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Dear Members of the Senate Government Operations Committee, 
 
My name is Scott Woodward and I am a resident of Pomfret, Vermont.  I come to you 
today in my individual capacity as a Selectboard member of Pomfret and as a resident of 
Vermont with a particular interest in municipal governance.  My comments today reflect 
my views only and do not reflect the views of the Pomfret Selectboard.  Prior to serving 
on the Selectboard, I served on the Pomfret Planning Commission and am also a current 
member of the Pomfret Capital Planning Committee.  Beyond my involvement in town 
government, I’m also an alumnus of Vermont Law School. In addition to earning a J.D., I 
also earned a Masters of Environmental Law and Policy.  I have also published 
commentaries on Vermont Digger related to the subject matter of S.106: 

• “Municipal budgets will drive the future of town government” 
(https://vtdigger.org/2015/08/19/scott-woodward-municipal-budgets-will-drive-
the-future-of-town-government/); 

• “Vermont’s ‘homevoter’ effect” (https://vtdigger.org/2016/08/10/scott-
woodward-vermonts-homevoter-effect/); 

• “Land as an issue in Vermont’s affordability crisis” 
(https://vtdigger.org/2018/11/09/scott-woodward-land-as-an-issue-in-vermonts-
affordability-crisis) 
 

I applaud the intent of S.106.  I do believe that local government needs attention in 
Vermont and I’m in accord with the notion that local government can be creative in 
devising and implementing solutions to local problems.  I’m not convinced, however, that 
S.106 is the best way to effect the intent of the bill.  I’m not sure the problems we have in 
Vermont are structural and if they are fundamentally structural, whether there might be 
better ways to tackle the issues related to local government.  In short, I would ask the 
committee to contemplate and answer whether we need to alter Dillon’s Rule and 
experiment with self-government or whether local government is becoming weaker for 
other reasons?  From a legal standpoint, there’s a real risk in having hybrid models of 
government coexisting in Vermont, particularly in a era of increasing regionalization. 
The spirit of S.106 is worthy, but there are betters ways to accomplish its goals. 
 
It’s my belief that local government is becoming weaker for other reasons unrelated to 
municipal law.  To fulfill the intent of S.106, but in a different way, my recommendations 
to the committee are as follows: 
 

1.) Identify those state laws, policies and procedures that inhibit or delay creativity 
and figure out how to redraft them in a way to allow for greater flexibility.  In this 
regard, there may be an opportunity to reshape the commission contemplated in 



section 5804 to be a commission that identifies obstacles and makes 
recommendations to the legislature on removing barriers that stand in the way of 
more creative local government problem solving; 

2.) Spend the time to really understand the unifying theme that weakens local 
government.  In this regard, I recommend that the legislature commission a study 
on the “homevoter” effect.  There’s a strong correlation between state and local 
policies, particularly land-use policies, and home values.  It’s my position that the 
“homevoter” effect is actually the root of Vermont’s local government challenges, 
whether it’s school financing, the encouragement of new businesses or the 
creation of the kinds of housing we need in Vermont.  With my testimony today, I 
offer to the committee a paper by students of Professor of Economics William 
Fischel at Dartmouth College on how two wind turbine projects were rejected by 
voters in Grafton, VT and Grafton, NH. I also recommend to each committee 
member to read Professor Fischel’s book, “The Homevoter Hypothesis: How 
Home Values Influence Local Government Taxation, School Finance, and Land-
Use Policies”; 

3.) While it may not be in the purview of this committee, the legislature should look 
into whether a property value assurance program, similar to those in other parts of 
the country, and which Professor Fischel recommends in his book, might do more 
to strengthen local government (see chapter 11); 

4.) The committee should identify laws within the current municipal law schema that 
create problems for local government and modify those laws. I’m happy to work 
with the committee to identify some of the laws that create problems and I’m sure 
VLCT could offer a list as well. There are opportunities to streamline and make 
our current municipal law schema more efficient than it is today; 

5.) Lastly, I encourage the committee to craft a bill that would provide a mechanism 
to develop a vision for Vermont. It’s the vision for the future that should drive 
changes in local government.  My personal vision is that I would like to see local 
governments become more self-reliant, but that doesn’t necessarily mean that we 
need greater self-government.  The legislature should focus on creating the 
mechanisms for local governments to more easily work with each other, whether 
it’s fire protection, road maintenance, capital equipment acquisition, etc.  As an 
aside, we do not need the regional planning commissions to become regional 
governments. Local governments should be encouraged to work together and the 
legislature should make every effort to facilitate that process. 

 

 
Scott Woodward 
Pomfret, Vermont 
 














































