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Roxbury-Montpelier 
School Consolidation Study Committee 

 
MINUTES 

27 April 2017 
Montpelier High School 

 
Present: 
Committee members: Jon Guiffre, Roxbury School Board, chair; Nancy Reid, Montpelier 

public member; Ryan Zajac, Roxbury School Board; Tina Muncy, Montpelier School 
Commissioners; Paul Carnahan, Montpelier public member; Steve Hingtgen, 
Montpelier School Commissioners; Jim Murphy, Montpelier School Commissioners 

Also: Steve Dale, consultant; Laurie Gossens, superintendent (WSSU) 
 
Meeting was called to order at 6:05 pm by the chair. 
 
Minutes were amended: Jon Guiffe’s first name was changed to the correct spelling where it 
was misspelled; on page 2, under “Vote on School Closure” the phrase “no school will be 
closed after four years” was changed to “no school will be closed for four years.”  The 
minutes were unanimously adopted as amended. 
 
Final Report 
Consultant Steve Dale led the committee through a final review of “Report of Montpelier-
Roxbury Act 46 Study Committee, Draft 7.” Consultant Dale has received some input from 
Agency of Education which he referred to in the appropriate sections; they had no major 
changes.  Steve Dale kept notes of the changes that need to be made to report.  
 

• The committee discussed page 21 (“Budget Assumptions”) in detail.  How much do 
we need to explain our assumptions in this document? Maybe we need more 
explanation of the numbers in documents we give out to the public rather than in 
this document; audience for the report is the Board of Education.  Steve Dale will 
rework this page and distribute it to the committee next week.  

 
• The committee discussed what happens to students who move into the district 

between vote on June 20 and July 1, 2018, the date of the merger. Are they 
grandfathered into a new school that they choose during this time period even 
though current sixth graders won’t get grandfathered into new school? The 
committee felt that they should not be grandfathered and felt that only students 
who are enrolled in a tuitioned school as of May 1, 2017, should be grandfathered 
into that school. Steve Dale will make appropriate changes.  

 
• The committee discussed whether votes on budgets should be “comingled” or not.  

The U-32 district “comingles” their votes; in other words, they report just the total 
number of votes for and against; they do not report how individual towns vote. The 
committee felt it would be beneficial not to comingle votes and instead have each 
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town clerk report the results from their towns and then add up the votes to see if 
the budget vote passes. 

 
• Ryan Zajac brought up the question of if there should be something in the articles 

about how often the new board should meet in Roxbury.  The committee decided 
not to include a specific number but recognized that it will be important for the new 
board to meet in Roxbury occasionally. The committee also felt it would be 
beneficial if ORCA media could webcast the meetings that are held in Roxbury so 
that all residents of the district can see what is going on. 

 
Steve Hingtgen made a motion to adopt the report of the Montpelier-Roxbury Study 
Committee, with changes that would account for technical and legal review and subject to 
amendments made tonight and circulated later by Steve Dale to the committee. Ryan 
seconded the motion. 
 
During discussion, the following points were made: 
 
Tina: Does this offer any advantage to Montpelier’s students? No, but there is no 
disadvantage either. Greater good is not enough. Was elected to school board to represent 
Montpelier, not the greater good of Vermont.  Jon: What should we change? It sounds like 
you disagree with something here.  What specifically do you disagree with? Tina: I am 
talking about “advisability” of the merger and the overall picture.  I do not disagree with 
anything in particular, but I am not persuaded this is a good idea.  Don’t think that there is 
an advantage for Montpelier.  
 
Steve H.: I see bulleted points that are specific advantages for Montpelier.  Or maybe the 
problem is that those points don’t have enough weight; is that the distinction?  Tina: The 
advantages end up being insignificant.  I am not persuaded that over time there might not 
be a disadvantage to Montpelier financially.  The risk is greater than the advantages.  Steve 
H.: There is no empirical data that there is a risk. 
 
Nancy: I am looking at Montpelier bullets. Some are very weak, especially the last bullet 
about protection from reassignment by the State Board.  I am not convinced that that 
would be bad.  I don’t necessarily disagree with the bullets that list the advantages for 
Montpelier, but they aren’t driving me toward a place that I can recommend this.  Also 
concerned with the question of when is small a school too small?  I think it would be a very 
tough thing for Montpelier to make decision to close a school in another town. 
 
Steve H.:  If the merger is a wash financially and academically and you benefit the state and 
you remain in control, why wouldn’t you say that this isn’t advisable?   
 
Paul: The merger will bring more students into the district to plug into the cost per pupil 
equation. This is important because it is very difficult to increase the student population of 
a district without a merger.  There will also be an increased cost, which will affect the per 
pupil spending, but an engaged school board and administration should be able to keep this 
part of the school funding equation under control. 
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Steve H.: No guarantee that the increasing number of students in Montpelier will continue.  
It would be irresponsible not to add students to this building (the high school). This is our 
opportunity to bring more students into this building that isn’t operating at capacity.   
 
Ryan: I think the different in life experiences of students coming together in a merger is 
important. We’ve joked about the differences between the two towns, but there is a real 
difference.  Kids will come into the school with different interests.  Adding Roxbury will add 
diversity to MPS.  Maybe it is a good thing that we aren’t coming from contiguous districts; 
maybe that means that we will be more diverse.   
 
Jim: I believe this will add stability to tax base.  Also agrees with Ryan that this will enrich 
our community.   
 
Vote on the motion: Approved with a weighted vote of 7-4 (Ryan, Jon, Steve, Jim, and Paul 
in favor. Nancy and Tina opposed.) 
 
The committee had further discussions about the process as described in statute.  After 
Consultant Dale read the statute, the committee felt a slightly different motion might be 
necessary. 
 
Jim Murphy made a motion to transmit the report to the Secretary of Education with the 
recommendation that the board find that the merger of Roxbury and Montpelier is in the 
best interest of the state, the students in the two towns, and the two school districts. Steve 
Hingtgen seconded the motion.  Approved with a weighted vote of 7-2-2 (Ryan, Jon, Steve, 
Jim, and Paul in favor. Tina opposed. Nancy abstained.) 
 
Moving the report forward to the agency and board   
State board meeting will be Tuesday, May 16. Consultant Dale will create a PowerPoint 
presentation; Jon will consult with him. Jon and Paul will present this at the state board 
meeting in Winooski.  We will ask to be placed on the agenda in the morning.   
 
Public Comment 
Trisha O’Regan, Montpelier resident: Impressed how it took a village to raise her son. He is 
now independent and successful. He couldn’t have done it in a small school. She teaches in 
Roxbury part time. Wants Montpelier to stabilize tax rate with larger denominator and 
more cultural diversity. Merger is beneficial to students in both Roxbury and Montpelier. It 
is a good choice to include Roxbury in our school system.  It is more than just a wash! 
 
Forest Twombly, Roxbury resident. Thanked the committee for putting in time on this; 
offered that Roxbury residents are here to help with advocacy. 
 
Publicity and Public Education 
Communications group is Jon, Ryan, Tina and Nancy. 
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The Study Committee will hold back-to-back informational meetings in Roxbury on 
Monday, June 5 at 3:00 pm and 6:00 pm. It will hold another pair of meetings in Montpelier 
on the following day, Wednesday, June 6, at 3:00 pm and 7:00 pm. 
 
Other outreach ideas included going to the senior center, parents group meetings, faculty 
meetings, the Rotary, the Montpelier Business Association (MBA), and the farmers’ market 
and having a conversation with The Bridge. Informing the Times Argus so that they can put 
a notice in the left column on the local news page was also mentioned as an important step.  
 
Paul will organize the farmers’ market effort.  Steve H. will contact the MBA and see about 
addressing the Montpelier faculty. Tina will contact the Rotary and see when the parents’ 
groups are meeting. Jon will send out a press release on the process after the state board 
meets.   
 
Recruitment of board members 
According to Steve Dale, new board members will have to hand in petitions between 40 and 
30 days before the June 20 vote.  That means that petitions will be due May 11 to May 21. 
Two towns will follow their normal procedures for voting on new board members.  Tina 
will confirm the process with Montpelier City Clerk John Odum. 
 
Next Meeting 
The Study Committee will meet again if the Communications Group feels the need.  It was 
suggested that meeting immediately after the state board meeting might be appropriate. 
 
The chair adjourned the meeting at 9:15 pm. 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Paul Carnahan, clerk 
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