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Green Mountain Unified School District 
Transition Board 

Finance Committee 
Tuesday January 9, 2018 

GMUHS, Sam Adams Room I 
5:00 p.m. 

 
I.  ROLL CALL/CALL TO ORDER: 

Committee: Joseph Fromberger, Marilyn Mahusky, Tonia Fleming, Michael Studin 
Staff: Meg Powden, Chris Adams, George Thomson, Katherine Fogg, Peggy Roberts, Lauren Baker 
Other Board Members: Erin Lamson 
Public: Shawn Cunningham, Dennis Reilley, Trevor Barlow, Denise Hughes, Julie Hance 
 
Ms. Mahusky called the meeting to order at 5:02 p.m.  She noted that Ms. DesLauriers was again unfortunately 
unable to attend this evening so she would be running the meeting.  The committee introduced themselves. 
 

II.  APPROVE AGENDA: 
Ms. Fleming moved to approve the agenda.  Mr. Fromberger seconded and the motion to approve the agenda 
carried with no opposition. 
  

III. NEW BUSINESS: 
A. Review and Discuss Recommendation of Final Proposed FY2018-2019 Budget to the GMUSD Board of 

Directors 
Ms. Powden noted that the administrative structure has changed in this recommendation to have 2 principals 
at the elementary schools and a teaching dean at CAES.  The Flexible Pathways/Capstone position has been 
reduced to .5 fte.  They are continuing to look at the nursing positions.  The nurses have provided her with the 
health needs of the schools and the administration has met with the VT Department of Health.  At present the 
budget reflects the original 1 RN and 1 LPN for all 3 buildings.  There will also be 1 half time transportation 
director and 1 half time facilities director for all 3 buildings.  The transportation portion of this position will 
go through the SU office.  Currently at GMUHS there is a facilities director/transportation director who is 
also the AD.  The plan is to add a half time position who will look district-wide for facilities wide 1.0 fte.  
Then there will be a half time AD/Co-curricular position.  This budget reflects a .5 fte position increase.  
 
Ms. Mahusky suggested that they should be looking at this budget proposal based on how it compares to last 
year’s budget, and not necessarily how it compares to the draft presented last week.  There was discussion 
about the current budget already including a stipend for the AD, and the increase for the co-curricular works 
out to approximately a .2 fte increase for the .5 fte position.  Ms. Mahusky asked for clarification that the 
current .5 fte facilities director/.5 transportation director is receiving a stipend for the AD position that works 
out to approximately the equivalent of .3 fte.  Therefore the proposal recommends a .5 fte facilities director, 
.5 fte transportation director and a .5 co-curricular director.   
 
There was discussion about the dean of students at CAES being a teaching dean and the expense in the 
budget includes salary and benefits.  Mr. Adams explained that the summary change in the packet reflects 
changes made since the last meeting.  He noted that the elementary foreign language teacher, nursing 
positions and the 3rd grade teacher proposal have not changed since the last proposal.  Ms. Powden discussed 
the math coach and Title I teachers that are currently being supported by the local budgets.  They are 
budgeted in the proposed budget as well.  The Title I teacher is being funded at approximately .2 fte locally 
currently.  In the budget proposal it will be funded approximately .5 fte locally.  Mr. Adams noted that the 
Medicaid funds are split by school since they are earned based on FRL levels.  There was discussion about 
the AOE required cuts to the grant funding last year that resulted in the requirement for the local funding of 
the Title I positions in order to keep them whole. 
 
Ms. Fogg noted that the summary page reflecting 2 principals and 1 teaching dean represents a change from 
the last budget proposal.  For the district, there will be a total of 3 principals (1 in each building), 1 assistant 
principal at GMUHS and a teaching dean at CAES.  Ms. Fogg noted that she had discussed with her staff that 
there would not be an additional 3/4 teacher as was originally recommended.  Her teaching staff is dealing 
with that change and they will soon discuss how the teaching dean will help with that need.  She explained 
that there is a need for both positions, but since the expense caused the budget to be too high.  Ms. Fogg 
noted that the position should be full time, but understands that it can’t be.  With the teaching dean position, 
the person in that position can support her work and also help support the 3/4 students.  Ms. Powden noted 
that there is more flexibility with the teaching dean than with an assistant principal.  There was discussion 
about the CTES principal being a permanent (not interim) position.   
 



Mr. Adams noted that in the current draft, they have managed to reduce it to $15,748.49 per equalized pupils.  
The budget is up about 4.82%.  He explained that the health recapture, the fact that there was no fund balance 
to be able to use, and the requirement to even up the health benefits for the support staff as the staff merged 
to one entity.  There are currently 709.02 equalized pupils.  Mr. Adams noted that this is a new entity so there 
is not history.  Normally there is a comparison to the prior budget to determine the penalty threshold.  He 
explained some of the calculations for the tax rate, noting that each town’s tax rates will be affected by their 
individual CLA’s.  Mr. Adams reported the tax rates for each of the towns (with the CLA impact).  Andover 
will be $1.33, Chester will be $1.44, Baltimore will be $1.58 and Cavendish will be $1.42.  Mr. Adams noted 
that these rates are without the 8 cent tax benefit from the merger.  He explained that the governor has 
already impacted the tax rate by 9 cents.  He explained that it is good that they merged and get the tax benefit 
since there is this tax change.  He explained that these tax rates have not yet calculated the savings for the tax 
benefit so they will be even better than this. 
 
Mr. Adams distributed the hot lunch budget.  He noted that the goal is to break even with the food service 
budget.  Mr. Thomson reported that in 29 years, his food service budget has never broken even.  Ms. Powden 
noted that there is typically a loss of $10,000 expected (therefore the local budget effectively subsidized the 
food service program).  The current budget reflects an average loss of about $61,337 over the last 4 years.  
There was discussion about the quality of the program provided at these schools.  Mr. Fromberger noted that 
the other schools in the SU feed a slightly smaller population with a $7500 subsidy from the tax payers, and 
this side of the SU is at approximately $75,000 subsidy.  He proposed that the budget for the food service be 
limited to $325,000.  He noted that the food service committee needs to look at their options to provide the 
food service at a reasonable cost.  The proposed budget is $310,700 for the food service.  This reflects a 
subsidy from the tax payers of about $15,000 which is twice what the other school districts in the SU are 
doing.  Ms. Mahusky suggested that the food service committee needs to do a complete financial analysis of 
the food service program and how it is spending the money.   
 
Mr. Fromberger clarified that the food service program in Ludlow provides food to the students in Ludlow 
and the school subsidizes that program with $7500.  This district has a larger population, therefore he is 
proposing that this district subsidized the program by $15,000.  He explained that the food service program 
takes in approximately $310,000 and therefore when that is applied to the expenses, along with the $15,000 
subsidy, the total expenditure should be no more than $325,000.  Mr. Fromberger moved to recommend to 
the full board that they limit the food service portion of the budget to $325,700.  Ms. Mahusky asked the 
administration to weigh in.  She suggested that the food service committee should look at staffing, 
efficiencies and where the traditional cost overruns will be.  She noted that the CAES board has been very 
supportive of the food service program.  One of the ideas for saving money might include limiting cooking to 
just the GMUHS kitchen.  Ms. Mahusky suggested that they should get parents involved.  They may need to 
contract for other food service providers, but they need to compare those services and their feedback to what 
is currently being provided.  Mr. Fromberger suggested that this requirement would make them look at those 
programs.  There was discussion about where the funding for the Iron Chefs and other food service related 
co-curricular programs coming from—whether it is from food service or co-curricular.  Mr. Thomson 
questioned if they should consider raising the cost of lunches as well.  They don’t want to price it out of 
people’s price range, but at the same time, if the expenses are higher, the cost to sell it should also be higher.  
Mr. Thomson suggested that the federal FRL reimbursement might also increase accordingly.  There was 
discussion about comparing the costs to area schools.  Mr. Thomson noted that there is an expense for write-
off’s.  He explained that they have a policy at CTES to feed hungry children regardless of their ability to pay.   
 
A community member questioned if there has been an analysis of food waste.  Ms. Mahusky noted that they 
are federally required to put certain amounts of food on children’s plates, so that accounts for some of the 
waste.  Mr. Fromberger noted that if this committee adopts his motion, that will affect the bottom line.  Ms. 
Fleming seconded Mr. Fromberger’s motion.  Mr. Adams reported that he has been looking at this area of the 
budget for a while and felt that it needed to be scrutinized.  Mr. Adams recommended going with the current 
proposal in the budget and charging the food service committee to complete their analysis and make a 
recommendation in a timely manner for a change—not necessarily a change in food service, but a change that 
doesn’t require local subsidization of the food service committee.  Ms. Mahusky noted that she will make 
sure that the food service committee completes its analysis very soon.  There was discussion about the CAES 
reimbursement of the food service director’s wages and benefits.  Mr. Adams explained that there were years 
past where GM would only budget half of the director’s salary and have an unbudgeted expense and 
unbudgeted revenue for the payment from CAES.  Mr. Fromberger suggested that they should establish a 
goal for the food service to not exceed.  This motion would mean that the line item would be reduced 
accordingly.  The motion failed with one vote in favor.  Ms. Mahusky pledged that this issue would be 
resolved before the next budget.  Mr. Thomson suggested that the food service committee needs to capture all 
of the students who are eligible for FRL.  He noted that they should try to increase the income to encourage 
participation in FRL, particularly at the high school level.   
 
Ms. Mahusky noted that this budget proposal eliminates the Spanish teacher.  The nursing issue needs to be 
addressed.  There was discussion about the 3/4 teacher.  Mr. Fromberger suggested that the charge of this 
committee is to make a recommendation of a number to the full board.  They are not required to go into great 
detail about why the number is what it is.  Ms. Mahusky noted that this budget is not being driven by a vision 
of the board.  There are major changes that the administration is recommending.  The committee did tell the 



administration that they needed to get to a certain per pupil expense.  There was discussion about last year’s 
per pupil expenses.  Ms. Mahusky noted that this budget doesn’t represent savings to the tax payers. 
 
Ms. Powden noted that she will need to add to the warning for the annual meeting.  The meeting will be on 
February 27, 2018 so the budget will need to be warned appropriately.  The annual meeting will be at the 
GMUHS auditorium at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Ms. Fleming moved to recommend to the full board to approve a budget of $12,609,726.  Mr. Studin 
seconded.  The motion failed with a tie vote.   
 

IV.  AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING: 
The next meeting will be on January 17 at 5:00 p.m. at GMUHS.  
  

V.  ADJOURNMENT: 
Mr. Fromberger moved to adjourn at 6:06 p.m. Ms. Fleming seconded and the motion carried unanimously.  
  
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Amber Wilson 
Board Recording Secretary 

 
 

 


