive law” is “[t]he part of the law that creates, defines, and 

regulates the rights, duties, and powers of parties.” See Black’s law Dictionary (3d ed. 2006).  

 

 The changes proposed by the petition are unquestionably substantive: they define and 

regulate the powers and rights of parties with regard to land use within the Town of 

Rockingham. These amendments are proposed by petition of more than five percent of town 

voters. State law therefore prohibits the Commission from changing the substantive scope of the 

proposed amendments, even if it believes they exceed the scope of municipal zoning authority. 

Any ultimate decision about the lawfulness of the amendments will be made by a court of law in 

the event the proposed changes are adopted and challenged. Because the amendments are 

proposed by a petition signed by more than five percent of Rockingham voters, the Commission 

has legal authority only to correct spelling, grammar, numbering, etc. before forwarding them to 

the Select Board for approval. The Commission may not lawfully make any substantive changes 

to the proposed amendment.  

 

3. Dillon’s Rule Does Not Prevent Rockingham from Amending the Definition of the 

Riverfront-14 District or the Definition of Public/Municipal Facility in the Town Zoning 

Bylaw 

 

 The Vermont Supreme Court has adopted ‘Dillon’s Rule’ as a method for balancing local 

and state authority over land use and determining the limits of municipal authority. Under 

Dillon’s Rule, “a municipality has only those powers and functions specifically authorized by the 

legislature, and such additional functions as may be incident, subordinate or necessary to the 

exercise thereof." City of Montpelier v. Barnett, 2012 VT 32, ¶ 20. The Rule is “a canon of 

construction requiring that grants of power to municipalities be read as limited to those clearly 

enumerated.” Id.  

 

 A. Riverfront-14 

 

 The Vermont Legislature has given Rockingham (and other municipalities) power to 

make the amendments proposed by the petition. With regard to Riverfront-14, a narrow zoning 

district adjacent to the Connecticut River, the legislature has given municipalities at least the 

power to “permit, prohibit, restrict, regulate, and determine land development, 

including…specific use of land and shoreland facilities,” and to more generally regulate the 

“dimensions, location, erection, construction, repair, maintenance, alteration, razing, removal, 

and use of structures.” 24 V.S.A. § 4411(a)(1, 2). The legislature has also stated that despite the 

general requirement that “provisions shall be uniform for each class of use or structure within 

each [zoning] district… additional classifications may be made within any district…to regulate,  
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restrict, or prohibit uses or structures at or near…[n]atural or artificial bodies of 

water[,]…[p]laces having unique patriotic, ecological, historical, archaeological, or community 

interest or value…places having a special character or use affecting or affected by their 

surroundings…[or] “river corridors, river corridor protection areas, and buffers.” 24 V.S.A. § 

4411(b)(3)(B,F-G).  

 

 There is no question the legislature has given Rockingham special powers to regulate 

development along the Connecticut River and other waterways within its boundaries. The 

proposed amendment simply expands on the existing requirement that any use in Riverfront-14 

be “compatible with the recreational potential of riverfront property” and clarifies that a large-

scale incarceration facility is not compatible with that recreational potential. It is also important 

to note that the proposed amendments conform to the Town Plan, which states that the 

“Connecticut River, which borders the Town along the east, is an important recreational 

resource for the community. The town’s location along the river provides opportunity for boating 

and fishing which has seen a significant increase over the past five to ten years.” See Town Plan, 

Chapter 9.  

 

Dillon’s Rule does not prohibit the Town from changing the definition of Riverfront-14 to 

prohibit use of riverfront property for a large-scale incarceration facility. In fact, State law 

specifically empowers the Town to regulate land use directly adjacent to the Connecticut River 

more intensively than at other locations.   

 

 B. Public/Municipal Facility 

 

 Nor does the Rule prevent the Town from amending the more general definition of 

Public/Municipal Facility to exclude large-scale incarceration facilities. As an initial matter, the 

proposed amendment is consistent with the existing definition, which allows only “essential 

services for police and fire protection, libraries, water, sewer, electricity, telephone, highways, 

[and] post offices” as Public/Municipal Facilities—a definition that already excludes large-

scale incarceration facilities. The proposed amendment has been carefully crafted to, for 

example, not interfere with the operational capacity of the Bellows Falls Police Department by  

making clear that short-term holding of arrestees as necessary to its mission is a legitimate 

function of a Public/Municipal Facility.  

  

 The Commission must bear in mind that Dillon’s Rule is a canon of construction—that is, 

it is a tool to help understand what powers the legislature has given municipalities with regard 

to zoning and land use. Another canon of construction frequently invoked by the Vermont 

Supreme Court is the “time-honored precept of ‘expressio unius est exclusion alterius,’ 

[meaning] the expression of one thing is the exclusion of another”). In re Estate of Maggio, 2012 

VT 99, ¶ 24. In 24 V.S.A. § 4413 (“Limitations on municipal bylaws”), the legislature set forth a 

list of restrictions on municipal bylaws. The only enumerated restriction that comes close to 

prohibiting the proposed amended definition of Public/Municipal Facility is § 4413(a)(1)(A), 

which limits Town regulation of “State- or community-owned and operated institutions and 

facilities.”  

  



  

 

Rockingham Selectboard Special Meeting 

April 5, 2016 – Page 5 

 

Consistent with Dillon’s Rule and expressio unius est exclusion alterius, this means that 

Towns are prohibited only from full regulation of facilities that are both owned and operated 

either by the State of Vermont or the Town of Rockingham; for example, a proposed project such 

as a privately owned building that was leased to a county entity for purposes of large-scale 

incarceration of prisoners in the custody of the federal government would not be subject to the 

legislative restrictions on Town authority. This conclusion is further supported by the general 

grant of power to municipalities “to govern the use of land,” including the “dimensions, 

location, erection, construction, repair, maintenance, alteration, razing, removal, and use of 

structures.” 24 V.S.A. § 4411(a)(2).  

 

Dillon’s Rule does not prohibit the Town from excluding from the definition of 

Public/Municipal Facility “any facility in which more that eighteen (18) people are incarcerated 

or held for short-term psychological evaluation at any time or in which any person or persons 

are incarcerated for seven (7) or more consecutive days or held for short-term psychological 

evaluation for thirty (30) or more consecutive days.”   

 

4. The Proposed Amended Definition of Riverfront-14 Does Not Constitute Impermissible 

‘Spot Zoning’ 

 

 The proposed amendment to the definition of Riverfront-14 to prohibit use of riverfront 

property for a large-scale incarceration facility is consistent with both (1) the community’s 

desire to maintain and develop recreational access to the Connecticut River and (2) to prohibit 

location of a large-scale incarceration facility and its attendant social ills in close proximity to 

downtown Bellows Falls and a number of local schools. Such a prohibition does not constitute 

impermissible ‘spot zoning’ and is permitted by State law. 

 

 The Vermont Supreme Court defines “spot zoning” as “zoning that “singles out a small 

parcel or perhaps even a single lot for a use classification different from the surrounding area 

and inconsistent with any comprehensive plan, for the benefit of the owner of such property.” In  

re Hartland Group North Ave. Permit, 2008 VT 92, § 16. Considerations include “(1) whether 

the use of the parcel is very different from the prevailing use of other parcels in the area; (2) 

whether the area of the parcel is small; (3) whether the classification is for the benefit of the 

community or only to provide a specific advantage to a particular landowner; and (4) whether 

the change in the zoning classification complies with the municipality's plan.” Id. “Ultimately, 

the question must be whether the zoning classification is related to the public health, safety, 

morals, or general welfare.” Smith v. Town of St. Johnsbury, 150 Vt. 351, 362 (1988) 

(explaining that “there is a certain irony in a claim that a zoning classification voted for by a 

majority of the residents of the town provides no benefit to the community”).  

 

 The proposed changes do not satisfy any of the requirements of spot zoning. The changes 

do not affect only one parcel but rather apply equally to all parcels in the district, which is 

recognized by the existing definition as a unique and unusual area. The changes are not made 

for the benefit of any one parcel owner but rather are requested by the community at large 

through a citizen petition intended to counter public health and safety concerns about locating a 

large-scale incarceration facility close to downtown. Moreover, the proposed changes are 

entirely consistent with the Town Plan, which places a priority on maintaining and expanding  
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recreational access to and use of the Connecticut River. See Town Plan, Chapter 9 (“the 

Connecticut River, which borders the Town along the east, is an important recreational resource 

for the community”); Chapter 10 (recognizing Connecticut River Byway as an important scenic 

resource and stating that “conservation of scenic resources…should be an important 

consideration in the planning and design of development”).  

 

 The proposed amendment to the definition of Riverfront-14 to prohibit use of riverfront 

property for a large-scale incarceration facility is consistent with the Town Plan and is intended 

to promote and protect the public health, safety, and welfare. It does not constitute impermissible 

spot zoning. 

 

5. State Law Allows the Town to Make Public/Municipal Facility a Conditional Use Within 

Riverfront-14 

 

 “A municipality may define different and separate zoning districts, and identify within 

these districts which land uses are permitted as of right, and which are conditional uses 

requiring review and approval.” 24 V.S.A. § 4414(1). There is no question the proposed 

amendment to the definition of Riverfront-14 to change Public/Municipal Facility from a 

permitted to a conditional use is a valid exercise of municipal authority under State Law.  

 

 The public hearing was closed at 6:20 p.m.  Joshua Hearne made the motion that the 

Rockingham Selectboard adopts the interim amendment as presented.  Motion was seconded 

by Stefan Golec.  Motion passed with Hearne, DiBernardo and Stefan Golec voting in favor 

of the motion.  Peter Golec opposed. 

 

MEETING OF THE ROCKINGHAM BOARD OF LIQUOR COMMISSIONERS 

(to start immediately following Public Hearing) 

 

Meeting of the Rockingham Board of Liquor Commissioners was called to order at 6:22 p.m. by 

Chairman Lamont Barnett.   

 

1. J.P. Hearne, LLC d/b/a Donovan’s – Outside Consumption Permit 

2. Coco Mart, Inc. d/b/a Jiffy Mart – 2
nd

 Class  

 

Peter Golec made the motion to approve the Outside Consumption Permit for J.P. Hearne, LLC 

d/b/a Donovan’s and the 2
nd

 Class license for Coco Mart, Inc. d/b/a Jiffy Mart.  Motion was 

seconded by Ann DiBernardo.  Motion passed with Peter Golec, Ann DiBernardo and Stefan 

Golec voting in favor of the motion.  Joshua Hearne abstained. 

 

AGENDA 

 

Call to Order:  Meeting of the Rockingham Selectboard was called to order at 6:24 p.m. by 

Chairman Lamont Barnett. 

  



  

 

Rockingham Selectboard Special Meeting 

April 5, 2016 – Page 7 

 

Additions to the Agenda for Routine Administrative Matters and/or Pressing Matters that will 

require ratification at a future meeting: 

 Peter Golec requested that the Rockingham Recreation Center building be placed as item 3f 

for discussion. 

 

Approve Minutes of March 11, March 15 & March 21, 2016:  Peter Golec made the motion to 

approve the minutes of March 11, March 15 and March 21, 2016 as printed.  Motion was 

seconded by Ann DiBernardo.  Motion passed. 

 

Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda (3 minutes per person): 

 Andrew Smith stated that 2 or 3 years ago an overview of the condition of the sidewalks in 

the Bellows Falls Village was done and asked that the Board take a look at this report, walk 

around, and possibly get in a wheelchair and put this on a future agenda for discussion.  

Barnett asked when the last survey of sidewalks was done.  Stearns reported that this had 

been done in 2014.  Stearns also noted that there is $20,000 in the present budget for 

sidewalks in Bellows Falls and $10,000 for sidewalks in Saxtons River. 

 

Manager’s Report: 

 The Conservation Commission will be holding 2 walking events, both at Vermont Academy 

in Saxtons River.  One for vernal pools on April 9 and one a tree & flower walk on April 16. 

 Last Friday Stearns & Highway Superintendent Mike Hindes met with representatives from 

Fairpoint, Comcast, Sovernet and the Bellows Falls Fire Department to look at all the poles 

remaining in the Village.  Stearns reported that we should see some of the 109 poles in the 

Bellows Falls Village being removed. 

 Water main flushing will be occurring starting next week through April 29 from 9:00 am to 

3:00 pm. 

 

Agenda: 

1. Conservation Commission 

 a) PACE Program Resolution/Administrator Agreement/Interlocal Contract:  Guy Payne 

from the Conservation Commission was present and encouraged the Board to approve 

this agreement.  Payne noted that the Town of Brattleboro has worked through some of 

the same concerns as this Board has and will be sending their policy to him.  Payne also 

noted that Efficiency Vermont has a reserve fund and assured the Board that the Town is 

covered.  When asked his opinion, Stearns stated that as Manager, for property owner 

opportunity he would recommend but as Finance Officer due to potential collection 

issues he would not recommend this be signed.  Barnett noted that this was approved at 

Town Meeting and felt that the Board didn’t have a choice.  Ann DiBernardo made the 

motion to approve the PACE Program Resolution/Administrator Agreement/Interlocal 

Contract and authorize the Selectboard Chair to sign these documents.  Motion was 

seconded by Joshua Hearne.  Wright asked what the maximum dollar amount was that 

the Town could get stuck for.  Stearns stated that the maximum loan was $30,000 and 

there is an 80/20 requirement.  Barnett called for a vote on the motion.  Motion passed 

with Hearne, DiBernardo and S. Golec voting in favor of the motion.  Peter Golec 

opposed. 
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 b) Windham County Natural Resources Conservation District Agreement – Devin Smith & 

Peter Bergstrom were present to answer questions.  Smith noted that there will be 430 

plantings on the town-owned “FEMA” properties along Route 121.  Stearns stated that in 

his opinion the Town cannot commit to maintaining these plantings.  Smith stated that it 

is understood that the Town departments could not maintain these and volunteers would 

handle the maintenance.  Smith also noted that if plantings do not survive the NRCD 

would be notified and replacements would be made.  Stearns stated that the intent of the 

purchase of the property was to let it overgrow and no development would take place.  

Ann DiBernardo made the motion to approve the Agreement and to authorize the 

Municipal Manager to sign the document.  Motion was seconded by Stefan Golec.  

Motion passed. 

 

2. Finance Office 

 a) FY2016 Budget Status:  Stearns asked if the Board had any specific questions and there 

were none. 

 

b) Transfer of Averill’s Bridge Funds to Bridge Street Bridge Project:  Stearns stated that 

the Averill’s Bridge project came in lower than expected and he is asking the Board to 

authorize the transfer of $55,000 from the Averill’s Bridge project to the Capital Fund to 

be used as the 20% match for the Bridge Street Bridge project.  Peter Golec made the 

motion to transfer $55,000 from the Averill’s Bridge Fund to the Capital Fund to be used  

  as the 20% match for the Bridge Street Bridge project.  Motion was seconded by Ann 

DiBernardo.  Motion passed. 

 

 c) Approve & Sign Highway Department Annual Financial Plan: Stearns noted that costs 

such as administrative and uniforms could no longer be included in this plan.  Ann 

DiBernardo made the motion to approve the Highway Department Annual Financial 

Plan as presented.  Motion was seconded by Peter Golec.  Motion passed. 

 

3. Project Updates 

 a) Safe Routes to School Sidewalk:  Stearns reported that the project is scheduled to start 

June 8 when school gets out and be completed by June 30 with final invoicing in August. 

 

 b) Bridge Street Bridge – motion to reject bids:  Stearns stated that the recommendation 

from Evan Detrick, Project Manager from DuBois & King is that the Board reject the 

bids and that we go back out to bid for a lesser project to mill, fill and rebuild the 

sidewalk, which was the original project scope 7 years ago.  Peter Golec made the motion 

that the Board rejects the bids received and to go back out to bid as suggested.  Motion 

was seconded by Joshua Hearne.  Motion passed. 

 

 c) Park & Ride:  Stearns reported that the final design has not yet been signed off on but it is 

hoped that this project will be completed by August 30, 2016.  The Highway Department 

will be involved as part of the Town’s in-kind share. 
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 d) Handicap Access to Town Hall:  Stearns noted that this project started yesterday and he 

had no expected that it would be as far along as it is today.  Two employees of the 

Highway Department made the temporary access for tonight’s meeting.  However, 

Stearns stated that all Selectboard and Trustee meetings will be held at the Recreation 

Center until this project is completed. 

 

e) Town Plan Update – Separation of Zoning Board of Adjustment & Planning 

Commission:  Stearns reported that the Planning Commission part of the ZBA/PC has 

had to put aside its projects to act on zoning board items that require action by state 

statute.  Stearns noted that this is on the ZBA/PC agenda for April 20 and it is hoped with 

the renewed community interest that more individuals will come forward to serve if the 

two are separated.  LaCombe stated that the zoning application process would not 

change.  Stearns stated that the Planning Commission would do “planning” such as the 

Town Plan and Zoning Bylaws.  Stearns also stated that he felt advertisement for 

individuals could be done prior to a separation of the Zoning Board and Planning 

Commission.  John Midura asked how hard it would be to re-merge the two if they were 

separated.  Barnett stated it would not be any harder than separating them.  Wright felt 

that if an individual was to serve on the Zoning Board or Planning Commission this could 

curb their ability to speak openly and they would have to be careful of what they said.  

Rockingham Selectboard Special Meeting 

 

  Barnett asked about the “additional staffing”.  Stearns stated that this would be members 

on the Board/Commission and not Town Hall staff.  

 

 f) Recreation Building:  Peter Golec reminded the Board that the $500,000 article at Town 

Meeting, which included the Rec Center repairs, was cut back to $250,000 and asked the 

Board to consider a possible vote in August or that the repairs come from the fund 

balance and replace these funds following a vote.  This will be discussed at a future 

meeting. 

 

4. Selectboard Items 

 a) Sign Warning for Special Town Meeting – May 17, 2016:  Stearns noted that the first 6 

articles are to exempt certain properties from taxes.  These should have been on the Town 

Meeting Warning for February 29 but were missed by the Listers.  These would be voted 

from the floor at the Special Town Meeting on May 14 following the Public Hearing for 

Merger and Article 7 & 8 by Australian ballot on May 17.  Peter Golec made the motion 

that the Board sign the warning as presented.  Motion was seconded by Joshua Hearne.  

Motion passed. 

 

 b) Social Media Policy:  Barnett asked if any changes had been made to this document 

following the Joint Board Meeting on March 29.  Bennett stated that no changes were 

made.  Peter Golec made the motion to approve the Social Media Policy as presented.  

There was no second to the motion.  Motion failed. 
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Review Overtime & Comp Time Report:  No concerns. 

 

Review & Update Task List – 1
st
 meeting of the month: 

 Vilas Bridge – Stearns stated that the Walpole Selectboard has expressed an interest in 

meeting with the Rockingham Selectboard and the Bellows Falls Trustees.  Peter Golec 

mentioned the Memorandum of Understanding that was brought up by Francis Walsh several 

times and was told that this was not binding.  Barnett stated that maybe it is time for the  

federal court to know about these issues.  Stearns also noted that he has recently found out 

that Fairpoint has copper running through this bridge used for telephone lines to New 

Hampshire.  Stearns noted that Walpole and Bellows Falls are currently working on a new 

Wastewater agreement and when this is ready he will schedule a Tri-Board Meeting. 

 

Review Agenda Items for Next Meeting – April 19, 2016:  Barnett stated that he will be away 

the week before this meeting and Hearne would be overseeing the agenda.  The Board briefly 

discussed updates on the sink hole over the railroad tunnel and this will be placed on the task list 

for future discussions and updates. 

 

Review Agenda Items for Joint Board Meeting -  May 31, 2016:  Barnett noted that the boards 

used to take a tour of all the municipal facilities and would like to have this done again.  Stearns 

also noted that the yearly presentation to the boards by Ray Massucco would be on this agenda. 

 

Review & Approve Orders, Bills & Warrants:  Ann DiBernardo made the motion to approve the 

orders, bills and warrants as presented. Motion was seconded by Peter Golec. Peter Golec asked 

about the expense for the computer services.  Stearns stated that this was the Bellows Falls 

Police Department’s server.  Stearns noted that the Town Hall server was also upgraded under 

the Capital Fund.  Motion passed. 
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Other Business:  None 

 

Executive Session:  Stefan Golec made the motion that the Board enter executive session at 8:05 

p.m. to discuss personnel where premature general public knowledge may clearly place the 

municipality at a substantial disadvantage and to invite Attorney Steve Ankuda.  Motion was 

seconded by Ann DiBernardo.  Motion passed. 

 

The Board came out of executive session at 9:00 p.m.  No action was taken. 

 

Adjourn:  Peter Golec made the motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:02 p.m.  Motion was 

seconded by Joshua Hearne.  Motion passed. 

 

 

 

      Attest:         

       Kerry Bennett, Recording Clerk 


