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DANVILLE SCHOOL BOARD OF DIRECTORS  

SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, September 5, 2017, 7:30 p.m. 

Danville School Library 

Meeting with Blue Mountain Union Board of Directors 

 

Members present:   Bruce Melendy, Dave Towle, Ginni Lavely, Tim Sanborn, Robert Edgar, 

 Riley Fenoff 

Others present:  Kerin Graham Hoffman (Principal), Jeremy Rector (Assistant Principal), 

 Mathew Forest (Superintendent CCSU),  Bruce Stevens (Principal, BMU), Emilie 

 Knisely (Superintendent Blue Mountain SU), Peter Clarke (Consultant), Brent Abare, 

 Julie Oliver, Wade Parker, Judy Murray, Josh Souliere, Kelsey Root, Paul Hazen 

Public present:  Molly Gleeson, Emily Clouatre, Lindsay Mitchell, Melissa Conley Clayton 

 Cargill 

 

1.  Call to Order  Bruce called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m 

 

2.  Student Handbook - Dave moved to add to the Agenda for this meeting approval of the 

 Danville School Student Handbook.  APPROVED unanimously. 

 Dave moved to approve the newly revised Student Handbook.  Vote unanimous.    

 APPROVED. 

3.  Discussion Act 46 potential partnership 

Bruce M. welcomed the Blue Mountain School Board and Peter Clarke, consultant to the 

Act 46 Cabo-Danville-Twinfield 706(b) Study Committee to the meeting.  After about 45 

minutes of discussion, the boards moved to formally enjoin a joint self-study under the 

guidance of consultant Peter Clarke. 

A transcription of this discussion (c. 1 hour) is appended to these minutes. 

Tim made the motion that the Danville Board undertake a self-study in order to better 

understand its ability to pursue alternative structures.  Vote unanimous. APPROVED.  

The Blue Mountain Board then passed the same motion with a unanimous vote. 

Dave moved that the Danville Board hire Peter Clarke as the consultant for the self-study.  

Vote unanimous.  APPROVED.    

The Blue Mountain Union Board passed the same motion with a unanimous vote, 

The Boards agreed to a next joint meeting at Blue Mountain School on Tuesday, October 

3
rd

:  Danville Regular Board Meeting at 6:00 p.m. and Joint School Boards Meeting at 

7:30 p.m. 
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4.  Adjourn  Ginni made a motion to adjourn.  Vote unanimous.  Bruce declared meeting 

 adjourned at 8:36 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, Robert Edgar, Clerk, September 11, 2017 

 

Appendix:  DANVILLE – BLUE MOUNTAIN SCHOOL BOARD MEETING OF 9/5/2017 

 
This document is a transcription of the Special Meeting of the Danville School Board and Blue Mountain 

Union School Board at Danville School on 5 September 2017 discussing potential cooperation towards 

agreements and/or a merger associated with Act 46. 

 Speaker’s names are in bold followed by lapsed time (mm:ss) from the beginning of the audio 

file.    

 The is a clean, verbatim transcript: a continuous record of only words spoken during the 

discussion, with the following exceptions: 

o Transcriber insertions are in square brackets.  

o  […] indicates inaudible or unintelligible words or phrases of < 3 seconds; … 

[unbracketed] indicates incomplete or fading expression 

o  Filler words/phrases, e.g., um, ah, you know, …, have been omitted, unless they 

represented content.   

o Parsing has been lightly applied to enhance readability.   

< -------------------------------- START OF TRANSCRIPTION ------------------------------------- >  

Bruce Melendy [00:30]   So, Peter, thank you for coming back tonight.  The reason we asked you to 

come back, and please anyone from Blue Mountain or Danville jump -- if I got this wrong -- is 

we have had some discussions about some things we think we might be able to do, if we decide to 

go this route, and we put a plan together and present it to the state.   We also realize that there 

may be some things we are discussing that we want to do, just under Act 46 we can’t do.  And 

you seem to be the expert in that.  

Peter Clarke [01:00]   I do not know if I am an expert, but I will help as much as I can. 

Bruce M [ 01:04 ]  Well, I’ll turn it over maybe to the two Superintendents to see if there has been any 

further discussion we are unaware of. 

Mat Forest [01:15]   No further discussion -- that you are not aware of.  At this point we have the same 

topics that we had before about sharing, increasing college level courses, exploring alternative 

programming that may incorporate special education programming but being open to additional 

population, and looking at what that might entail -- still on that same platform.  Am I missing 

[…]?  We had a lot of stuff, but those are the two big ones that we thought we could jump on.  I 

think we could look at possible staff that are around, maybe counselors and specials [educators] 

and that type of thing -- not so much classroom teachers -- but those other staff members.  

Anything else?  We can […] 

Emilie Knisley [02:15]  We talked about just, I think, longer, around summer term, range, the  cultural 

pieces that maybe we could start having students do together.  So we talked about the possibility 



of a January term, or G-term, offering programs on both campuses and perhaps having kids […] 

to choose between them or creating some shared experiences for students in middle grades.   I 

think a lot of those conversations stem around what the future structure may or may not be, and 

what the feasibility of those are.  Both of us touched base with Peter since the last […] and so 

that’s pretty much it.   So we are starting. 

Mat [03:00]  I think one thing we have to really explore is -- it’s going to be easy to come up with 

educational opportunities, because we talked about that  and can come up with it quite quickly.  It 

is where are efficiencies going to be?  How are we going to be able to articulate what that is?  Are 

there increased efficiencies?  Are there any?  We do not know.  That economic piece is 

something we’re going to have to […]. 

Bruce M  Bruce [Stevens] are you the chair of the Blue Mountain Board?  Anything from you folks? 

Bruce Stevens [00:40]  We had a discussion … We were down in the other section there, in the lab* -- 
and it centered most around Act 46 and the possibilities of merger structures: whether we have a 

separate board, […] board, or an SU board -- not necessarily how big it would be -- but those 

types of structures.  
  [* The Blue Mountain Board met independently in another room in the building for an hour 

 before this joint meeting.]  

Bruce M [04:15]   I thought you did a survey that your community was not necessarily in favor of a 

merger though. 

Bruce S [04:30]   One of our board members is more expert at the survey -- Judy …  

Judy Murray [04:35]  The survey was -- what we clearly learned from the survey was that [folks?] 

would like to keep the K-12 structures and keep the local control of the boards.  There was a 

slight increase in the people that would like to not merge.  I think there is definitely educational 

opportunity to explain to people what a straight merger is [versus] an alternative governance 

structure.    There was larger community support for an alternative governance structure than a 

straight merger.  But then maintain[ing] that K-12 structure was […., 10 sec. pause] So, Peter can 

help us.  I think we all are facing the clock and trying to understand what the options are, what 

would make more sense for the community, make more sense for the students we all serve – and 

just like Mat said --  looking at what the educational benefits are, but thinking also about what 

some of those fiscal pieces would look like -- perhaps to do   And, where are you in terms of 

the conversations with Cabot and Twinfield?  Are those …? 

 Bruce M [06:04]  We actually have not had any discussions with Twinfield.  Cabot did reach out to us, 

and we went over there last week to a meeting. They are going to come here on September 18
th
 

for
 
another meeting.  There is not a lot different in what they are proposing than we were already 

looking at.  The one thing, I will say, that we as a board like about Cabot is that project-based 

learning program they have, not to say, down the road, we could not try to get one going here.  

We are trying to listen to people, but we also, like you, we’re all facing the clock, and at some 

point we have to say this is the route we think we are going to go.   And it may mean that we tell 

that to Cabot, or it may mean that we decide with you folks that we don’t think it is going to 

work, or you folks may decide.   But we are nowhere near that point with anybody yet, but I do 

think we realize that definitely by the end of September, we have to have a plan, because we are 

facing the clock.  I would say we have to decide we want to do, as I am sure you guys feel the 

same way, 

Bruce S [06:45]  What is the preference?   […] mergers or alt[ernative] structures? 



Bruce M [7:50] I think we just did a survey recently ….  I’ll let you jump in here Robert.  I don’t know if 

that survey really gave us a …. 

Robert Edgar [07:54]   No, it was a retrospective survey of where people’s heads were on the 20
th
 of 

June, and it didn’t address alt[ernative] structures. 

Bruce M [07:56]   I don't think as a board we have ruled out a merger.   I think, but I'm feeling I'm not 

sure the community’s in favor of that. But if we go to them with the right proposal, and they 

feel [fixed?], then it could pass.  But I think they're also concerned that the local control is the 

big thing.   You know right now they have 5 school board members – all of us are active in the 

community in one way or another -- they know us -- they see us.  I think that was one of the 

things they were concerned with about the other merger is that there would have been three from 

Danville, two from Marshfield, two from Plainfield, two from Cabot, and I think there was just a 

concern of loss of  local control and … 

Mat [08:50]  Does it make sense to really dive into what some of these with the staffing of an SU office 

and some of the things that could be consolidated  -- with other staffing arrangements -- come up 

with some pieces -- that’s where your savings is going to be and see what that looks like.  

Then we can pretty much sit down and hammer out some the educational pieces with building-

level administrators and superintendents and come up with that the financial piece and sit 

down and have Peter help us out?  That takes a bit of time. 

Bruce M [09:40]  You have any suggestions based on what you are hearing Peter? 

 

Peter [09:45] […] it is unclear to me what you’re contemplating at the moment, so …. 

Bruce M [09:47]   Well, I think it's sort of unclear to us.  We're contemplating, I guess, a couple of 

possibilities:  one obviously would be a straight merger like we threw out to the voters on June 

20
th
, where with that merger Danville would remain a preK-12, Blue Mountain would remain a 

preK-12, but it would become -- they would come into our supervisory union or we would be one 

big supervisory union, if I understand that right. Or we present an alternative governance 

structure where Blue Mountain has still their same school board, same amount of members of the 

school board, and we would have the same amount that we have, but we are going to offer some 

programs here to kids from Blue Mountain that they could come and take that maybe Blue 

Mountain doesn't offer, and the same thing, Blue Mountain would have some 

programs available that maybe we don't offer here that Danville could go and take.  

Peter  [10:44]  Well maybe one useful way of thinking about this for a moment is to pretend you are the 

State Board with the charge of creating a statewide plan by 2018 -- and the concept of an 

alternative structure basically is that if you do not want to do a preferred merger, what is it that 

you do want to have happen? It seems to me that when I think about this statewide plan, you can 

think about it in two ways: one is what would be the supervisory union structure up here.  I mean, 

if you think about it for a minute, the reason that Vermont has supervisory unions is because of 

public choice.   Otherwise everyone would be a supervisory district of one size or 

another. Because choice comes in a variety of forms, and because of Supreme Court decisions -- 

the Vermont Supreme Court decisions -- you can't merge different operating structures, because if 

you attempt to maintain those operating structures, then students within one supervisory -- one 

governance structure -- would have opportunities that students in others do not.  So that really has 

created the chessboard which is Vermont in many cases and particularly in this part of the world.   



 [12:30] The State Board of Education can't do anything that you can't do.   So that you can't 

merge different operating structures into a single governance structure, and the State Board can't 

merge different operating structures, but the Legislature has given them the power to merge like-

operating structures.  Basically an alternative structure is an alternative proposal is to create an 

alternative that one or more districts believe is better -- can better meet the goals of Act 46 than a 

straight merger.  So, there is a merger of like-structures that's going to be on the table, and then 

the question is supervisory unions.  The State Board has always had the power to 

create supervisory unions and mix and match them as they want.  Supervisory unions are 

basically structures where different operating districts operate together and over the years since 

Act 60, which created a statewide way of funding student education, the role of supervisory 

unions has expanded in authority, whereby by the supervisory union is basically responsible 

for the education of all the children in that district, at least in terms of their fundamental 

curriculum and all the rest of that kind of stuff.  I think in that sense that communities have really 

not caught up with the increased role of the supervisory union, in part, because they don't vote on 

supervisory union budgets, they tend to go to local school board meetings, etc., etc.     

 [14:15]  But, in fact, Act 46 merely parrots what is already in Act, I think, 261*, which has the 

supervisory union has been taking on more and more roles, not only the development of 

curriculum, but the delivery of special education, transportation, and other issues across the 

district.  But the fundamental equity issue in Act 46 is that kids in a given supervisory union 

should have in, effect, equal opportunity for success regardless of which district and supervisory 

union they are in, even though they don’t necessarily have the same educational costs per pupil, 

or educational spending per pupil, which is the purview of the local district in terms of setting 

that.  So Act 46 is basically designed to reduce the number of multiple districts with the same 

operating structure within a given SU.  This is a long-winded way of saying […], that is, now 

look at your part of the world since we’re all into November.  So, right along the Route 2 corridor 

right now you still have 3 K-12 operating districts whose voters have elected not to merge:  

Twinfield, Cabot,  Danville.  And you go 30 minutes south, and you  have another K-12 operating 

district of Blue Mountain; go a little farther and you  have another K-12 operating district, if I am 

correct, in Oxbow.  And the people in Blue Mountain and Oxbow decided in that in terms of their 

merger study it isn’t what they wanted to do.   I think in part, if I understand the situation, 

because it would have meant potentially the merger of a high school structure between Blue 

Mountain and Oxbow, and that was really a bridge too far, at least, for the people of Blue 

Mountain, as I understand it -- correct me if I’m wrong. 

 [* This Act number does not appear correct.] 

 [16:26]  In much the same way that Cabot’s electorate, at least initially, has decided that the loss 

of their high school is something they did not want to [happen], now, at this time Cabot is perhaps 

looking at options due to demographics that they might not have considered before.  So they are 

having another conversation with you.  They are having another conversation with Caledonia 

Cooperative [Supervisory Union] with the thought that they would be a K-8 operating district and 

then tuition their kids, and so that could be an operating structure.  So the big million-dollar 

question in this part of the world is “What will the State Board do with these similar merged 

districts?”  They clearly have the power -- they could take all 4 of you and create a one merged 

supervisory union -- one merged district that would basically administer 4 high schools:  1-2-3-4 

and potentially 5. 

Mat [17:27]   Peter - I have a question on that.  It has to meet the goals of Act 46. 

Peter [17:31]   I understand.  And so then the question is “Does that make educational sense to do within 

the goals of Act 46?” And what the Board is asking for here in alternative structures is basically 



guidance of that very question as to what do you think is in the best interests.  So, when you talk 

about --- with the two groups in the room – so one of the issues is will-- is your alternative 

structure going to be that you want to be in the same supervisory union, but you don’t want to be 

merged?  If so, then you going to have to try to show why wouldn’t the State Board take the next 

step of not only putting you in the same supervisory union and merging your districts into -- 

together.  Your both about the same size -- you’re both K-12s -- you both have a similar interest 

in maintaining that … So, you would have to show in your alternative structure why -- if I am 

listening correctly -- what you would be asking the State Board to do is to facilitate the 

educational cooperation between your two districts by putting you in a similar supervisory union.  

Because, I’m guessing, that being in different supervisory unions makes cooperation more 

difficult from a legal and instructional aspect. Or, and I have no idea what Oxbow is thinking or 

recommending at this time, so … 

 [19:00]  What will the final SU structure look like?  And what do you want it to be?  As far as the 

clock is concerned -- there really is no clock for you guys, in the sense that unless you can get 

everything done and voted on by November 1
st
, which I don’t think is structurally possible – 

unless you wanted to spend your entire life with me for the next 20 days and get a merger report 

before the State Board on its October 18
th
 meeting -- but even  then-- and the only reason for 

doing that would be because of the legislature’s action in the 3rd session.  They did create 

something called a 2x2x1, which means that you could get an incentivized merger and guarantee 

which supervisory union you’re in --  by one of the 2s would be you guys, the other 2 would be 

the Caledonia Cooperative [SU] and the 1 would be Peacham.  So the 3x1 which Caledonia is 

discussing with Peacham, you just tag on to, and that becomes what you want to do.  But unless 

all of that gets voted on before the end of November 31
st 

, that’s the only timeline, that’s the only 

incentivized structure that’s left to you assuming that and that would involve of course that you 

would agree to -- that your taxpayers would agree to basically form a unified union district that 

would administer both the Danville School and the Blue Mountain School and come up with 

some articles of agreement. 

Mat [20:56]  Not a problem. 

Peter [21:00]  Beyond that  …  However, leave the.[…] deadline off, the next deadline is theoretically 

December 20-something -- 26
th
 -- which is when alternative structural plans are supposed to be 

before the State Board.  Assume between now and then, it seems you can explore, formally or 

informally, whether or not you wanted to merge.  It seems to me, if I listen correctly, you could 

merge and by doing that basically say that you want to create a  2x2x1 -- and actually merging 

would probably insure that.  I don’t see -- I don’t know who knows what the supervisory union 

structure would be?  They’ve still got Danville and Twinfield -- Cabot hanging out there – and -- 

which is why there’s a lot of pieces in play, but at least it seems to me that she [the Secretary of 

Education] would have an argument for creating your own – insuring a particular structure.  I 

don’t think there are any guarantees until the statewide plan is done.  Or you could say the most 

we want to do is coordinate our programs, but we want to maintain our separate school boards. 

But we would like to be in the same supervisory union, so that could be more easily facilitated 

than an SU will.   The most -- it seems to me -- those are the two structural options you have 

going forward.  I don’t think either of them are time-sensitive in the sense of November.  I do 

think it would be wise in your interests to decide if, in fact, the very least you want to do is say is 

you wanted to be in the same SU but maintain your separate boards.  It is a question for all 

districts working on alternatives. 

Bruce M [23:22] Under a merger we would have one board like we proposed …. 



Peter [23:27]  You'd have one unified board.  If Blue Mountain came north and stayed in Caledonia 

Central, that District would be your merged district, Peacham and Caledonia Cooperative, and 

then the question is under those circumstances would they move Twinfield west towards, that is, 

....  I don't know.   Barre is still sitting out there as a supervisory Union.. so I'm a little […] 

Bruce M [24:05]  Mat 

Mat [24:01]   I just wonder if it made sense to explore one SU and keeping your boards and consolidating 

the central offices and looking at that option.  I mean, I don’t know what this discussion would 

look like, but I’m thinking about all the debate over loss of local control and the amount board 

members on a board -- that was months in each town going over that -- and there’s strong 

opinions about that and that could be the one that shoots it down -- is that loss of local control and 

the members onboard.  To me, just reflecting on the experience that we had over the last eighteen 

months, would be to dive into let’s join-- let’s consolidate those central offices.  What’s the 

savings there?  Are there other places we can be fiscally efficient?  And then hammer out some 

educational opportunities for students, because we know we have some of those.  

Emilie [25:05]  I do think we have to look at the educational opportunities in the light of the structural 

options, because I think that there are – I think we need to think about what the balance is there, 

because if we want to think about sharing […] more easily, and not worrying about whose […] it 

is, and what the account is, and which contract and all of that.    I mean that is just something that 

should be on the table. 

Mat  [25:32]  We can create contractual relationships -- like the reciprocity agreements -- and stuff like 

that.  We could work out other arrangements, then you wouldn’t have the fluidity that you would 

-- but we could have some kind of contractual arrangement that would be there.  It would be 

interesting to look and explore that.  And it just seems to me that would be a logical first step.   

Peter [25:55]  The district can petition to change its supervisory union at any time before the State Board.  

Whether the State Board would entertain such a request before approval of the statewide plan is 

somehow a valid question. 

Mat [26:17]   We went through that with Waterford […]  We explored that whole thing because they 

wanted to join … 

Bruce S [26:35]   Are you proposing that would be the first step?  And that would be that each board 

… 

Mat [26:32]  If the boards are comfortable with that.  I'm just trying to reflect on experiences that we've 

had in all the districts.  You know if you some of these things are heated discussions, where 

communities felt passionate about it, that was a point of contention -- so if you are going to 

[ameliorate?] all that stuff -- or can we get to a point where we just talk about programming, talk 

about stuff that we can focus on and so maybe get back. 

Peter [27:02]   I think it’s important that you understand what the goal is -- what you’re trying to achieve.  

But if you -- I think a big […] to think about is what are the requirements for an alternative 

structure proposal?  It’s more than just a --- you’ve got to do with self-study --and that self-study 

means you look at everything that you looked at in your original study – because there aren’t -- 

that is --  you know, the standards for an alternative structure are the same standards for a merger.  

So you could just sort of say we want to do this, that this is preferable, but you haven’t looked at 

the financial implications, positive or negative.  So, for example, under the law -- I don’t know 

the particulars -- but let’s say you had two different debt structures.  Let’s say  one of the districts 



had an enormous amount of debt to bring to it.  Well, that can be a barrier to merger and therefore 

a plus from the point of view of what you are trying to do -- which is -- you’d like to have as 

much cooperation as possible, [and] use the K-12 systems to benefit your children short of an all-

out merger.   

    [28:43] It also could be that your cost structures are such that merging, particularly without 

incentives, would put a burden on one community or the other […] acting as a barrier to merge.   

Clearly a barrier to merger  is – to put it as a negative --  but in the sense of community -- and 

traditionally that communities have and that’s where state and -- because you know some people 

have said: well, maybe in the long term there might be something we would do -- couldn’t we 

take a baby step first -- of creating a plan to do it,  such that if things change even more 

significantly over the next ten years, we would perhaps have closer relationships that we had 

worked on between the communities, a greater sense of identity, so that would be less of a barrier.  

I think that’s one of the arguments that’s being made […]in  Stowe in a very proactive stance -- 

of saying we think there are fundamental reasons why the merger plan is premature, and however, 

we also understand things change, and we want to create a stronger culture.  They are 

contemplating a different kind of supervisory union structure so that all of the responsible boards 

are talking with one another more often, so that they are sort of putting greater emphasis on 

supervisory union structure and making that work more effectively understanding that in that 

sense, while there will always be certain prerogatives, both financial and otherwise, for a local 

district -- and you want to have that local district relationship  with its parents and citizens.  There 

is a lot of important work that has to be successfully done at the SU level.  If the SU level is 

dysfunctional or not, optimizing the relationship with boards, then that’s not in the best interest. 

 [31:03]  So, for example, you don’t know, I mean some -- very few -- SUs, for example, have 

looked at data together, and most data collection on student performance is looked at by the local 

district.  Well, in fact, the SU is supposed, you know, to understand how every child is doing, and 

therefore the assessment of data and the setting of strategic instructional plans is really an SU 

function.  So one of the questions would be if you are going to put together an alternative 

structure,  how would you propose to do that?   In some measure your thinking then would need 

to influence the thinking of the other members of the SU up here.  Fortunately, I guess, that kind 

of discussion would have to take place between the current SU and Peacham and Caledonia 

Central and Danville.  I think there is a meeting later in September -- we could talk about that.  

There is no reason why, if you are serious about contemplating that in some ways, and that’s the 

direction that you want to go.   You know [if] Mat maybe had some preliminary conversations to 

say what if we added Blue Mountain to the mix -- you can always have a couple on reps on the 

wall so this process gets informed by that process.   Because if you’re contemplating bringing 

them into the SU, I think you are going to want to have the support of the other members of the 

SU.  You certainly do not want to mar your report  headed to the State Board of Education in a 

way that says:  in all deference to Danville, we are not really dealing with […] sitting […] 

coordinating with Blue Mountain only make makes a whole heck of a lot of sense for anybody 

but them.   And so that’s not the kind of thing that would be supportive of regional endeavors.  I 

may have tapped myself out. 

Bruce M [33:20] I guess I like Mat’s suggestion if for no other reason then I think - again - the thing that 

keeps coming back is the loss of local control.  We went through this with Cabot and Twinfield, 

where somebody says “well they’ve got 5 board members, and we’re only going to have 3 under 

this merger proposal” -- I’m just throwing out numbers --  “and so what if 3 years down the road 

they decide they want to close Danville High school or vice-versa -- if Danville had more 

members than you folks and the Blue Mountain community said “what if somewhere down the 

road Danville people, we’re going to be outvoted and they decided they want to close our the high 



school or what’s to stop them from closing this – and closing out junior high school.”  I think we 

ran into that, as Mat said, but if we learned nothing else from past experiences, do we want to go 

back there?  And so I would support starting there.  I welcome input from other board members 

from Danville and obviously Blue Mountain.     

Brent Abare [34:30]  […] Peacham mitigated those concerns in their agreement with language that 

protects all the interests in this case […] SU […].  Unfortunately we never got to that point.  

Okay.  That’s neither here nor there. You can mitigate those concerns.  I think the real challenge 

here is leadership.  If we can start demonstrating to all the communities that we are pressing 

forward without 706(b) in making a relationship -- in making an agreement -- and in trying to 

hammer things out.  We already know sort of what we want […] -- right -- then other 

communities may come into the fold and want to be part of that, if we can demonstrate leadership 

and a path forward.   The only other thing I would say is and you Bruce [M] -- I have been 

talking with you we’ve been talking about this for a long time […] Bruce and I and other 

members of the board.  I have to say there’s two things in play here:  there’s the tangibles, right, 

the like-structures, similar philosophies, the budget, things like that -- and then there’s the 

intangibles, there’s the human relationships, there’s the community relationships -- the strong ties 

between Danville and the BMU member communities.  Those are things that are invaluable in 

this kind of process.  And so, the overall question is how do we move forward?  How do we get 

this thing moving forward, so we get to the end result.  We’ve got to come up with solutions to 

Act 46.  We’ve seen it one way], somebody else sees something different.  I don’t see any other 

way out of this […], we want to be in this lifeboat together, if we can.   

Bruce M [36:15] I understand where you coming from about mitigating things -- and about articles of 

agreement.  I think we’ve mitigated them pretty good in our Articles of Agreement - I think Peter 

would agree -- that in order for this to happen you’ve got to do this, this, this, this and this -- but 

those things can still get done.  I think that was the concern from the voters from the districts -- is, 

yes, I understand in order for it to happen, there are hoops and hurdles they have to get through, 

but inevitably it could happen.  I think that’s what people were thinking -- that 5 years down the 

road, 10 years down the road, they could still do this -- because there’s going to be a whole new 

board and they can do this.  I don’t know if you saw what we proposed -- I am sure we have a 

copy somewhere …. 

Brent [37:00] Would you share it with us?  

Bruce M [37:02] Yes, you’re certainly welcome to, if you want to look through … -- I don’t know how 

many pages it was.  I had one in my briefcase.  I took it out tonight, just because I picked up my 

briefcase and said I’m going to lighten the load, so I did not bring it with me.  I am certainly 

willing to share it with you -- just so you can see how we tried to mitigate some things that we 

were concerned with -- and things that maybe the people for Cabot and Twinfield were concerned 

with.  At this point I’m looking for input from other board members.  I like Mat’s proposal, but 

I’m not saying we shouldn’t think about a merger.  I am saying that we, as you said, have to get a 

starting point, and, we do have to decide -- are we going to stay in this lifeboat together?  

Brent [37:45]  Could the next steps be not the whole baguette -- educational opportunities and fiscal 

efficiencies for an alternative structure --  but also at the same time a merger -- that would be 

more informed when it comes to a decision before the Board? 

Mat [38:00] We can, but I just need the time to do it.   I think Peter’s point has merit.  If there is a 

financial deficit, and if you were to merge, then it gives your alternative structure more merit to 

pass.  At some point you would have to look at some of what those pieces were. 



Emilie [38:20]  I need to look at some pieces I know are where we ran into hot water issues.  I need to 

look at teachers’ contracts in terms of salaries -- some things that if they had to move up -- what 

the cost would be associated with that -- and that was a piece of data for us with OESU that really 

pointed to the fact that the merger was not beneficial to Bradford financially, because of what the 

impact would be there.  That is good data that we have in terms of why that did not work out, so 

that needs to be helpful when […] a piece of data to support why it it’s not -- and debt. 

Mat [39:17] […] diving into the one more thoroughly […].   I just wanted to comment to you that the 

CCSU Board does look at student achievement data as a whole.  We’ve had some great 

discussions and that goes out to all board members […] get the growth rates of each aggregates, 

the grade level, and we looked at our target goals based on the SU.  The SU Board has moved in 

the last few years into taking on more and more of those roles.  It’s a process thing. 

Peter [40:01]  When you talk about articles of agreement that mitigate -- articles of agreement only 

mitigate when people have, in effect, similar interests.  The representational issue could have 

been resolved in your previous study but people did not want to have an equal number of reps 

around the table.  They wanted a proportional-based representation.  Cabot wanted basically a 

hybrid model of 3:3:3 […] voted across the district …, and that was not, in itself, going into a 

merger -- with it being proportional is not something they wanted to do.  I don’t know how the 

discussion would go between […].  If my math is correct, Danville’s population is 2196, and the 

3 towns that make up Blue Mountain is 2595, so you are pretty similar.  The law allows you a 

10% variance in terms of the number of reps, so you are probably pretty close in terms of that 

going forward, but I am sure there are other issues still -- maybe what I would suggest to you that 

you don’t have to marry on the first date. 

Bruce M  [41:30]  This is about our fourth. 

Peter [41:40]  That was pretty clearly my intention the first time I went out with my wife.  It took me a 

number of dates to convince her that those attentions were worthwhile.  It seems to me you can 

start with the alternative structure, because it basically is going to demand a similar analysis of 

information, and as that information begins to come in, you maybe will find there is reason to 

do the final step, which is to form an official 706 committee to recommend articles of agreement.  

In the meantime you can circle each other, as most productive mating rituals require, and also get 

a little bit more information on the part of your towns as you move forward:  we are having this 

discussion -- this is what we are learning -- and see how people respond.  I don’t think you 

necessarily have to dive into a full blown study, because in fact both studies require a similar kind 

of self-study.  I think the real issue before you is:  Where do you want to put your time and 

energy between now and December?  You only have enough time, even at this point, to put 

together some body of information that you want to [study] -- to see or not see.    

     [43:30]  […] In the end you may end up crafting your own reports in December, but at least you 

will have met one of the criteria for an alternative structure, which is basically talk with everyone 

in the neighborhood and not find common ground, and this is why we want to do what we to do.  

That information is probably very useful to the State Board.   Because, if you think about their 

task, they’re trying to do this, and the AOE is trying to give them as much information as possible 

as to what makes educational sense and what doesn’t.  Just because you have the power to do 

something doesn’t meant it’s in the best interests of children, and they need that information. 

Mat [44:30]  Just about the educational sense piece -- just want to throw this out there -- I brought this up 

at one of the other meetings we had, a joint meeting, but, I think, the process we went through 

where we create options and then present those options to the public and get them to vote, I 



recommend doing in reverse, where we get the feedback from the community about what they 

want for their children and educating them on what the needs are for their children, and in schools 

where we might have some deficits and how we can meet that.  I think we’ve got to get that 

feedback from them going into it, so we are creating something that’s coming from them, as 

opposed to just coming up with something we might think might be good and giving them some 

options to pick from.  There needs to be a community voice.   

Bruce M [45:16] Yes, I agree with that.  I don’t think we have time to do a lot of -- to start with 17 

different options and whittle it down to 3 and then  have a public forum.  I think the sooner we 

[…].  I think we done a pretty good job of being transparent for the public --   that we want your 

input, this is where we are at with your Act 46 process, but we [….] 

Peter [46:42] I think it’s pretty straight forward. I think you want to keep both K-12 districts -- you want 

to -- within the boundaries of geography and practicality --  […] to share  as many resources as 

possible. The million dollar question is “Whether or not that could that can be done  more 

effectively or less effectively by merging with cooperative agreements and bring a […] -- that to 

me is the central question.  I don’t have clue as to what the answer is.  I think it is important the 

community understands what you are talking about and what you are not talking about.  Because 

that will be easier. 

Paul  [46:37]   So who is going to prepare what data? for when? 

Bruce M [46:44]  Very well put.   

Mat  [46:46]  See as you brought it up, we delegate you.   

Bruce M [46:52]  Where do we go from here exactly?  Because that seems where we leave every meeting 

-- where do we go from here?   We just cannot keep having meetings for the sake of having 

meetings; we are at that point. 

Mat [47:00]  Is there a consensus from the boards that that option we talked about is we can hammer that 

out? 

Bruce M  [47:11]   I think Peter put it -- what we're looking at -– if we can do the work for the alternative 

governance structure, and as we get deeper into it we may realize we might as well just go and 

see if the towns if they're willing to merge, but at least I think that's a starting point. 

 

Mat [47:30]   If that was the direction then the rest of us could hammer that out -- or how ... 

 

Peter [47:36]  I mean, I certainly think that the best place is start [is] with the data you have already 

collected.  I think if you want assistance with that it, seems to me -- what you’re asking is for me 

to help the superintendents do is to facilitate an exploration of the pros and cons of an alternative 

structure, and at the same time hoping that would inform whether or not you want to go a step 

further --  so even a basically [….]   I understand what needs to go into an alternative structure 

report we want in December.   It seems to me that you could you begin the process planning 

on sharing data while the report is being [crafted?].  At least one of the parts of it will be done.  

I'm not going to promise that it is going to be easy, as Mat said, I mean. but the models for 

financial studies is well known   Right now it's just a matter of plugging in a different set of 

numbers from a different set of realities [.…]   I think you also have sense of what communities 

are looking for. The one thing I don't know very much about […] -- is how the law would -- how 

you fashion cooperative agreements -- how far they can go – on [settling? …] we might need 



some assistance on that.  What kind of [….]  It seems to me that if your core argument is going to 

be that we don’t want to merge, but we are going to just fashion these cooperative 

agreements, and you want to make sure you can [...] -- what the […] might be, because it seems 

to me if that if that’s the direction you want to go, you want to make as a compelling  case as you 

can or  [… 7 secs unintelligible] for Blue Mountain or Caledonia Central as part of the 

supervisory district.  So I would have to believe at least it would facilitate the kinds of 

discussions you want to be having [....] 

 

 [50:18]  So on a  pragmatic level then it seems to me, if you wanted to do, that you need to pass a 

motion to undertake some kind of self-study for an alternative structure for the [two?] 

districts, and then figure out how you're going to pay for me, if you want me to help you.  I  use 

the same -- I don't know whether or not one of you could contact Nicole*, because I don't know 

whether this fits under the Act 46 budget 706 project or alternative structures -- I think it does – 

or whether or not it you pay me through Act 46 project. which is easier, or through [....]. 

  [* Nicole Mace, Executive Director, Vermont School Boards Association] 

Emilie [51:07]  I thought the Act 46 [funds[ were dried up? 

Peter  [51:10] Well, there are no plans, […], but I can just as easily draw up the contract.  It is just that 

when I signed o -- I said I would not do Act 46 work or merger work outside of the project.   So 

then the question is -- this is really not merger work at this poin.  It's still a study -- it's just a 

matter of making sure that they're being consistent -- that the pay structure wouldn't be any 

different from what it would be if […]. It’s $150 for my direct time and $37.50 for getting here 

[…]  And that’s assuming you want to work with me, which you do not have to.   

Paul [52:06]  So, why don’t we move to do that? 

Brent [52:19] [crosstalk, unintelligible]  [The first one] is the joint structure motion -- joint motion for 

alternative structure; the second […] is whether or not how people feel about Peter Clarke.   It's 

essentially two pieces.  It’s probably better to break it down into individual components.   If it 

were me [doing?] the questions …. Could we be so presumptuous […]? 

Dave [52:47]  Should each School Board vote separately? 

Peter [52:53]  I think that you need to do that, because you are not a 706 committee.  Each School Board 

[…] enter into a 706, and then you are not binding yourself, so each district is going to say this is 

what they want to do, and the second vote is going to take up its share of the cost of the study. 

Mat [52:14]  Let’s just let one board watch the other one vote. 

Dave [53:19] I will make a motion that we hire Peter Clark as a consultant. 

Bruce M. [53:26]   Isn’t that the second one? 

[?]  [53:27]  Yeah. 

Dave [53:28]  I'll wait for that motion then.  I have got that all down.   



Bruce M [53:35]  The first thing that we do is that we do the study -- and then the  second would be that 

if we are then going to do the study-- that we pass it  --  that we hire Peter. 

Tim Sanborn [53:44] I would make the motion that we undergo a self-study in order to better understand 

our ability to […]. 

Dave [53:58] Second the motion. 

Robert [54:02]  …in order to?  What was the last part of that Tim? 

Mat [54:08] …in order to investigate alternative structures. 

[54:11]  [Much crosstalk unitell] 

Bruce M [54:17]  All in favor of that?  

 

[Danville Board]  Aye. 

Dave [54:20]  So Blue Mountain would have to … before we can continue. 

Bruce M  [54:26] Thank you.  Ball's in your court. 

[54:30] [unintelligible banter; cross talk, laughter] 

Bruce S [54:21]  … a motion for a self-study and … a motion for self study of alternative structures.  

[54:51]  [unintelligible banter; cross talk] 

Bruce S [55:23]  Blue Mountain -- are your ready for a vote?   All those in favor of the motion please 

signify by saying “Aye” ….  

[Blue Mountain Board]   [55:27]  Aye.   

 

Bruce S.  [55:28]  Any opposed?  [none].  Abstentions?  [none].  The motion carries.  Thank you. 

 

Dave  [55:34]  I will make a motion that we hire Peter Clarke as a consultant for that study -- exploration. 

 

Bruce M [55:45]  Second?   

 

Tim [55:46]  Second.  All right. 

 

Bruce M [55:48] All in favor.   

 

Danville Board [55:49]  Aye.   

 

Bruce M [55:50]  Any opposed?  [none].  No abstains either.  All right. 

 

[56:00]  [ unintelligible crosstalk, laughter] 

 



Bruce S?  [56:14]   I’ll make a motion to hire Peter Clark to assist us with the current structure self-study. 

  

Paul  [56:25]  Second. 

 

Bruce S [56:26]  […]  There’s been a second on that.  Further discussion?  Ready for a vote?  All in favor 

of the motion please signify by saying "Aye". 

 

Blue Mountain Board [56:41] Aye. 

 

Bruce S [56:42] Opposed?  [none].  Abstentions?   [none].  Carried.  Thank you. 

 

[56:48]  [banter] 

 

Peter [56:53]  Emilie -- I think you should simply call Nicole -- she can  tell you whether she wants to 

continue the contract I’ve got [...] alternative study […] it’s just understanding the scope of the 

work and for now […].  

 

Emilie [57:16]  I need to call her anyway. 

 

Mat  [57:19]  It’s yours. 

 

Bruce M.  [57:22]  I guess I would say to the Danville Board -- I know you’ve come up here the last two 

times --  we have another meeting as I've indicated next week -- two weeks now  -- September 

18
th
,  and we also have one September 21

st
,  so we would probably be willing to come to your 

next meeting […].  I would just as soon not do that unless you really want to meet like the last 

week in September.  I'm about meetin’d out. 

 

<-------------------------------------------------END TRANSCRIPTION -------------------------------------> 

 

The remaining portion of the meeting was taken up with a very loosely structured, multi-voiced effort 

scheduling the next joint meeting of the two boards at Blue Mountain.  Peter gave notice that he would be 

in China after October 9
th
 for a while. 

 

Transcribed Robert Edgar, 23 September 2017 

 

 


