
Town of Plainfield Informational Meeting + Special 
Selectboard Meeting 

 Nov 3, 2025 6:00 PM
In-person at Plainfield Town Hall Opera House, 18 Main St • Remote via Zoom 
 

Attendees: 
Selectboard members Karl Bissex, Frances Rose Subbiondo, Dan Fingas, Peter Youngbaer, 
(Patti Jamele absent); Victoria McDonald, Karen Hatcher, Lauren Geiger, Michael Birnbaum, 
Leda Schubert, Charlie Cogbill, Josh Pitts, Steven Farnham, Genese Grill, Kim Madalinski, 
Sandy Vitzthum, Will Bennington, Jake McBride, Jared Birchmore, Jenn Guarino, and others in 
person; Andy Robinson and others via Zoom 

 

Meeting Minutes 
 
Call Meeting to Order 

●​ Selectboard chair Karl Bissex opens the meeting at 6:00 PM. 
 

Discussed topics 
Bond vote details and purpose 
The Selectboard opened the meeting to discuss the upcoming bond vote scheduled for the 
next day. 

●​ Details 
○​ Dan Fingas: Read the bond article: "Shall the Selectboard be authorized, but not 

obligated, to issue general obligation bonds or notes in an amount not to exceed 
$600,000, subject to reduction by the application of federal and state grants and aid 
and reserve funds, to be issued for the purpose of acquiring real property located at 68 
East Hill Road and 266 Main Street, the estimated cost of such acquisition being 
$600,000." 

○​ Victoria McDonald: Asked for clarification on the phrase "subject to reduction by the 
application of federal and state grants in aid and reserve funds." 

○​ Selectboard: Explained that the board has expressed they won't borrow money without 
securing a significant grant, as the project aims to save money through 2% interest 
rates and income from property sales. 

○​ Dan: Clarified that the language allows flexibility if additional funding is found before 
the March purchase deadline, enabling a reduction in the borrowed amount. 

 



 
○​ Selectboard: Added that the language came from Bond Council, which is why it says 

"bond or notes." 
●​ Conclusion 

○​ The bond vote would authorize but not obligate the Selectboard to borrow up to 
$600,000 

○​ The borrowed amount could be reduced if other funding sources become available 
○​ The Selectboard does not intend to proceed without securing significant grant funding 

Impact of vote outcome on grant applications 
Discussion about what would happen if the bond vote fails and how it might affect other 
funding opportunities. 

●​ Details 
○​ Leda Schubert: Asked what would happen if the $600,000 bond vote fails. 
○​ Selectboard: Responded that they don't know exactly what would happen, but it would 

not look favorable for the town. 
○​ Leda: Asked if a failed vote would stop the project entirely. 
○​ Selectboard: Clarified that a failed vote wouldn't necessarily stop the project, as the 

$9.7 million grant could still come through and other funding sources could be found. 
○​ Karen Hatcher (Town Grants Administrator): Explained that on November 20th, she 

will represent the town at a funding committee meeting where progress on the 
application will be reported. A "yes" vote would demonstrate the town has "skin in the 
game" and strengthen their position for the $9.7 million grant. 

○​ Dan Fingas: Emphasized that the $9.7 million is taxpayer money that will be spent 
somewhere, whether in Plainfield or another town. 

○​ Jake McBride: Noted that the $9.7 million isn't just for this project but also for 
reinforcing riverbanks to protect existing homes. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ A "no" vote would weaken the town's position in securing the $9.7 million CDBG-DR 

grant 
○​ The grant funding would be allocated to another town if not to Plainfield 
○​ The grant covers multiple projects beyond just the housing development 

Land purchase details and concerns 
Charlie Cogbill raised concerns about the land purchase agreements and their value. 

●​ Details 

2 



 
○​ Charlie Cogbill: Questioned the deal structure, noting that Parcel C (easternmost land 

on East Hill Road) is being purchased for $285,000 despite being mostly wetlands, with 
plans to sell two-thirds of it to an adjacent landowner for only $35,000. Also raised 
concerns about the $80,000 purchase of a half-acre parcel on Main Street that includes 
additional obligations. 

○​ Peter Youngbaer: Explained that the Parcel C arrangement includes the release of liens 
and right of first refusal from the Hosfords, making it more complex than just a land 
purchase. For the trailer parcel, he noted that federal law (Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act) requires accommodating displaced residents. 

○​ Lauren Geiger: Provided the full name of the federal law: "Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970." 

○​ Charlie Cogbill: Expressed concern about setting precedents for giving away parts of 
the original lots and potentially affecting PUD (Planned Unit Development) applications. 

○​ Selectboard: Clarified that they're following federal law regarding the tenant relocation 
and that these actions don't set binding precedents for future boards. 

○​ Frances Rose: Added that the Main Street parcel has value as a gravity-fed sewage flow 
point, which would save $100,000 per year in maintenance costs compared to pumping 
sewage uphill. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ The land purchase agreements include complexities beyond simple property 

acquisition 
○​ The arrangements comply with federal requirements for tenant relocation 
○​ The parcels have strategic value for the overall development plan 

Environmental concerns 
Several participants raised concerns about environmental impacts of the development. 

●​ Details 
○​ Genese Grill: Stated that the project has been too big from the beginning and doesn't 

respect what the land can handle environmentally. 
○​ Jake McBride: Asked for specific data points or studies regarding ecological concerns. 
○​ Genese: Mentioned that George Springston and Rose Paul, experts in flood danger, 

water, and geology, have given explicit discussions about dangerous areas, eroding 
gullies, and wetland proximity. Referenced the Vermont Soil Map indicating high water 
tables inappropriate for basements. 
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○​ Charlie Cogbill: Identified himself as a professional ecologist and expressed concerns 

about runoff pollution, loss of habitat, and wetlands. Stated that the project proposes 
building on wetlands and that experts' concerns have been ignored. 

○​ Dan Fingas: Clarified that Governor Scott's executive order on wetlands doesn't allow 
unrestricted building on wetlands but rather attempts to reduce buffer zones from 50 to 
25 feet. 

○​ Will Bennington: Argued that developing in village cores is better ecologically than 
continuing 5-acre parcel development throughout rural areas, which fragments forests. 

○​ Jenn Guarino: Pointed out that moving housing out of the floodplain would be good for 
the river and make it more flood resilient, especially downstream. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ There are legitimate environmental concerns about wetlands, runoff, and soil 

conditions 
○​ Experts disagree about the ecological impact of the project 
○​ The project design includes 50-foot wetland buffers per current state law 
○​ Some argued that concentrated village development is more environmentally sound 

than sprawling rural development 

Financial risks and benefits 
Discussion about the financial implications of the project for the town. 

●​ Details 
○​ Steven Farnham: Asked about the financial impact if the project "goes belly up" and 

the town has to pay off the entire amount. 
○​ Josh Pitts, Town Treasurer: Explained that the VCF loan is a 5-year loan with a 2% 

interest rate. Calculated that even if the town ended up with a $1 million obligation over 
30 years, it would cost the median taxpayer about 25 cents per day or $91 per year. 

○​ Dan Fingas: Clarified that for just the $600,000 bond, the median household would pay 
$54.75 per year in the worst-case scenario. 

○​ Andy Robinson: Discussed risk from a lender's perspective, noting that the Vermont 
Community Foundation, Habitat for Humanity, and Downstreet Housing are all risk 
management professionals who have evaluated the project and found it viable. 

○​ Lauren Geiger: Explained that of the 40 housing units planned, 15 would be managed 
by Downstreet and Habitat for Humanity, 13 would be for buyers making 80% or less of 
area median income, and 12 would be sold at fair market value to help recoup the 
$600,000 investment. 
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○​ Sandy Vitzhum: Noted that the risk is relatively small given that 12 lots sold at fair 

market value could potentially cover the $600,000 investment, and the new properties 
would add significant value to the town's grand list. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ The financial risk to individual taxpayers is relatively small even in a worst-case 

scenario 
○​ Professional organizations with expertise in risk assessment support the project 
○​ The sale of market-rate lots is expected to recoup the $600,000 investment 
○​ The project would add significant value to the town's grand list, potentially offsetting 

costs 

Housing needs and community impact 
Discussion about housing needs in Plainfield and the project's potential impact. 

●​ Details 
○​ Jake McBride: Noted that many properties for sale in Plainfield are either in the 

floodplain, too expensive, or raw land requiring costly infrastructure development. 
○​ Will Bennington: Shared that his business struggles to help employees find housing, 

which is a constant challenge, especially for young people. 
○​ Josh Pitts: Described his personal experience as a renter paying high rent for a small 

apartment, emphasizing that the project could create economic mobility for people to 
move into homeownership and alleviate the rental burden. 

○​ Eli Barlow: Expressed support for housing the current renter in the trailer that would be 
relocated as part of the project. 

○​ Lauren Geiger: Reported that she attended the Vermont Development Conference 
where she learned that towns are increasingly taking on housing development due to 
the housing crisis. 

○​ Selectboard: Shared a letter from Angie Harbin, Executive Director of Downstreet 
Housing, expressing strong support for the project and their commitment to developing 
5 shared equity homes within the new neighborhood. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ There is a significant need for housing in Plainfield, particularly affordable options 
○​ The project would create both affordable and market-rate housing opportunities 
○​ Professional housing organizations support the project and are willing to partner with 

the town 
○​ The development could help address displacement from recent floods 

Process concerns and community division 
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Discussion about the process that led to this point and community tensions. 

●​ Details 
○​ Karen Hatcher: Acknowledged that the timing of the project and grant application was 

rushed (6 weeks instead of 6 months), not allowing for sufficient community discussion. 
Emphasized that the project isn't finalized and there are opportunities for community 
input through the EDAC committee and subcommittees. 

○​ Michael Birnbaum: Observed that most people have already decided how they'll vote 
and suggested that scaling back the project might be a compromise that could gain 
broader support. 

○​ Leda Schubert: Expressed concern about community division, noting that lifelong 
friends are angry with each other and people "hate each other" over this issue. Called 
for a more positive approach moving forward. 

○​ Jake McBride: Reminded everyone that Selectboard members are neighbors who care 
about the town, not career politicians, and urged people to be solutions-oriented rather 
than problem-oriented. 

○​ Steven Farnham: Suggested that in-person forums are more civilized than online 
discussions, where only "7% of the message" comes through. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ The rushed grant application process contributed to community division 
○​ There are opportunities for continued community input as the project evolves 
○​ Both sides expressed desire for better communication and less divisiveness 
○​ The Selectboard emphasized they are still working on designs and gathering 

information 

Announce date for next Selectboard Meeting 
●​  Nov 10, 2025 6:00 PM

 
Adjourn 

●​ Meeting adjourned at 7:54 PM.  
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