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Introduction 

 

In October of 2016, a survey of Middletown Springs residents was designed and administered by 

the Middletown Springs Planning Commission.  The purpose of the survey was to learn what the 

residents of Middletown Springs value about their town and to identify resident preferences for 

revising/updating the Middletown Springs Town Plan for 2016-17 (a legal requirement).   

 

Participants were identified through town office records from the Grand List and Voter Checklist 

and were mailed a questionnaire inviting participation. A total of approximately 400 residents 

and landowners were mailed surveys and 99 responded to the mailing, a return rate of almost 

25%. This compares to 158 responses out of 588 surveys mailed in 2011 or just under 27%. 

 

The survey contained questions in 6 sections: Part 1 - Your satisfaction with the current level of 

services in Middletown Springs, Part 2 – Your opinions about living in Middletown Springs, Part 

3 – Priorities for the new Town Plan, Part 4 – Your opinions about some important planning 

issues, Part 5 – Economic development options and Part 6 – Information about the respondents. 

 

The following are some key findings from the survey. 
 

General Findings 

 

1. Respondent characteristics.  Approximately 25% of Middletown Springs voters and 

landowners participated in the survey. Seventy-six percent of respondents have lived in town 

over 10 years.  Eight-five percent of respondent are over the age of 50. Over 89% of 

respondents had their primary residence in town and 100% owned their homes. Sixty-four 

percent described their living situation as a couple with no children at home while 22% were 

a couple with children.  About 93% of respondents reported being aware of the Town Plan 

with over half of those stating they were familiar with the Plan.  Ninety five percent of 

respondents reported having access to the internet in their homes 

2. Quality of life in Middletown Springs.  Residents were asked whether the town had 

become more desirable, less desirable, or stayed the same over the period of time they lived 

in Middletown Springs.  Almost half of the respondents (46%) indicated the town had stayed 

the same, while 40 percent indicated the town had become less desirable, and 14 percent 

indicated the town had become a more desirable place to live. 

3. Satisfaction with level of services in town.  Residents were asked to rate the level of their 

satisfaction with town services.  The highest rated services , with average ratings above 4.2 

out of 5, were the transfer station and recycling center, the library and fire protection.  The 

lowest rated services, with an average below 3.2 out of 5, were education, recreation and 

police protection.  All other services received average ratings between 4.2 and 3.2. 
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Priorities for the new Town Plan 

 

Residents were asked to rate their priorities for the new town plan from among 36 items 

related to economic development, education, energy, housing, town facilities, land use, 

recreation, telecommunications and transportation on a scale ranging from 1 (low priority) to 

5 (high priority).  Looking at average ratings for all respondents, three items emerged as high 

priority (4+); 1) preserving agricultural lands, 2) improving telephone service during power 

outages and 3) activating the existing cell tower.  Eleven items emerged as medium-high 

priority (3.5-4): 1) protect school choice for MTS students, 2) encourage small businesses to 

locate in MTS, 3) increase energy efficiency in public buildings, 4) develop siting guidelines 

for commercial wind or solar installations, 5) encourage the use of homeowner programs to 

increase energy efficiency, 6) increase awareness of programs to help homeowners maintain 

their properties, 7) preserve wildlife habitat, 8) preserve scenic views, 9) preserve the 

Poultney River corridor, 10) regulate development on scenic ridgelines, and 11) improve the 

quality of the road system.  All other items received an average rating in the medium to low 

priority ranges. 

  

Preferences on planning issues: 

 

1. Zoning. Residents were asked to choose from 3 options for MTS to follow for zoning in the 

next five years: 1) No change, 2) develop a guide for land use, or 3) draft a zoning plan for 

inclusion in the town plan.  About 30 % indicated a preference for “no change”, 22 % 

preferred a guide to land use, 42 % preferred either comprehensive zoning or specific zoning 

ordinances to improve eligibility for state funding. About 7 % offered no opinion. 

2. Waste transfer station.  Residents were asked about moving the waste transfer station to 

another location. 54% would prefer to see the station remain where it is.  A combined total of 

35% would prefer to have the transfer station moved, either to a new location near the village 

center or to some other location. The remainder had no opinion. 

3. Ridgeline and higher elevation development.  Residents were asked whether the town 

should adopt an ordinance to regulate development on higher elevation and steep slope areas.  

Over 49% favored adopting such an ordinance while over 43%  felt there should be no 

change.  The remainder expressed no opinion. 

4. Renewable energy siting.  Residents were asked whether the town should develop a land 

use map that would guide commercial energy project siting.  64% were in favor of 

developing such a map and over 70% felt that the town should seek assistance from the 

Rutland Regional Planning Commission.  54% felt that this should be a priority for the town 

5. Housing development.  Residents were asked what types of housing they would prefer to 

see in town.  Single family housing received by far the highest score (4.1 out of 5).  Low 

income housing, condominiums and mobile homes all received score below 2.The rest 

received scores from 3.2 to 2. 

6. Land use ordinances.  Residents were asked their opinions about whether the town should 

consider adopting ordinances to regulate specific land uses. Over 70% of residents felt the 

town should consider ordinances to regulate heavy industry, commercial wind and solar 

installations, commercial signs, salvage cars, gas stations and unkempt properties.  Less than 

30% felt that ordinances to regulate farmland, residential solar installations and playgrounds 

should be considered.  The remainder fell in a range from 40% to 70% who felt specific 

ordinances should be considered.   
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Economic Development: 

 

Residents were asked what types of economic development they favored for the town.               

Five areas received scores of over 4 out of a possible 5; agriculture, bed & breakfasts, artisans & 

craftspeople, restaurants & delis and home-based businesses.  Renewable energy production 

received a score of just under 3 and heavy industry received a score below 2.  All of the rest 

received average scores (in the threes). 

 

Residents were asked about their awareness of and support for the Creative Economy Project.  

Almost 65% reported awareness of the project with a similar percent having a favorable opinion 

of the work that has been done.  72% felt that the town should adopt the findings of this project 

and over 80% felt that future economic development efforts should focus on strengthening and 

encouraging agriculture, artists, artisans and similar small businesses.  87% felt that future 

economic development efforts should be undertaken by a combination of community volunteers 

and town officials.  Less than 50%, however, felt that town resources should be allocated to this 

effort. 

 

Open-ended question responses: 

 

Residents were asked what features of Middletown Springs they wanted to stay the same and 

what features they would like to see changed in the future. The most frequently mentioned 

features of the town that should stay the same include:  1) natural rural setting with minimal 

development, 2) sense of community and 3) unobstructed ridgelines. 

 

The most frequently mentioned features of the town that should change include:  1) decreasing 

property taxes, 2) cleaning up junk vehicles, 3) acquiring cell service, 4) building a new town 

office and 5) regulating commercial wind and solar installations. 

 

Overall message.  Middletown Springs residents like their town and the peaceful, rural lifestyle 

it offers.  They do not want to see much change in the town’s physical appearance with the 

exception of improving the appearance of the village part of the town, especially by cleaning up 

entrances to the village, limiting unregistered vehicles in public view and furthering private 

property maintenance when in public view. They would like to see new retail activity and 

services in the village center. They like the rural, agricultural character of the town and want to 

maintain the town’s natural beauty, especially the ridgelines and open land.  The majority of 

residents do not support a comprehensive zoning ordinance to regulate all land use but residents 

are open to the idea of exploring land use ordinances for specific purposes, particularly where 

they may protect the environment and scenery.  Residents feel the property tax burden is too high 

and the perceived cost of operating the Middletown Springs Elementary School is the primary 

locus of this concern. 

 

The Planning Commission thanks the respondents for their participation in this survey.  We 

received many thoughtful comments and will attempt to take these into account as the new Town 

Plan is drafted. 


