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I. Introduction 
 
The Mad River Valley (Valley) Schools (Fayston, Moretown, Waitsfield, and 
Warren Elementary Schools as well as the Harwood Union Middle and High 
School) collectively provide a high quality education service to the Valley 
community.   However, this service is at risk because of increasing pressures 
from:  
 
   The Vermont public education funding system (Act 68); 
   Rapidly rising Valley property values; 
   A decreasing school population (in some towns); 
   Increasing health care, fuel, and other costs that affect the cost of 

delivering education services; and,  
   Mandated expenditures.  
 
It is important to note at the outset that there are three factors that affect 
the overall school tax burden – local education spending, total state 
education spending, and changes in property values.  The latter two factors 
are beyond any local control and have increased the Valley tax burden at a 
rate which is several times the rate of increase in local education spending.  
Thus, there are very few local alternatives that could have any significant 
impact on tax burdens without appropriate legislative changes. 
 
As a result of these pressures, which increase costs, escalate property taxes, 
and overall make it very challenging to continue to deliver quality education, 
there is renewed interest for the individual schools to think and work more 
like one Mad River Valley community school and to objectively assess 
whether there are new ideas that can be used to help continue delivering a 
high quality service for a reasonable price. 
 
The Education Synergy and Quality Study Group (ESQ) was formed in 
the Fall of 2006 to study these issues.  The idea was for this group to do an 
independent analysis and return the results of the study to the Washington 
West School Boards Union school board and the local school boards for them 
to consider implementing any ideas that resulted from the study. The ESQ 
Group has 11 participants, including the Washington West Superintendent; 
the Principals of Fayston, Moretown, Waitsfield and Warren schools; various 
school board members; and community members.  The objective of the ESQ 
Group was to study various alternatives that would effect local education 
spending to determine if they offer operational efficiencies and/or financial 
benefits to the elementary schools in the Valley.  A key focus was to insure 
that any actions considered do not compromise education quality but rather 
improve quality, if possible.  
 
The ideas studied include: 
 
   Sharing and collaboration on infrastructure and services.  Currently some 

of the Valley schools are collaborating on transportation, food service, 
preschool, substitute teacher pooling, job sharing for co-curricula 
positions (art, music, PE, etc.) and some bulk purchasing.   The ESQ 
Group looked at other areas, such as sharing administrators between 
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small schools; broadening the collaboration on transportation; additional 
bulk purchasing and job sharing opportunities; redefining roles and 
responsibilities at the Washington West central office to include direct 
supervision of school based staff and building and grounds maintenance 
pooling. 

   Various consolidation options.  These run across a broad spectrum of 
alternatives, such as, consolidating school districts / boards;  various 
options  for consolidating school buildings or grades; and even town 
consolidation. 

   Privatization.   It may be possible to deliver some education services at a 
comparable or better quality for less cost by privatizing these services.  
These alternatives also run across a broad spectrum, including full 
privatization of schools; partial privatization (of certain offerings, such as 
language, music, advanced math); and creating a boarding school for 
tuition paying non-residents. 

 
The remainder of this report contains the details of: the methodology of the 
study, analysis and detailed conclusions, details on the various areas studied, 
and other background information. 
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II. Summary of Summary of Conclusions & RecommendationConclusions & Recommendationss   
 
Conclusions 

 
The following are the conclusions that the ESQ Group has reached: 
 
   Implementing additional areas of sharing collaboration will help 

control spending, while maintaining or improving the quality of 
education.  Following on the already successful areas of collaboration 
could increase efficiency, teamwork and educational quality.  The report 
presents prioritized recommendations for future collaboration 

   At the present time, consolidation does not appear to offer 
significant benefits for the Valley elementary schools, however, 
enrollments should be monitored on a regular basis and this 
conclusion should be reconsidered, along with Harwood Union 
School, as demographic changes occur.   After studying current and 
projected enrollment data and detailed school budgets, and analyzing 
various alternatives, there does not appear to be significant enough 
operational efficiencies and/or financial benefits to make consolidation 
feasible in the very near future. The report presents the alternatives and 
financial models to support this conclusion. 

   Partial privatization could help Valley schools reduce taxes, 
provide better service and attract new students.  Partial privatization 
pilot programs would allow Valley schools to put a “toe in the water”, 
trying out various privatized offerings that would be accessible to all 
students (for example specials; Language, Music, Art) that would be 
moved off the local education budget and funded through fees and other 
fundraising sources. The result could be tax savings and enhanced 
opportunities for students.  It could also help attract new, tuition paying 
students.  The report describes a plan to implement one or more pilot 
programs. 

   While potential tax savings would likely be modest in the areas 
studied (in the range of 5 to 15%), they are still worthy of being 
considered for implementation.  Significant cost and tax savings can 
only be obtained by making changes at the state level.   

 

Recommendations  

 

   To support future collaboration representatives from each school should 
work with the WWSU Business Manager to develop a process for shared 
purchasing and establish target areas.  The Superintendent and the 
school Administrators should design and implement processes for: 1) 
sharing similar part-time job openings; 2) interviewing, supervision and 
scheduling of shared staff, and 3) redefining Central Office roles for 
support and consistency. 

   Consolidation should be reconsidered by an appropriate Valley-wide 
committee at least every two years, or sooner if any school is considering 
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a major capital expenditure, or if projected enrollments or educational 
quality change significantly. 

   Each school should review local opportunities for taking advantage of 
privatization and move forward as appropriate opportunities arise.  If 
possible, a grant should be obtained to fund a development position at 
Washington West Supervisory Union to facilitate privatization programs. 

 

These Conclusions and Recommendations are explained more fully in the 
materials that follow in the report. 
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III. MethodologyMethodology 
  
In early discussions, the ESQ group determined that the first step towards a 
solution is to have a clear understanding of the facts and choices. To achieve 
this understanding, a well defined methodology was created: 
 
1.1.   Define the problem – Local education taxes are too high and are 

increasing too rapidly. A variety of possible Valley wide alternatives to this 
problem needed to be examined. While defining the problem it became 
clear that the final ESQ Group report would have to cover as many of the 
alternatives as possible.  

2.2.   Form smaller working groups - Each of the three working groups was 
chartered to look into one of the major focus areas, i.e.  1) sharing and 
collaboration on infrastructure and services, 2) consolidation, and 3) 
privatization. 

3.3.   Develop possible solutions – The next step was for each work group to 
define the potential solutions for its area and review that with the entire 
ESQ Group before starting the research.  For example, the potential 
solutions defined for the privatization area were: 

 
   Full privatization (i.e. the St. Johnsbury solution). 
   Partial privatization – Privatize some offerings, such as language, 

music, advanced math and charge separate tuition with 
scholarships to make these programs need blind.  This might 
include restructuring the school day into core offerings that meet 
the mandated school quality standards and privatized electives. 

   Boarding school – Extend either of the two previous ideas to 
include a targeted boarding school for tuition paying “out of 
towners”. Examples of potential targets include; behaviorally 
challenged children, a ski academy, resort training, or a general 
outdoors / environmental program. 

 

4.4.   Research – Research included finding and reviewing source documents 
and conducting discussions and interviews with key players around the 
state.  This material is referenced throughout the report and a complete 
list of sources is in the Appendix. 

5.  Form conclusions – Once research was completed each work group met 
and formed conclusions.  The conclusions were then reviewed and 
discussed by the entire ESQ Group to form a consensus.   
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IV.  Analysis and Detailed Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

A.  Sharing and collaboration on infrastructure and services 

 

1. Introduction 

 
The ESQ group sought to analyze the financial and educational feasibility and 
potential impact of sharing school resources for the purpose of controlling 
education spending – while maintaining or increasing the quality of 
education. The ESQ group began with the identification of existing areas 
where such collaboration is currently successful. Areas of current 
collaboration include food service (Fayston and Waitsfield), bussing (WWSU 
schools except Warren), preschool (WWSU Partnership), substitute pooling 
and bulk purchasing of paper (WWSU wide).  
 
 The benefits of collaboration across schools within the WWSU include 
improved work conditions, administrative efficiency (i.e. sharing staff 
evaluation responsibilities), financial advantage and increasing the pool of 
qualified candidates for part time positions.  It is also anticipated that these 
advantages will increase productivity, teamwork, and educational quality.  
Any cost or tax savings from additional collaboration are difficult to quantify 
at this time.  While they may not be significant, the benefits of collaboration 
suggest it is worthwhile nonetheless. 
 
2. Recommendations 
 
 
 The following is a prioritized list of recommendations for areas of 
future consideration.  
 
a.       Job sharing for co-curricular teaching positions such as art, music, 
physical education and other roles that tend to be part-time should be 
expanded and formalized.   It may be possible that the Washington West 
Supervisory Union Central Office play a role in coordinating the posting of 
such jobs, interviewing of candidates and hiring with input from participating 
school districts. Supervision of such employees could be streamlined to occur 
at the local level by one lead administrator in consultation with other key 
stakeholders.  

 
The benefits of combining multiple part-time jobs into full-time benefited 
positions may include attracting a larger and more highly qualified candidate 
pool. Full-time positions would likely contribute to educational consistency 
and the longevity (less turn over) of employees. It also facilitates the sharing 
of materials between schools, making it unlikely that every school would 
need to purchase all curricular materials, thereby cutting costs. More efficient 
supervision of staff makes better use of administrative time and streamlines 
the recordkeeping duties at WWSU. 
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b.      Bulk purchasing of both educational and other supplies, as well as the 
pooling of building and grounds resources, is an area of high priority for 
future exploration. Coordination of this at the Supervisory Union level – 
having one purchasing agent, most likely the business manager – would be 
critical.   
 
It is unlikely that such infrastructure sharing would have a direct impact on 
educational quality, however, money saved through the “buying power” of 
bulk purchasing could be channeled into direct student services or used to 
reduce education spending. The sharing of building and grounds equipment 
(floor buffers, etc., that are used only occasionally), and curriculum and 
assessment resources,  could provide a cost savings. Once again, the 
coordination and scheduling of the use of such equipment and resources 
would require WWSU assistance. 
 
c.    Central Office roles to include striking the proper balance of direct 
supervision of school-based staff should be considered. Specific areas of 
consideration should be (1) making the curriculum coordinator responsible 
for developing and implementing a local comprehensive assessment plan, (2) 
curriculum coordinator continuing to design and coordinate staff development 
activities for schools and becomes involved with building-level initiatives and 
(3) special education coordinator supporting the building administrators to 
supervise personnel and all aspects of program implementation at the local 
level and attends high need meetings, provided consultation and staff 
training and continues to facilitates hiring, etc.  

 
The benefits of this type of restructuring may include allowing building 
administrators the opportunity and time to better support general and special 
education and allow the special education coordinator’s expertise to weigh 
into all aspects of programming on a consistent basis. Additionally, by having 
the curriculum coordinator work across school, education and professional 
continuity increases, moving more toward the Supervisory Union’s goal of 
common skills for students entering middle school. 
 
d.      The ESQ group recommends further study, including a cost analysis, 
on the benefits of broadening the transportation network to include Warren. 
Additionally, limited ridership on some busses should prompt the exploration 
of using smaller busses or vans.  This recommendation should be considered 
as part of negotiations with transportation contractor.  Such future 
exploration should consider the financial impact of broadening the system on 
all schools within WWSU and is a medium priority for exploration.  

 
The benefits of expanding the bussing system may include shorter bus rides 
for students, which may positively impact the quality of children’s overall day 
and school experience. Additionally, the consolidation of busses at smaller 
school could provide a financial benefit. As well, the addition of Warren into 
the negotiated agreement could afford the Supervisory Union the ability to 
leverage bulk “buying power,” similar to that mentioned earlier. This area of 
recommendation also ties in with current interest and concerns to limit fuel 
emissions in an effort to be more environmentally sound. 
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e.      While the sharing of administrators between small schools has occurred 
on a limited basis in the past, it has met with very limited results and is a low 
priority for future exploration. It should be limited to schools whose 
population drops below a board-established threshold, if at all. 

 
The drawbacks of this approach include inconsistent and limited access to a 
building administrator. Teacher leaders, or someone to “fill in” during the 
administrator’s absence may adversely affect children by having these 
standby adults pulled from their teaching roles. Teachers would be forced to 
address issues that would otherwise be addresses by the building 
administrator, again likely removing them from their primary role with 
children and perhaps asking them to address situations for which they are 
not trained or qualified. In larger schools, this option would have an 
increasingly negative impact. This option may be more feasible if there were 
a common board governing schools, however, the School Quality Standards 
clearly establish the standard for employing a full-time principal in each 
school. 
 
3. Summary 
 
 Consolidation is a concept more benign than a major school 
restructuring effort, as it does not reach as deeply into the heart and soul of 
a community’s identity. Both concepts have the potential for significant 
financial and educational impact. Financial considerations are but one of the 
important factors, yet not the most important, when considering the 
recommendations above. In the end, decisions must consider the ultimate 
impact on children, as they are the heart of the matter. 
 
 The Valley has quality schools that can grow and improve – financially 
and academically – through infrastructure sharing. The recommended areas 
above will support these schools in their efforts to improve, become more 
financially and organizationally efficient, and link communities within the 
Valley without diminishing each community’s sense of well-being and 
identity. 
 

The following future steps are recommended. 
 
a.  An authorized representative from each of the Valley schools 

should meet with the WWSU business manager to discuss the specific 
benefits – financial and educational –  of shared purchasing. This sub-
committee should work with the business manager and principals to outline a 
proposed process for shared purchasing as well as target areas. 

 
b.   The Superintendent should work with the WWSU building 

administrators and central office staff to design a process by which 
communication about similar part-time job openings between schools is 
shared on a common timeline (i.e. postings are for multiple schools.) The 
group should also establish a unified and collaborative interview process and 
create protocol for the supervision and scheduling of shared staff. 
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The Central Office should establish a process so that there is  at least 
one annual meeting for employees   to discuss upcoming purchases and how 
materials may be shared in order to make the best use of funds. 

 
c. The Superintendent should work with individual principals to 

establish how redefined Central Office roles may support each school and 
provide consistency throughout the Supervisory Union. (i.e. for some 
schools, direct WWSU supervision of special educators may increase the 
comprehensiveness and consistency of feedback.) 

 
 

IV.  Analysis and Detailed Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

B.  Consolidation 

 
1.   Introduction 
 
The objective of this area of study was to determine if full or partial 
consolidation of the Valley schools offers any operational efficiencies and/or 
financial benefits, or if consolidation could improve the quality of education.  
There is an established procedure for consolidating schools in Vermont (See 
generally 16 V.S.A. Chapter 11) 
 
The following scenarios were considered: 
 
a) Full consolidation.  This scenario would combine Warren, Waitsfield, 
Fayston and Moretown into 1 elementary school.  
 
b) Consolidating certain grades into specific schools.  This scenario would not 
involve closing any school, but rather various combinations for concentrating 
certain grades in one or more schools would be considered.  For example, all Pre-
K through 3 grade students from Fayston and Warren attend the Warren school 
and have all 4 through 6 grade students from Fayston and Warren go to the 
Fayston school.  Other possibilities involve consolidating certain grades into 3 or 4 
schools, such as all Pre-K through 1 go to Warren. There are a large number of 
permutations of this idea that can be considered involving all four schools. 
 
c) Partial consolidation.  This scenario would involve closing one school and 
merging the students and necessary staff into the remaining three schools.  There 
was no preconceived idea that one school or another was a better candidate for 
closure, rather all possible combinations involving the four schools were  
considered.              
 
d) Consolidating school districts.  This scenario would involve merging the four 
independent school districts into one.  It would not involve any changes to the 
schools per se.  There would be only one school board representing all the 
schools.  This is the idea being studied the Vermont School Commissioner Richard 
Cate.  It was decided to study this scenario indirectly, by  drawing any conclusion 
on the benefits of such a change after studying the benefits to be obtained by 
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school consolidation and other cooperative efforts covered elsewhere in this report 
( See infrastructure and services sharing section). 
 
2. Full consolidation. 
 
This scenario was not studied in any serious detail once the school 
demographics and capacity data for the 2006-2007 school year was analyzed 
(see Enrollment Chart, page 14 and School Capacity Chart, page 15).  There 
are numerous stumbling blocks to implementing such an idea.  Without 
considering any of the potential benefits, it is clear that the significant extra 
financial costs of this scenario would greatly outweigh any potential financial 
or quality benefits.   None of the four schools have the land or the septic 
capacity available to allow its facilities to be expanded to accommodate what 
would be a huge increase in students and classrooms (i.e. approximately 
tripling in size).  There does not appear to be any land available that is 
already owned by any of the towns that has the location and size to facilitate 
one large school with 30+ classrooms.  Furthermore, while there are state 
and federal funds available for construction of new school buildings, the 
situation would not meet the necessary criteria of “critical need” in the State  
Board of Education Rules.  The four current school buildings are well 
maintained and  there is no overcrowding situation to satisfy the “urgent 
needs” test to justify funds being made available.   
 
3.  Consolidating certain grades into specific schools. 
 
It is possible that this scenario could yield some benefits.  There may be 
efficiencies if certain grades were located in one facility.  This may result in 
fewer classes.  This technique might also help smooth out the significant year 
to year fluctuations in grade size that some schools experience.      
 
Whatever financial savings there may be in this scenario, there will be less 
savings than could be achieved by the Partial Consolidation scenario below.   
In addition,  there would likely be increased transportation costs in this 
scenario.  It is hard to determine if there might be any improvement in the 
quality of education in this scenario or to quantify it.  In addition, there are a 
significant number of combinations and permutations that would have to be 
studied.  For these reasons, this scenario was not considered in a significant 
depth at this time. 
 
4.    Partial Consolidation. 
 
An analysis of enrollment was considered to determine if one or more schools could be 
closed.  While there was no preconceived idea that one school or another was a better 
candidate for closure, the school demographics and capacity data  limits which schools 
could even be considered (see Enrollment Chart, page 14 and School Capacity Chart, 
page 15).      As the data shows, the total school population  is 576 students.  The only 
three school combination that yields greater than 576 capacity is Moretown, Warren, 
and Waitsfield.  Thus the only viable scenario to consider is closing Fayston.  There 
would be 128 extra capacity in the three remaining schools to absorb the 114 Fayston 
students.       
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Of the current total of 35 teachers, only 32 teachers would be needed in the 
three remaining schools after consolidation, but there are only 31 
classrooms.  The only way to easily resolve this, without adding a classroom, 
would be to make a change in Warren.  Warren offers more in early 
education programs than the other schools. Currently Warren has separate 3 
year old and 4 year old Pre-K classrooms. If the 3 year old Pre-K was 
eliminated, only 4 Pre-K classrooms would be needed for a total of 31.  Even 
though the chart shows 32 classrooms are needed, only 31 will be assumed 
for the analysis.   
 
This analysis also ignores what could be a difficult logistic problem to 
determine exactly how many students from each grade (and which ones) go 
to which school.   For example, if 4 classrooms are needed for a certain 
grade, how is that to be spread over only 3 school buildings?   Ideally, the 
Fayston students would be given a choice of schools to attend, but it is more 
likely they would have to be assigned because of space constraints.  
Logistically, it would make the sense for Fayston students in the German 
Flats Road area to attend Warren, those in the Bragg Hill Area to attend 
Waitsfield, and those in North Fayston area to attend Moretown.  Even this 
distribution of students might be difficult to achieve given how little excess 
capacity there is at each of the three schools. 
 
This analysis was based on the assumed “ideal” maximum number of 
students per room as listed.  These figures are generally used by the local 
school boards in planning class sizes.  The actual maximum (see School 
Quality Standards, Section 2120.8.2, Vermont State Board of Education, 
Manual of Rules and Practices) is slightly higher – 19 for K thru 3 and 24 for 
4 thru 8.  Using these higher figures would have not created a different result 
in the analysis however. 
                      Enrollment Chart 
                                      2006 – 2007 School year 
 
Grade  PK K 1  2  3  4  5  6  TOTAL 
           
Fayston   10 11 15 13 13 20 15 17 114 
Moretown   21 16 16 20 25 17 18 24 157 
Waitsfield   22 14 28 14 22 18 22 24 164 
Warren   25 15 14 21 11 12 22 21 141 
           
Total per 
grade 78 56 73 68 71 67 77 86 576 
           
Maximum 
students  
per room 16 18 18 18 18 22 22 24  
           
No. of 
rooms 
needed 4.9 3.1 4.0 3.8 3.9 3.1 3.5 3.6 29.9 
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Full rooms 
needed 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 33.0 

                                       
                                  
 
 
 
 
                              School Capacity Chart 
 

 School # of Excess # of 
Classroom. 

 Capacity Classrooms Capacity Teachers 
     
     
 Fayston 145 8 31 7.0 
Moretown 200 10 43 8.8 
Waitsfield 190 10 26 10.2 
Warren 200 11 59 9.0 
     
Total 
With 
Fayston 735 39 159 35 
     
Total 
Without 
Fayston 

      590 

                  
                
            31 

                                 
              
       
128  

Total 
Without 
Moretown 

       
      535  

 
           
      116  

Total 
Without 
Warren 
       535        100  
Total 
Without 
Waitsfield       545        133  

 
Note:  The preceding is a simplistic analytical exercise that does not fully 
consider education quality. 
 
5.  Budget analysis assuming closing Fayston School 
 
The analysis of the 2006-2007 Fayston school budget will consider two cases 
– one is a conservative view on what costs could be eliminated (called the 
Minimum Savings case) and the other case is a less conservative case based 
on reasonable assumptions (called the Maximum Savings case).  Each 
category follows a line item in Exhibit A, page 22-23. 
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Regular Education 
 
This category includes Salaries and Benefits for 8.6 teachers.  This includes 7 
Classroom teachers and 1.4 specialist teachers (.4 Art, .4 Language, .4 Phys. 
Ed, and .4 music) for Fayston.   The average full time salary for this group is 
$ 44,266.  The average full time benefits costs are $ 14,557.  If teachers are 
RIFF’d, the least experienced, least expensive teachers are let go first.  
However, assume for this exercise average salaries.    Assume for both the 
Min and Max case that only 4 classroom teachers from Fayston are needed.  
(31 total teachers instead of 35.)  Savings would be 3 times  
$ 44,266 or $ 132,798 for salaries and 3 times $ 14,557 or $ 43,671 for 
benefits.    
 
For the Min case it is assumed all specialist teachers are needed. For the Max 
case, it is assumed that 89 percent of the specialist teachers are needed.  
The 89 percent is based on taking the ratio of 31 classroom teachers (new) 
to 35 classroom teachers (old) (i.e. .89) and assuming the same 
approximate scale down in specialist teachers could be accomplished.   For 
Art, there are 1.6 total teachers in the 4 schools now, so only 89 percent or 
1.4 will be needed.  This is .2 less than today and that represents half of the 
current Fayston Art teacher.  Assume this one half reduction holds true for all 
the Fayston specialist teachers, so that only .8 rather than 1.6 are needed.  
Savings would be .8 times $ 44,266 or $30,986 for salaries and .8 times  
$ 14,557 or $10,190 for benefits.   
 
The costs for Contracted Services and Materials and Equipment are largely 
based on the number of pupils so the assumed savings would be $0 in both 
Min and Max case. 
 
Special Education & Essential Early Ed and Compensatory Education 
 
All the costs categories for Special Education & Essential Early Ed and 
Compensatory Education are largely based on the individual pupils served.  
Although there may be some efficiencies in labor that could be achieved, it is 
complicated and very hard to estimate at this point.  The assumed savings 
would be $0 in both Min and Max case. 
 
Guidance Services and Health Services 
 
The School Quality Standards require, at a minimum,  that there shall be no 
more 400 students per school counselor (See Section 2120.8.4) and no more 
than 500 students per school nurse (See Section 2120.8.5).   Fayston has .3 
full time equivalent nursing staff and .4 equivalent full time counseling staff. 
In the Min case no savings will be assumed and in the Max case assumed 
efficiencies should permit one half of the resource to be saved or $ 5909 for 
a guidance counselor and $ 6856 for a nurse. 
 
Speech Services 
 
These services are student specific and there would be no savings in either 
the Min or Max case. 
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Improvement of Instruction 
 
These workshops would be come redundant services if Fayston teachers are 
moved to another school and the $ 3300 can be eliminated in both the Min 
and Max case. 
 
Education Media 
 
The School Quality Standards require 1 full time equivalent person for each 
300 students.  The 4 schools employ a total of 2 FTE persons for just under 
600 students and therefore these costs would not be eliminated in either the 
Min or Max case by closing one school. 
 
Board Expense 
 
These costs would be eliminated in both the Min and Max cases as there 
would be no Fayston board. 
 
Washington West General Assessment 
 
This expense is allocated to the schools based on student population per 
school.  The costs would not be eliminated in either the Min or Max cases but 
would be re-allocated to the other schools. 
 
Administration 
 
This total expense of $ 113,122 could be eliminated in both the Min and Max 
cases. 
 
Fiscal Services 
 
These services are provided by the supervisory union and are allocated based 
on the student population per school.  The costs would not be eliminated in 
either the Min or Max cases but would be re-allocated to the other schools. 
 
Maintenance 
 
The assumption is that if the Fayston school were closed the building would 
be sold, rented, or converted to another non-school use by the town.  Once 
the students are moved maintenance costs would no longer be a school 
responsibility so the entire expense would be eliminated in both the Min and 
Max cases. 
 
Daily Transportation 
 
These are allocated costs based on a fixed contract to provide 22 buses to 
the supervisory union.  In the short term these costs would have to be 



Education Synergy and Quality Study Group Final Report  
 

9/4/07  17 of 47 

absorbed by the remaining three schools in both the Min and Max cases.  In 
the longer term route could be analyzed to likely achieve some savings. 
 
 
 
Debt Service 
 
The total principal balance is approximately $ 205,000.  The assumption is 
that the balance would be paid off when the building is sold or that rental 
received would cover the period principal and interest payments, so that 
these costs would be eliminated in both the Min and Max cases. 
 
Food service 
 
These costs would likely not be eliminated in either case. 
 
The total savings determined would range from $ 449,697 in the Min case to 
$ 508,883 in the Max case.  The total costs that cannot be eliminated and 
would be allocated to the remaining 3 schools are either $  876,684 (Min 
case) or $ 817,498  (Max case). 
 
6. Resulting school costs and tax implications with closing Fayston school 
 
Since there is only approximately $ 54,000 difference between the two cases, 
the figures from the Minimum Savings case will be used to recalculate the 
2006-07 costs and taxes for the 4 towns.  It is assumed that the 114 Fayston 
students would choose or be reassigned as follows:   53  to Warren (46  %), 
23 to Waitsfield (20  %), and 38 to  Moretown (34  %). This percentage of 
distribution is based on each school’s portion of the available excess capacity.  
Fayston costs that are not eliminated (i.e. $ 654,790) would be allocated to 
the three schools on the same percentage.  These costs do not include 
special education (i.e. $ 168,517) and transportation (i.e. $ 75,856) costs 
that would be paid by Fayston since these costs are not included in tuition.   
 
For this analysis, first a new budget, the per pupil costs (“Education 
Spending per Equalized Pupil”) and resultant tax implications were calculated 
for Warren, Waitsfield, and Moretown after adding in the additional Fayston 
students, expenses, and tuition revenue (see Exhibit B, 24.)  These 
calculations show that the residential tax rate for the 3 towns would go down 
in a range of only 2.95% to 7.15 %.  Then the new Fayston budget, the per 
pupil costs and resultant tax implications were calculated after adding in: 1) 
the different tuition costs charged by the three towns for Fayston elementary 
students; 2) additional costs that are not included in tuition calculations (i.e. 
special education and transportation costs); and 3) the usual Harwood 
assessment, to determine the total local education spending and resultant 
tax rate (See Case A, Exhibit C, page 25).  These calculations show that 
Fayston’s tax rate would only go down .51%.    
 
Exhibit B, page 24 shows the recalculations for the 2006 taxes in each of the 
4 towns assuming the lower residential tax rates.  The total taxes saved by 
all the residential taxpayers from each town range from .22% in Fayston to 
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3.19% in Moretown, and in absolute dollars range from $8,803 in Fayston to 
$ 148,045 in Warren.1  
 
An additional case was run in Exhibit C assuming the 3 receiving towns would 
lower their tuition rates by the same percentage as their per pupil costs go 
down.  While this yields a more favorable result for Fayston (3.26% versus 
.051%) (see Case B, Exhibit C, page 25), the savings would be less favorable 
for the other three towns in Case B compared to Case A.  The recalculation of 
2006 taxes in each of the 4 towns was not done for Tuition Case B, since it is 
assumed the differences would not be meaningful.  It is possible that the 
three towns would agree to charge the exact same tuition rate so the 
differences would not be a factor in school choice, but this would also have a 
negligible effect on the overall results. 
 
Another case was run to see what would happen if the 4 towns formed a 
unified school district and allocated total costs just as the Harwood costs are 
allocated today (see Exhibit D, page 26).   In this case, the elementary 
school budgets from the 4 towns were totaled, after subtracting the cost 
savings from consolidating Fayston students, i.e. the Min savings case from 
Exhibit A. This yields a total cost of $ 6,374,401.   This amount was then 
allocated to each of the 4 towns, based on a ratio of that town’s Equalized 
PreK through 6th grade pupils, to the district total number of Equalized PreK 
through 6th grade pupils.  This yields very different results than the case 
based on tuitioning Fayston students.  Results range from negative savings 
for residential taxpayers in Warren to 11.2 % savings for Moretown and in 
absolute dollars range from - $ 4,135 (increase)  in Warren to $156,721 in 
Moretown.   It should be noted that the savings in Exhibit D, page 26 may be 
overstated in that some schools might receive less revenue as any current 
tuition payments they might be receiving would be eliminated.   
 
Exhibit E, page 28 contains a comparison of the tuition based case (Exhibit 
B) and the unified school district case ( Exhibit D).   While the results vary by 
town, the total tax savings is not that significantly different between the two 
cases.. 
 
Another possible approach would be for the 4 towns to consolidate and have 
one grand list and tax rate for everyone.  Such calculations are beyond the 
scope of this report. 
 
One additional approach to consolidation would be to send the 6th grade 
students to Harwood Union.  The analysis above shows that there is just 
enough extra room at the 3 schools (128 students) to absorb the 114 
Fayston students.  This would create only 14 “seats” in the 3 remaining 
schools, hardly a comfortable margin.  Exhibit F, page 28 is an analysis of 
the 6th grade requirements and the available extra capacity at HU to 
accommodate a 6th grade.   For the foreseeable future, there would be no 
room in the 7/8 section of HU to add the 6th grades.  However, looking at HU 
as a whole and its projected declining enrollment, there would be room by 

                                                
1 There would be no change to the tax rate or taxes for non-residents. 
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the 2009-10 timeframe.   This does not consider any logistical and facility 
issues, or cost implications.  
 
 
 
 
7.    Summary and Conclusions 

The overall conclusion of this area of study is that consolidation of the Valley 
schools – either full, partial, or consolidating certain grades – does not 
appear to offer significant enough operational efficiencies and/or financial 
benefits to be recommended at this time.  There is also no clear benefit of 
consolidation that could measurably improve the quality of education.   

There are a number of difficulties with the partial school consolidation 
scenario described above.   The logistics would be very difficult.  The 
numbers demonstrate that if the Fayston school were closed there would 
barely be enough room at the other three schools and almost no flexibility to 
accommodate unforeseen future enrollment.  It would be extremely risky to 
close one building and have only 16 open “seats” left in the three remaining 
schools.    

At the present time there does not appear to be enough concrete benefits or 
significant savings for all the towns compared to the disruption involved.  It 
is unlikely there would be enough incentive for Fayston voters, taxpayers or 
parents to support the idea of closing their school, even if school choice could 
be provided. The best case option studied for Fayston, that of a unified 
school district (Exhibit D), yields less than a 9% tax savings for Fayston 
residents and widely varying results for the other towns.  None of the options 
studied yield good enough results for all 4 Valley towns to motivate them to 
cooperate in such a consolidation effort at this time.  The total tax savings 
would be only about 60% of the less than  $ 500,000 actual cost savings.  

8.  Recommendations 

While at the present time consolidation does not appear to be a viable option 
for the Valley, this issue should reconsidered by an appropriate Valley-wide 
committee at least every two years, or sooner if any school is considering a 
major capital expenditure.  Enrollments should be monitored on a regular 
basis and this conclusion should be reconsidered as demographic changes 
occur. It also makes sense to fully incorporate Harwood Union and 
enrollment in any future consolidation studies.   

Each town clearly has it own identity, but the Valley towns do seem to be 
getting a wider sense of a “Valley” identity.  It might help any future school 
consolidation studies to consider town consolidation as well.    Consolidating 
town services with one grand list and one school district could yield bigger 
savings.  
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IV.  Analysis and Detailed Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

C. Privatization 

1. Introduction 

Before formulating recommendations it was necessary to study the various 
federal and state laws and regulations that govern schools and determine the 
framework into which any privatization alternatives would have to be 
considered.  This background material is contained in Exhibit G, page 31. 

It was also necessary to examine the various options for funding any 
privatization programs that might be offered.  This analysis is contained in 
Exhibit H, page 35.   Many of the conclusions in the report about privatization 
were based on the experiences of other schools as  obtained from interviews 
with school officials at Lyndonville Academy, St. Johnsbury Academy and the 
Mountain School. 

2. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The following are the conclusions that have been reached as a result of the 
privatization analysis: 
 
   Full privatization is not a cost reduction strategy in and of itself – 

Taking a public school private does not by itself create a different cost or 
funding structure. All the same rules and funding formulas (including Act 
68) still apply. 

   Private schools that are committed to educational excellence 
thrive, private schools that are committed only to cost reduction 
do not – What is extremely clear from the field study of several private 
schools is that private schools that are committed to deliver high quality 
service do well. They attract students and teachers (both locally, 
regionally, and from around the world if they have a boarding program) 
that make their programs vibrant. They attract funding from their 
customers, communities, and alumni that make them financially strong. 
They can expand their offerings and achieve economies of scale that allow 
them to deliver services more efficiently then their weaker competitors. 
As a result they become powerful, positive economic and social drivers in 
their local communities.  

Private schools that are formed and run chiefly to save money do not 
work. They lose students and funding to competitors (both private and 
public) who have better offerings, they fracture communities and burden 
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them with required service offerings for which there is no community 
commitment.  

   Partial privatization could hold promise for the Valley schools – 
Partial privatization would allow the Valley to put a “toe in the water”, 
trying out various privatized offerings accessible to all students (for 
example “specials” like; Language, Music, Art) that would be moved off 
the local education budget and funded through fees and other fundraising 
sources. The result could be tax savings AND a better service offering.  
See Exhibit I, 39  for a budget scenario of Warren’s proposed 2007-2008 
budget showing potential costs that could be moved off the school’s 
budget and removed from Act 68 property tax calculations.  See also 
Exhibit J, page 44  for an analysis of the tax implications if the maximum 
extent of the potential cost “reductions” in Exhibit I are obtained. 

As funding becomes tighter and competition for a declining student 
population becomes more intense, partial privatization could help Valley 
schools both reduce costs and become an “educational magnet”, attracting 
new students (both regionally and nationally given the Valley’s recreation 
offerings) and building stronger programs that can survive in the new 
environment and contribute to the economic and social health of the Valley. 
To test the waters, one or more partial privatization pilot programs could be 
run at the Supervisory Union level. These would involve district personnel 
resources who would work with interested WWSU schools to set up one or 
more programs at the elementary and / or high school level.   

An example of such an offering might be: 

   Creating a “privatized” offering of a “special”  (such as Language, Art, PE, 
or Music) that would provide a service offering that goes beyond anything 
offered in the Valley currently. 

   This offering would be funded by fees collected from the parents of the 
program participants. 

   Where there is need, scholarship funds would make up the difference. 
These funds would be found from other private fundraising sources. 

This could work by bringing in one or more well known private music 
teachers (for example, piano or violin) and have them run an “enhanced” 
music program in conjunction with a current music offering at a school. Music 
would be moved “off the books” for that year and funded through fees paid 
by the participants parents (in the case where they are capable of paying) 
and through funds raised in the community.  WWSU would provide the 
following: 

   Guidance and leadership to set up the program. 

   Help in developing a local fund raising program for scholarships. 

These privatized programs could be run at any WWSU school and be open to 
any WWSU student.  It would be valuable to attempt to secure a grant to 
fund a development person at the Supervisory Union to facilitate privatization 
offerings. 
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Refer to Exhibit G for legal and governance considerations into which any 
privatization solution must fit, Exhibit H for potential alternative revenue 
sources, Exhibit I for budget comparisons and potential budget reductions 
through privatization, Exhibit J for a tax analysis, and Exhibit K for field notes 
from visiting three private schools.
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Exhibit G:Exhibit G:   PrivatizationPrivatization  –– Legal & Governance  Legal & Governance 
ConsiderationsConsiderations  

  
A myriad of Federal, state, and local laws, regulations and policies guide 
public schools in Vermont. These form the framework into which any 
privatization solution must fit. The complete list of rules and practices 
governing the Valley schools and set by the state board of education can be 
found at: 
 
http://education.vermont.gov/new/html/board/rules.html 
 
The most critical rules can be found in the School Quality Standards at: 
 
http://education.vermont.gov/new/pdfdoc/board/rules/2000.pdf 
 
These dictate what services a public school must offer “on the books” (in the 
public education budget). Anything not covered by these standards can 
potentially be moved “off the books” and funded privately.  
 
The following are critical highlights of ALL laws that govern public schools. 
They are deemed critical as they may affect potential funding sources, what 
may or may not be funded “off the books”, and the general overall expected 
level of service delivery. 
 
Federal 
 
The 10th amendment of the U.S. Constitution states that, “The powers not 
delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the 
States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.”  Since the 
U.S. Constitution is silent on education, those powers are reserved to the 
States, or people. 
 
Historically, there have been three types of circumstances where the federal 
government has stepped in to take an active role in education: 
 
1.1.   When civil rights guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution are infringed, for 

example desegregation in the 1960’s and sex discrimination and special 
education in the 1970’s.  In those circumstances, the federal government 
established laws and mechanisms for enforcing the laws. 
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2.2.   When Congress has identified a national emergency and mobilizes 
education to address it, for example the National Defense Education Act in 
response to the Cold War and Sputnik. 

3.3.   When a class of citizens have critical needs that are not being adequately 
addressed at the state level, for example, the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 that provided resources to address the needs of 
children in poverty. 

 
In these circumstances access to federal funds was associated with 
compliance and participation in the federal programs.  The federal 
government could not force participation in federal initiatives but could and 
did “incent” participation by providing federal funds to participants. 
 
In the mid 1980’s with the publication of A Nation at Risk, the federal 
approach changed.  In the 1994 Educate America Act, the federal 
government established federal goals for education, and required that states 
that wanted to receive federal funding under the program establish rigorous 
standards for student learning and assessments to meet those standards.  
There was also a requirement for increased professional development of 
teachers and more active involvement of parents.  In 2001 the No Child Left 
Behind Act tightened the federal controls significantly through the 
requirement of a federally approved state plan and stringent accountability 
requirements.  There was little if any flexibility in how the state could 
address the federal requirements and participation was mandated if a state 
or school district was to accept any federal funds. 
 
State 
 
In the United States, providing education to the citizens is the responsibility 
of the state.  In Vermont, Section 15 of the state Constitution states that “A 
school or schools shall be established in each town, by the Legislature, for 
the convenient instruction of youth, with such salaries to the Masters, paid 
by each town, making proper use of the school lands in each town, thereby 
to enable them to instruction youth at low prices.  One grammar school in 
each county, and one university in this state ought to be established by the 
direction of the General Assembly.” 
 
In Vermont, Vermont law (Title 16) assigns the responsibility for the 
supervision over and management of the department of education and the 
public school system a seven member, Governor appointed, State Board of 
Education.  The State Board of Education is authorized to establish 
regulations to guide the public school system and to monitor the 
implementation of their regulations. 
 
Local 
 
Title 16 establishes local school districts and supervisory unions.  Elected 
school boards must establish a series of policies.  Twenty-five policies are 
required and another nine policies are recommended.  Of the twenty-five 
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required policies, nine are to comply with federal laws, 10 are to comply with 
state law, and the remaining six are to comply with state board rules. 
 
Burdensome Mandates 
 
Act 68 (Section 43) required the Commissioner of Education to identify and 
report to the legislature on mandates that are considered burdensome.  The 
Vermont School Boards Association, Superintendents Association, and 
Principals’ Association in December 2003 identified 29 laws and regulations in 
the areas of school operations, instruction, special education, licensing, 
professional development and reporting that were viewed as burdensome. 
 
 
Choices of Local Schools 
 
Most state education decisions are framed by federal requirements so the 
state and local districts can have access to federal funds.  Most local 
decisions are framed by the state education decisions.  The following table 
illustrates how this happens: 
 

Decision 
Points 

Federal 
Requirements 

State 
Requirements Local Decisions 

Who attends 
school 

Cannot 
discriminate and 
must educate all 
students 

Children between 6-
16 
Kindergarten must 
be available. 
Students must 
attend school 

Whether to educate 
students at a younger 
age 

What students 
learn 

Students with 
disabilities must 
be provided with a 
FAPE (Free 
Appropriate Public 
Education) which 
is substantially 
equal to the 
education 
provided students 
without disabilities 

Framework of 
Standards & Grade 
Level Expectations 
define what students 
need to know and be 
able to do. 
 

Which textbooks and 
instructional materials 
to use. 
Whether to teach 
areas beyond the 
Framework of 
Standards 

Who teaches 
students 

High Quality 
Teacher (HQT) 
establishes 
minimum 
standards. 

Must be properly 
licensed by the state 

Which of the 
candidates who meet 
licensing and HQT 
requirements will be 
hired 

School 
calendar 

 Must be a minimum 
of 175 student days. 
Regional calendars 
must align with the 
vocational center 

Whether to provide 
more school days 

How students 
get to school 

 A transportation 
policy must be 
developed 

Whether and, if so, 
how transportation 
will be provided 
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Decision 
Points 

Federal 
Requirements 

State 
Requirements Local Decisions 

How to help 
students who 
need additional 
assistance 

If the student has 
a disability they 
must be served 
under IDEA of 
Section 504  

Details how special 
education students 
are identified, which 
students are eligible, 
and how the 
services will be 
determined and 
provided 
Requires an 
Education Support 
System and an 
Educational Support 
Team to identify and 
assist other students 
who need help 

Which services will be 
included in the local 
educational support 
system 

How to 
measure 
academic 
progress 

Requires states to 
have assessments 
in reading and 
mathematics in 
grades 3-8 and 
one grade in the 
high school as well 
as assessments in 
writing and 
science once at 
the elementary 
and once at the 
high school level 

Identifies specific 
assessments 
(NECAP) to fulfill the 
federal requirement. 

What local 
assessments will be 
used in grades and 
areas where state 
assessments are not 
in place 

How schools 
will be held 
accountable for 
student 
performance 

Requires at least 
97% of all 
students to meet 
or exceed rigorous 
learning standards 
by 2014 

Established ways to 
use state 
assessment results 
and other indicators 
to identify schools 
that are failing. 
Established a series 
of consequences if 
schools continue to 
fail 

What format will be 
used to report  
progress to the public. 
 
What will be the plan 
to meet the 2014 goal 

How student 
discipline 
problems will 
be addressed 

 Defines how bulling 
and harassment will 
be address. 
Defines elements of 
a comprehensive 
school wide 
discipline plan 

What is out local 
approach to 
addressing the 
elements of a school 
wide comprehensive 
discipline plan 

 
This list is by no means complete but it does demonstrate the degree to 
which local decisions regarding education are at least guided and often 
directed by decisions made at the state and federal level.   
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Exhibit H:  Privatization  –– Taxation & Revenue Sources Taxation & Revenue Sources  
  

Funding for education services offered within a local school budget are 
strictly regulated by the provisions of VT Act 68 and are chiefly limited to 
what is returned to a particular locality as the result of a state wide property 
tax and associated funding formula. Privatized programs can be funded by 
other sources including other local taxes, service and use fees, contributions, 
and grants. This section described these other funding sources, analyzes 
their viability and make recommendations as to which funding sources are 
most promising.  
 
Taxes 
 
As previously mentioned, Act 68 funding is currently based entirely upon a 
local property tax; however according to Vermont state law there are several 
other types of taxes that can be levied at the discretion of the local 
government. These include: 
 
   Sales & Use Tax – Vermont state sales taxes are imposed on the buyer 

on the purchase price of tangible personal property, amusement charges, 
fabrication charges, and some public utility charges. There are 46 
exemptions from the tax which include medical items, food, 
manufacturing machinery, equipment and fuel, residential fuel and 
electricity, clothing and shoes with a purchase price of $110 or less.  
Vermont state Use Taxes are imposed on the buyer at the same rate 
(6%) as the sales tax. The buyer pays the Use Tax when the sellers fail to 
collect the Sales Tax or the items are purchased from a source where no 
tax is collected. The Use Tax applies to items taxable under the Sales Tax. 
Municipalities may also impose a 1% local option tax on the Vermont 
State Sales & Use taxes. The towns of Manchester, Stratton, and 
Williston, Vermont have a local option tax administered by the Vermont 
Department of Taxes. 

   Meals & Rooms Tax – The Vermont State Meals & Rooms tax is a 9% 
tax imposed on the purchaser of taxable meals and rental of 
accommodations in hotels. Municipalities may also impose a 1% local 
option tax on The Vermont State Meals & Rooms tax. The towns of 
Stratton and Williston, Vermont have a local option tax administered by 
the Vermont Department. 

   Alcoholic Beverages Tax – The Vermont Alcoholic beverage tax is a 
10% tax imposed upon the purchaser of any beverage classified as 
alcoholic in the state of Vermont.  Municipalities may also impose a 1% 
local option tax on The Vermont State Meals & Rooms tax. The towns of 
Stratton and Williston, Vermont have a local option tax administered by 
the Vermont Department. 

The state of Vermont does levy other taxes (income tax, gas tax, etc.), but 
there are no local options to any of these taxes. 
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Service & Use Fees 
 
Service and use fees are charges imposed upon the users of a service or 
facility by the local school. Examples of service and use fees currently 
charged by most if not all the local schools include fees for breakfast & lunch 
programs, fees for Pre-K programs, fees for after school programs, as well as 
fees for special school sponsored trips and activities. 
 
Contributions 
 
Contributions include tax deductible giving for targeted activities within the 
school. Examples include PTO fundraising, special sales of items (wreaths, 
cookies, calendars) in support of particular events, raffles, as well as direct 
market fundraising efforts of the type carried on by the Warren Fund. 
 
Grants 
 
Nationally more than 110,000 school grants are awarded colleges, high 
schools and elementary schools each year. These grants are worth over $6.5 
billion. Databases, newsletters and services that track these grants are 
available either for free or for a modest cost. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The following chart ranks each funding source on four factors, which are: 
 
   Economic impact –Does the funding source have a positive, negative, or 

neutral effect on a locality’s economic competitiveness and attractiveness 
for business and individuals considering relocation? 

   Political viability – How practical would it be to implement the funding 
source given the current local political climate? 

   Ability to fund – Can the source raise fees commensurate with or in 
excess of the program to which it is applied? 

   Fairness – Is funding “needs blind”? In other words will the funding 
source present a barrier to children of less economically privileged 
families? 

 
Source Economic Impact Political Viability Ability To Fund Fairness 
Taxes Negative Low High Low 
Service & 
Use Fees 

Neutral High High Low 

Contributions Neutral High Medium High 
Grants Neutral High Low High 
 
Taxes while the have a high ability to fund privatized programs are not very 
politically viable in the current political climate (high local taxes are what are 
driving this study in the first place!). In addition the local taxes available to 
the towns of the Mad River Valley would raise the cost of living for the local 
residence and raise the cost of visiting for tourists in a local economy that is 
still based on tourism. Finally since all the local taxes are consumption based 
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they are regressive and thus highly unfair. For example on a $ 3.10 gallon  of 
gasoline, the buyer will pay the same taxes included in the price, whether the 
buyer makes $10,000 a year or $1,000,000 a year in income. As a result of 
negative economic impact, low political viability, and low fairness, it is 
recommended that local option taxes NOT be used as a method of funding 
privatized initiatives. 
 
Service and use fees have a neutral economic impact and a high political 
viability because they are optional and because those who pay the fees 
(parents of children using the service) are often highly motivated to get the 
child the benefits of the service. They also have a high ability to fund as 
historically they have covered 50% (in the case of school lunches) to 100% 
(in the case of Pre-K, before, and after school care) of the expenses of the 
program being offered. The one draw back to service and use fees is 
fairness. A program funded entirely by service and use fees may shut out 
students and families who cannot afford to pay for the service. For this 
reason it is recommended the USE of service and use fees to support 
privatized programs, but that some needs based scholarship or subsidy 
component be used in conjunction with services and use fees to ensure that 
these privatized programs be offered on a needs blind basis. 
 
Contributions have a neutral economic impact and a high political viability for 
the same reasons as service and use fees. They are also fair as the burden 
does not fall on the users of the service but on those in the community who 
are capable of contributing. The major problem with contributions is that 
their record is spotty in terms of consistently returning the levels of funding 
that will be needed to support privatized programs. For example the Warren 
School was able to raise over $60,000 for a stage from private contributions, 
and the Fayston school raised over $100,000 for a new classroom; but most 
PTO’s in the valley are only able to raise very limited funds on an ongoing 
basis. However, visits to St. Johnsbury and Lyndonville have shown that 
professionally managed efforts targeted at the alumni of these institutions 
regularly bring in large sums of money. It is recommended that contributions 
be used in conjunction with service and use fees to allow these programs to 
be needs blind. It is also recommended that schools in the Valley pool their 
resources to purchase professional “development expertise that the private 
academies use on an ongoing basis. This development expertise should be 
used to construct that strategy for contribution / endowment programs to 
support privatized services. 
 
Grants have a neutral economic impact and a high political viability as grants 
bring sources of funds from entirely outside the local community. In addition 
because they are raised entirely outside the community they are an entirely 
fair way to fund service offerings within the community. Grants are rated low 
in their ability to fund service offerings because while substantial grants may 
be available, they almost never provide funding on an on-going basis. That 
said, grants may be an excellent way to “kick start” an offering or a set of 
offerings. In addition the concept of a public elementary school or schools 
privatizing services that are delivered on a needs blind basis to increase the 
quality of education while reducing the cost burden on the local taxpayers 
may be novel enough to attract grants at the start of out effort. It is 
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recommended that grants be used in support of the rollout of some of the 
initial privatization offerings and also in support of creating a development 
infrastructure that can substantially boost the ability to raise contributions.  
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Exhibit IExhibit I : : PrivatizationPrivatization  –– Budget Scenario Budget Scenario   
  
One of the effects of Act 68 is that if one of the Valley towns (all or which 
except Moretown are “giving” towns) wishes to spend an extra dollar on 
education, that town must raise much more than a dollar in taxes. For 
example in Warren, to spend an extra dollar on education the town must 
raise over three dollars on taxes! As a result, wherever possible, it makes 
sense to shift programs to the town municipal budget (where a dollar 
spent cost only dollar in taxes) and away from the local education budget. 
All giving towns do this to some extent, however privatization or partial 
privatization could open the door to shifting much more of the local 
education budget to “local town services” and thus out of the Act 68 
calculations. How much? Well any service or program that is shifted must 
be defensible as not required under the federal, state, and local laws 
governing what the town must provide, as a minimum, in education 
services to its local constituents. The following scenario shows which 
budget line items in Warren’s 2007 – 2008 proposed budget from the 
local education budget to a “privatized” budget and what overall effect his 
might have on the local tax burden. 
 

 Item 07-8 Proposed Reduction 07-8 Proposed 
DIRECT SERVICES       

  Regular Classroom Education       

       Classroom Teacher Salaries $395,509    $395,509  

       Early Education Salary $53,263  $53,263    

       Contracted Preschool $3,000  3,000  

       Art Salary  $10,752  $5,376  $5,376  

       Foreign Lang Salary $14,218  $7,109  $7,109  

       Physical Ed Salary $22,193  $11,097  $11,097  

       Music Salary $23,825  $11,912  $11,912  

       Temporary salaries $14,000    $14,000  

       Benefits $164,497    $164,497  

       Prof. Development $14,000  $14,000  $7,000  

       Purchased Services $1,200    $1,200  

       Equipment Repair $6,000  $3,000  $3,000  

       Materials & Equipment $23,060  $23,060 $11,530  

  Total $745,517  $131,817  $613,700  

  Special & Compensatory Education       

       Spec Ed. Salaries & Benefits $200,911    $200,911  

       Essential Early Ed. S/B $10,414    $10,414  

       Comp. Ed. Salaries & Benefits $86,530    $86,530  

       Spec. Ed. Tests & Services $70,040    $70,040  

       Spec. Ed.  Materials $2,850    $2,850  

      $370,744    $370,744  

    Less Block Grant & T1 $$ $238,816    $238,816  

    Net Spec & Comp Ed $131,929    $131,929  

  Total $1,116,262    $1,005,974  
TOTAL DIRECT SERVICES $1,861,779  $110,287  $1,598,145  
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 Item 07-8 Proposed Reduction 07-8 Proposed 
SUPPORT SERVCIES       

            

  Guidance       

       Guidance Sal. & Bens. $26,662  $26,662    

       Guidance Materials $100  $100    

  Total $26,762  $26,762    
            

  Health       

       Health Sal. & Bens. $21,199  $10,599  $10,599  

       Health Materials $750  $375  $375  

  Total $21,949  $10,974  $10,974  
            

  Speech       

       Speech Sal.  & Bens. $60,476  $60,476    

       Speech Materials $750  $750    

  Total $61,226  $61,226    
            

  Instruction Improvement       

         In Service Fund $750  $750    

  Total $750  $750    
            

  Library & Media Center       

       Salaries & Benefits $28,095  $28,095    

       Equipment Repair $1,000  $1,000    

       Supplies & Equipment $400  $400    

       Books & Periodicals $3,410  $3,410    

  Total $32,905  $32,905    
            

  Education Technology       

       Salaries & Benefits $12,353  $12,353    

       Equipment Repair $1,000  $1,000    

       Software  & Supplies $600  $600    

       Equipment $6,000  $6,000    

  Total $19,953  $19,953    
            

  School Board       

       Board Reimbursement $1,250    $1,250  

       Board Secretary $646    $646  

       Legal Expenses $4,500    $4,500  

       Insurance       

       Advertising $2,500    $2,500  

      VSBA Dues & Other $2,450    $2,450  

  Total $11,346    $11,346  
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 Item 07-8 Proposed Reduction 07-8 Proposed 
  Supervisory Union       

       Supervisory Union $33,599    $33,599  

  Total $33,599    $33,599  
            

  School Administration       

       Salaries & Benefits $142,395    $142,395  

       In Service/Dues $300    $300  

       Postage $1,250    $1,250  

       Supplies & Equipment $400    $400  

  Total $144,345    $144,345  
            

  Fiscal Services       

       Business Manager $6,976    $6,976  

       Accounting Services $13,491    $13,491  

       Contracted Inventory       

       Auditor $2,800    $2,800  

  Total $23,267    $23,267  
            

  Building & Maintenance       

       Salaries & Benefits $68,948  $34,474  $34,474  

       Trash $3,500  $1,750  $1,750  

       Contracted Services $20,285  $10,143  $10,143  

       Property Insurance $5,500  $2,750  $2,750  

       Telephone $2,350  $1,175  $1,175  

       LP Gas & Fuel Oil $25,600  $12,800  $12,800  

       Electricity $25,000  $12,500  $12,500  

        Supplies & Equipment $19,270  $9,635  $9,635  

  Total $170,453  $85,226  $85,226  
            

  Transportation       

       Salaries & Benefits $41,010  $41,010    

       Contracted Trans. $8,596  $8,596    

       Repairs $5,000  $5,000    

       Lease $26,774  $26,774    

       Insurance $1,500  $1,500    

       Fuel $9,600  $9,600    

  Total $92,480  $92,480    

            

TOTAL SUPPORT SERVICES $639,034  $330,276  $308,758  
            

OTHER SERVICES       

    Food Service $7,500  $3,750  $3,750  

    Debt Service       

    Contingency       

TOTAL OTHER SERVICES $1,762,796  $3,750  $1,318,483  
            

    (w/o Spec. Arts. or HU)       
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 Item 07-8 Proposed Reduction 07-8 Proposed 
SPECIAL ARTICLES       

    Technology $9,005    $9,005  

    Building Reserve       

    Bus $9,005    $9,005  

TOTAL ELEMENTARY $1,771,801    $1,327,488  
            

DISTRICT EXPENSES       

  Harwood Union       

       High School Assessment $1,428,056    $1,428,056  

       Special Article $11,258    $11,258  

  Total $1,439,314    $1,439,314  
            

  District Expenses       

        Contracted Preschool        

        Vocational Ed Tuition       

  Total       
            

Total 7-12 & Other $1,439,314    $1,439,314  
Total PK-12 Expenditures $3,211,115  ($476,393) $2,766,802  

            

REVENUES       

  Local Revenue       

    Tuition income $17,775    $17,775  

    Rental of School Bldg $58,557    $58,557  

    Interest income $5,000    $5,000  

  Total $81,332    $81,332  
            
  Federal Revenue       

    IDEA-B Revenue $23,535    $23,535  

    IDEA-B Preschool $1,088    $1,088  

    Title 1 Revenue $30,732    $30,732  

    Class Size Reduction Grant       

    National Forest $16,500    $16,500  

  Total $71,855    $71,855  
            
  State Revenues & Grants       

    Spec. Ed  Mainstream $38,289    $38,289  

    Spec. Ed  Intensive $138,921    $138,921  

    Spec. Ed Extraordinary       

    Special Ed EEE $11,699    $11,699  

    K-12 Transportation $41,705    $41,705  

  Total $230,614    $230,614  
            

  Other Revenue       

    Miscellaneous       

    Fund Balance $26,606    $26,606  

  Total $26,606    $26,606  
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 Item 07-8 Proposed Reduction 07-8 Proposed 
TOTAL REVENUES $410,407    $410,407  

            
  Credits       
    less Capital Debt Credit $14,057    $14,057  

    Warren Education Fund        

            

TOTAL REVENUES AND CREDITS $424,464    $424,464  

            

TOTAL LOCAL ED SPENDING $2,786,652  ($444,314) $2,342,338  

EQUALIZED PUPILS 255.38   255.38 
  
 PER PUPIL COST $10,912 ($1,740) $9,172 

 
Here are the assumptions behind the reductions: 
 
   Early education is not required and can therefore be carried off the books. 
   “Specials” (languages, music, art, etc.) have no special requirement in the 

school standards. One half on the books and one half off is a reasonable 
assumption. 

   Teacher professional development is specified in the labor contract but 
nothing in the laws say how it needs to be funded, ditto for materials. 

   Guidance, health, speech, instructional improvement, library / media 
center can be moved off books as there is no specific requirement here. 

 
Bottom line to this exercise is that there is a potential 17% cost savings to 
the tax payer that could be achieved by aggressively “privatizing” various 
programs within the current school budget. 
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Exhibit J: Privatization Exhibit J: Privatization –– Tax Analysis Tax Analysis   
  
Act 68 tax computations establish a relationship between the amount of 
local education spending but not a direct dollar for dollar relationship. This 
exhibit shows the results of Exhibit I (Partial Privatization Budget 
Scenario) applied to local taxes. As can be seen below a dollar saved in 
costs does not translate to a dollar saved in taxes. 
 

 Item 07-8 Proposed Reduction 07-8 Proposed 
Total Net Local Spending $2,786,652  $444,314  $2,342,338  
      

FTE Student Spending    

  Equalized Pupils 255.38  255.38 

  Local Cost / Pupil $10,912  $9,172 

  State Baseline / Pupil Rate $6,975  $6,975 

  District Spending Adjustment Factor 1.56 .25 1.31 

       

 Tax Rates    

  Basic Statewide Tax Rate $1.02  $1.02 

  Adjusted Local Tax Rate $1.596 .2555 $1.341 

  Non Resident Rate $1.510  $1.510 

Results And Examples    

  Resident, $300K appraisal $6,622.09 $1,055.85 $5,566.24 

  Resident Total Taxes $1,967,956 $313,778 $1,654,178 

  Non Resident Total Taxes $4,686,498  $4,686,498 

  Total Taxes $6,654,454 $313,778 $6,340,676 

  %Savings  4.72%  
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Exhibit K: : Privatization Privatization --   Field NotesField Notes  
 
The following are notes from conversations with the headmasters of 
Lyndonville Academy (conducted 12/1/06), St. Johnsbury Academy 
(conducted 12/1/06) and the Mountain School (conducted 12/4/06). 
 
Lyndonville Academy 
 
   Current endowment $8MM. 
   15% revenues for a given year comes from the endowment. 
   Exclude “almost” no one.  
   Governed by trustees, who can serve indefinitely.  Trustees elected by 

incorporators. 
   Contract with area towns as school of record. 
   Teachers; ½ certified. Must have 3 years training experience as well as 

area expertise. 
   Closed down boarding facilities in the 90’s, reopened four years ago with 

8 kids. Next year will be 62 kids out of 653 total. Currently building more 
facilities. Used to offset dwindling area population. 

   Boarding generates $1.5MM with a 60% gross margin. 
   Most boarders from Europe and Asia. 
   Last 10 years tuition up average 4.7% a year. Currently $11,000. Rate is 

set to “fill a hole” between revenues and expenses. 
   Support a Special Education program. 
   Offer college credit which is another big money spinner. 
   Perform outreach to 8th graders in the area with an algebra program 

which includes transportation. 
   They are a technical center, which means the law allows them to set 

whatever local tuition they want. 
   They DO NOT worry about what the state thinks of their tuition level.  Has 

a bus system. 
 

St. Johnsbury Academy 
 
   Not a designated school. Their agreement is with the parents (though this 

has never been legally challenged). 
   Do have a special arrangement with the town of St. Johnsbury, who sends 

all high school kids here. 
   They have many Vermont students who are not from any designated 

districts. 
   Also have many students from school choice states (like New Hampshire). 
   Tuition is $11,400. Cost per student is actually $13K - $14K. 
   Day school operates at a deficit. 
   Endowment is $16MM and covers some of the difference. On a campaign 

to raise $70MM. 
   200 of 900 students board, another big money spinner. 
   Also have an annual fund which is another revenue source. 
   Last several years average 8% increase in tuition. This is very political. 

Try to keep between 5% – 10%. 
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   Summer programs (which generate more revenue) include AP training, 
ESL, Field House rental. 

   School is a technology center so no tuition setting restrictions. 
   They do take NECAP and publish results. 
   They have an external program person whose job it is to bring in 

programs to keep the facility used as much as possible. 
   No bus system 
   Not all teachers certified. 
   Does Japanese in community free as outreach. 
 
Mountain School 
 
   1996 tuition was $13K. 
   Founded school to; clean house (staff), get more bang for the buck, more 

closely align with the community, and try to “recreate” the elementary 
school. 

   Merged Winhall and Stratton schools as part of the privatization. 
   Fired all the teachers, rehired only one.  Various reasons. 
   Comparable working conditions and salary. FTE has dropped. 
   Teachers are certified. 
   Program is K – 6. 
   Governance includes trustees and school board, supervisory union. 
   They accept federal funds. 
   Town leases school from board and sublets to the school. This takes 

entire school facilities off the Act 60 books. 
   Other things off books include telephone maintenance, copy machines, 

heat. Total takes about $120K off the books. 
   Started with 38 students, went up to 72, now 54. 
   Charge $9,750 elementary and $10,250 middle school tuition. 
   Do run a bus system. 
   Do a lot of fundraising (golf tournament, etc.). 
   Not all that can attend do.  (Long Trail School, Manchester School.) 
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