


11/3/21     

To: The Vermont Apportionment Board 
From: Town of Bethel Board of Civil Authority 
 
The Bethel Board of Civil Authority opposes the proposed changes to our current district (Windsor-
Rutland).  We do so for three reasons: 
 
1) the proposed changes violate the districting criteria in several ways. 
2) the changes would have a negative impact on Bethel’s right to effective representation 
3) the changes would have a negative impact on the district’s right to effective representation 

Criterion One requires districts be as close as possible to an ideal of one representative for a population 
of 4287 with an acceptable deviation of up to 10%.   Windsor-Rutland, as it currently stands, has 4263 
voter for a deviation of -0.6%.  The proposed change creates two districts for Bethel, one with a 
deviation of -4.76% and one with -3.78%. The proposal is LESS fair than the current status. 
The proposed districts represent a wider disparity from the ideal population than the current district. 
The current district is a mere -0.6% off from the ideal.  
 Current:  Proposed: 
 WDR-RUT  RUT-13  ADD-WSR-1 
 -0.6%    -3.78%  -4.76% 

Criterion Two dictates that districts be geographically compact and contiguous.  Further, “This criterion 
aims to foster effective representation by ensuring that representatives are accessible to the people 
they represent.”    The current Windsor-Rutland district is comprised of four towns all accessible through 
major state highways (Routes 107 and 100) without any major mountains in the way.  It is compact and 
contiguous.  Proposed district ADD-WSR-1 is not compact nor easily accessible throughout.  The distance 
from Bethel to Ripton far exceeds that of Bethel to Pittsfield or Rochester.  Plus, to get to Ripton from 
Bethel would require going over two major mountain ranges , or to skip one major mountain by staying 
on major highways one would have to travel out of the proposed district into a town that is already 
currently in Windsor-Rutland.  The small portion of Bethel proposed to be in Rut-13 has no direct routes 
to Bridgewater and would require driving over Killington. Again, as the roads go it is not contiguous nor 
accessible.  The travel distance and travel between Bethel and either Ripton or Bridgewater is untenable 
and be hard to yield effective representation to all towns in those proposed districts. 
 

The proposed districts are less contiguous than the current district, with each of the proposed districts 
containing a greater number of towns or portions of towns than is currently the case. 
 Current:  Proposed: 
 WDR-RUT  RUT-13   ADD-WSR-1 
 Bethel   Bethel (part)  Bethel (part) 
 Stockbridge  Stockbridge  Rochester 
 Pittsfield  Pittsfield  Hancock 



 Hancock   Killington  Granville 
    Mendon (part)  Ription 
    Bridgewater   

The proposed district is less compact than the proposed districts. It is nearly three times as far from the 
furthest points in the proposed districts than our current district.  
 Current:  Proposed: 
 WDR-RUT  RUT-13   ADD-WSR-1 
 Bethel-Rochester Bethel-Bridgewater Bethel-Ripton 
 18 miles  34 miles  35 miles 

Criterion Three “dictates that districts should follow the existing boundaries of counties, towns and 
other political subdivisions”.  Dividing Bethel’s 1942 voters into two districts violates this criteria. The 
proposed districts unnecessarily divide the Town of Bethel so that Bethel residents will have different 
representatives depending on their specific address. The current district maintains the political integrity 
of the political subdivisions. The town of Bethel is small enough that it must be combined with other 
communities to achieve the necessary district population. Therefore dividing the town is unnecessary 
and detrimental to the interests of the Town.  

Criterion Four requires “recognition and maintenance of patterns of geography, social interaction, 
trade, political ties and common interests”.   The towns of Bethel, Stockbridge and Pittsfield have 
multiple generations of social interaction due to them all attending the same school district (Whitcomb 
High) until only recently. Numerous groups and organizations serve these same towns including the food 
shelf, and the Rotary Club. Bethel residents are regular participants in Rochester’s arts community. 
Rochester and Stockbridge share a school district. Stockbridge and Pittsfield residents work and play in 
Bethel.  And all four towns share the White River and common recreation areas, activities, and groups. 
Because of the river, the four towns share a number of common challenges and opportunities.  Dividing 
the Windsor-Rutland district would go against these patterns.  Dividing Bethel even more so.  Adding in 
towns that are difficult to get to exacerbates this disconnect.  Bethel and Ripton and/or Bridgewater 
have no established patterns.  

 
Further, the proposed districts are less accessible geographically than the current district. Both of the 
proposed districts are divided by two mountain ranges. In contrast, the current district shares a common 
river valley and does not require crossing a mountain range. Additonally,  the proposed districts are less 
accessible using Class 1 State Highways. 
 Current:  Proposed: 
 WDR-RUT  RUT-13  ADD-WSR-1 
 VT Rte 107  VT Rte 107 VT Rte 107 
 VT Rte 100  VT Rte 100 VT Rte 100 
    VT Rte 4 VT Rte 135 
Other routes require travel on Class 2 or 3 roads and are more difficult to navigate, especially during the 
winter months. 



 
Criterion Five requires proposals to consider “incumbencies”.  The current representative lives in Bethel 
with deep connect ions to Stockbridge, Pittsfield, and Rochester.  A representative from Ripton or 
Bridgewater would have no connection to Bethel nor easy access, thus negatively impacting Bethel’s 
representation.  Given the size, shape, and geography of the proposed districts, it would be nearly 
impossible for one representative to be known by citizens of the district. 
 
Dividing Bethel into two arbitrary districts with 1585 voters in one and 357 in the other and connecting 
them with towns that are geographically challenging to get to, and with whom they have no established 
patterns of interaction, trade, political ties or common interests, and which would not be, for Bethel as a 
whole, remotely “compact” would have a serious adverse effect on Bethel’s right to effective 
representation. 
 
Dividing Windsor-Rutland district would go against established patterns and interests and would 
contribute to a lack of cohesion within the upper White River valley. This would negatively impact these 
towns’ ability to continue cooperation on current initiatives, and by having two different representatives 
for this historically linked region, would hamper effective representation. 
 
For these reasons, the Bethel Board of Civil Authority is opposed to the reapportionment proposal and 
recommends retaining Windsor-Rutland, as it currently exists. 



WINDHAM 4-1 

That portion of the town of Brattleboro encompassed within a boundary beginning at the point where 
the boundary line of Brattleboro and the town of Dummerston intersects with Pleasant Valley Road; 
then southerly along the western side of the centerline of Pleasant Valley Road to the intersection of 
Meadowbrook Road; then northeasterly along the southeasterly side of the centerline of Meadowbrook 
Road to the intersection of Upper Dummerston Road; then southerly along the western side of the 
centerline of Upper Dummerston Road to the intersection of East Orchard Street; then southerly along 
the western side of the centerline of East Orchard Street to the intersection of Orchard Street; then 
southerly along the western side of the centerline of Orchard Street to the intersection of VT Route 9; 
then westerly along the northern side of the centerline of VT 9 to the intersection of Guilford Street; 
then southerly along the western side of the centerline of Guilford Street to the intersection of Maple 
Street; then easterly along the southern side of the centerline of Maple Street to the westerly boundary 
of tax map parcel 00110367.000; then southerly along the western side of the western boundary of tax 
map parcels 00110367.000 and 00110368.000; then westerly along the north side of the southern 
boundary of tax parcel 00110369.000 to tax map parcel 00110378.000; then north easterly along the 
eastern side of the easterly boundary of tax parcel 00110378.000 following the parcel boundary to 
Guilford Street; then southerly along the western side of the centerline of Guilford Street to the 
boundary of the town of Guilford; then westerly along the town line of Guilford to the boundary of the 
town of Marlboro; then northerly along the town line of Marlboro to the boundary of Dummerston; 
then easterly along the town line of Dummerston to the point of beginning. 

*Tax parcel numbers are as of April 1, 2020 

 

WINDHAM 4-2 

That portion of the Town of Brattleboro to the south of a boundary beginning at the Connecticut River 
at the Whetstone Brook; then westerly along the southern side of the centerline of the Whetstone 
Brook to the intersection with Elm Street; then northerly along the western side of the centerline of Elm 
Street to the intersection of Frost Street; then westerly along the southern side of the centerline of Frost 
Street to Williams Street; then along the southern side of the centerline of Williams Street to Brannan 
Street; then southerly along the centerline of Brannan Street to the intersection of West Street; then 
westerly along the southern side of the centerline of West Street to the intersection of Strand Avenue; 
then southerly along the eastern side of the centerline of West Street to the intersection of Williams 
Street; then westerly along the southern side of the centerline of Williams Street past Whetstone Village 
Drive to where the Whetstone Brook crosses; then westerly along the southern side of the centerline of 
the Whetstone Brook past Interstate 91 to the intersection of Guilford Street; then southerly along the 
eastern side of the centerline of Guilford Street to the intersection of Maple Street; then easterly along 
the northern side of the centerline of Maple street to the westerly boundary of tax parcel 
00110367.000; then southerly along the eastern side of the western boundary of tax parcels 
00110367.000 and 00110368.000; then westerly along the south side of the southern boundary of tax 
parcel 00110369.000 to tax parcel 00110378.000; then north easterly along the western side of the 
eastern boundary of tax parcel 00110378.000 following the parcel boundary to Guilford Street; then 
southerly along the eastern side of the centerline of Guilford Street to the boundary of the town of 
Guilford; then easterly along the town line of Guilford to the intersection with the Connecticut River; 
then northerly along the Connecticut River to the point of beginning. 

*Tax parcel numbers are as of April 1, 2020 

 

WINDHAM 4-3 

That portion of the Town of Brattleboro not located in WINDHAM 4-1 or WINDHAM 4-2. 
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BURLINGTON BOARD OF CIVIL AUTHORITY 
CONTOIS AUDITORIUM, 2ND FLOOR, CITY HALL 

BURLINGTON, VERMONT 
MINUTES OF MEETING 

November 8, 2021 
DRAFT 

  

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Karen Paul 
Max Tracy 
Chip Mason 
Joan Shannon 
Ali Dieng 
Jack Hanson 
Perri Freeman 
Jane Stromberg 
Sarah E Carpenter 
Zoraya Hightower 
Mark Barlow 
Joe Magee 
Miro Weinberger 

 
 

OTHERS PRESENT:   Dan Richardson 
    Katherine Schad 

 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER and AGENDA 
  
Mayor Weinberger called the meeting to order at 8:19 PM. 
 
1.01 Motion to amend/adopt agenda 
 
MOTION by Councilor Shannon, SECOND by Councilor Mason, to amend/adopt the agenda as follows: 

• add to the consent agenda item 2.03 Communication: Robert Bristow Johnson, re: 2022 Vermont House Redistricting 
within Burlington - Addendum with the action to "waive the reading, accept the communication and place it on file";  



• add to the agenda item 3.02 Communication: Katherine Schad, Chief Administrative Officer, City of Burlington, re: 
Adopting the House Redistricting Tentative Proposal with the action to "The Board of Civil Authority directs Chief 
Administrative Officer Katherine Schad to submit electronically and via electronic mail the above memorandum to the 
Vermont Legislative Apportionment Board, represented by Chair Thomas A. Little." 

 
VOTING: unanimous; motion carries. 
 
2. CONSENT AGENDA  
2.01 motion to adopt the consent agenda and take the actions as indicated 
2.02 Communication: Robert Bristow-Johnson, re: 2022 Vermont House Redistricting within Burlington October 22, 2021 (rv. November 3, 
2021) – waive the reading, accept the communication, and place it on file. 
2.03 Communication: Robert Bristow Johnson, re: 2022 Vermont House Redistricting within Burlington – Addendum – waive the reading, 
accept the communication, and place it on file. 
 
MOTION by Councilor Shannon, SECOND by Councilor Mason, to adopt the consent agenda and take the actions as indicated for 
items 2.01-2.03 
 
VOTING: unanimous; motion carries. 
 
3. DELIBERATIVE AGENDA 
3.01 Communication: Eric Covey, Chief of Staff, Vermont Secretary of State's Office, re: Resending - For Official BCA Feedback: Proposed 
House District Map by Legislative Apportionment Board 
Councilor Shannon said that she is supportive of the proposals brought forth by Robert Bristow-Johnson and expressed hope that the 
legislature will weigh that when making its final determination.  
 
Councilor Hanson expressed support for moving to single-member districts. He said that he is also supportive of simpler single-member 
districts at the House level as well. He said that it would increase accountability between constituents and their representatives, as well as 
simplicity in understanding one’s representatives and how to support them. He additionally said that multi-member districts create difficulties 
if a constituent supports one of the representatives but not the other, in terms of mounting a campaign.  
 
Councilor Barlow expressed support for remaining with two-seat legislative districts in five districts. He noted that his district has two 
representatives and that it works well. He said that what is currently in place is working well.  
 
Councilor Carpenter said that in her experience, two-member district scenarios and one-member district scenarios both work well, depending 
on the situation. She suggested having two- or one-person districts, depending on geography.  
 
Councilor Hightower expressed support for two-representative maps at the State level.  
 
MOTION by Councilor Shannon, SECOND by Councilor Carpenter, to submit comments, recommendations and materials to the 
LAB through the online form (#4) by November 15, 2021. 
 



VOTING: unanimous; motion carries.  
 
3.02 Communication: Katherine Schad, Chief Administrative Officer, City of Burlington, re: Adopting the House Redistricting Tentative 
Proposal 
 
MOTION by Councilor Shannon, SECOND by Councilor Mason, to direct Chief Administrative Officer Katherine Schad to submit 
electronically and via electronic mail the above memorandum with the endorsement of this board, to the Vermont Legislative 
Apportionment Board, represented by Chair Thomas A. Little. 
 
MOTION TO AMEND by Councilor Hanson, SECOND by City Council President Tracy, to strike “with the endorsement of this 
board” 
 
 
VOTING ON AMENDMENT (by roll call): Councilor Barlow – nay, Councilor Carpenter – nay, Councilor Dieng – aye, Councilor 
Freeman – aye, Councilor Hanson – aye, Councilor Hightower – aye, Councilor Mason – nay, Councilor Paul – nay, Councilor 
Magee – aye, Councilor Shannon – nay, Councilor Stromberg – aye, City Council President Tracy – aye, Mayor Weinberger – nay 
(7 ayes, 6 nays); motion carries. 
 
VOTING: unanimous; motion carries.  
 
4. ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned without objection at 8:43 PM. 
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2021 House District Reapportionment 

(Selectboard) FEEDBACK 

1. Town/City:  Milton 
2. Name of Submitter:  Kristin Beers 
3. Role of Person Submitting This Form (Town Clerk, BCA Chair, etc.):  Town Clerk 
4. Contact Phone:  802-893-4111 
5. Contact Email:  kbeers@miltonvt.gov 
6. Date(s) the BCA met on the reapportionment plan:  Wednesday, October 27, 2021 
7. District(s) reviewed that the BCA recommends changing:  GI-CHI-1, CHI-3-1, CHI-3-2 and CHI-

6 
8. Districts(s) reviewed that the BCA recommends keeping as proposed:  None 
9. Description of District(s) recommended to be changed:  On October 27, 2021, the Milton BCA 

voted unanimously to keep our current two 2-member districts GI-CHI and CHI-10 as they 
exist.  Only if the LAB will not leave Milton districts as-is, and insists on changing to one-
member districts, we suggest: 

a. The description of the GI-CHI-1 district would be changed to say: “… and that portion 
of the town of Milton encompassed within a boundary beginning at the mouth of the 
Lamoille River and Lake Champlain; then along the river upstream to the Interstate 89 
bridge crossing the Lamoille River; then northerly along the centerline of Interstate 89 
to the boundary of the town of Georgia; then along the Georgia town line to Lake 
Champlain; then southerly along the lakeshore to the point of the beginning. 1 House 
Representative.” 

b. The description of CHI-3-1 would be changed to say “Milton; beginning at the point 
where the centerline of Interstate 89 intersects the boundary of the town of Georgia; 
then southerly along the centerline of Interstate 89 to the bridge crossing the Lamoille 
River; then along the river downstream to the bridge at Bear Trap Road and West 
Milton Road; then easterly along the centerline of West Milton Road to the 
intersection of US Route 7 South; then easterly along the centerline of US Route 7 
South to the intersection of Bombardier Road; then easterly along the centerline of 
Bombardier Road to the intersection of Middle Road; then northerly along the 
centerline of Middle Road until the intersection of US Route 7 North; then northerly 
along the centerline of US Route 7 North and River Street to the intersection of Main 
Street; then easterly along the centerline of Main Street and Westford Road to the 
boundary of the town of Westford; then northerly along the Westford town line to the 
boundary of Georgia; then westerly along the Georgia town line to the point of 
beginning at Interstate 89. 1 House Representative.” 

c. The description of CHI-3-2 would be changed to say “Milton; beginning at the mouth of 
the Lamoille River and Lake Champlain; then along the river upstream to the bridge at 
Bear Trap Road and West Milton Road; then easterly along the centerline of West 
Milton Road to the intersection of US Route 7 South; then easterly along the centerline 
of US Route 7 South to the intersection of Bombardier Road; then easterly along the 



centerline of Bombardier Road to the intersection of Middle Road; then northerly 
along the centerline of Middle Road until the intersection of US Route 7 North; then 
northerly along the centerline of US Route 7 North and River Street to the intersection 
of Main Street; then easterly along the centerline of Main Street and Westford Road to 
the boundary of the town of Westford; then southerly along the Westford town line to 
the boundary of the town of Colchester; then westerly along the Colchester town line 
to the point of beginning. 1 House Representative.” 

10. Rationale and comments:  The Milton BCA voted unanimously to keep our current two 2-
member districts GI-CHI and CHI-10 as they exist.  The numbers are well within the desired 
limits, creating less confusion for the voters.  The current GI-CHI district has a population of 
8,283 with 2 representatives, which is a deviation from the ideal of -145.5, only -3%.  The 
current CHI-10 district has a population of 9,039 with 2 representatives, which is a deviation 
from the ideal of 232.5, only 5%.  These numbers are within the allowed 10% deviation (over 
or under).  The Milton BCA strongly believes that our current districts work, without 
encroaching the borders of the town.  If divided into 4 districts, voters will feel disconnected, 
unrepresented, disenfranchised and like they don’t belong to Milton.  The LAB proposal will 
not only “chop” Milton up, but (from vast experience working with voters) will add to the 
confusion, even more than we already have with our two current districts.  In today’s climate, 
we don’t want to increase voter confusion.  Also, the vertical line that the LAB used to divide 
the proposed GI-CHI-1 and CHI-3-1 districts is not easily described, nor obvious to any resident 
of Milton.  The LAB appears to have used a small stream of water through an area of town, 
where it would be much clearer to use streets or larger landmarks, such as Interstate 89 or 
the Lamoille River.  As a group, the BCA agreed unanimously that we do not accept the LAB’s 
proposed reapportionment. 

Only if the LAB will not leave Milton districts as-is, and insists on changing to one-
member districts, we suggest the previously described three 1-member districts for Milton. 
• We moved the westerly boundary of the GI-CHI-1 district back to the Interstate 89 and 

Lamoille River, changing the district population to 4,445, a deviation of 158, which is 3%. 
• We excluded the 360 Georgia residents from CHI-3-1 and took back 553 Milton residents 

from the proposed Westford district CHI-6.  With the adjustment to the Interstate and 
Lamoille River, this CHI-3-1 district, now entirely within Milton, has a population of 4,537, 
a deviation of 250, which is 5%. 

• With the adjustment of the westerly border of CHI-3-2 to the Lamoille River, that district 
population changed to 4502, with a deviation of 215, which is 5%. 







Town   of   Ripton   Board   of   Civil   Authority     
Response   to   Reappor� onment   Proposal     

The   BCA   for   the   Town   of   Ripton   hereby   responds   to   the   proposal   from   the   Appor� onment   Board   affec� ng   
our   Town.   We   list   below   our   concerns   and   reasons   for   disagreement.   

1.    The   district   proposed   by   the   Appor� onment   Board   groups   Ripton,   on   the   western   slopes   of   the   Green   
Mountains,   with   Hancock,   Granville,   Rochester   and   Bethel,   all   on   the   eastern   slopes.    This   proposal   is   
extremely   concerning   to   the   Ripton   BCA   because   a   mountain   gap   not   only   separates   us   from   those   four   
towns,   but   all   our   affilia� ons   and   greater   community   are   to   the   west.     

● A   majority   of   residents   commute   to   Middlebury   for   work.   
● Students   in   grades   6-12   a� end   school   in   Middlebury.   
● Middlebury   is   our   shire   town.     
● Middlebury   College   is   a   major   employer.   
● The   nearest,   most   frequented,   stores,   services,   and   cultural   ins� tu� ons   are   in   Middlebury.   
● Porter   Hospital   in   Middlebury   is   the   nearest   health   care   facility.   
● The    Addison   Independent    is   the   only   newspaper   that   covers   Ripton   issues.   

Ripton   is   a   member   of   or   served   by   the   following,   all   located   to   the   west:   
● Addison   County   Firefighters   Associa� on   
● Addison   County   Regional   Planning   Commission   
● Addison   County   Sheriff's   Department   
● Addison   County   Solid   Waste   Management   District   
● Maple   Broadband   Communica� ons   Union   District    -   in   planning   phase   (Granville,   Hancock,   Rochester   

and   Bethel   belong   to   EC   Fiber   and   have   high   speed   internet   access.)   
● Middlebury   Regional   EMS   
● Riverwatch   of   Addison   County    -   monitors   water   quality   in   the   O� er   Creek/Lake   Champlain   watershed.   

The   towns   to   the   east   are   in   the   White   River   watershed.     

2.    Being   the   lone   town   grouped   with   four   others   on   the   other   side   of   one-two   mountains   isolates   us   from   
our   areas   of   experience   and   concern.   A   representa� ve   would   focus   on   the   needs   of   the   eastern   towns,   at   
the   expense,   we   fear,   of   Ripton.   Few   people   in   Ripton   have   regular   business   in   any   of   the   other   towns,   
especially   Bethel.     

3.    The   Ripton   BCA   has   wrestled   with   complex   town   ma� ers   that   require   compromise   and   difficult   choices.   
We   are   sympathe� c   that   reappor� onment   is   complex,   but   feel   strongly   that   tweaking   the   exis� ng   system   
of   more   geographically   and   economically   connected   communi� es   to   accommodate   the   census   changes   is   
preferable.    Our   small   popula� on   (739)   is   li� le   more   than   15%   of   the   size   of   an   ideal   district,   so   not   likely   
to   cause   a   huge   swing   in   the   actual   numbers   of   any   district   with   which   we   are   included.   We   understand   
the   ra� onale   for   single-member   districts   (we   are   in   one),   but   think   keeping   two   members   in   cohesive   
communi� es   (Middlebury   and   Bristol)   makes   sense.   

Ripton   Board   of   Civil   Authority:   Anza   Armstrong,   Laureen   Cox,   Alison   Joseph   Dickinson,   Perry   Hanson,   Timothy   
Hanson,   Richard   “Kim”   Kimler,   Warren   King,   Bonnie   Swan   
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Addendum   

We   are   reminded   of   the   old   plot   layouts   of   the   Town   that   were   originally   laid   out   in   Connec� cut   in   1781   without   any   
considera� on   as   to   where   the   land   actually   lay.   When   the   se� lers   finally   viewed   the   land   they   acquired   they   found   
that   some   of   the   lots   ended   up   being   on   mountain   tops,   in   gorges,   or   some� mes,   if   the   buyer   was   lucky,   on   actual   
(semi-)   � llable   land.   In   a   similar   way,   the   district   proposed   by   the   Appor� onment   Board   seems   like   it   was   made   
without   considera� on   of   the   reali� es   on   the   ground   as   it   puts   two   ridges   of   the   Green   Mountains   between   us   and   
other   proposed   member   towns.   To   further   point   out   the   isola� on   between   Ripton   and   the   other   towns   in   the   
proposed   district,   the   State   Highway   District   splits   between   the   Northwest   and   Southeast   Maintenance   District   at   
the   top   of   Middlebury   Gap.   It's   not   just   the   Breadloaf/   Worth   Mountain   gap   that   needs   to   be   surmounted   to   get   to   
Hancock   and   Rochester—Bethel   is   also   separated   from   Rochester   by   another   mountain   ridge,   requiring   naviga� ng   
the   Bethel   Mountain   Road   or   following   the   circuitous   route   following   100   and   107.   Google   maps   shows   the   trip  
from   Ripton   to   Bethel   as   33   miles   and   takes   45   minutes.   Pity   the   poor   state   representa� ve   who   tries   to   go   to   all   the   
town   mee� ngs   in   one   evening!   
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10. Rationale and comments: 

The Rutland City Board of Civil Authority strongly recommended maintaining the existing four 
wards with single representation making just one change in district line between 5-1 and 5-4 to 
effectively move three contiguous blocks with a combined population of 114 people into 5-4 
from 5-1.  

Criterion 1: (Chapter II ss73 Vt. Constitution. This minor adjustment to district boundary lines 
meets the standard of substantial equality (within the desired 10% deviation measure for the 
ideal population of 4,287) and in fact closes the gap between the four districts to within 1.5% of 
each other.  

This recommendation achieves equality of representation and provides a population of 3,893 
people represented in Ward 5-4 and 3,994 people represented in Ward 1. The recommendation 
maintains as is - without change both Ward 5-2 with a population of 3,936 and Ward 5-3 with a 
population of 3,984.  

Criterion 2 and 3: (Chapter II ss13 Vt. Constitution) The BCA recommended apportionment 
maintains geographic compactness and contiguity. This criterion aims to foster effective 
representation by ensuring that representatives are accessible to the people they represent.  

Following the requirements that districts should be compact and contiguous, the Constitution 
also dictates that districts should follow existing boundaries of counties, towns, or other 
political subdivisions. 

Criterion 4: (17 V.S.A. ss1903) The BCA recommended apportionment and maintenance of the 
existing four City ward structure achieves the criterion that legislative districts should be 
communities bound by shared values and interests which thus can be given effective voice in 
Montpelier.  

Criterion 5: (17 V.S.A. ss1906B) “In making a proposal under this section, the boards of civil 
authority shall consider 1) preservation of existing political subdivision lines; (2) recognition of 
patterns of geography, social interaction, trade, political ties and common interest; (3) use of 
compact and contiguous territory; (4) incumbencies.  

Under state statute, only Boards of Civil Authority are directed to weigh incumbency when 
proposing the sub-division of initial, multi member districts. While these are districts with single 
representation. The apportionment board proposal removes the incumbent from Ward 5-2 and 
places him in Ward 5-1. The BCA apportionment recommendation maintains the current 
structure of Ward 5-2 and does not displace the incumbent.  

For all these established reasons cited above the Rutland City Board of Civil herby recommends 
the Legislative Apportionment Board adopt our proposed (unanimously) approved re-
apportionment plan as submitted.  

 



 

 



 RUTLAND-5-1             That portion of the City of Rutland 

encompassed within a boundary be- 

ginning at the point where the bound- 

ary line of Rutland City and Rutland 

Town intersects with Lincoln Avenue and North Main St.; 

then southerly along the eastern side 

of the centerline of North Main St. to Vernon St.; then  

westerly along the center line of Vernon St. to Lincoln  

Avenue; then  

Lincoln Avenue to 

the intersection of West Street; then 

easterly along the northern side of 

the centerline of West Street across 

North Main Street; then easterly 

along the northern side of the center- 

line of Terrill Street to the intersec- 

tion of Lafayette Street; then 

southerly along the east side of the 

centerline of Lafayette Street to the 

intersection of Easterly Avenue; then 

easterly along the northern side of 

Easterly Avenue to the intersection of 

Piedmont Drive; then easterly along 

the northern side of the centerline of 

Piedmont Drive to the intersection of 

Piedmont Parkway; then easterly 



along the northern side of the center- 

line of Piedmont Parkway to the in- 

tersection of Stratton Road; then 

southerly along the eastern side of 

the centerline of Stratton Road to the 

intersection of Killington Avenue; 

then easterly along the northern side 

of the centerline of Killington Avenue, 

including both sides of Grandview 

Terrace, to the boundary between 

Rutland City and Rutland Town; then 

northerly along the boundary line to 

its intersection with Gleason Road; 

then westerly along the southern side 

of the centerline of Gleason Road to 

Woodstock Avenue; then following the 

boundary line back to the point of 

beginning 
.....................................................................            1 

 RUTLAND-5-2             That portion of the City of Rutland 

encompassed within a boundary be- 

ginning at the southernmost point 

where the boundary line of Rutland 

City and Rutland Town intersects 

with South Main Street; then north- 

erly along the eastern side of the cen- 



terline of South Main Street to the 

intersection of Strongs Avenue; then 

northwesterly along the eastern side 

of the centerline of Strongs Avenue to 

the intersection of Prospect Street; 

then northerly along the eastern side 

of the centerline of Prospect Street to 

the intersection of Washington Street; 

then easterly along the southern 

side of the centerline of Washington 

Street to the intersection of Court 

Street; then northerly along the east- 

ern side of the centerline of Court 

Street to the intersection of West 

Street; then easterly along the south- 

ern side of the centerline of West 

Street to the intersection of South 

Main Street; then east across South 

Main Street along the southern side 

of the centerline of Terrill Street to 

the intersection of Lafayette Street; 

then southerly along the western side 

of the centerline of Lafayette Street 

to the intersection of Easterly Ave- 

nue; then easterly along the southern 

side of the centerline of Easterly Ave- 



nue to the intersection of Piedmont 

Drive; then easterly along the south- 

ern side of the centerline of Piedmont 

Drive to the intersection of Piedmont 

Parkway; then easterly along the 

southern side of the centerline of 

Piedmont Parkway to the intersection 

of Stratton Road; then southerly 

along the western side of the center- 

line of Stratton Road to the intersec- 

tion of Killington Avenue; then east- 

erly along the southern side of the 

centerline of Killington Avenue to the 

boundary of Rutland City and Rut- 

land Town; then southerly along the 

city line to the intersection of the city 

line and South Main Street to the 

point of beginning 
.........................................................            1 

 RUTLAND-5-3             That portion of the City of Rutland 

encompassed within a boundary be- 

ginning at the point where the bound- 

ary line of Rutland City and Rutland 

Town intersects with South Main 

Street; then northerly along the west- 

ern side of the centerline of South 



Main Street to the intersection of 

Strongs Avenue; then northwesterly 

along the western side of the center- 
 



New Ward Line  

Ward Line Change

35

59
20

)*

)*

)*

)*WARD 4

WARD 3

WARD 1

WARD 2

N
O

R
T

H
   M

A
IN

   ST

WEST   ST

WEST    ST

G
R

O
V

E
   ST

DORR    DR

RIVER  ST

CAM
PBELL    RD

PA
RK

   
ST

STATE   ST

SO
U

T
H

   M
A

IN
   ST

L
IN

C
O

L
N

 A
V

PIN
E

   ST

ST
R

A
T

T
O

N
   R

D

C
H

U
R

C
H

 ST

PE
A

R
L

  ST

NORTH ST EXT

TEMPLE  ST

ALLEN  ST

PLAIN   ST

E
A

ST
   ST

FIELD  AVE

KILLINGTON   AVE

CRESCENT   ST

B
A

X
T

E
R

  ST

JACKSON   AVE

W
A

T
K

IN
S   A

V
E

ALLEN   ST

CENTER   ST

FO
R

EST  ST

CRESCENT  ST

SOUTH  ST

V
IC

T
O

R
 P

L

CURTIS   AVE

HARRINGTON  AVE

A
D

A
M

S
   ST

E
A

ST
  ST

L
A

FA
Y

E
T

T
E

  ST

VERNON   ST

H
A

Z
E

L
   S

T

STRONG
S  AVE

PARK    AVE

C
R

A
M

T
O

N
   A

V
E

SPR
U

C
E

   ST

GIORGETTI   BLVD

C
H

U
R

C
H

   S
T

NORTH   ST

M
U

SSEY
   ST

MAPLE   ST

MAROLIN ACRES

M
E

A
D

O
W

   ST

N
IC

H
O

L
S   S

T

ENGREM  AVE

OAK   ST

L
IN

C
O

L
N

  A
V

E

GLEASON  RD

UPLAND   RD

E
L

M
   ST

EDGERTON  ST

SOUTH ST

H
IL

L
SID

E
 R

D

SHERWOOD  RD

CATHERINE   DR

A
D

A
M

S
  ST

HIGH  ST

SONIA   DR

EASTERLY   AVE

AV
E

  B

G
R

O
V

E
  ST

B
E

L
L

E
V

U
E

  A
V

E

WASHINGTON  ST

W
A

T
E

R
   ST

HAYWOOD   AVE

HOW
E   ST

HILLCREST RD

HOWARD  AVE

NORTH  ST

PERKINS   RD

C
L

E
V

E
L

A
N

D
   A

V
E

MADISON   ST

KINGSLEY    AVE

LIBRARY AVE

PO
ST  ST

R
IPL

E
Y

  R
D

H
IL

LT
O

P   T
E

R
R

G
R

A
N

D
V

IE
W

   T
E

R
R

W
E

N
D

Y
 L

N

FA
IR

V
IE

W
  A

V
E

C
O

T
TA

G
E

    ST

CAMPBELL      RD

E
L

M
  ST

G
A

Y
   S

T

FIELD   AVE

N
O

R
T

H
E

A
ST

  D
R

BELDEN  RD

RACHAEL  DR

FO
ST

E
R

  PL

SH
E

PH
E

R
D

   L
N

HILLPOND RD

CLEMENT    RD

AV
E

  A

SHARON DR

A
LTA

   T
E

R
R

G
E

N
O

   
A

V
E

PO
R

T
E

R
 PL

N
EW

PO
RT D

R

L
A

V
E

R
N

E
 D

R

WOOD    AVE

CHERRY  ST

DIVISION ST

B
A

X
T

E
R

   S
T

AIKEN PL

IVY ST

NORTON PL

JAN  AVE

RIVER  ST

PARK   ST

WEST   ST

CURTIS   AVE

CURTIS   AVE

STRATTON   RD

JACKSON   AVE

D
O

R
R

    D
R

SO
U

T
H

   M
A

IN
   ST

G
R

O
V

E  ST

C ity of Rutland
Ward Map

®
)* Polling Places

Ward 1 Godnick Senior Citizen Center
Ward 2 Christ the King School
Ward 3 American Legion
Ward 4 Calvary Bible Church































Town of St. Johnsbury, VT, Board of Civil Authority comments on redistricting: 
 
Please add this email to the list opposing the proposed reapportionment concept being 
proposed by our state government. 
I oppose this concept for the following reasons: 
 
It would at least double the cost for primary and general elections in the Town of St. Johnsbury. 
It would require added space and limit options available for that space to hold primary and 
general elections. 
It would double the manpower needed to facilitate these elections. 
It would have an adverse effect on effective representation by forcing two largely different 
groups of citizens to be represented by a single representative (rural Lyndon and mainly urban 
St. Johnsbury) simply to achieve numerically equal representation. 
 
More equitable solutions to achieve the desired equality in representation might be: 
 
To avoid splitting towns to simply achieve numerical equality or to allow more flexibility (a 
greater percentage for deviation) from the desired number of voters per representative. 
 
In these small rural areas it is very difficult to get people to run for public office and this may 
make it more difficult. 
 
I would urge the committee to consider the cost of this proposal as costs for a number of towns 
will double. 
 
When you split a town based on a geographical boundary such as Rte. 5 it will be very confusing 
for the states aging population. For example the proposed line splits St. Johnsbury so that if you 
live on one side of Rte. 5 you are in CAL 3 and vote in that district and are represented by a 
representative, if you live on the other side of Rte. 5 you are in CAL 6 and vote and are 
represented by someone else. 
 
Has the committee considered the effect on early voting and how it will be handled?  
 
As a member of the St. Johnsbury Board of Civil Authority, I appreciate the effort of the Legislative 
Apportionment Board working to create a new redistricting based on the information from the most 
recent census. Creating single-member districts makes sense in some ways, as each voter would be 
represented by just one person in the House of Representatives. However for towns like St. Johnsbury 
following the proposed redistricting, would go from being a two-member district to two single-member 
districts, there are other things to consider. Part of one of the proposed districts in St. Johnsbury would 
include a portion of Lyndonville which would complicate elections and possibly confuse voters in both 
towns. Lyndonville and St. Johnsbury are not even part of the same school district, so there is little that 
ties these communities together. It would make more sense to have the districts conform to town lines. 
Having a two-district town also creates more work (double for some elections) for the town employees 
and volunteers who run the elections, as two separate elections would need to be conducted. This is at 



a time when town budgets are tight, town employees are stretched thin and volunteers are hard to 
come by. I understand why the single-member districts are being proposed, but believe there is more to 
consider when establishing the districts that would cut towns up that have not had more than one 
district before, and then to also place portions of two separate towns together to create one district. 

 

 
 
 
 



November 10, 2021  Town of Starksboro 
    2849 VT Route 116 
    Starksboro VT 05487 
 
The Starksboro Board of Civil Authority (hereinafter, BCA) met on November 4, 2021, at the Starksboro Town Clerk’s 
office to consider the reapportionment scheme recommended by the Vermont Legislative Apportionment Board.  
 
After considerable discussion by the BCA, a formal vote was held, wherein the committee’s proposal was unanimously 
rejected. A summary of the main considerations which preceded the vote follows below. 
 
1.  The BCA does not feel that the Vermont Legislative Apportionment Board desire to have 150 single seat districts 
should ride roughshod over the other considerations state laws suggest, these include the occasional use of multi seat 
districts to meet other constraints, such as adherence to one person, one vote concerns, and the principle of 
constructing districts according to the general interests and concerns of the voters. 
 
2.  We believe that the occasional use of multi seat districts will give the redistricting committee significantly better 
flexibility in accomplishing its goals as set out in state law.  The detailed proposal sent out by the committee 
demonstrates thoroughly that the perceived need to have 150 single seat districts stretches every other consideration 
nearly to the breaking point. 
 
3.  While Starksboro is not (yet) adversely impacted by this, what with our currently proposed new district containing all 
of Starksboro, any rejiggering of nearby boundaries due to complaints by other towns, could very well place us in a 
similar situation, and perhaps leave us very little time to make our concerns felt.  At some point, the merry go round 
stops, and we understand the need to have absolute deadlines, since we have an election coming up in about one year.   
 
4.  There is another aspect of this proposal which we understand is adversely impacting many towns other than just 
us.  Based on incumbents in many multi seat districts, including ours, living in various different parts of their district, 
existing representatives will often be forced to run against each other.  For example, our current two seat district which 
encompasses Bristol, Starksboro, Lincoln and Monkton has one member from Starksboro and one from Lincoln.  The 
proposed redistricting would force those two to run against each other if both wanted to remain in the Legislature.  A 
recent Vermont Digger article goes into great detail concerning similar situations all over the greater Burlington 
area.  While this can also occur from time to time in redistricting using multi-seat districts, it should do so less 
frequently. 
 
In sum, we understand that no system dealing with this issue will be perfect, but our BCA believes that blind insistence 
on only single seat districts does not have sufficient merit to override these other concerns. We also understand that a 
consideration in all of this should include, to the extent reasonably possible, the perceived value of consistency. The 
current proposal turns that concept on its head.   
 
Therefore, the Town of Starksboro’ s BCA is unanimously opposed to the current recommendation. We hope the 
committee will carefully consider these observations, as well as those from other towns and cities, and return to the 
current system of utilizing multi seat districts where appropriate, keeping like groups together, and still adhering to the 
constitutional requirement that one person, one vote is largely adhered to. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Starksboro BCA  
Norman Cota, Ben Campbell, John Jefferies, Nancy Boss, Eric Cota, Margaret Casey, Amy McCormick 
 
 



Vermont Legislative Apportionment Board
House District Map

District Town Population County Town Population County

BENRUT-2
Rupert 698 Bennington Rupert 698 Bennington
Middletown Springs 794 Rutland Middletown Springs 794 Rutland
Pawlet 1,424 Rutland Pawlet 1,424 Rutland
Tinmouth 553 Rutland Tinmouth 0 Rutland
Wells  (split) 500 Rutland Wells 0 Rutland

? 1300 Bennington
Total 3,969 Total 4,216

RUT-1
Mount Holly 1,385 Rutland Mount Holly 0 Rutland
Shrewsbury 1,096 Rutland Shrewsbury 1,096 Rutland
Wallingford 2,129 Rutland Wallingford 2,129 Rutland

Tinmouth 553 Rutland
Ira 368 Rutland

Total 4,610 Total 4,146

RUT-3
Clarendon 2,412 Clarendon 2,412 Rutland
West Rutland 2,214 West Rutland 2,214 Rutland

4,626 4,626

RUT-4 Ira 368 Rutland Ira Rutland
Poultney 3,020 Rutland Poultney 3,020 Rutland
Wells  (split) 714 Rutland Wells  (whole) 1,214 Rutland

4,102 4,234

Tentative House District Map Suggested House District Map



 

BCA Redistricting Reporting Questions 

 

District(s) reviewed that the BCA recommends changing:   
 
The Waltham BCA met on Monday, November 1, 2021, to review the new ADDISON-5 
redistricting proposal. Base on the concerns raised during the discussion, the Waltham BCA has 
decided to reject the ADDISON- 5 proposal.  
 
District(s) reviewed that the BCA recommends keeping as proposed: 
 
The Waltham BCA does not recommend keeping any of the proposed changes.  
 
Description of District(s) recommended to be changed:   
 

The Waltham BCA recommends that the existing ADDISON-3 District (see map below) remain 
unchanged. The existing ADDISON-3 District includes the municipalities of Vergennes, 
Ferrisburgh, Panton, Waltham, and Addison in their entirety. The Waltham BCA also 
recommends that ADDISON-3 remain a two-member representative district.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 

 
Rationale and comments:  
 
Please give in detail your rationale for the change(s) that the BCA made as well as rationale 
for leaving the district(s) as drawn by the Legislative Apportionment Board. 
 
Under 17 V.S.A § 1903, when the Legislative Apportionment Board undertakes the task of 
reapportioning voting districts, it needs to follow certain standards and policies:  
 

The representative and senatorial districts shall be formed consistent with the following 
policies insofar as practicable: 
 
1. preservation of existing political subdivision lines; 
 
2. recognition and maintenance of patterns of geography, social interaction, trade, 

political ties, and common interests; 
 
3. use of compact and contiguous territory. 

 
It is the opinion of the Waltham BCA that the proposed ADDISON-5 District does not follow the 
standards and policies listed above: 
 
1. The current ADDISON-3 District preserves the political subdivisions of the five municipalities 
involved. The proposed ADDISON-5 District separates Waltham from those existing political 
subdivision lines. The Waltham BCA does not understand the basis or reason for this 
separation.    
 
2. The current ADDISON-3 District recognizes that the five-town community has been politically, 
socially, and geographically intertwined since the late 1700s. The residents of Waltham utilize 
Vergennes as a center for work, shopping, dining, and socializing, directly aligning with the 
“patterns of geography, social interaction, trade, political ties, and common interests”. Even 
Waltham’s Zip Code is shared with Vergennes. Most importantly is the fact that the five towns 
that make up the current ADDISON-3 District also comprise the Addison Northwest School 
District. Many of the decisions we make as a representative district are inherently related to the 
decisions we make as a school district. The proposed change would severely fracture that 
relationship. 
 
3. The proposed district is counter to the standards of a compact and contiguous territory. The 
proposed ADDISON-5 District creates a sprawling territory stretching from Monkton to New 
Haven to Waltham.  
 
4. The Waltham BCA notes that the proposed district is reminiscent of some of the more 
questionably gerrymandered voting districts seen nationwide. 
 



 

5. Although the idea of smaller districts consisting of a single representative may seem to 
provide equity statewide, the proposed ADDISON-5 District separates Waltham from our 
immediate community and further divides the surrounding communities.  
 
In summary, The Waltham BCA is opposed to the creation of an ADDISON-5 District. We have 
discussed the proposed district with the BCAs of our current five-town community and agree 
that the proposed elimination of the ADDISON-3 District is harmful to our communities and 
violates statutory requirements regarding reapportionment criteria.  
 
The Waltham BCA unanimously and strongly recommends that our five-town, two-member 
legislative district remains intact.   
 





November 10, 2021 

To the Legislative Apportionment Board 

From the Weston Vermont Board of Civil Authority 

Re: District BEN-RUT 

The Weston Board of Civil Authority has met and considered the proposed BEN-RUT House District, which would 
combine Weston with Mount Tabor, Dorset and Danby. The Board strongly disagrees with the proposal.  

We have been guided by the provision in the Vermont Constitution which provides: “In establishing representative 
districts, which shall afford equality of representation, the General Assembly shall seek to maintain geographical 
compactness and contiguity...” – Chapter II, §13, Vt. Constitution 
 
 There is further guidance from the Vermont State Archives and Records Administration; “Apart from conforming to 
the mathematical standard of equal representation, districts also should be compact and contiguous. The towns 
comprising a district should share borders and otherwise be geographically proximate to one another”. 
 
The proposed BEN-RUT District does not conform to these criteria.  
 
The Town of Weston and the Towns of Mount Tabor and Danby may appear to “share borders and be 
geographically proximate to one another” on a map, but the reality is that there is no road connection between 
Weston and Mount Tabor and thus no way to go through Mount Tabor to get to Danby.  
 
The road connection between Mount Tabor and Danby is described on the Green Mountain National Forest website 
as “Danby-Mount Tabor Road: This road is also known as Forest Road 10 and it travels east from Danby / Mt. Tabor 
over the Green Mountains to the Peru / Londonderry area. Along this road, built by the Civilian Conservation Corps 
in the 1930’s, there are several vistas and a picnic area, the Big Branch Day Use Area. Plenty of wildlife viewing 
opportunities can be found traveling along this forested road. (Closed in winter).  
 
From the website http://distancescalculator.com › Vermont › Weston  
“The straight distance between Weston, VT and Danby, VT is 13.35 mi, but the driving distance is 31.94 mi. It takes 
1 hour 3 mins to go from Weston, Vermont to Danby.” 
 
The proposed BEN-RUT District of Weston, Mount Tabor, Danby and Dorset is neither compact or contiguous. 
 
The Weston Board of Civil Authority proposes a different configuration of the House District. We recommend 
combining the towns of Weston, Londonderry, Winhall, Landgrove and Peru as shown on this table. 
 

 

LAB recommendation Weston BCA recommendation 

Town Population Town Population 

WESTON 623 WESTON 623 
MOUNT TABOR 210 LONDONDERRY 1919 
DORSET 2123 LANDGROVE 177 
DANBY 1284 PERU 531 
TOTAL 4240 WINHALL 1182 
  TOTAL 4432 



2 
 
Rationale for the BCA recommended House District: 

 
The five towns that make up the recommended House District are contiguous, geographically compact, afford 
equality of representation and share common services, schools, health care and public services. 

 Winhall shares a common border with Londonderry and along with Londonderry has been a part of the 
current Windham-Bennington-Windsor District along with Weston since the 2000 Census. 

 Education -- Weston, Londonderry, Landgrove and Peru are together served by the Flood Brook Union 
School. (Winhall’s private Mountain School was founded in 1998.) 

 Health care – Primary care for the five towns that comprise the recommended district is centered on the 
Mountain Valley Health Center in Londonderry. 

 Recycling and transfer – Weston, Londonderry, Peru and Landgrove are together served by the Recycling 
and Transfer Station in Londonderry. 

As the table shows, the BCA Recommended District adds 192 more individuals to the district population than the 
LAB recommendation, bringing the population to 4,432. This is 4.47% above the idealized sized district of 4,287 but 
well within the standard of substantial equality. As noted in the Criteria section of the State Archives and Records 
website, districts that “have an overall deviation of 10% or less are considered to have met the standard of 
substantial equality”.   

For all of these reasons, the Weston Board of Civil Authority respectfully urges the Legislative Apportionment Board 
to adopt the Weston BCA Recommended House District. 

Wayne Granquist BCA Chair  
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