
 

 

 St. Albans City Council 
Minutes of Meeting 

Monday, November 11, 2019 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

 

A regular meeting of the St. Albans City Council was held on Monday, November 11, 2019, at 6:30 pm in 
the City Hall Council Chambers. 

 

Council Present:  Mayor Tim Smith; Aldermen: Michael McCarthy, Tim Hawkins and Chad Spooner 
Alderwomen: Marie Bessette and Kate Laddison.  

Council Absent: Alderman Pelkey 

Staff Present: Dominic Cloud, City Manager; Chip Sawyer, Director of Planning & Development; Tom 
Leitz, Director of Administration; Curry Galloway, City Clerk & Marty Manahan, Director of Public Works, 
Operations & Business Development. 

Visitors: See attached sign‐in sheet. 

 
 
 

 

1. Executive Session re: contract negotiations 
 

a. Consider a motion that premature disclosure would compromise the City (D&V). 
A motion was made by Alderman Spooner; seconded by Alderman Hawkins to find that 
premature disclosure would compromise the City. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0.  
 

b. Consider a motion to enter Executive Session for purposes of discussing a contract (D&V). 
A motion was made by Alderman Spooner; seconded by Alderman Hawkins to enter executive 
session for purposes of discussing a contract. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0.  
 

2. Convene Open Session with Pledge of Allegiance.  
Mayor Smith called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm and led the pledge of allegiance.  
 

Mr. Spooner stated that he would like to add an agenda item for appointment of the Town Health 
Officer as item # 4.  
 

3. Public Comment on items not on agenda. 
No public comment made.  
 

4. Consider Appointment of Town Health Officer (D&V). 
Mr. Spooner stated that every three years a Town Health Officer has to be appointed.  
 

A motion was made by Alderman Spooner; seconded by Alderman Hawkins to appoint Matt Mulheron 
as the Health Officer and Gary Taylor as Deputy Health Officer. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0.  
 

5. Recess City Council and Convene as Liquor Control Commission (see separate agenda). 
A motion was made by Alderman Hawkins; seconded by Alderman Spooner to convene as Liquor 
Control Commission. Vote was unanimous, 7‐0.  

 

6. Finance and Administration Report, T.Leitz 
a. Consider authorization for Mayor, Clerk, and Treasurer to sign bond financing documents for 

$7,717,000 in public sewer system bonds at 1.75 per year over 30 years as outlined in the bond 
financing documents presented (D&V).  



 

 

Mr. Leitz stated that in the last month the bond bank lowered the interest rate from 2% to 1.75% in 
an attempt to encourage municipalities to make investments like the City has. The other great 
piece of news is that the City is in the final phase of the project and is all funded by the federal 
grant. The City has about $350,000 remaining in contingency so even though it may not be able to 
be spent at the plant, it can be spent on the wastewater system. The City is in a great position and 
has money left over. Mayor Smith asked for the expected completion date. Mr. Leitz responded 
that it should be complete around Christmas. Mr. Spooner noted the recent storm on October 31st 
where the plant was under water and asked if there’s a way to prevent that in the future. Mr. 
Cloud responded that the lower hanging fruit is the CSO which was in rough shape on that day. He 
doesn’t believe the surplus is going to be enough to fix that but have extra capacity in the bond and 
is just a question of finalizing the plans and issuing the debt. Mr. McCarthy stated that folks are 
concerned about the discharge and not understanding that a percentage of that is rain water. He 
asked what it would take if money wasn’t an object to not have the CSO discharges. Mr. Cloud 
responded that you’d have to entirely separate the system and the MS‐4 compliance would be 
worse. The City would be spending tens and tens of millions and from an engineering perspective, 
you don’t pump storm water. He continued that he’s not even sure if it’s possible but assuming it 
was, it would cost $50 ‐ $60 million. Mr. Manahan responded that if money was no object, the 
solution would be to build a couple more plants. The water that does go through overflow and 
does get treated but not to the extent that the rest of the water does on a normal day. Mayor 
Smith asked Mr. Manahan to touch on the amounts he shared with him. Mr. Manahan responded 
that the City does 2 ½ ‐ 3 million gallons per day and during that storm, it was over 15 million 
gallons for the weekend.  
 

A motion was made by Alderman Spooner; seconded by Alderwoman Bessette to authorize the 
Mayor, Clerk and Treasurer to sign bond financing documents for $7,717,000 in public sewer 
systems bonds at 1.75% per year over 30 years as outlined in the bond financing documents 
presented. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0.  

 

7. Introduction and Overview of Local Option Tax, Jeff Carr, Economic and Policy Resources.  
Mr. Carr of Economic and Policy Resources, introduced himself and presented the power point 
presentation regarding the introduction and overview of the Local Option Tax (LOT). (See attached 
slides).  
 

Mayor Smith asked Mr. Carr if an Amazon purchase would be included. Mr. Carr responded 
affirmatively. He stated that a total of 16 municipalities across the State impose a Local Option Tax. A 
total of 19 municipalities across the State impose a local tax on meals, rooms and alcoholic beverages. 
15 municipalities have both a local option sales tax and a local option meals, room and alcohol tax.  
 

Mr. McCarthy asked Mr. Carr if it’s more likely that the State would allow municipalities that are 
currently in, to remain in and not allow any new municipalities to partake in the Local Option Tax. Mr. 
Carr responded affirmatively but stated that it could also give the municipality 10 years to wean itself off 
of the LOT.  
 

Mr. Carr noted some key considerations for council to assess; a more in‐depth assessment of revenue 
potential would need to be made. City Council needs to decide on which LOT to pursue or decide to 
pursue both. The City also needs to decide how to use the proceeds of the LOT options and engage 
business leaders and stakeholders in the City on a prospective City Charter change. Mr. Carr proceeded 
to provide some assessment of revenue potential at the average over the last three years. Mr. Carr 
concluded with a timeline to Town Meeting Day and stated that it could be effective for FY 21. Mayor 
Smith asked what the next level of research would be. Mr. Carr stated that it would be to set up 



 

 

parameters and submit the list of businesses in the City to the State and do analysis based on what the 
council wants.  
Mr. Cloud stated that at the staff level, it’s been envisioned as a debt service program and to be focused 
on capital projects and be another source of revenue to service the debt. He stated that it might be 
interesting to look at the same levels of capital spending and what that would do to property taxes. He 
also noted the goals and objectives that council want to achieve which include some large capital 
projects.  
 

Mayor Smith stated that he is fine with having Mr. Carr take the next step. Mr. McCarthy asked Mr. 
Cloud what kind of investment is being made to have Mr. Carr take the next step. Mr. Cloud stated that 
it would come from the existing Other Professional Services line item in the budget. He stated that this 
would create a source of funds to allow for continued economic development in the City and noted that 
there is the discussion of the pool and Fonda site. Mayor Smith agreed with Mr. Carr and doesn’t believe 
an additional 1% is going to deter anyone. Mr. Hawkins stated that he is also in favor of moving ahead. 
Mr. Spooner stated that he doesn’t want to feel rushed if it’s not ready for Town Meeting Day. Ms. 
Laddison and Ms. Bessette stated that they are in favor of further investigation. Mr. Cloud reiterated 
that the purpose is to diversify the City’s revenues. Mayor Smith reinforced Mr. McCarthy’s comment 
and believes we need to stabilize the property tax. Mr. Spooner stated that he doesn’t want to rely on it 
too heavily.  
 

8. Operations Report, Marty Manahan. 
Mr. Manahan stated that staff was busy with the flood last week while also putting in a new water line 
on Rewes Drive. Walter Kane and Troy Baker were able to tie into a 10” line behind Hungerford’s and 
came in well below the estimated $50,000 mark. A leak occurred today on the 20” line on Lower 
Newton Street. He noted that Brian Willet and the Public Works staff has gone above and beyond. 
Mayor Smith asked Mr. Manahan to elaborate on the parking ban for tonight. Mr. Manahan responded 
that the typical ban would begin December 1st. Depending on the amount of snow that falls, staff may 
remove snow in the downtown on Thursday night. They have been looking into the beacons for the ban 
and if they are not in by December 1st, the original ban will go into effect. Mayor Smith thanked Mr. 
Manahan for pushing the repairs on Aldis Street. Mr. Hawkins noted the development being done by 
Mr. Stanislas on Lake Street and asked for an update. Mr. Manahan stated that they are supposed to get 
the second lift in tomorrow. Mr. Hawkins asked if the Congress and Main project will continue all winter. 
Mr. Manahan responded affirmatively. Mr. McCarthy thanked Mr. Manahan for getting the graffiti off of 
the wall at Aldis Hill. Mr. Manahan stated that Mr. Mulheron did all the work.  
 

9. City Manager Report. 
 

a. Congress and Main Redevelopment. 
Mr. Cloud stated that the City sold the land for Unit 2 to Grant Butterfield and his partners. Steel 
should be rising next month. The podium which supports the two residential buildings in the back is 
scheduled for delivery in early February. In addition, they now have letters of intent for the entire 
first floor of the commercial building.  

 

b. Trash Hauling Ordinance Implementation. 
Staff send out letters to the haulers reintroducing the ordinance and envisions going live January 1st. 
Staff envisions a 3 month amnesty program with 3 warnings or whatever comes first.  

 

c. 2019 Goals and Objectives. 
Mr. Cloud stated that staff is making some good progress in checking off the items on the council’s 
2019 goals and objectives and continue to use it as the playbook. Mayor Smith stated that last year, 
council met around this time to reevaluate the list and asked if that would happen again this year.  
 



 

 

d. FY 20 Budget Process.  
Mr. Cloud explained that the process that staff usually follows is to complete the draft budget with 
Mr. Leitz around Christmas and present it to council after being blessed by the Finance Committee 
in January.  The council members affirmed that process was acceptable for the upcoming budget. 

 

10. Mayor’s Report 
a.  Consideration of Proclamation of Human Rights Day (D&V). 

A motion was made by Alderman Spooner; seconded by Alderman McCarthy to proclaim 
December 10th as Human Rights Day. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0. 
 

Mayor Smith noted that he, Mr. McCarthy and Ms. Bessette have terms expiring in March. All stated 
that they are seeking reelection of their term.  
 

Mayor Smith noted that the park lighting looks great and the Veteran’s ceremony went very well 
today. A building owned by the City was torn down on LaSalle Street and would like to have staff 
give some thought into creating a pocket park on that site. He believes there’s some investment that 
could be made in that area of the town. Mayor Smith stated that he’d like to clean up that block 
with underbrush and connect the north side of Pine Street with a sidewalk.  
 

Mayor Smith thanked Chief Taylor for initiating the posters of the service members that work for the 
City.  

 

11. Other Business. 
No other business was discussed.  
 

12. Warrants and Minutes 
a. Consider approval of warrants: 10/18/19 & 11/1/19 (D&V). 

A motion was made by Alderman Hawkins; seconded by Alderman Spooner to approve 10/18/19 
warrants. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0.  

A motion was made by Alderman Hawkins; seconded by Alderman Spooner to approve 11/1/19 
warrants. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0.  

b. Consider approval of minutes: 10/14/19 Reg. mtg. & 10/31/19 Special mtg. (D&V). 
A motion was made by Alderman Hawkins; seconded by Alderman Spooner to approve 10/14/19 
regular meeting minutes. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0.  

A motion was made by Alderman Hawkins; seconded by Alderman Spooner to approve 10/31/19 
special meeting minutes. Vote was unanimous, 5‐0 with Alderwoman Laddison abstaining.  

13. Adjourn 
A motion was made by Alderman Spooner; seconded by Alderman McCarthy to adjourn meeting at 
8:07 pm. Vote was unanimous, 6‐0.  
 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

Kristen Smith 

Community Relations Coordinator 



Local Option Tax: 

City of St. Albans, VT

Outline of Implementation of Tax and Collection of Revenues

Presented to the St. Albans City Council 

by Economic & Policy Resources, Inc.

November 11, 2019



Question:

• Shall the City Council of the City of St. Albans request approval by the 
Vermont General Assembly of a City Charter change to enact:

(1) a one percent local option Sales & Use Tax, within the City of St. Albans, 
and/or 

(2) a one percent local option Meals, Rooms and Alcohol Tax within the City of 
St Albans?

...To be administered by the State of Vermont.



Question (Con’t):

• A Local Option Tax of 1% may be added to the following State taxes:*
- Alcoholic beverages tax (State tax is 10%) 
- Meals tax (State tax is 9%)
- Rooms tax (State tax is 9%)
- Sales tax (State sales tax is 6%)

• Local option taxes do not apply to:
- Use Tax 
- Motor vehicle purchase & use tax (or the State sales tax on vehicles)

• Burlington and Rutland administer and collect their own local taxes
• The City currently has a local option tax on Liquor that collects some dollars

*Note the City of South Burlington recently discussed the possibility of requesting the addition of a second percent to its existing 1% LOTs.   



Why Take the State Local Option 

Tax (LOT) Route?

• Could be used to provide the City with a new source of resources to fund 
additional investments in City infrastructure/amenities to maintain the 
current TIF District-induced momentum.

- LOT can be done with as minimum of economic disruption (e.g. Town already has a 
LOT) and/or cost burden on payers (but some “push-back’ can be expected),

- Adheres to the principle of delineating responsibilities of government (between the 
City and State) based on what they do “best” (State administers tax collections 
well/City has a proven record of revitalizing/investing in  its downtown), 

- LOT experience across the State looks to have been generally positive, with little 
economic disruption traced to 1 percentage point tax rate difference.



LOT – Background

• Authorized by Vermont Statute for the purpose of “…affording municipalities 
an alternative method of raising municipal revenues…” (24 V.S.A. Sec. 138a) 
other than property taxes.

• “Revenues received by a municipality may be expended for municipal 
expenses only, and not for education expenditures.” 24 V.S.A. Sec. 138d1

• Statute allows a 1% tax, in addition to already existing VT State tax, to be 
assessed on the sale of the following goods & services on a “destination 
basis”
• Destination Basis – tax collection is based on the location where the buyer takes 

possession of the item (or service)
• LOT Taxable items: Sales Tax on same items that are subject to Statewide tax; Meals 

and Alcoholic Beverages; Rooms 



LOT – Background

• A total of 15 municipalities across the State impose a local option Sales tax 
(13 of which are administered through the State Department of Taxes)

- The LOT for sales tax and MRL tax list includes the Town of St. Albans (implemented in 
July 2014)

- Killington rescinded its local option sales tax—imposed a local option meals, rooms, 
and alcohol tax shortly thereafter 

• A total of 19 municipalities across the State impose a local tax on meals, 
rooms, and alcoholic beverages

• 15 municipalities have both a local option sales tax and a local option meals, 
rooms, and alcohol tax

- A total of 6 municipalities have only a local option meals, rooms, and alcohol tax
- St. Albans Town has both



Process to Collect LOT Revenue

• Tax is assessed on and paid with individual business establishment revenue, just 
like traditional Sales Tax (essentially “piggy-backed” on State tax assessment)

- Tax amount is then typically “passed through” to consumer, listed on purchase receipt, 
calculated from gross taxable purchase price on applicable items/services

NOTE: Destination Based Tax – collected once buyer takes possession, 
@ point of sale for some items and @ point of delivery for others

- Transactions for items subject to Statewide Sales Tax and Meals & Rooms Tax such as meals 
at restaurants, beverages, general merchandise, hotel rooms, etc. that are “taken 
possession of” (or consumed) at the establishment location

- Items delivered to buyers residing within the City, but purchased outside of jurisdiction, 
would be assessed at the City tax rate (Statewide + LOT)

- Items purchased within the City, but delivered to buyers located outside City, would only be 
subject to local tax regime of delivery location, not City of St. Albans tax 



Initial List of Pros and Cons

• Possible Pros:

• As a “shire town center,” a LOT makes an installment towards beginning to 
more fairly spread the actual public costs of the City’s infrastructure-
amenities to non-resident users

• If dedicated to capacity building efforts (to support investments in additional 
infrastructure and amenities), a LOT offers a relatively un-intrusive way—
economically—to raise funds to continue the City’s efforts to improve 
infrastructure-amenities

• Utilizing a local vote approach, the City will know the level of support or lack 
of support for the proposed LOTs

• Using the State LOT administrative system, this proposal would utilize the 
State’s considerable expertise in tax administration—so the City can minimize 
its adminstration costs 



Initial List of Pros and Cons

• Possible Cons:

• Although the Town of St. Albans has both a LOT Sales tax and a LOT on Meals, 
Rooms, and Alcohol, imposing a LOT will increase the cost of purchases of taxable 
items in the City.  

• This will likely be opposed by at least some merchants-business people in the City, 
and the discourse regarding a LOT alone will result in “negative publicity” regarding 
the affordability of the City.

• This effort could fail, resulting in a fairly significant expenditure of City resources with 
no economic return.

• The charter change will result in the City “giving up” its already existing authority to 
tax at least some of the items that would be part of a State-administered LOT option.

• The State could change its mind sometime in the future about the efficacy of 
allowing municipalities to have LOT options in an area that was solely within its 
jurisdiction. 



Key Considerations

• Assessment of Revenue Potential (Subject to Confirmation): 
- Confirm list of payers and refine revenue estimate potential

• City Council needs to decide on which LOT to pursue—or decide to pursue 
both 

• City Council Needs to Decide How to Use the Proceeds of the LOT Options: 
- To fund general governmental services (e.g. add new “high efficacy service;” and/or 

replace some funds used for municipal services paid for by the municipal property tax),
- To fund “Pay as You Go” expenditures for City infrastructure-amenity investments,
- To fund “debt service” for City infrastructure-amenity investments, or
- To fund a combination of some or all of the above

- Engage Business Leaders-Stakeholders in the City on a prospective City 
Charter Change: 

- The City will need an active factual Voter/Stakeholder Outreach/Information Meetings on proposed 
LOT Charter Change if the City Council decides to go forward following its December 2019 meeting



Some Initial Numbers...

• Assessment of Revenue Potential (Subject to Confirmation): 
@Average of last three years

- Meals, Rooms, Alcohol (1.0%)  - FY 2018: $162,345    FY 2019: $170,834

- Sales (1.0%)  - FY 2018: $616,345    FY 2019: $684,422

• Assessment of “debt service potential” at three alternative City interest 
rates for borrowing (assumes City has the capacity to borrow these 
amounts) @ Total FY 2018 & FY 2019 Receipts Levels
• At 1.75% interest for 20 years – FY 2018: $13.0 M     FY 2019: $14.0 M

• At 2.5% interest rate for 20 years – FY 2018: $12.0 M   FY 2019: $13.0 M

• At 3.5% interest rate for 20 years – FY 2018: $11.0 M   FY 2019: $12.0 M



Timeline to Town Meeting Day

• Through Mid-December: Assuming this LOT review effort continues, complete additional research; 
refine revenue estimate for each source; develop staff recommendation to be presented at the 
December 9th City Council Meeting

- Confirm list of payers and refine revenue estimate potential; Begin to engage business leaders in the City on the 
proposed City charter change

• Mid-December through January: Assuming the City Council is so inclined, request City Attorney to 
draft Charter change language needed for possible submission to the 2020 Vermont General 
Assembly–Including a proposed effective date on which LOT collections would ideally begin (Targeting-
July 1, 2020 assuming the City Counsel elects to propose a City-wide vote)
• Includes conforming changes to existing local option taxing authority currently in the City’s charter 
- Warning of LOT ballot measure/Charter changes required between 30-40 days prior to Town meeting day (Town 

Meeting Day is  Tuesday, March 3, 2020)—likely by late January (Subject to further staff verification)

- February: Voter/Stakeholder Outreach/Information Meetings on proposed LOT Charter Change

- Town Meeting Day-March 3, 2020: City-wide Meeting Vote

- Post-March 3, 2020: Assuming City voters approve City Charter changes on Town Meeting Day 2020, 
City charter change would need to be submitted to the Vermont General Assembly during the 2020 
session for a July 1, 2020 implementation date; Monitor legislative developments-consideration of 
Charter change; Implementation out-reach effort


