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Town of Royalton, VT 

ATV Ordinance Advisory Committee 

6/8/2022 6:30 pm - Minutes - DRAFT 

Virtual / In-person meeting 

All recording timestamps are approximate 

 

 

 

Committee Members:  Sandy Conrad, Gidget Lyman, Tim Parker, Brad Sick, Dave Lewis, 

Peter Anderson, Bob Clavelle, Rick Schulmann, Pamela Vesilind 

 

Public:  Stuart Levasseur, Chair, Royalton Planning Commission; Daisy Salls; Chuck Lyman, 

Central Vermont Quad Runners (Stockbridge); Scott Durkee; Jo Levasseur 

 

 

Meeting convened at approximately 6:30pm 

 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA with no changes. Tim moved and Dave seconded.  Approved. 

 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

Jo Levasseur said that after watching the recording of the June 1 meeting, she has concluded 

that the committee lacks focus.  She reminded the committee that Article VII of the March 1 

ballot read:   “Shall the Town establish an ordinance . . . to allow all-terrain vehicles to operate 

on limited sections of town highways for the purpose of connecting recreational trail systems 

with neighboring towns?”  Instead, Jo commented, the committee is debating routes with roads 

from Crossroads, over the Oxbow and Otto Merrill, to Back River Road and all the way to 

Rousseau Road, about 10 1/2 consecutive miles which do not appear to connect with any 

established trails at this time.  Jo said that this is not the same as allowing VAST to use the 1/4 

mile on Royalton Hill Road, and that if the committee presents the Selectboard a draft ordinance 

with few to no private trails, it will not sit well with voters.  She suggested that the committee 

should focus on sorting out requests for road use according to private trail availability.   

 

Daisy Salls said that she supported Article VII because she sees it as a way to bring families 

together and get people outside, and to teach children responsibility and respect while getting 

them off electronic devices.  Daisy said that not all people are able to use trails for walking, and 

that a lot of older people who can’t get around well ride on ATVs.  Daisy said that she does not 

find ATVs to be more dangerous than groups of bicycles on the main roads, and not louder than 

motorcycles.  She said she believes Vermont is a welcoming state and should be kept that way.   

 

 

 

 



DRAFT  

PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTATION 

Stuart Levasseur, Chair, Royalton Planning Commission 

 

Stuart distributed an outline of the Planning Commission’s position. (Appendix A). 

 

1.  On the committee’s directive  

 

The purpose of this ordinance as voted on was “Shall the town establish an ordinance in 

accordance with 23 VSA 3506.b.1.A to allow all-terrain vehicles to operate on limited sections 

of town highways for the purpose of connecting recreational trail systems with neighboring 

towns.” 

 

(11:00) It is not the purpose of this ordinance to set up a trail system, only to provide 

access to limited sections of town highways as connectors if/when such a trail system is 

created. Without neighboring towns to connect to, the ordinance has no basis.  There is 

no provision to develop a network within the town of Royalton for ATVs to use. 

 

(11:20)  At this point we don’t have any trail systems in neighboring downs except for 

Barnard, and the Barnard connector does not connect to Royalton.  It is not the purpose of 

this ordinance to set up a trail system.  It’s only to provide access to limited access to 

town highways as connectors, and that’s what we feel that you’re leading astray because 

you’re trying to set up a whole trail systems.   

 

(12:00) [The Planning Commission does] not feel that allowing ATVs on roads is fitting 

with what the voters were asked to do.   

 

 

2.  On the Town’s risk liability and insurance coverage 

 

Stuart referenced correspondence with an insurance underwriter representative at the 

Vermont League of Cities and Towns (VLCT), Royalton’s insurance provider for town 

highways.  VLCT does not recommend allowing ATVs on town roads, but said that doing so 

would not raise coverage costs so long as the Town established a municipal risk assessment 

process to ensure that ATV use met with specific standards (Appendix B):   

 

• Long lines of site to ensure the safety of all roadway users 

• Road width and shoulder (if any) that is adequate to handle vehicles and ATVs 

• Low traffic volume, so that traffic, bicycles, pedestrians, and other roadway users can 

safely self-regulate their movement within the roadway should travel conflicts arise 

• Relatively low average speed on the section of the road used by ATVs, so all roadway 

users can make adjustments as needed if ATVs are present 

 

The underwriter said this was not an exhaustive list.   

 

 

 



DRAFT  

(13:45)  Applying these criteria to the club’s proposed route to Rousseau Road:   

 

 Crossing the Fox Stand Bridge is definitely a bad idea.   

 Rte. 14 section has poor visibility in the area of the bridge, and a narrow shoulder.  

Approval from V-TRANS will be required to use Route 14, and permitted use 

must meet state road requirements. 

 

(14:20)  Members of the ATV Committee noted that they had not received either of the 

letters Stuart referenced in his handout.     

 

 

3.  On road safety   

 

(14:30)  Stuart introduced a letter the Planning Commission submitted to the Selectboard 

on 3/18/2022, about the documented dangers of ATV handling on pavement.  ATVs are 

not made for road use, either on tar or gravel.  In Vermont, there are 5 ATV-related 

deaths per year; between 2013 and 2021, 42 ATV riders were killed.  Roughly 50% of 

those deaths occurred on-road. (Appendix B).   

 

The Planning Commission recommended the following:  

 

 Helmets – required, driver and passenger(s). 

 Valid driver’s license - required 

 Registration- required  must be clearly visible to identify moving vehicle.  

Inspection- required, because machines that are in poor repair could be 

dangerous and environmentally unsound.  

Insurance- required, coverage minimums should be defined ($300K property 

damage; $1M personal injury.  ATVs don’t have crash protection, so riders aren’t 

protected, especially in a car versus ATV collision.   

Speed limits that reflect surveys of line of sight, stopping distances, reaction 

times, and class of road.   

 Planning for road construction projects  

 

Committee discussion:  

 

Bob asked whether the Planning Commission had anything to do with the new power 

poles and lines on Oxbow Road or Otto Merrill Road. Stuart said the Commission does 

not have anything to do with that.  

 

Bob asked if the Otto Merrill road area could be developed without oversight by the 

Planning Commission.  Stuart said that the Planning Commission has some oversight, 

including compliance of Act 250, the Town Guidelines and Town Plan.   

 

Discussion about how the land in this area has been for sale for a number of years, but 

that the potential for adding power lines could change that.   
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4.  On the environmental impacts 

 

Stuart reiterated the environmental objections by the Conservation Commission.  

 

Stuart said the Planning Commission is concerned about the southern block of forest 

being used for trails, saying this is an area that the PC does not want to be encourage for 

this kind of use.   

 

Committee discussion:  

 

Sandy said that some of this is private property.  Stuart said yes, it is, but that if the town 

allows VASA ATV access in that area, then it’s going to encourage more use of it than 

the PC believes is appropriate under the Town Plan.  

 

 Discussion of irresponsible use and destruction of forest block lands. 

 

Tim asked Stuart how well he knows the rules of the ATV system. Stuart said he did not know 

them well.  Tim said that he has a 3-year-old machine with 6000 miles on it. There are stop signs 

at every road crossing where he rides.  Tim said that most people comply with the rules, and that 

accidents or irresponsible driving (donuts, etc.) are just isolated incidents.  Stuart said that they 

are all isolated incidents, but that they add up, and that this is characteristic behavior  

 

Stuart said that the ATV Committee was trying to write an ordinance about private recreational 

trail systems that did not exist.   

Tim said that Royalton doesn’t have a trail system, but that the CVW has been working on 

establishing them. And that there are adjoining towns that are trying to connect to Royalton. 

 

Stuart said the Planning Commission’s point is that Article VII asked whether the Town should 

allow connectors -- small sections of road to access to trails on private lands.  Instead, what the 

ATV Committee is discussing are not connectors, but widespread use of town highways.   For 

example, there are no private trails in the whole proposed route to connect to Barnard, whether 

it’s Rousseau Road to Johnson Road all the way to Royalton.  The Planning Commission is “not 

enthusiastic about that section” of town being used for widespread ATV use.  

 

Tim said the club is still working with landowners.   

 

Stuart said his biggest concern is safety.  Allowing ATVs to travel on the same roads as 

automobiles is not a good idea. Class 4 roads, where appropriate, is better.  Class 3 roads may be 

appropriate where there is low traffic, but  not if entire sections of the road are being used.   

 

Dave said that the ATV Committee’s task is to write the rules of the road.  

Stuart said the ordinance should identify the roads identified for use.   

 

[end of Planning Commission presentation and discussion] 
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Public Comments (additional)  

 

Chuck Lyman, representing the Central Vermont Quad Runners club, spoke at length.  He said 

the club has trails in Stockbridge, Killington, Bridgewater, Barnard, and Bethel; not all of the 

trails are “100% legal,” but its working towards having over 100 miles of trail.  “ 

Commenting on ATV access in Royalton:  “You’re not gonna stop it.” 

 

Chuck described VASA’s trail maintenance policy to pick three projects each year, from the 75 

miles of ATV trails.   

 

Bob said that the ordinance will not open the whole town.  The McIntosh Pond spur has been 

removed from consideration at this point because there’s no connection to Tunbridge.  The 

private trails near Gee Hill are not being proposed to be part of the VASA network at this point 

because Gee Hill because doesn’t go anywhere. 

 

[end] 

 

 

Revisiting Survey motion and approval.   

Pamela read from the transcript from the May 25 meeting (Appendix C). 

 

Question:  At the May 25 meeting, did the committee properly move, second, and vote to 

approve: (1) the content of the survey; and (2) the publication of the survey? 

 

Answer:  It does not appear so.  The initial motion was not seconded or voted upon prior 

to the discussion about the choice of survey software.  Members of the committee said 

they were going to confirm the usability of Google Forms before voting to publish it.   

______________________ 

   

 

Approval of Minutes from May 25 meeting.  Moved, seconded, unanimously approved. 

 

Next meeting (June 15):  Royalton Road Foreman Demi Boles; Royalton Police Chief Loretta 

Stalknalker. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:25 pm.  

 

* * * 
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ATV issues 

 

The purpose of this ordinance as voted on was “Shall the town 

establish an ordinance in accordance with 23 VSA 3506.b.1.A to allow 

all-terrain vehicles to operate on limited sections of town highways 

for the purpose of connecting recreational trail systems with 

neighboring towns.” 

It is not the purpose of this ordinance to set up a trail system, only to 

provide access to limited sections of town highways as connectors 

if/when such a trail system is created. Without neighboring towns to 

connect to, the ordinance has no basis.  There is no provision to 

develop a network within the town of Royalton for ATVs to use. 

Safety 

VLCT Letter – Route 14 section, poor visibility between fox stand and turn, narrow 

shoulder,  AOT approval for rte 14 would be needed 

Road Crossings - VLCT recommends short distance crossings, good line of sight, 

good shoulder, low traffic volume and speed.  requires Approval from 

Secretary of Transportation to use section of Route 14, must meet 

requirements. 

   Pavement  - Response letter 3/18/2022, Dangers of ATV handling on pavement. 

 

Response letter 3/18/2022, Dangers of ATV handling on pavement, death statistics, 

children as operators. 

Mfgr’s warning ATVs are not made for road use, either on tar or gravel. 

In Vermont 42 ATV riders are killed in the 8 years between 2013 and 2021. 5 per 

year. 

  Helmets – required, driver and passenger(s). 

  Licensing -required 

Underage Drivers 

    Inexperienced 
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    Rules of the Road 

Registration- required  must be clearly visible to identify moving vehicle. 

Inspection- required. 

  Insurance- required, minimums of coverage should be defined.  $300K property 

damage, $1M personal injury 

 Car vs ATV- ATVs do not have any crash protection.   

 Speed – line of sight, stopping  distance, reaction time, road class.   

 Road construction-  

Discussion on 5/18 mentioned Sewall Brook road as being a dangerous road for 

vehicles, Ian stated it was like he was feared for his life driving on the road due to not 

being upgraded.  This directly applies to ATV vs Car safety everywhere. 

Environment 

 Pollution- leaking vehicles subject to impound 

  Air pollution 1 ATV equivalent to 30 cars 

 Erosion- any behavior that promotes erosion, rutting, off trail maneuvers, burn outs. 

  Royalton should have a baseline survey prior to implementing any ordinance that allows 

ATV use on our roads. 

 Misuse of Resources- fresh water, bogs, wildlife, water crossings (should be same as loggers). 

 Noise – Mike Hogan cites presence of noise issues already. (isolated incident) This will increase 

and be more widespread.    

 Forest Blocks – Conservation Commission 

Discussion on 5/18 touched on presence of more houses, and the use of Class 4 

roads in forest blocks,  Emphasis should be on the Health of Ecosystems in Vermont 

not expanding ATV access. 

We are concerned with granting access to roads in areas where there is a greater 

potential for misuse of resources.  

Town plan warns of negative effects of forest fragmentation. 

Connections Vs Trails 

 Line of sight- ATV can pop out of side trails without warning, ALL crossings must be marked on 

trail and on road for both Car and ATV to be aware.  Stop signs on ATV trail. 

Encroachment 

 Private Property vs Town Property 
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  ATV- by permission, ordinance does not guarantee rights, currently not road legal. 

  MTC -Road Legal 

  Jeeps  -Road legal 

  Horses – no restrictions, sensitive to noise and sudden movement. 

  Bicycles – no restrictions 

  Walkers/Runners -no restrictions 

 Tranquility, one of the primary attractions to our area, peace and quiet will be disturbed. 

     Off limits -  Are there areas we need to identify as absolutely no go areas, in the ordinance? 

Signs? 

Property Damage 

 Repairs- need to be immediate and acceptable to all 

 Private Property vs Town Property 

  Increased use of town roads  pre-Ordinance (isolated incidents) 

  Paines Beach (isolated incident) 

ATV access does not permit travel outside of established roadbed. (private property) 

Effect on property values.  Especially near a trailhead or intersection. 

Enforcement 

                Violations – must be reported for action (see display of vehicle registration tags) 

    Self policing is difficult to implement/enforce 

 Ability to  Capture -  Royalton Village incident 2 months unchecked, (isolated incident) 

 Speed – Radar? 

 Stunts/Behavior – actionable offense? nuisance behavior, reckless 

 Repetitive use of roads/loops  - nuisance behavior 

 Attitude of users of roads 

out of towners  - potential disregard for Royalton laws 

traffic – still unknown on daily/weekly volume  

non-local enforcement  

VSP- will they respond if RPD is not available? 

 Game Wardens -will they respond? 
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  Users of the wilderness- mindset is no one owns the land. Free to do what they wish. 

Fines-  any combination of driver /registered owner/ vehicle. It is the owner’s responsibility to 

ensure vehicle is being used responsibly. 

1st offense of ordinance/ driver/registered owner  WARNING 

2nd offense of ordinance/ driver/registered owner    $100 fine 

3rd + offense of ordinance/ driver/registered owner   impound 

  Disregard for authority- $100 fine,  impound 

Recommendations- 

Single file on town highways, no racing.  Anything other than single file will assume they are racing and 

in violation. 

Define in ordinance what Is permitted AND what is not permitted. 

   Helmets – required, driver and passenger(s). 

 Licensing –required, is there an atv license? What license applies? automobile? 

No Underage Drivers 

                Registration- required  must be clearly visible to identify moving vehicle. 

                Inspection- required. 

 Insurance- required, minimums of coverage 

ATV trails shall not be permitted in Prime Forest Blocks.  Any public ATV travel will be limited to only  

Class 3 & 4 Roads in Prime Forest Blocks. 

Do not recommend allowing ATVS on OxBow Road, safety, visibility, narrow road, steepness, in Prime 

Forest Block. 

Do not allow ATVs in the Pepperill Road area due to sensitive area. 

Granted ATV access does not permit travel outside of established roadbed. 

ATVs on class 1 roads crossing only. With AOT permission and must meet reqs. 

ATVs on class 2 roads limited sections of travel as connectors. Not more than 100’, good visibility, 

shoulder.  

ATVs on class 3 roads open by permission only. As specified in this ordinance. 

ATVs on class 4 roads ok (unless specifically denied, sensitive area, noise concern,  or in prime forest 

block) 

 Put fine/penalty structure in the ordinance. 
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Purposeful connection between towns- allow one path through Royalton, short as possible to reduce 

liability.       

Note: Barnard access is not currently on an approved route. 

No open access to Tunbridge or Sharon by way of roads. 

Pomfret, Strafford- no roads connect to Strafford or Pomfret from Royalton, 

ATV access must be mutual at town boundary crossing by cooperative agreement.  ATV access granted 

to permitted roads in Royalton  shall only connect to permitted roads in neighboring towns.  Do not 

allow ATVs on roads that dead end in another town without ATV Access to a connecting road or trail. 

Sunset Provision- We propose the ordinance, if created, have a sunset provision, with a date set of Town 

Meeting 2024 whereby the ordinance will expire unless the voters of the town approves renewal of the 

ordinance at town meeting.   
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standards consist of extensive and detailed compliance requirements. Since ATVs are not 

intended to be used on-road, they are not designed, equipped or tested to meet such 

standards.14 

The Recreational Off-Highway Vehicle Association (ROHVA) also directs riders to 

“avoid paved surfaces. ROVs are designed to be operated off-highway.”15 These 

statements show that the manufactures of these vehicles, those who know the vehicles 

better than anyone, know that they should not be operated on roads. In addition to these 

statements from OHV trade associations, ATVs and ROVs are also required to have 

labels indicating that they should not be operated on paved roads or on public roads.  

 

Unpaved and Rural Roads are Not Safe for OHV Use  

Many of the warnings against riding OHVs on roadways specifically mention the hazards 

of paved roads. While these warnings are accurate they are not sufficient and could 

incorrectly imply that unpaved roads are safe for OHV use.  

A 2015 study of national ATV-related fatalities occurring from 1985-2012, found that in 

twenty-three states half or more of ATV roadway deaths occurred on unpaved road 

surfaces and that 42% of all ATV roadway deaths during this time period (6,625) took 

place on unpaved roads. In addition, more than two-thirds of all roadway ATV fatalities 

(paved and unpaved) did not involve another motor vehicle. This means that low traffic 

volume on rural roads does not necessarily translate into fewer deaths and injuries. In 

fact, riders in serious roadway crashes that occur on more remote roads may be at 

increased risk of death because of longer distances to trauma centers. While there is not 

yet similar data available for ROVs, given that ROVs are also designed for off-road use 

with similar design elements, there is no evidence supporting the idea that they would be 

safe on unpaved roads.  

 

Children and OHVs Do Not Mix  

From 2013-2020, our Coalition identified 842 fatalities involving children 16 and 

younger. This number represents nearly 20% (17.4%) of the total fatalities (4849) which 

our Coalition has identified. The crash site could be identified in 769 of these 842 deaths. 

Of these 842 fatalities, 421 (50%) occurred on-road, and 348 (41%) occurred off-road. 

Unfortunately, these numbers are likely an underestimate, and may continue to rise as we 

gather more data.  

 

Additional Information  

The latest research about OHVs on roadways and OHV death and injuries, as well as a 

list of members of a national coalition formed to address this public health crisis and the 

advocacy efforts undertaken by this coalition are available here.   
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We urge you to rethink the ordinance to allow OHV use on public roads because doing so 

places the public, including OHV operators, pedestrians, bicyclists, and all motor vehicle 

drivers and their passengers at unnecessary risk.  

We hope that you will consider these comments, and if we can be of any further 

assistance, please feel free to contact Rachel Weintraub at Consumer Federation of 

America at rweintraub@consumerfed.org or (202) 939-1012.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Rachel Weintraub  

Legislative Director and  

General Counsel  

Consumer Federation of America  

 

 

 

Charles Jennissen, MD  

Emergency Medicine University of 

Iowa Iowa ATV Injury Prevention  

Task Force  

 

Dr. Aitken. MD MPH  

Chair, Department of Pediatrics at 

McGovern Medical School  

The University of Texas Health Science 

Center at Houston  

Physician-in-Chief, Children’s 

Memorial Hermann Hospital  

 

Katie Kearney  

Concerned Families  

for ATV safety Member  

Sean’s Law  

Massachusetts Safety Advocate  

 

Carolyn Anderson  

Co-Founder  

Concerned Families for ATV Safety  

Ben Kelley  

Director, Injury Control Policy The 

Trauma Foundation San Francisco 

General Hospital San Francisco, CA  

 

Robin D. Schier, DNP, APRN,  

CPNP AC/PC  

Pediatric Emergency Medicine  

Texas Children's Hospital  

Houston, Texas  

 

Sue DeLoretto-Rabe  

Co-Founder  

Concerned Families for ATV Safety  

 

Gary A. Smith, MD, DrPH  

President, Child Injury  

Prevention Alliance  

Gerene Denning, PhD  

Emergency Medicine  

University of Iowa  

Iowa ATV Injury Prevention Task 

Force  
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Reviewing Survey Discussion in meeting of May 25, 2022   

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qttGNZu5hNI  begins ~ 1:15:30 (timestamps approximate; 

dialogue not verbatim unless noted as such) 

 

 

Question:  Did the committee properly move and second to approve: (1) the content of the 

survey; and (2) the publication of the survey. 

 

Answer:  It does not appear so.  The initial motion was not seconded or voted upon prior to the 

discussion about the choice of survey software.  Members of the committee said they were going 

to confirm the usability of Google Forms before voting to publish it.   

______________________ 

   

Sandy Conrad said she asked Victoria about Ian McKenzie being reimbursed $99 for one month 

use of SurveyMonkey.  Victoria suggested Google Forms because it’s free. 

 

* * *   

 

SC had questions about #7 of the Vermont [meant Royalton] survey, and whether IM meant to 

write “in Vermont” and not “out of state” 

 

IM explained that it was supposed to say “out of state.” (1:17:15) 

[More discussion about question content and request for changes.]  

 

* * *  

 

Peter Anderson (1:18:45):  The survey is . . . something that should have been done before now.  

Should be done carefully.  Even if you get 100 people wanting this, you’re asking us, the other 

97% to subsidize your fun.  There should have been a marketing survey.  But now we’re trying 

to go back and find out about our audience. We should find a way to welcome people in and 

make it easy to answer whether or not they support ATVs on roads or trails.  That question 

should be at the top.   

 

IM: voters had plenty of notice before the vote (Herald, Town web site).   This is recognized as a 

Vermont state vehicle . . . registration requirements . . . [crosstalk] 

  

SC:  this survey was the idea that Brad came up with to get townspeople input. That’s what 

we’re trying to do. So what is the question? 

 

Brad Sick:  If you are a resident of Royalton, do you support the use of ATVs on town roads? 

 

[crosstalk]   

 

IM: I thought about that . . . but shouldn’t be just an open question.  JoJo [Levasseur] reported 

that she thought it would mean ATVs on every road on the town.   

 

BS: . . . . . . how about “Do you support ATV use on select town roads?”   

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qttGNZu5hNI
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IM:  fair enough (1:23:20) 

 

Gidget Lyman: “Maybe its to connect to private trails, I mean, the whole point isn’t for them to 

take the whole road.” 

   

BS:  “But that’s pretty much what’s happening here.” 

 

Dave Lewis (1:24:00):  You’re going to find in the town of Royalton that it’s going to be pretty 

hard to establish an ATV route using private lands because a lot of people are going to say “no.”  

So to make a lengthy trail in the town of Royalton is going to be difficult.  Same thing up north. 

That’s why there are towns that have opened up all their class 3 roads and most the ATV club 

rides on roads 

 

BS: “Yeah, I was just responding to Gidget.  I think what we’re realizing here is that the main 

purpose of this ordinance is not to connect to private trails.  Yes it’s a part of it, but a pretty small 

part of the overall plan that we’re discussing here, as far as getting to other towns.”  There are 

100% town roads to get to other towns (1:25:10) 

 

GL: “I think it’s going to be a work in progress for a while . . . as they work on private property.  

There may be something that opens up initially . . . I assume the club’s goals is to get as much 

private property as possible” (1:26:00) 

 

Tim Parker:  But the ordinance the town voted on was whether to establish an ordinance for town 

roads.  As time goes by don’t think we’re going to stick to town roads but it’s not going to 

happen overnight by any means. (12:26:30) 

 

BS: We were just talking about a question on a survey. 

 

IM:  I’m okay with adding the “do you approve” question  (1:26)  

 

Jo Levasseur:  Ian, I did not say that the ordinance would approve use for all town roads. If it’s in 

the minutes it better come out.  (1:27:20) 

 

PV: it’s not in the minutes 

 

SC: okay, so any other.... 

 

[cross-talking] GL:  “I make a motion to approve the survey with the changes discussed.”   

 

[no audible second] 

 

Pamela Vesilind:  I need to bring up a technical issue. (1:27:30)  Google Forms can block a user 

from submitting more than one entry 

 

IM:  I chose that. 

 

PV:  If that setting is used, only people with Google/Gmail accounts will be able to respond.   
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IM:   [was not aware of the Google/Gmail requirement].   

 

PV:  [suggested that, because she and Ian both have Gmail accounts, the Google Forms survey 

should be tested by someone who does not.]    

 

GL  “The town doesn’t have a Google account, so maybe Victoria could go in and try it.” 

(1:28:55) 

 

IM:  Yup.  

 

PA: (1:29:00) I thought it was interesting that when I tried to test it, it automatically entered my  

account. 

 

IM: [explained this was probably because Peter had logged into Google at some point.]  

 

BS:  Can we approve the survey . . . (1:29:28)   

 

[interjecting] PV: the content  

 

BS: ... the content, and then if we have some questions about the technical stuff then we’ll 

work that out.” 

 

IM:   “We’ll email Victoria and I’ll cc: you [pointing to Pamela].  Do you guys want me to 

keep cc:ing the whole group. . . ? 

 

PV:  [to SC] Is that okay?   

 

SC:  Yeah, that’s actually okay. . . . if it’s inclusive of everyone.   

 

SC:  Alright so we had a motion made and seconded to approve the survey with the 

addition of the question.  

 

All those in favor 

 Aye 

 

SC:  The ayes have it 
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