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Essential Questions

e What are the cost drivers leading to increased spending?

e |s governance change required (or advised) to fix the
funding system?




How did we
get here?

Source: News and Citizen
March 2024



https://www.vtcng.com/news_and_citizen/news/local_news/morristown-elmore-school-budget-receives-vast-support-on-third-try/article_2542e5ee-1919-11ef-9359-1f0b7252af68.html

Anticipated Education Spending: November 30, 2023

FY19 |FY20 |FY21 |FY22 |FY23 |FY24 /| FY25
Ed. Spending ($Millions) | 1,371.4 | 1,426.2 | 1,482.0 | 1,496.6 | 1,576.7 | 1,709.7 | 1,915.0
Rate of Growth 1.70% | 4.00% |3.91% |0.98% |5.35% | 8.44% \| 12.01%

Key Takeaway: The
implementation of Act 127 and
the loss of Covid-relief dollars
aligned with the largest increase
in education spending in recent \EC

history. a?
S

1.0Ys
my A

Reference: Bolio, C. (2023, November 30). Education tax rate letter.
State of Vermont Department of Taxes.
https://tax.vermont.gov/sites/tax/files/documents/2023%20Educatio
n%20Tax%20Rate%20L etter.pdf



https://tax.vermont.gov/sites/tax/files/documents/2023%20Education%20Tax%20Rate%20Letter.pdf
https://tax.vermont.gov/sites/tax/files/documents/2023%20Education%20Tax%20Rate%20Letter.pdf

Timeline

Act 173

Legislation enacted to address the
rising costs of special education and
encourage a preventative approach

(MTSS).

2020

Act 127

The new pupil weighting law was
signed by the governor,

acknowledging it would increase
education spending significantly.

2024

2018

2022

Global Pandemic

Schools were disrupted and
students were required to remain
home, significantly impacting
learning and social development.

Town Meeting Day 2024

Nearly a third of school district
budgets failed and taxes rose
dramatically across the state.




Changes in Staffing 2020-2024

Increases in education spending from 2020-2024 were related to the

following:

a. Behavior Support

b. Investments in early education

c. Literacy / Math Intervention

d. Salaryincreases

e. Community-based Services

Qy.\-SCHo
Key Takeaway: Spending increases were related to student and community & o v
needs that were exacerbated by the pandemic. Gy
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Enrollment & Staff Ratio

Column Labels v |

Sum of Enrollment Sum of TOTFTE SU Staff Ratio
RowLabelsE 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Grand Total 76,003 73,788 74,402 72,091 70,810 18,773 18,846 19,156 19,269 19,507 4.05 3.92 3.88 3.74 3.63

Key Takeaway: The student population is declining and FTEs are rising.
A total of 734 FTEs have been added.



Increases in FTE
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Teacher

Row Labels 4 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
=Teacher 8,046.0 7,965.0 79654 79239 7,963.7
| 101-Preschool/PreKindergarten Teachers 2004 208.2 223.7 244.7 357.6
102-Kindergarten Teachers 369.1 372.3 360.0 343.7 3224
103-Elementary Teachers (Grades 1-6) 2,481.6 2,506.8 2,449.0 2,358.4 2,357.1
104-SecondaryTeachers (Grades 7-12) 2,378.2 2,287.7 2,212.8 2,227.9 2,224.5
105-Career and Technical Education Teacher 258.5 245.4 2499 255.3 259.4
106-SPED Ungraded Teachers 13443 13294 13734 13510 1,356.9
107-Itinerant Ungraded Teachers 698.7 672.2 733.3 765.7 719.2
108-Physical Educator 290.8 296.2 320.0 332.9 3234
109-Teacher of the Deaf and Hard of Hearing 3.0 4.1 2.6 2.6 2.6
110-Intensive Special Needs Teacher 215 42.8 40.8 41.7 40.8

Key Takeaway: The number of Preschool / Pre-K teachers increased
significantly. Kindergarten, elementary, and secondary teacher numbers
decreased.




Support Services

B Support Services 205-School Psychologist 83 84 92 94 90
210-Home School Coordinator 22 25 34 33 36
211-School Registrars 52 50 50 48 61
212-School Clerical Staff 573 574 566 568 552
214-Behavior Specialist 88 102 135 148 159
215-Recreation Therapeutic Specialist 3 5 3 6
216-Physical Therapist 19 24 26 28 25
. 217-Interpreter 22 41 48 48 49
Key ta keaway . 218-Mental Health Counselor 3 9 7 9 13
= 219-Rehabilitation Counselor 6 6 T 10
I nte rve ntl o n a n d 220-Orientation/Mobility Specialist 1 1 1 1
= 222-Education Technologist 35 36 32 32 34
pa n d e m | c re I ate d 223-Behavior Interventionist 165 248 279 284 310
H T 224-Reading Interventionist 150 190 253 286 308
pOSItlons accou nted 225-Math Interventionist 78 110 149 180 181
1 1Fi 227-School Based Clinicians 30 39 51 58 56
for the significan
o t e s g ca t 311-In-service Training Staff (for non-instructior 4 53 62 62 66
increase in FT E S. 405-School T Support Staff 92 90 9 73 86
503-SU/SD Clerical Staff 254 227 249 243 251
504-Bookkeeper 65 80 91 94 85
505-Business Managers 62 66 69 70 69
506-Human Resource Personnel 68 76 82 84 84
508-SU/SD IT Support Staff 145 138 141 153 154
509-Planning/Research/Development 5 7 8 14 14
510-SU/SD Bookkeeper 104 102 102 93 104
603-Food Service 473 472 501 517 551
604-Maintenance and Security 1089 1145 1144 1109 174
606-Facilities Acquisition and Construction 5 7 5 6 7

Support Services Total 3686 4006 4283 4343 4535



Leadership

Row Labels m\ 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
= Leadership 923.5 968.1 9755 1,008.7 1,026.2
221-Athletic Directors 61.4 68.7 62.6 60.4 64.8
302-PreK Coordinator 14.2 144 191 18.4 18.1
304-EEE Directors 251 26.9 23.5 26.7 27.9
305-ESL Coordinator 9.8 10.9 13.9 23.8 23.6
306-Work Study/Work Based Learning Coordinator 37.3 379 32.0 41.8 394
309-Special Education Directors 95.1 95.9 94.5 99.4 100.8
310-CTE Education/Adult Education Director 17.2 53.0 44.0 434 29.8
401-Principals 309.0 310.9 318.5 3134 3279
402-Assistant Principals 118.2 103.9 1125 116.0 128.3
403-Department Heads 102.3 119.1 125.1 127.4 128.2
404-SchoolIT Director/Manager 24.2 16.3 14.8 15.5 9.7
501-Superintendents 52.9 524 52.8 53.8 53.3
502-Assistant Superintendents 17.6 115 12.3 13.5 18.0
507-SU/SD IT Director/Manager 39.3 46.3 50.0 55.2 56.6

Key Takeaway: The number of Adult education / CTE Positions
increased significantly.




Row Labels Ij\ 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
= Other 302.1 468.4 435.3 468.5 427.1
312-Consulting Teacher 150.2 138.0 165.1 1711 163.5
601-Enterprise Operations 57.7 95.7 55.2 75.0 954
602-Community Services Operations 94.2 234.8 215.0 222.4 168.2

Key Takeaway: Significant positions were dedicated to

community services.



Summary of Cost Drivers

- Increases in FTE (Over 700 Positions have been added to the system)
Preschool
Support Services (Behavior, Math, Literacy)
Community Services (Coordinators, Interpreters, Adult Education)
Food Service

- Salary Increases (S941M in 2020 to $1.1B in 2024)
- Tax capacity gained through Act 127 and the absorption of one-time
ESSER funds.

- Health Insurance Premium Increases

- Infrastructure Needs SEao,
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Consolidation: What does the
research say?



Cost of Consolidation - What does the research say? (Gordon & Knight, 2008)

e Consolidation has no effect on
pupil-teacher ratio, enrollments, or
dropout rates.

e Overall spending increased as a result of
consolidation.

-

-

~

"Although we lack detailed quality data on
student outcomes, these findings suggest an
absence of efficiency gains from either
whole-grade sharing or consolidation” (Gordon

& Knight, 2008). )
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Cost of Consolidation (National Education Policy Center, 2011)

“Research on the effects of contemporary consolidation suggests that new
consolidation is likely to result in neither greater efficiency nor better
instructional outcomes—especially when it results from state policy that
implements large-scale forced consolidation.”

CONSOLIDATION OF SCHOOLS AND DISTRICTS

“Even when consolidation does produce a wider menu of educational WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS AND WHAT IT MEANS
experiences for students, evidence suggests that large school and district i Honley, derny Jolmson, and St iiats
size negatively affects desirable academic outcomes.” otio niversiy

February 2011
“A sizable body of research investigating school size has consistently found AT

larger size to be associated with reduced rates of student participation in
co-curricular and extracurricular activities, more dangerous school
environments, lower graduation rates, lower achievement levels for
impoverished students, and larger achievement gaps related to poverty, race,
and gender.”

Howley, C., Johnson, J., & Petrie, J. (2011). Consolidation of Schools and Districts: What the
Research Says and What It Means. National education policy center.



https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED515900.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED515900.pdf

Cost of Consolidation (McGee, Mills, & Goldstein, 2022)

School district consolidation does not
appear to have had a large measurable
impact, either positive or negative, on
students’ math and ELA performance.
(McGee, Mills, & Goldstein, 2022)

McGee, J. B., Mills, J. N., & Goldstein, J. S. (2022). The Effect of School District Consolidation on Student
Achievement: Evidence From Arkansas. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 45(3), 482-495.

https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737221133394 (Original work published 2023)

The Effect of School District Consolidation
on Student Achievement: Evidence From
Arkansas

Josh B. McGee
Jonathan N. Mills
Jessica S. Goldstein

University of Arkansas

School district consolidation is one of the most widespread education reforms of the last century,
but surprisingly little research has directly investigated its effectiveness. To examine the impact
of consolidation on student achievement, this study takes advantage of a policy that requires the
consolidation of all Arkansas school districts with enrollment of fewer than 350 students for two
consecutive school years. Using a regression discontinuity model, we find that consolidation has
either null or small positive impacts on student achievement in math and English Language Arts
(ELA). We do not find evidence that consolidation in Arkansas results in positive economies of
scale, either by reducing overall cost or by allowing for a greater share of resources to be spent
in the classroom.

Keywords: achievement, economics of education, educational policy, policy, restructuring, rural
education, econometric analysis, quasi-experimental analysis, regression discontinuity, consolida-
tion, district size



https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737221133394

How Consolidation Impacts Communities (McGee, Mills, & Goldstein, 2022)

e This recent study explores how &
. . . - ANNENBERG
consolidation impacts rural communities. BY5 prow UNIvERSITY
. 159, S :
13-15% reduction in population EdWorkingPaper No. 22-530
o Decreased property values
o Historically marginalized populations
were disproportionately impacted.

The Impacts of School District Consolidation
on Rural Communities: Evidence from
Arkansas Reform

When districts are forced to consolidate, it signals S A St Rndmer
the removal of residential amenities leading to loss
of population and housing values.

Smith, S. A., & Zimmer, R. (2022). The impacts of school district consolidation on rural communities: Evidence fromoq»sc/voo
Arkansas reform. Annenberg Brown University EdWorking Paper. « @
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Cost of Consolidation (Duncombe and Yinger, 2007)

Potential Sources of Diseconomies of Size
The existence of economies of size in education has been challenged by recent
studies on the effects of large schools on student performance (Fowler and

® T h iS St U d y i S refe re n Ced Ofte n a n d Walberg 1991; Lee and Smith 199y). This research focuses on schools rather

than districts and on production rather than cost functions. The distinction

reVi eWS N eW YO r k ru ra I d i St ri Ct between school and district size is important in urban districts, but in rural

areas the sizes of the district and the high school are highly correlated. These
C O n S O I i d a‘t i O n studies claim that the potential cost savings from consolidation are seldom

realized and that larger schools have a learning environment that hurts student
performance. The research on effective schools provides additional evidence

® St a t e i n C e nt i Ve S W e re u S e d to p ro m Ot e that moderate-sized schools are more successful than large schools at retaining

students through high school (Figlio and Stone 1999; Witte 1996).

Vo I u n ta r y C O n S O I id at i O n ' Five potenﬁa'l sources of diseconomies of scale' have been cited in this
. . literature (Guthrie 1979; Howley 1996; Lee and Smith 1997).
e Transportation, labor relations, and N | e s
. . . 1. Higher transportation costs: One potential source of higher costs for larger
C a p I‘ta I I m p rove m e n‘t We re n O't e d a S I‘te m S districts is transportation. To the extent that consolidating districts make

use of larger schools, average transportation distance must increase, as
h f f 8 must travel time for students (Kenny 1982).

t at O S et S aV I n g S 2. Labor relations effects: According to Tholkes (1991, p. 510), “The labor rela-

tions scale effect, caused by seniority hiring within certification areas and

by change in comparison groups for collective negotiations, could be a ma-

jor source of diseconomies of scale.” The potential monopsony power of

We do not ﬁnd economies Of Size in Capltal large districts may be counteracted by the increased likelihood of an active

teachers’ union because larger districts are easier to organize. Stronger

spending. Moreover, we find that consolidation o mnep e e ity ellsulEa o moues
results in large adjustment costs in capital o ] s e e e
Spen ding' Costs that gro W through O ut O ur Sample involve less formalization of rules and procedures, that is, more flexibility
period. [ovomormmcimoroicr |

Finance and Policy, 2(4), 341-375.



https://direct.mit.edu/edfp/article-abstract/2/4/341/10058/Does-School-District-Consolidation-Cut-Costs
https://direct.mit.edu/edfp/article-abstract/2/4/341/10058/Does-School-District-Consolidation-Cut-Costs

Lamoille County: A Case Study



Cost of Leveling Up Contracts

Example: If a new district was created around the Green Mountain Tech Center, it would be composed

of Lamoille North, Lamoille South, and Orleans South. Most likely, this would result in the leveling up of
contracts to be equal to the highest paying salary schedule. Below is what that would look like in
additional costs for teachers only:

Supervisory | Salary Difference | # of # of FY25 Pupil FY25 Pupil Cost to Level Up

Union (Master’s, Teachers | Students @ Spending Spending (teachers only - excludes
Step 10) LTWADM LTADM other staff)

Lamoille $73,681 - 130 1,519 $14,395 $21,033

South

Lamoille $64,205 $9,476 204 1,727 $14,589 $24,086 $1,933,104

North

Orleans $65,376 $8,305 93 1,031 $14,092 $24,917 $772,365

South

Total $2,705,469

Key Takeaway: Consolidation will improve teacher pay equity but increase taxes.




Districts Operating at “Scale”

Sise " StudentTeacher * _Staff Ratio2024 ¥ * SULTADM v GilGl v @ ittt it

Barre 622 11:1 4.2 2,211.69 $40,871,402 $18,479.72
Colchester 716 13:1 44 2,321.49 $46,177,952 $19,891.51
South Burlington 817 11:1 4.0 2,575.08 $51,601,834 $20,038.92
EMUU 270 12:1 4.4 172.21 $15,523,902 $20,103.21
Champlain Valley 1291 14:1 4.2 4,125.77 $86,112,815 $20,871.94
Essex 1253 11:1 3.9 3,621.30 $76,570,171 $21,144.39
Stowe 220 11:1 44 746.00 $16,428,823 $§22,022.55
Harwood 558 9:1 4.1 1,785.42 $40,376,282 $22,614.44
Hartford 505 10:1 3.6 1,308.49 $29,849,518 $22,812.19
Maple Run 892 11:1 3.9 2,398.54 $57,207,352 $23,850.91
Lamoille North 495 10:1 3.1 1,726.61 $41,587,398 $24,086.16
Burlington 991 13:1 3.9 3,437.94 $94,424,438 $27,465.41
QPLSCH,

Key Takeaway: Assumed “Scale” for high schools does not equal efficiency.

)




Claims around District Consolidation

1. Lower administrative overhead at the district level, both by reducing the
number of districts with separate central offices and having districts that
operate at an efficient scale

2. Improved staffing efficiencies by being able to share staff across schools
in a district and achieving evidence-based class sizes

3. Potential reduced costs in purchasing and centralized service contracts
and fees

4. Increased equity between districts in terms of student need and
community property wealth



Claim #1 - Lower District Overhead

Claim: Consolidating school districts will result in lower administrative
overhead at the district level, both by reducing the number of districts with
separate central offices and having districts that operate at an efficient scale.

Reality: Central offices account 5% of the education fund. Creating larger
districts does not save money. It is a policy lever to close schools and remove
local control.



Claim #2 - Improved Staffing Efficiencies

Claim: Consolidation will result in improved staffing efficiencies by being able
to share staff across schools in a district and achieving evidence-based class
sizes.

Reality: The evidence-based model is not appropriate for Vermont. Finding
staff willing to travel long distances or work across several schools is
extremely challenging and lowers quality (e.g., shared nurse). Lamoille County
is 464 square miles. This cannot be compared to an urban area such as Fort
Lauderdale, Florida which is 38 square miles.



Claim #3 - Reduced Purchasing Costs

Claim: Consolidation will result in potential reduced costs in purchasing and
centralized service contracts and fees.

Reality: State-negotiated healthcare has drastically increased the cost of
insurance across the state. Statewide contracts for student information and
finance systems can be secured without consolidation.



Claim #4 - Increased Equity

Claim: Consolidation will produce increased equity between districts in terms of student need and
community property wealth.

Reality: Merging districts does not guarantee improved equity; rather it can result in more stress put on
the most vulnerable students (e.g., additional travel, less after-school options). Research indicates that
consolidation can result in:

Increase expenditures (Cox, 2012)

Lower property values (Brasington, 2004; Smith & Zimmer, 2022)
Lower average attendance (Jones, Toma & Zimmer, 2008)
Decrease parent engagement (Duyar & Collins, 2008)

Add more bureaucracy (Borland & Howsen, 1992; Eberts, 1990;)

Decrease civic participation (Sell and Leistritz, 1997) g o
Declines in student achievement (Cooley & Floyd, 2013) ﬁq
I.f



Key Takeaway: The assumption that
district consolidation will lead to
savings Is inaccurate.



Potential Risks

Community frustration / anger / loss of trust (see Act 46)
Significant disruption to learning

Increased tax burden leading to layoffs and school closures
Less parent/family engagement

Less civic involvement

More bureaucracy



What is the solution?

A Multi-year plan designed to increase transparency and accountability

[ A foundation formula that is based on successful schools and utilizes
professional judgement panels

A Protecting taxpayers with predictable increases based on inflation or local
decision-making



Steps for Stabilization Year 1

e Comprehensive reports issued for each district

o  Spending

o  Student Performance
o Facilities

o FTE Ratios / Class Size
o Quality Indicators

o) Areas for cost containment
e A non-partisan commission is established to determine the new foundation amount for each
district.
e Modeling is conducted for one statewide tax rate that funds the initial foundation amounts.
e Arevenue stream is identified for school construction / consolidation (e.g., cannabis, online
gambling, short-term rentals, local options tax)
e Focus on significant cost drivers / obstacles (e.g., healthcare, housing)

}?Qopi
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Steps for Stabilization Year 2

e The new commission reviews each district and sets a foundation level of
spending based on current levels of spending, student weights, and
recommended areas for cost-containment.

e Districts may be given required actions to maintain funding based on education
quality standards (e.g., increase class size).

e Districts plan and create new budgets for FY27 based on a new foundation.

e Districts vote on any additional funding put forward above the base. The excess
spending threshold allows this to stay in compliance with the Brigham Decision.

e Incentives are applied for school consolidation tied to facilities improvements or

construction. Incentives are targeted at consolidating inefficient schools. QPLSCH,,
&
RN
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Steps for Stabilization Year 3

New budgets go into effect

Inflationary Index is applied for future years.

Taxes are stabilized

Districts are provided with appropriate and predictable resources

School construction incentives support inefficient school districts.
Agency of Education focuses on providing robust and transparent data
Cycle is established for continued review of foundation budget (e.g., every

3-5 years Qb
y ) g
S



Important Questions to Answer

e What uniform tax rate would fund a foundation equal to current spending? How will this
impact current towns?

e Would allowing local options taxes to be used for capital improvements reduce strain on
the education fund?

o,
e Do Vermonters want district consolidation? e ona
;’
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Further Reading - Recent Policy Brief

The Five District Problem

A Research and Policy Brief for the Governor’s Transformative Education

School Governance Plan
KWhiIe the rationale to improve education in \ L wowew
Vermont is sound, the plan’s projected outcomes e ——
are not supported by quality research. It is it ot oS i
therefore highly unlikely that the Governor's e, . o Highty ety G the ovimar's Tramomative Eduation P il
Transformative Education Plan will reduce T
education costs or strengthen schools and il Mo A i et s i

.. proposed reforms are i izati and i sound.
CO‘ , ” ’ 'un ’ t’ es . The brief focuses on four problems with the School Governance Proposal:

1. School Closure: The plan will require schools to close but provides no guidance on how
schools will be identified or how affected communities will be supported through school
closure.

2. Education Costs: The plan is highly unlikely to produce estimated cost savings, because

idation will increase ion costs, increase personnel costs, and increased
infrastructure costs.

w

. School Choice: School choice combined with consolidation increases educational

Sutherland, Daniella Hall, "The Five District Problem: A Research and Policy expenses and decreases educational efficiencics.

4. Local Control: The proposed regional school boards, paired with school advisory boards,

Brlef for the Governorls Transformatlve Educatlon Planll (2025). College Of will decrease representation and local control, increase conflict and confusion for schools,

and may increase outside influence in elections.

Ed u Cati on an d SOC | a | Se rViCGS FaCU Ity pu b | icat ion 3, 39 . Each of these potential problems are summarized using empirical research conducted in Vermont,

or directly transferable to Vermont’s unique educational context. The brief also includes hyperlinks
to white papers, policy briefs, government documents, and news articles to further explain each
issue. It concludes with recommendations to improve the Governor’s Transformative Education

httDS//SChOl a I’WOI‘kS .uvm. ed U/CeSSfa 0/39 Plan to ensure reforms are truly beneficial for students, schools, and communities.

Vermont School Governance Research and Policy Brief 1
Daniella Sutherland, PhD



https://scholarworks.uvm.edu/cessfac/39
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Data Resources

AOE FTE Reports

SPED Personnel Shortage Reports:

Lamoille North Contract:

L amoille South Contract:

Orleans South Contract:



https://education.vermont.gov/documents/teacher-and-staff-fte-report-fy2020-fy2024
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/192sa2-rv253Fhf8dvvjkK4qsqWEh74aa/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=111197973196829634837&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1676565491/lnsuorg/ycndo1dtr28xziehkmeh/LNSU_Teacher_Master_Agreement_FY23-FY25-RATIFIED.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1SVtKE6bKFpU7e444cplCuVmNYzF2_nwX/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/10Jaq10WY6yvb70_qj-GblCEoUwb3cm6R/view

