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CREATING A SUSTAINABLE AND QUALITY EDUCATION SYSTEM
IN FRANKLIN COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

STUDY OF POTENTIAL EFFICIENCIES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In November, 2007, Greenfield Community College, on behalf of the Franklin County school districts,
issued an RFP to study and identify potential areas where school districts could cooperate to create a
more cost-effective delivery of present and future educational programs and services. This RFP
represented Phase | of a two-phase study designed to create a more sustainable educational system
in Franklin County. As can be seen from the attached map, other than the Frontier Regional School
District, the majority of the Franklin County school districts are not members of an educational
collaborative. Several area collaboratives, though, do provide programs and services on a fee-for-
service basis. The Phase | Study was started in December, 2007. The goal of this study was to
identify common areas of need and an interest in formalizing a cooperation delivery system for not
only the cost-effective development, but also the maintenance of current educational programs and
services. The scope of work included the following:

1. Identify the factors contributing to the current challenges being faced by the Franklin
County school districts

2. Identify programs and services currently offered or recently discontinued by the
Franklin County school districts

3. Identify school district resources which are possible to share

4, Identify other regional models of providing multi district cooperative programs and
services

5. Identify those school districts who may be interested in participating in a cooperative
model

6. Inventory their current programs and services and identify opportunities for
collaboration

7. Quantify potential cost savings as a result of collaboration

8. Identify and recommend an organizational structure to support collaboration for those

interested school districts which would be both cost effective and recognize the
inherent value of small learning communities
9. Draft a collaborative agreement for school committee and Dept. of Education approval

With declining state and federal resources, it is incumbent upon school administrators to develop
creative strategies to both continue necessary programs and services, but also to develop new
initiatives to meset the emerging needs of both students and parents.

Interviews with the school district superintendents and their administrative staffs were completed
during December. These interviews identified a variety of individual district needs, as well as district
resources which may be shared. in addition, interviews with the county special education directors
were held to identify current programs, out-of-district placements, and current special needs student
enroliments. It was anticipated that there would be special education programs and services which,
through collaboration, would yield both program improvement and cost effectiveness.



In recognition of existing organizations operating in and adjacent to Franklin County, the following
organizational alternatives were considered:

1. Utilize the Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG) for the delivery of
cooperative educational programs and services

2. Request admission to the Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative serving the
Greater Springfield suburban school districts

3; Request admission to the Hampshire Educational Collaborative serving the Hampshire
County school districts and the Frontier Regional School District

4, Create a new county wide educational collaborative for all nine (9) Franklin County

school districts;

After review of the various advantages and disadvantages of each of these alternatives, the
recommendation is being presented to create a new Frankiin County Education Collaborative in
affiliation with the Franklin Regional Council of Governments. This relationship has the potential to be
mutually beneficial for both organizations, while reducing the possible redundancy of duplicate
organizational structures which rely on public financial support.

Coincident to this study, a draft of a Collaborative Membership Agreement has been developed and
included as Appendix A. This draft meets the current legal requirements under MGL Ch. 40 sec. 4e to
establish an educational collaborative in Massachusetts and delineates the role and responsibilities of
school committees relative to collaborative membership.

The following are the top (common) areas of need expressed by the Superintendents and School
Administrators:

1. Loss of students to out of district placements, including, charter schools, schoaol choice,
parochial schools and home schooling and the resultant reductions in state aid

2. Reducing the high cost of school transportation services, especially out of district
special education transportation.

3. Reduce the high cost of special education programs and services. Autism programs,
Alternative Middle and High School programs, efc., i.e. satellite technical training
programs

4, Additional vocational-technical education for students not accepted by Frankiin County
Tech

5. More cost effective professional development services, including teacher mentoring,

expert facilitators for curriculum integration and low incidence professional
development (content area), technology integration, etc.

6. Cooperative purchasing of goods and services, maintenance workers, modular
classrooms, food and commodities, paper, custodial supplies, textbooks, technology,
utilities, etc.

7. School security audits and funding alternatives.

8. Short term financing for textbooks and technology improvements.

9. External funding, grant writing for specific projects.

10. More cost effective after school and summer remedial, MCAS Prep and enrichment

programs.

11. Development of “working templates” for DOE and other federal initiatives, i.e.
pandemic response and plans, school safety plans, etc.

12. Shared administrative services.

13. Distance learning for low incident academic needs.

14. Maintaining necessary curriculum in spite of declining enroliments and reduced state
aid



15. Shared professional services, i.e. legal, auditing, architect, high end technology
experts, etc.

16. School maintenance projects-small renovation projects, HVAC maintenance contracts,
boiler maintenance service agreements, etc.

17. Data warehousing and technical assistance in data mining and reporting

18. Review e rate submissions to see if maximized.

19. Review Medicaid Reimbursements and see if maximized.

20. Develop cost effective adult education programs.

21. School building infrastructure upgrades, i.e. telephone, WiFi (wireless)

22. Modular classrooms for short term educational space needs.

23. Formation of a private non profit charitable corporation (educational foundation)

As a result of the needs assessment and data gathering meetings with the prospective school
districts, the following recommendations are presented:

Q

Based upon the four alternatives considered, establish a new county-wide Franklin County
Education Collaborative.

Organize the Franklin County Education Collaborative, under the umbrella of the Franklin
Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG), with the Collaborative housed in the FRCOG

offices.

o The Frankliin County Education Collaborative Board of Directors to be member school
committee members or their designees (Superintendents may be so desighated by their
respective school committee).

e The member district school superintendents shall be designated as the Steering
Committee, with regional subcommittees established.

Authorize the FCOG to act as “fiscal agent” for the Collaborative while it is being organized
and until such time as that organization is complete.

The FRCOG, on behalf of the Franklin County Education Collaborative (FCEC), shouid
immediately apply for grant and other funds to accomplish this reorganization and any other
initiatives beneficial to the Collaborative and its prospective members.

Organize a 501 C 3 private, non-profit charitable corporation -- The Franklin County Education
Corporation -- to serve the nine (9) prospective school districts.

|dentify and prioritize program and service needs and begin impiementation

For more information concerning this report or the recommended Frankiin County Education
Collaborative, contact Public Management Associates, LLC, Richard Labrie @ (413) 531-4047 or at
Rlabrie691@ aol.com.
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VALUE OF SMALL LEARNING COMMUNITIES

Research Findings

From the perspectives of both school security and academics, the research from the past decade has
strengthened the consensus among educators that small schools are better than large ones. There is
overwhelming evidence that small schools are safer and that violence is less likely in smaller schools.
Studies have also evidenced the correlation between smaller school size and higher achievement,
especially for poor and minority students; with all students performing at least as well as, if not better
than, those students in large schools.

For decades, economies of scale and program comprehensiveness have provided the rationale for
both national and state trends toward ever larger schools. High schools with 2,000 or 3,000 students
are now commonplace and enroliment in many urban high schools now exceeds 5,000 students.
Until recently, policymakers paid scant attention to the findings of school size research. In the last
decade, episodes of school violence, as well as the national agenda to ensure the success of every
student, has led a number of struggling school districts to launch bold school downsizing initiatives.
These initiatives have resulted in large scale studies, involving hundreds of schools, the results of
which provide compeliing evidence for school districts to consider downsizing.

While no formula defines an optimal school size, research suggests a maximum size of 300-400
students for elementary schools and 400-500 for secondary schools. Perhaps, most notable,
researchers have identified a correlation between school enroliment size, community poverty, and
also concluded that:

“The poorer the community, the smaller its school size should be.” "

Research findings indicate the following benefits from small schools:

1 Students learn well and often, better. A 1996 analysis of 103 research projects
concluded that achievement in small schools ~ especially for poorer and minority
communities- is at least equal to and most often superior to that in large schools. None
of the studies reviewed found that large school academic achievement to be superior.

2. Violence and behavior problems diminish. Truancy, classroom disorders,
vandalism, aggressive behavior, theft, substance abuse and gang related activity all
decreased in small schools.

3. Student attendance is higher and drop outs fewer. Students in small high schools
from high poverty communities attended, on an average, 5 more days per semester
and dropped out at one third to one half the rates of similar students in large schools.
The same students had a slightly higher grade point average and improved reading
and mathematics test scores by the equivalent of aimost half a year.

4, Extracurricular participation increases. Students joined teams and clubs in
significantly higher numbers- including students who were otherwise considered
“marginal”. ®

5: Poorer and minority students benefited most. These students are currently

concentrated in the nation’s largest urban schools.



SIZE DOES MATTER

Small school size alone does not automatically translate to educational effectiveness. When small
schools act like large ones- e.g. retaining departmental structures, little improvement is likely. Small
schools offer an opportunity. A more human scale allows for much more personal attention and
connection of teachers to students and teachers to administrators, along with the leeway to reform
programs and practices in order to enhance learning.

Positive changes that small schools encourage include:

. Strong personal bonds. Students feel a greater sense of engagement, belonging and
personal value when their classmates and teachers get to know them. Acting out
decreases as informal behavior structures replace school rules.

E Parent and community involvement. Parents and teachers who are on a first name
basis can become allies in fostering student success. Business and community
organizations have found it easier to establish links (e.g. student internships or
collaborative projects with small schools).

. Simplicity and focus. Communication is much easier. Staff can work together to focus
on learning and build a coherent, high quality curriculum across interdisciplinary lines
and grade levels.

. Improved instructional quality. Student achievement is influenced much more by
caliber of instruction than by the number of courses offered. Faculties who are
collectively responsible for designing the curriculum delivery around results are more
likely to press for meaningful professional development which will help them meet
specific instructional goals.

o Improved teacher working conditions and job satisfaction. Teachers surveyed in
small schools expressed greater satisfaction from being able to draw on the skills and
insights from colleagues as well as influence the structure and direction of the school
itself.

° Built in accountability. The “internal community of accountability” that develops
among teachers, administrators, parents and students promotes a culture of both
caring and educational rigor marked by hard work, higher aspirations along with an
expectation of success.

in short, while large schools tend to be more impersonal, rule governed organizations; small schools
are able to be more close- knit, flexible communities where no one is a stranger. As such, they are
better able to temper the effects of poverty so that success is not stratified along socioeconomic
lines.®

BARRIERS TO SMALL SCHOOLS

Despite the evidence from educational research, public interest in downsizing schools, changing long-
established structures and behaviors is difficult. A number of political, economic and social factors
often mitigate against school downsizing efforts, including:
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o Historical notions of school, especially high school. The general public's image of
what a high school should be is perhaps the greatest barrier to change. Most parents
want better but not different. The majority like the idea of smaller high schools,
according to recent surveys, but see other educational reforms (e.g. raising test scores,
school security, etc) as more pressing.

e Lack of time, resources and technical assistance. Schools need sustained support
from the district, state and other assistance providers to gain new kinds of knowledge,
free up planning time, involve parents and community stakeholders, persevere in
implementing new structures, schedules, and approaches, teaching methodologies and
be able to evaluate progress.

o System impediments. Laws in some states create incentives for building iarger
schools; space planning for future growth was inherent in Massachusetts school
building project approvals over the past several decades. Local school district policies
which centralize decision making often restrict small schools autonomy and flexibility.
Nationally and even statewide, the push for “one size fits all” curriculum and methods
of instruction runs counter to both current educational research in the success of more
individualized teaching and the value and success of small schools in providing it.

o Cost concerns. Many see small schools as an unaffordable luxury. Researchers who
see large schools as ineffective counter that economies of scale do not support that
premise. Researchers in recent years have analyzed costs in new ways. A much cited
study in New York of small schools concluded that the cost per graduate is less in
small schools than in large schools, due to lower drop out and higher graduation
rates. The study concludes that “quite small higher budgets are well worth the
improved educational outputs. ©

Moreover, the recent Maine state educational planning agency study noted that often overlooked
transportation cost increases associated with consolidated, non neighborhood, regional schools.
Between 1970 and 1995 Maine’s school enrollment decreased by 27,000 students, but their school
transportation costs increased from $ 8.7 million to more than $ 54 million. @

Municipalities faced with rising enroliments and few quality school construction sites tend to construct
larger multi story schools. One cost effective, small schools alternative, being promoted by the
National Clearinghouse on Educational Facilities, is sharing space with colleges, social service
agencies and/or cultural or community based organizations

POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recent research indicates that, especially in high schools, interventions aimed at improving
educational outcomes may fonder if policies ignore school size. Similarly, the research supports that
as long as large numbers of poor and minority students continue to attend large bureaucratic urban
schools, attempts to close the achievement gap may remain largely ineffective.

State and District decision makers and stakeholders can support small school initiatives by:

o Providing Incentives for creating and supporting small schools. Recognition of
the educational and cost effectiveness of small schools must be accepted by the
Massachusetts School Building Assistance Bureau (SBAB). Start up capital to support
the development and evaluation of current models coupled with external financial and
technical assistance must be available to support small schools. The Commonwealth
should provide matching grants to encourage private funding and investment in small
schools.
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. Target resources to small schools with concentrations of poor and/or minority
students. The priority should be to down size both large middle and high schools.
School building consolidation should only be supported to the limits of small school
sizes. Any school restructuring efforts which increase enroliments beyond small school
sizes should be discouraged.

e Identify and eliminate current disincentives that may exist in law or policy. A
coalition of small schools should audit existing state statutes, policies, regulations and
procedures for provisions which may not support or may, in fact, inhibit the
development and support for small schools or, in the contrary, support large schools.
Current SBAB funding formulae encourage consoclidation and redistricting to close
small schools when considering school renovation or school construction projects- “the
more bang for the buck theory”. With limited financial resources, the tendency is to
approve and support larger projects serving larger numbers of students. Local building
codes may also need to be reviewed relative to educational space sharing.

@ Let form follow function. A coalition of small school supporters should identify
architects who are experienced in small school design and construction that promote
learning, school safety and functionality. Typical architect contracts and remuneration
are typically contingent upon the size (budget) for the project. With small school
construction, standard, non contingency fee arrangements are more likely to produce
the desired results.

CONCLUSIONS

Small schools are not the panacea, but they may be the key ingredient of a comprehensive approach
to improving the quality of education across the Commonwealth and specifically, in Franklin County.
Realization of the value and effectiveness of small schools must be followed by a commitment to
support and promote them. The educational research of the past two decades can not be ignored.
Attention to the research is essential in addressing the educational needs of economically poor and
minority students coupled with the public's expectation for positive educational outcomes and
accountability. Small schools have proven that through their environment of personal caring, pursuit of
competence, coupled with high student expectations, student performance can be improved. Finally, a
more caring and personal educational environment, i.e. a more humanistic approach, is a potent
antidote to student alienation with the educational process. Statistics indicate that large, impersonal
schools may actually promote disruptive or violent behaviors, small schools, more conducive to trust
and respect tend to diffuse those behaviors. All of these factors support positive educational
outcomes.
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EDUCATIONAL SERVICE AGENCIES (ESA’S)

Educational Service Agencies (ESAs) - known as “educational collaboratives” in
Massachusetts, Board of Cooperative Educational Services-BOCES in New York and Regional
Education Service Centers-RESC’s in Connecticut- have proven very efficient at providing
high quality educational programs and services. By assuming many of the low-incidence
programs and services of public school districts, ESAs save dollars; dollars which can be
better applied to classroom instruction.

. INTRODUCTION

With higher demands being placed on public school districts across the Commonwealth, combined
with shrinking financial resources, school districts can not cost effectively continue on their own and
hope to meet all of the educational challenges which they face. Evidence from both within and outside
the Commonwealth confirms that participation in regional education service agencies (ESAs), or
collaboratives, enable school districts to offer better and more cost effective educational programs
and services. Studies that compare the cost of services provided regionally to the cost of services
provided by individual school districts demonstrates that regional ESAs produce substantial cost
savings and program quality improvement.

Today much is demanded of public schools. It is crucial that our children be well prepared for the
future. Our public schools are charged with equipping their students with the skills and knowledge
they will need to compete in a global economy. Through their implementation of the federal No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB), state education agencies hold public schools accountable for continuous
improvement in student achievement. School districts must meet these challenges within the
constraints of federal, state, and local budgets and, in Franklin County, with declining enroliments.

Massachusetts has 351 cities and towns. During the 2003-2004 school year, there were 386
operating school districts, including 56 charter school districts. Public school officials must examine
every possible way to streamline, administrative and support services so as to maximize cost
effectiveness and avoid duplication of efforts. With so many separate school districts, it is incumbent
on our state leaders to pursue potential economies of scale in public education. Individual school
districts cannot operate efficiently alone. Increased “regionalization”, given the geographic limitations
of the Franklin County area, coupled with the educational value of maintaining small schools, may not
be feasible. Regional educational collaboratives offer a practical solution.

Educational service agencies (ESAs)-known as “educational collaboratives” in Massachusetts-have
proven very efficient at providing high-quality education support services. Studies that compare the
costs of the services provided by regional agencies to those of services provided by regional agencies
to those of services provided by individual school districts demonstrate that regional ESAs produce
substantial savings. Documented savings range from 15 percent to 50 percent. Every dollar saved
on support services is a dollar that can be redirected to classroom instruction.

In April 2003, former U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige sent a letter to all chief state school
officers suggesting how ESAs can help in the implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB),
specifically noting their capacity to provide professional development and technical assistance.
Secretary Paige had first hand experience with the Region IV Education Service Center in his former
role as superintendent of the Houston School District. He stated that ESAs “are able to successfully
respond to district needs in a flexible, adaptable, efficient, cost effective, and direct manner.
Economies of scale through ESAs allow districts to leverage limited resources into targeted support
for multiple schools and to share costs with other school districts.”
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11 EDUCATIONAL SERVICE AGENCIES AND EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVES

Educational service agencies (ESA's) are publicly funded agencies organized on a regional basis and
authorized in state statute or regulations. They are known by various names, including educational
service districts (ESDs), intermediate units (IUs), boards of cooperative educational services
(BOCES), regional education service agencies (RESAs), intermediate school districts (ISDs), and
more. In 2004, there were more than 630 ESAs in 42 states.

In 1998, The Association of Educational Service Agencies (AESA) conducted a detailed national
survey, updated in 2000, of 527 ESAs in 37 states. The survey indicated that services were provided
to local school districts serving more than 43 million students, which represented 80 percent of the K-
12 student population in the United States. The 527 ESAs employed 100, 000 full-time staff,
numerous consultants, and part-time employees.

Educational service agencies provided schools and other clients with a range of programs and
services. ESAs are particularly effective providers of high-cost programs, those that require
specialized staff, programs with significant startup costs, and those that can benefit from economies
of scale. Figure 1 provides a partial listing of services offered by ESAs across the United States in
2004.

The most frequently cited benefits of interdistrict collaborative programs and services are
improvement in efficiency, quality and /or equity. If one of these benefits comes at the expense of
another, a regional service may not be the best solution. If a service declines in quality or increases
in cost when provided by a collaborative, then regional delivery is not recommended. Also, if regional
service delivery favors one school district over another, despite its quality or cost effectiveness, it will
not be politically viable.

Figure 1. ESA service, Nationwide, 2004

# of

ESAs Type of Service

527 Professional Development
440 Special Education

429 Educational Technology
390 Early Childhood

350 Leadership Training

340 Cooperative Purchasing
318 Computer

316 Adult Education

308 Learning - Libraries

297 Vocational Education

286 Gifted Education

253 Incarcerated Students

251 Student Testing/Evaluation
239 Computer and Audiovisual Repair
228 Personnel Recruitment/Screening
186 Printing

186 Insurance

164 Safety/Risk Management
159 Teacher Training Centers
147 Telecommunications

128 Energy Management
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il CONNECTICUT- Regional Education Service Centers (RESC)

Connecticut has established six regional education service centers. All Connecticut school districts
are geographically assigned to a RESC. They are supported through a combination of state aid direct
from the State Legislature, funneled through the State Department of Education and tuitions and
assessments paid by the member districts. The RESC have evolved to become multi service
educational service agencies, serving the specific needs of their constituent school districts.
Connecticut RESC's are established under the Connecticut General Statute 10-66 a-n. Through this
legislation, Connecticut allows local boards of education to establish a RESC as a "public educational
authority” for the purpose of “cooperative action to furnish programs and services”. ESA’s, such as
these, are service delivery mechanisms in more than 75% of the states across the country.

CAPITAL REGION EDUCATION COUNCIL (CREC)

The Capital Region Education Council (CREC') is the first and the largest of Connecticut’'s six non-
profit Regional Education Service Centers, serving the 35 Greater Hartford public school districts.
CREC was founded in 1966 by local school districts coming together to solve common problems.
Today, CREC offers more than 120 programs and services spanning the entire educational spectrum
with that same goal. CREC’s Magnet Schools Division strives to offer the highest quality educational
opportunities that reduce racial, ethnic and socio-economic isolation of students by initiating,
developing and managing innovative educational programs that individual school district could not
afford.

CREC is supported by the educational community when it can meet recognized educational and
related needs with higher quality and/or lower cost when compared to local school districts offering
similar programs and services independently.

CREC is supported by local, state and federal and private funding. Local school districts become
members of CREC with an annual fee of $.20 per pupil. Each CREC program has a discreet budget
which totally supports it and contributes a proportionate share to CREC's overall management and
development. CREC is also eligible for reimbursement under Connecticut’'s School Building

Assistance statute.

CREC is a strategic bridge between State Department of Education and the region’s school districts.
This bridge attempts to transcend the gap that exists between the leadership and monitoring functions
of the State Department of Education and the heavy direct service responsibilities of the local school
districts.

CREC provides the organizational mechanism for school districts to work together to do things better
and/or more cost effectively than they could alone.

CREC facts (FY'2008):
School District Members: 35
Student Population of Region: 155,000
CREC Employees: 1200+
CREC Annual Budget: $ 110 Million
CREC Revenue: 63% Local, 35% State and Federal, 2% Private Funding
CREC Programs and Services: 124
CREC Program Locations: 11 Towns, 30 Locations

Due to increased demands for student performance and accountability, the need for and utilization of
the CREC delivery system for educational programs and services has grown by 176% since July of
2001.
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CREC is governed by one publicly elected board of education member, appointed by each school
district board within the capital region. These representatives form the council with policy making
responsibilities. From this council, a 10 member Board of Directors is elected annually to oversee
policy, programmatic, personnel and fiscal items. The control of CREC remains a local district
responsibility.

CREC's organizational structure is divided among the following divisions:

Institute of Teaching and Learning
Curriculum, Assessment and Instructional Services
Early Literacy Programs and Services
Effective Instructional Strategies
Math Services
Middle Grades Reading Initiatives
Science Qutreach and Resource Center
Understanding by Design
Knowledge Management Services
Classroom Walk-Through Training
Data driven Decision Making
Standards Based Reporting
Leadership and Organizational Services
Annual Book Club
School Improvement Academies
Professional Development Services
BEST Support
Brain-Based Learning
Curriculum Mapping and Design
Curriculum Roundtables
Differentiated Instruction
New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC)
Accreditation Support '
Rubric Development
Supplemental Services — Remedial Programs in Response to NCLB
Montessori Training Center of New England (MTCNE)
Montessori Teacher Training

Student Services Division

Farmington Valley Diagnostic Center

River Street School

Farmington Valley Diagnostic Center Transition Program

Integrated Program Model Programs

CREC Health Services

CREC Magnet School Education

Soundbridge School

John J. Allison, Jr. Polaris Center

Early Childhood Services
Birth to Three Programs
Preschool Intervention Programs
Parent Aide Program

Connecticut Migratory Children’s Program

16



Technology Services Division
Educational Technology
Technology Audits
Creating Interactive Learning Communities
Effective Data Warehousing and Data Management
Information Technology Acquisition and Technical Assistance
Hardware
Software
Networks
Servers
Databases
Wireless Networking
Distance Learning

Community Education
Adult Basis Education Training
Aduit Training and Development Network
CT Works-One Stop Employment Centers
Opening Doors- Adult ESL
Family Literacy Institute
School to Career & Career and Technical Education Summer Institutes
Transition to Employment- Adult Basic Skills and Job Readiness
University of Hartford Magnet School Even Start Program
Early Childhood
Parenting
Youth Programs-Summer and Year Round-Academic Support and Job
Placement
Workplace Education Training and Support-Basic Skills and Customized
Training

Technical Assistance and Brokering Services
New Business Development
Administrative Support Services-Short term and Long Term
Development Services for Superintendents
Regional Educational Assessment and Consultation Team (REACT)
Contracted Services to Connecticut State Agencies
Special Services Support Team
Program Reviews, Research, Data Collection and Analyses
Research Based Strategies
Diversified Instruction Programs
Classroom Management/ Student Behavior Training
Transition Services
Paraprofessional Training
Staff Recruitment and Training
Conference and events Management
Educational Technology
On Site Professional Development
Cooperative Purchasing
On Line Course Development
Emerging Technology Research, Demonstration and Evaluation
Digital Video Design and Production
Employee Assistance Program
EAP Administration
School Assessment and Consultation
Data Collection and Analysis
Goal Setting and Action Planning
School Improvement Planning



18

Research Based Strategies for Teaching and Learning
Improvement
Evaluation, Program Monitoring and Adjustment
Brokering Services
Recruitment and Placement of Hard to Locate Specialists and
Faculty
Small and Regional Schools Services
Connecticut Technical High School System Events Management
Virtual High School
150 On Line Courses
International Baccataureate Program
Advanced Placement Courses
Teacher Training
Partners in Educational Leadership
New Administrators Academy

Operations, Facilities & School Construction
Pre-Construction Services
Educational Specifications and Operational Plans
Document Preparation for DOE Approval and Other Governmental
Agencies
Designer RFP's, Construction Management RFP'’s, Project
Consultants
Assemble & Coordinate Project Management Team, Architects,
Construction Managers and Construction Specialists
Construction Phase Services
Monitor Construction Progress & Chair Construction Job Meetings
Establish Internal Procedures for Budget Control against project
Schedule
Coordinate and Direct Project Bidding Process, Including
Construction Bids
Technology Integration
Media Distribution
Telephone and Wireless
Security Systems
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment
Operational Phase Services
Schedule, Direct and Monitor All Activities Related to the:
Transition from the Construction Phase to the Building Operations
Phase
Train Staff in Use of New Building Systems, Security,
Technology
Review On-Site School Transportation Plans
Coordinate Food Services Program
Property Management Services
Oversee Building Maintenance Program
Manage Other Activities Specific to New Building
Experienced Professionals in School Business Administration &
School Construction
Grants and Development
Research and Development
Professional Grant Writers
Needs Assessments
Research Potential Sources of Funding
Program Design
Establishing Sponsorships and Partnerships — Public &
Private



Choice Programs

Capital Region Choice Program for 1200 Students Attending 29
Suburban Schools

Grant Writing Workshops

interdistrict Programs- Managing 20+ DOE interdistrict
Cooperative grants

Summer Interdistrict Grant Programs

Full Year Interdistrict Grant Programs

Magnet Schools
CREC owns and operates nine Magnet Schools which are Public Schools of Choice
University of Hartford Magnet School- Multiple
Intelligences: Verbal-Linguistic, Logical-Mathematical, Visual, Spatial, Musical,
Interpersonal, Intrapersonal, Body Kinesthetic and Naturalistic.
Student Body: 395 Grades: K-5 and 3 and 4 year olds
(Early Childhood Center)
Early Childhood Education Center
Family Wellness Center with Licensed Clinic
Family and Parenting Support Center
University Affiliated Teaching Laboratory for Early
Childhood and Elementary Education
Specialized Facility Supporting Muitiple
Intelligences
Even Start Program

Greater Hartford Academy of the Arts- Half Day Arts in
Voice, Instrument Music, Theater, Musical Theater, Dance, Creative Writing,
Visual Arts and Technical Theater. Student Body: 380 Grades: 9-12
Emphasizes Arts, diversity and Leadership
Apprenticeships with Professional Artists
Extended Day 1:00-4:15 P.M.
College and Career Preparatory Focus

East Hartford-Glastonbury Elementary Magnet School- Science,
Technology and Global Studies, Integrated Language Arts and Mathematics
Utilizing Inquiry-Based Approach to Stimulate Higher Order Thinking. Student
Body: 258 Grades K-5

Technology, with 1:3 Computer-Student Ratio

Japanese Language Instruction K-5" Grades

Active Parent Involvement

Differentiated Instruction

Hands-On Science Labs

Two Rivers Magnet Middle School-Science and Technology, Environmental
Sciences, Geology, Chemistry, Physics, Watershed History. Student Body: 600
Grades: 6-8

Technology, with 1:1 Computer- Student Ratio

Regular Field Experiences for Every Student

Spanish Language instruction

Extended Day Program

Career Development

integrated Curriculum

New Facility

Watershed Laboratory
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Hartford Magnet Middle School- Full Core Curriculum with Focus on Arts and
Sciences. Student Body: 600 Grades: 6-8
New State of the Art Building
CREC's Academy of the Arts
CREC's Academy of Mathematics & Science
Leading Edge Technology with 1:3 Computer-
Student Ratio
Small Class Sizes (20 max.)
Community Partnerships to Enhance Curriculum
Applications
Specialized Math & Science Laboratories

Metropolitan Learning Center- Global and International
Studies with Emphasis on World Languages and Integrated Technology
Utilizes latest research on brain-based learning. Student Body: 600
Grades: 6-12

Global Systems Integrated Curriculum

Wireless Computer for Each Student

Spanish, French, Chinese & American Sign

Language

College Preparatory Focus

Virtual High School Courses

incorporates Service Learning

Mutticultural Education

Greater Hartford Academy of Mathematics and Science- Half Day Program.
Emphasis on inquiry Based Instruction and Scientific Research Methods.
Student Body: 200 Grades: 9-12
Integrated Curriculum
College Preparatory Focus
Lap Top Computer Assigned to Each Student
Cell Culture Lab, Laser Lab, Molecular Genetics
Lab & Robotics Lab.
Students Work with Area Scientists, Engineers &
Mathematicians
Affiliation with Hartford Hospital and Trinity
College

Great Path Academy at Manchester Community College-
Innovative Learning Environment for Accelerated Post Secondary Studies
Student Body: 300 Grades: 11-12

On College Campus Environment

Small, Personalized Learning Community

Coliege Preparatory Focus with Transferable Credit

Emphasizes Leadership, Community Service &

Lifelong Learning
On and Off Campus Internships

Montessori Magnet School- Interdistrict Public Montessori School. Student
Body: 285 Grades: 3-12 year old students

Public Montessori Education

Multi Age Ciassrooms

Integrated Curriculum

Before/After School Care (7:30 a.m. - 5:30 p.m.)

Association of Montessori International Recognized

Partnership with Trinity College



V. MASSACHUSETTS EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVES

In Massachusetts, ESA's are referred to as “educational collaboratives.” Most collaboratives started
circa 1974 in response to the passage of Chapter 766, the state's special education law, which
required school districts to provide a free and appropriate education program for all children,
regardless of disability. School districts reasoned correctly that they could address this task more
efficiently if they worked together with neighboring school districts. The state legislature responded by
enacting MGL Chapter 40, Section 4 E, which begins as follows:

Pursuant to the provisions hereof, two or more school committees of cities,
towns and regional school districts may enter into a written agreement to
conduct education programs and services which shall complement and
strengthen the school programs of member school committees and increase
educational opportunities for children. The school committees shall collaborate
to offer such programs and services, and the association of school committees
which is formed pursuant hereof to deliver such programs and services shall be
know as an education collaborative.

Massachusetts has 32 collaboratives: 246 (75 percent) of the Commonwealth’s 330 operating school
districts (excluding the 56 charter school districts) belong to at least one educational collaborative,
leaving 84 districts and all 56 Charter school districts unaffiliated with a collaborative (of the 84
districts, 15 do not belong to a collaborative as individual districts but are part of a regional district that
does belong to a collaborative. The following map shows these districts as shaded.) Fifty-eight
school districts are members of more than one collaborative. As can be seen from the map, the
majority of school districts in Franklin County do not currently belong to an educational collaborative.
Many do, though, purchase services from both the Lower Pioneer Valley and the Hampshire
Educational Collaboratives. As non-member districts, they pay to utilize collaborative services; they do
not “own” any part of the organization and are not represented on the Collaborative’s governing
board. Non-member tuitions and fees are usually higher than member tuitions and fees, by an
average of 15 to 20 percent.

In 1974, collaboratives generally offered only special education programs and services, but during
their 30-year history, most have evolved to offer a wider range of services. Massachusetts
collaboratives include a few very small singie-purpose cooperatives with annual budgets of a few
hundred thousand dollars, as well as large multi-purpose organizations with annual budgets of close
to $20 million. An annual survey conducted by the Massachusetts Organization of Education
Collaboratives found that all 29 collaboratives belonging to MOEC in 2007 offered special education
programs and professional development; 18 offered some pupil transportation services (typically only
for special education students); 11 offered cooperative purchasing for their member districts; 17
offered some technology services; 12 managed their district’ Medicaid reimbursement; 15 had job
alike groups (job-specific discussion and learning networks); and seven offered regular education
programs (See Attached MOEC Profile of Services on pg. 25).

In the early 1980's, the Franklin County school districts formed the Franklin County Collaborative
(FCC). After only a few years of operation, the FCC was terminated. While the quality of program
offerings was high, it never developed the economy of scale to be truly cost effective. Ongoing
personnel issues, combined with financial problems led to the wholesale withdrawal of member school
districts. Support among the current Superintendents to form a new Collaborative is high.
Unanimously, they recognize the increasing need to cooperate in order to solve mutual problems of
declining financial resources and declining enrollment.

21



V.

WHY DO COLLABORATIVES WORK?

Massachusetts school administrators and school committee members unfamiliar with ESA structures
in other states often ask just how a collaborative venture will improve efficiency, quality, and equity
across their school districts. The following are specific examples.

s

A4

Improves quality. By pooling state and local resources, the collaborative can contract with a
presenter with more expertise than an individual district can afford and share that resource on
a multi district basis.

Avoids duplication of services. Instead of 15 school districts running 15 after school
workshops on MCAS remediation, a collaborative might run workshops in three schools
spread out across the collaborative area to enable all teachers in the region to attend.

Reduces administration and coordination costs. Each district would no longer need a full
or part-time professional development coordinator; the entire professional development
function would be handled by the collaborative, with input provided through an advisory
committee composed of district representatives.

Saves on material costs. Districts would no longer have to design and print their own
brochures on professional development opportunities. A larger, more comprehensive
schedule of offerings would be distributed to all district educators through the collaborative. In
Texas, for example, each of its 20 Educations Service Centers (ESCs) publishes a catalog of
several hundred pages of workshops, seminars, and courses available to all educators within
their respective service areas.

Improves equity of opportunity. Teachers from smaller and/or poorer districts could avail
themselves of the same professional development opportunities available to educators from
farger or more affluent districts.

Facilitates standardization. By contracting with fewer presenters, the state Department of
Education and its collaboratives could better monitor the content of what is being presented to
ensure that all educators are receiving the same information.

Unfortunately, there are few studies documenting the savings of ESA initiatives. However, seven
studies conducted overt the past 15 years demonstrate the significant savings that can be realized by
adopting a regional approach to education support services. These are provided in Review of Cost-
Effectiveness section of this report.

VL.

REGIONAL GOVERNANCE - NOT REGIONAL GOVERNMENT

The governance of Massachusetts collaboratives is prescribed in Massachusetts General Laws,
Chaptel 40, Section 4e:
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The education collaborative shall be managed by a board of directors which
shall be comprised of one person appointed by each member school committee.
Such person shall be either a school committee member or his designee or the
superintendent of schools or his designee. Members of said board of directors
shall be entitled to a vote according to the terms of the education collaborative
agreement. The department of education shall appoint an individual to serve in
an advisory capacity to the education collaborative board. Said individual shall
not be entitled to vote on any mater which comes before the board of directors of



the education -collaborative. The board of directors of the education
collaborative shall have the authority to employ an executive officer who shall
serve under the general direction of such board and who shall be responsible for
the care and supervision of the education collaborative.

Of the 28 member agencies of the Massachusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives
in 2007, 15 are governed by boards composed of school superintendents, seven are governed
by boards composed of school committee members (typically utilizing an advisory board of
superintendents), one is governed by a special education administrator board, and the
remaining five are governed by boards composed of various combinations of the above. The
Greater Lawrence Educational Collaborative, for example, is governed by a board composed
of two superintendents, one assistant superintendent three special education administrators,
and two school business officials.

Cooperative ESAs are usually governed by boards appointed by their member districts. There is an
increasing use of advisory groups composed of stakeholders of the services of the agencies, typically
the superintendents of schools. Special district ESAs tend to have elected rather than appointed
boards, either elected by members of constituent member district school boards or by general
election. Regional SEA/ESAs are typically governed directly by the state with an appointed advisory
board.

Appointment or election of board members by the member districts, as opposed to a general election,
contributes to the board having a direct knowledge of the needs of the ESA. The same holds true for
the executive officer. He or she should be appointed by the governing board instead of elected by the
general populace. In Ohio, Oregon, and Nebraska, board members are elected by the general
populace, and in Arizona, Arkansas, California, and lllinois, the chief executive officer is elected for a
prescribed term.

It appears that the most effective ESA board members are those who are either members of or
elected by constituent district school boards. There is increased accountability when an agency is
governed by the same parties that own and operate it.

VI. MODELS FOR MASSACHUSETTS

Two potential models for the governance of Massachusetts ESAs are Connecticut RESAs (regional
educations service agencies) and Colorado and New York BOCES (boards of cooperative education
services). Both are governed by boards composed of representatives of constituent school
committees rather than independently elected governing boards. This maintains the operative
construct of “regional governance” as opposed to “regional government”.

Local control has generally proven very effective, and when the superintendent serves as the school
committee representative on the collaborative boards, he or she can act directly on behalf of the
district, streamlining the decision-making process. However, a superintendent can sometimes find
himself/herself in an uncomfortable position when the interest of the collaborative conflicts with the
interest of the individual school district. This, combined with the rising turnover rate among
superintendents, provides a valid argument for a school committee member to serve on the
collaborative board instead. Although there are natable exceptions, school committee members are
typically more “connected” to the community over the long term than today's superintendents. The
State Department of Education representative is extremely important to providing a linkage to the
state, but over the last decade, cutbacks in staffing have led to DOE representatives being generally
absent from collaborative boards. This is unfortunate; the State should make every effort to restore its
representatives to collaborative boards.

23



VIl.  FUNDING

The primary sources of funding for ESAs are state and local. New York's BOCES and in the recent
past Texas's ESC's received approximately half their budgets from the state. lowa's AEAs receive 90
percent of their funding from the state. Collaboratives in Connecticut and Minnesota receive the
majority their funding from local school districts. ESAs receive varying amounts of money from
federal grants and from private sources, such as corporations and foundations, but these usually
amount to a very small percentage of an agency's revenue stream.

Massachusetts collaboratives rely aimost totally on local tuitions and fees as their primary source of
revenue. State funding is available for discretionary grants and consolidated grant applications
submitted on behalf of two or more member districts. Collaboratives also act as vendors for state-run
programs for institutionalized or incarcerated youth or developmentally delayed adults. Some
collaboratives received limited amounts of corporate and foundation grant money, and few have
received federal grant money directly.

IX. ACCOUNTABILITY

Due to their local control, Massachusetts Collaboratives are directly accountable both to their
constituent districts and to the state. This accountability is crucial to the development and
sustainability of any effective district partnership. The following components are essential to an
effective ESA accreditation system:

standards of excellence for collaborative programs and services
specific performance measures based upon the standards
defined procedures to ensure that performance measures are being met
strategic plans for educational collaboratives
annual reporting mechanism to address a Collaborative’s progress toward
meeting the performance measures and strategic goals
e periodic evaluation to grant continuing accreditation to the collaborative and
membership.
e Accountability system should include evaluation containing the following
components:
o an annual audit of the Collaborative's finances
o a review of the Collaborative’s performance on standards and indicators
established by the legislature and the Department of Education
o review of stakeholder satisfaction regarding programs and services
provided
o other facts deemed appropriate by the Collaborative board

These evaluations should be disseminated to all stake holders in that particular Collaborative and to
the Department of Education.
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X. RECOMMENDATIONS

Just as private sector organizations outsource services that support their core functions, school
districts can and should pool and leverage public resources for maximum cost effectiveness.

The research indicates seven emerging areas of responsibilities of ESAs:

equalizing educational opportunity in the state system

enhancing the quality of education in the state system

promoting technical assistance/capacity building in the state system

the cost-effective delivery of new priorities of the state system

serving as the information custodian and processing center in a sub-state region
building coalitions among and between the education community and other human
service provider.

Addressing educational issues relative to declining enroliments

Dr. Mark McQuillan, Connecticut Commissioner of Education (former Massachusetts Deputy
Commissioner of Education) echoed many of these suggestions:

Provide technical assistance to districts, not just professional development. Technical
assistance is provided to districts to help them with a variety of specific tasks, such as how
to comply with the provisions of new federal and state legislation, policies, and regulations.
According to McQuillan, State Departments of Education do not currently have sufficient
manpower to perform this function adequately.

Collect and process for districts data that would aid them in developing strategic
improvement plans.

Help the state address two major needs-services for limited English-proficient students and
mathematics instruction-by capitalizing on the “train the trainer” model.

Help the state with districts declared “underperforming” by the state under the provision of
No Child Left Behind. Collaboratives are needed now more than ever before because
many districts just do not have the capacity and/or the knowledge to make the necessary
improvements on their own.

Dr. Tom Scott, Executive Director of the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents
(MASS), agreed that collaboratives can play an important role in providing technical assistance to
local school districts. The state simply does not have the capacity, in terms of personnel and
monetary resources, to do this effectively. Nor does the State have the built-in connection- “network
of sharing and collegiality”. Collaboratives have minimal “ramp up time” to implement new initiatives.

ESA’s are included as eligible applicants and program providers in the No Child Left Behind Act. The
law's inclusion of ESAs along with LEAs affords opportunities for development and expansion of
services to serve more children in effective and efficient ways.

In addition to providing services for the state and for its local districts ESAs can develop a strategic
platform to advocate for education while promoting networking in a region.
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Xl. REVIEW OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS RESEARCH

» Massachusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives Study
The Massachusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives conducted a survey in 1989 among its
29 member collaboratives to estimate the savings realized by collaborative programs and services.
The data indicate a significant savings in the following three special education services.

» Special education tuitions - 40% to 60%

» Special needs transportation services - 20% to 30%

« ltinerant therapists (OTs, PTs, SLPs) - 25% to 50%

» The Southwest and West Central Educational Cooperative Service Unit (Minnesota)
Studies

This Minnesota service agency conducted two very comprehensive cost-effectiveness studies, one in

1989 and another in 1995. Both studies report significant savings from purchasing products and

services regionally.

* The 1989 Study

For every service offered by this Educational Cooperative Service Unit (ECSU), the cost through the
ESA was compared to the individual school district cost. Figures for the 1988-89 school year (FY 89)
were used for all analyses. Results for four major service categories follow:

Special Education: The cost of services obtained through the ECSU was compared to the
cost of services through private schools, mental heatth centers, and hospitals. During the year
under study, member districts paid $1,176,101 to the ECSU, while the cost for the same
services through the other providers was $3,767,550. The difference of $2,591,449 represents
a 69 percent savings to the participating school districts.

Cooperative Purchasing: The cost of supplies purchased through the ECSU joint bid,
$3,324,944, was compared to a cost of $4,443,944, resulting in a savings of $1,118,726, or 25
percent. Table C-2 indicates the percentage of savings by product.

Film services: The ECSU rental price per film or videotape ($6.84) was compared to the only
local alternative available, the film library of the University of Wisconsin, where the cost
averaged $21.14 per film or videotape. ECSU fees for this service during fiscal year 1989 were
$240,546. The cost of the aiternative would have been $752,909. The ECSU saved $512,363
or 68 percent.

Workshops: The ECSU average daily price per participant for workshops was $27.32. This
was compared to an average price of $50 through other sources available to district teachers.
During FY 1989, a total of 2,903 educators participated in work-shops at a cost of $79,296.
The comparative cost was estimated at $145,140. Total savings were $65,854 or 45 percent.

Qverall, member school districts of the Southwest and West Central ECSU spent $11,409,798
for collaborative services during fiscal year 1989. Without the benefit of the ECSU, they would
have spent an estimated $16,926,415. The difference of $5,516,617 represents overall
savings of 33 percent.

» The 1995 Study

In 1994-95, the Southwest/West Central ECSU analyzed the audited records of member districts’
expenditures in 10 categories: media services, cooperative purchasing, equipment maintenance,
health and safety services, and science kits for classrooms, special education, a Regional
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Management Information Center, group insurance, technology services, and professional
development activities.

» The Stanley Study
This research compared the cost of individual school districts performing six specific services to the
projected cost of the districts acting jointly to provide the services.

Actual fiscal year 1990 costs for eight school districts in northeastern Massachusetts were compared
to the projected costs of a collaborative service, as determined by the researcher and stakeholders
from each of the eight districts participating in the study. Projected costs rather than actual costs for
the collaborative service were used for this analysis as the collaborative models could not actually be
implemented during the course of the study without the approval and funding of the school districts.

Analyses of the cost data indicated significant savings in three of the six services studied: shared
personnel recruitment/job bank, shared staff for low-enrollment courses, and cooperative purchasing
of printing services. Projected savings in these three areas were 39 percent, 78 percent, and 22
percent, respectively

Very slight and insignificant differences in costs were found in the grants directory (1.2 percent less
expensive) and learning resource library (1.7 percent more expensive). Start-up costs for a shared
computer network were responsible for a lack of cost savings, as the savings in materials through a
cooperative purchase were determined to be 21.7 percent. A cost comparison of data-processing
services could not be performed. Districts were unwilling to share the required data because that was
not an option school districts wanted to pursue at the time. Records of 98 school district members
were reviewed. Membership fees to the Southwest/West Central ECSU totaled $168,194. The total
amount spent by all the entites was $25,140,886 for the products and services they needed.
Estimated savings for a single school year was $16,085,758. The percent saved is shown in table C-
2.

Table C-2

Film/video services 70%
Equipment repair service 45%
Computer repair service 44%
Health and safety programs 49%
Health and hospitalization insurance 33%
Life insurance 12%

Long-term disability insurance 20%
Professional development activities 80%

Shared personnel costs in special education
(compared to individual district hiring)

shared special education directors 78%
shared psychologists 65%
program coordinators 51%
teachers and therapists 42%
low incidence consultants 88%
Cooperative purchasing of materials and supplies
paper 24%
custodial supplies 26%
office and classroom
(including audiovisual) equipment and supplies 52%
computer peripherals and supplies 42%
athletic and industrial arts supplies 22%
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In general, regional programs tend to make sense if a critical mass of students is required for a
program to be operated cost-effectively, or if a high degree of staff specialization is required. High
start-up costs, if shared among many school districts, can prompt collaboration or, as seen in the
cases above, they can limit the development of a program if districts are unwilling or unable to fund
these costs.

» The Washington State Study
In 1995, the Legislative Budget Committee (LBC) for the State of Washington evaluated the services
provided by the state’s Educational Service Districts (ESDs).

This study is notable in that it assessed the perceived quality of ESA programs in addition to their
cost-effectiveness. Seven services were chosen for analysis: data processing, unemployment
insurance, special education, educational technology, workers compensation, Head Start programs,
and Early Childhood Education and Assistance programs.

The LBC found that recipients of ESD services were generally, if not highly, satisfied with service
quality. In fact, access to quality services was stated to be one of the major benefits of ESD
programming. Also, the report stated that some of the services were unlikely to be available to school
districts if not performed by the ESD.

Regarding cost-effectiveness, the report stated that districts viewed ESD prices to be affordable,
especially when the only other alternative was to provide them internally. For example, districts with
low numbers of children receiving physical therapy as part of a special education program would have
not been able to afford to hire a therapist. ESDs were among the largest providers of in-service
professional development training in the state. They provided workshops and nationally recognized
speakers on a regional scale, again, services that many local districts would have not been able to
afford.

In summary, the LBC found that the current ESD system indeed met the “criteria of providing quality
and affordable services to its customers.”

» Greater Lawrence Educational Collaborative, A 20-Year Study

Since 1979, the Greater Lawrence Educational Collaborative (GLEC), a consortium of 10 school
districts in northeastern Massachusetts, has been comparing its tuition rates and fee schedules for
special education programs and services to rates available in the private sector for the provision of
comparable services. Over the 20-year period between FY79 and FY98, the author demonstrated that
GLEC member districts saved $13,221,163 in special education tuitions alone. This does not include
additional savings in transportation costs, gained by having students closer fo home than they
typically would be if they were attending private schools. The average savings from interdistrict
collaboration in special education programming during this 20-year period was 33 percent.

A comparison of collaborative special education program tuition rates to similar private sector program

rates is made by many collaboratives on an annual basis to support their budget requests; savings
are typically similar to those documented by the GLEC study.
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» The Clackamas (Oregon) ESD Study

Campbell (2001) conducted a cost-effectiveness study of four services provided by the Clackamas
Education Service District (ESD) in fiscal years 1996-97 and 1997-98. Campbell determined the unit
of measurement for identifying and describing the cost of each program, product or service, then
compared this cost against private sector providers offering comparable programs, products, and
services. For example, in the case of professional development, he took into account the number of
participants, the length of the activity in hours and all direct and indirect costs and then compared the

unit cost per service to private sector providers.

Analyses of actual audited expenditures were completed in each of the four program areas, as
follows:

« Media library rental fees — $9.13/item Clackamas cost versus $60.40/item vendor cost;
85% savings

« Clackamas print shop — Item A: $45.54 Clackamas versus $104.35 private vendor; ltem B:
$33.05 versus $59.680; Item C: $2,420 versus $3,011; 41% average savings

« Professional development activities - $78.18 for a six-hour Clackamas workshop versus
$103.88 for a comparable workshop from other providers; 24% savings

. Student evaluation — a full evaluation requiring 30.75 hours conducted by Clackamas cost
$1804 whereas a comparable evaluation conducted by a private vendor costs $2380; 24%

savings

» The Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative Cost Benefit
Analysis FY’98 and FY’2000

In both fiscal year 1998 and again in fiscal year 2000 the LPVEC conducted a cost benefit
analysis of all of its programs and services. It compared each of these programs and services
to the comparable cost of providing them through other private or outsourced entities, such as
private placements for special education or private contractors for transportation services. The
following summarizes those savings both by program area and by each participating school

district:

LPVEC COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS
FY’98 & FY’2000

Summary
Program/Service Savings/Revenues
FY’98 FY’2000

Special Education $ 5,280,362 $ 3,497,008
Vocational-Technical Education $ 1,101,824 $ 1,029,456
Transportation Services $ 695,460 $ 1,687,699
Municipal Medicaid Revenue $ 1,146,167 $ 888,270
Energy Management Services N/A $ 468,598
Portable/Modular Classrooms N/A $ 878,425
[tinerant Therapists N/A $ 493,971
ltinerant Trade Services N/A $ 46,592
Grant Savings/Revenue $ 392,645 $ 449,718

Total Annual Savings $ 8,616,458 $ 9,439,737

To the Collaborative Member Districts
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District Savings/Revenues

1998 2000

Agawam $ 1,149,609 $ 1,419,282
East Longmeadow $ 1,957,937 $ 1,726,302
Longmeadow $ 554,701 $ 892217
Ludiow $ 2,327,098 $ 1,804,156
Hampden-Wilbraham $ 1,042,983 $ 1,378,881
Southwick-Tolland $ 265258 $ 200,684
West Springfield $ 984,030 $1,217,736
LPVEC Programs/Services $ 334,842 $ 1,294,450

Total Savings $ 8,616,467 $ 9,439,737

Xlll.  SUMMARY

» Collaborative Development

Collaboratives have developed in response to two factors — the increased educational demands on
local school districts and the fluctuating nature of their fiscal resources. Astute school committees
and school administrators have seen the value of creating and utilizing an economy of scale principle
in providing a host of programs and services to students and staff. In fact, long before the much-
touted “mergers” of health insurance providers, hospitals, and other types of service organizations,
the educational collaboratives of Massachusetts were demonstrating the economic efficiency and
programmatic advantages resulting from their efforts.

Today, Massachusetts collaboratives provide services in the form of management support,
cooperative purchasing, student transportation, research, and technology development, the
implementation of health and safety initiatives, professional development, teacher licensure programs
and job-alike groups. These services are in addition to the multiple special and regular education
programs that the collaboratives provide to an ever-expanding population.

In the 2006-2007 school year, the twenty-nine educational collaboratives that are members of MOEC
are providing services to both local and regional school systems. The total of the collaboratives core
budgets exceeds $267 million in FY 07. They employ over 4900 full and part-time professional and
support personnel. Growth of the collaboratives over the last thirty years has been phenomenal.

The success of each collaborative is measured by the effectiveness of its response to the needs of its
member school systems. The responsibility of the collaborative is to aid the members in assessing
their individual and collective needs and to demonstrate through model programs the efficiency of a
collaborative venture. The characteristics of the entrepreneurial organization-risk taking and
mentoring-must be evident to the member systems at all times.

Educational collaboratives, therefore, must model for member districts the strategies that succeed in
today's public sector: the use of effective planning and process tools, conflict resolution skills, and
inclusive decision making. The Collaborative’s personnel and financial resources must be used to
maintain a balance between the funding and support for current programs and services and those
initiatives that stimulate untapped opportunities.
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> Survey Results
The current survey of the state’s educational collaboratives reveals that they:
= Serve over 5700 children whose special education requirements cannot be
met in their school system programs.

« Serve thousands of children in non-special education programs: gifted and
talented, occupational education, migrant education, school-to-work and
after school.

= Refumed to participating communities over $23 million in Medicaid
reimbursements in FY06.

» Operate a variety of alternative school programs for children with
psychological or behavioral disorders.

= Manage extensive multi-district pupil transportation systems.

= Provide all forms of professional development and licensure programs for
teachers, paraprofessionals and staff.

= Serve as grant managers for member districts.

» Provide management consultation, job-alike services and school committee
policy development

» Utilize 325 classrooms in public school buildings and 405 “classrooms” in
non-public space.

= Have established fourteen site-based licensing programs in partnership with
colleges and universities with DOE approval.

The chart contained herein illustrates the scope of programs and services reported by each member
collaborative in December 2007. This data demonstrates the entrepreneurial roles that collaboratives

play.

The existence of the collaboratives and their services save Massachusetts ‘taxpayers’ dollars. In the
public sector, the collaboratives have no competitors from a fiscal standpoint.

The expansion of inter-collaborative programs is demonstrated in their efforts to address special
education transportation, licensure programs for professionals, cooperative purchasing and
professional development. Private and public organizations are recognizing the collaboratives as the
vehicles that will produce efficiency and cost savings.

The following chart profiles the various programs and services offered through Massachusetts
educational collaboratives in 2006-07.
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FRANKLIN COUNTY: An Overview

Franklin County is the most rural and sparsely populated county in the Commonwealth. It has a
population of only 72,000 spread over a 725 square mile area. While population grew at a modest
.98% from 2000 to 2003, it has seen a dramatic school enroliment decline since then. The current
declining enroliments being experienced throughout Franklin County is due to several factors which
include the out migration of young adults and a declining birth rate. On January 5, 2008 USA Today
wrote that “Franklin County, Massachusetts is among several other counties in New England where,
last year, deaths exceeded births. In 2005 the population was 70,928. An important distinction is
population density of which Franklin County's is approximately 102 per square mile as compared to
the state average of 810 per square mile. Approximately 19% of the population was under the age of
15. Calculating student population density indicates approximately 19.4 students per square mile in
Franklin County, as compared to 160.4 state average. More current school enrollment projections
estimate as much as a 20% decline over the next 5 years. Of the adult population almost 60% have
not completed a college education, as compared with 51% statewide. Median household income was
$ 40,768 as compared with the state average of $ 50,502. This was most dramatic in the 25-34 age
group, where the Franklin County median was $ 38,258, as compared to the state average of §
51,855. Race and ethnicity statistics show the population as being 96% white and only 4 % all other
races combined, as compared to 84.5 % white and 15.5% all other races combined.

Like most Massachusetts counties, Franklin County exists today only as a geographic region, and has
no county government. The Franklin County Commission voted itself out of existence, and all former
state-mandated county functions were assumed by state agencies in 1997. The sheriff and some
other regional officials with specific duties are still elected locally to perform duties within the county
region. Counties in Massachusetts and New England Generally are historically weak governmental
structures. Communities are permitted to form regional compacts for sharing services. The
municipalities of Franklin County have formed the Franklin Regional Council of Governments. The
regional council provides various services on a regional basis, and a majority of the county's towns
are members of the Franklin County Solid Waste Management District, which provides municipal
waste disposal and recycling services to its members. Public transportation throughout the county and
in the North Quabbin area of northwestern Worcester County is provided by the Frankiin Regional
Transit Authority. Franklin County is the only county in the Commonwealth which does not currently
have an educational collaborative.

Much has been written recently concerning the status of the Franklin County schools. Several
“position papers” and other reports have been developed describing various problems and financial
issues faced by particular school districts. Mohawk Trail Regional School District, given the high
visibility of its Superintendent, has had a great deal of publicity. But the current enroliment and
financial condition of Mohawk is not an isolated case. Most of the school districts throughout Franklin
County are facing or will soon face a similar situation- declining school enrollments coupled with
inadequate, and in most cases, declining state aid. The result of these factors is that the Franklin
County cities and towns have increased their budgets and assessments in order to support their
schools. From fiscal year 2000 to fiscal year 2007, these municipalities have appropriated increasing
amounts of their levy capacity to support education and their local schools.

A review of the town’s excess capacity over these seven years clearly shows that they have assumed
the financial burden disproportionately to that of state aid. Their limitations imposed under proposition
2 1/2 no longer afford them that ability, even if they wished to provide additional funding. Quite simply,
most of these municipalities are already taxing at their maximum allowable limits. Overrides for
ongoing operational costs are not cost effective in the long term, but would only be a one year “fix".
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Many school districts have relied on excess revenue from recruiting larger numbers of students from
their neighbors under school CHOICE. While they have done so for their very economic survival, the
revenue generated is not dependable from year to year. Furthermore, it does not address the
fundamental inequities associated with small and rural schools. Among these inequities are the
following:

1. Declining enroliments hit small schools harder than for larger schools which are abie to
better absorb small enroliment losses from year to year.

2, Declining enroliments trigger reductions in State aid as the current Ch. 70 formula is
devised. Small school districts are less able to absorb even small state aid reductions.

34 The MGL Ch. 70 state aid formula has failed to even keep pace with inflation. State aid
increases have only been approximately 4% statewide compared to required budget
increases of 6-8% for level service school budgets.

4, School budget “fixed costs" which make up a significant portion of school budgets have
increased at a faster rate than either state aid or inflation. These “fixed costs” include
such budget items as health insurance, fuel and utilities, school transportation, special
education costs, collective bargaining increases, building maintenance as school
buildings age and deteriorate.

5. The state aid reductions in fiscal year 2004 have never been restored. This financial
burden was assumed by the municipalities.

6. The State has never fully reimbursed school districts for the costs associated with
special education under Ch. 766.

7. The State has never fully reimbursed regional school districts for the costs associated
with regional school transportation under MGL Ch. 71.

8. The failure of the federal government to reimburse school districts for those costs
associated with the mandates of “No Child Left Behind".

The result of these inequities has been the reduction of nonessential educational programs and
services to students and staff in order to maintain a core educational program and maintain annual
yearly progress (AYP) under MCAS.

School districts have been forced to raise additional revenue, generally at a cost to their community.
These revenues have taken the form of athletic fees, school transportation fees for ineligible students,
direct request to parents for school supplies, among others. These additional revenues have been
coupled with reductions in non essential programs and services such as art, music, electives,
technology, educational research and new curriculum development, distance learning and student
support services. A natural result of these cuts has been students who are mobile enroll in area
schools which do have these perceived reductions and have been able to maintain a more
comprehensive curriculum. This further exacerbates the existing enrollment and financial problems of
that district. It is a vicious cycle- cuts to programs leading to loss of students leading to further budget
cuts, etc.

The following excerpt is taken from a position paper entitled: Redefining the Problem of Declining

Enroliment, February 2007 and authored by Ken Rocke, interim Superintendent of Gill-Montague
Regional School District:

34



“Sparsely populated school districts with declining enroliment that are relatively poor
have been adversely affected by declining state aid to education. Although declining
enroliment is a contributing condition to the fiscal woes of these districts, the primary
cause is the decline in state aid. If declining enroliment alone were the cause of the
problem, per-pupil state aid, adjusted for inflation, would remain relatively constant over
the past several years. Instead, the numbers show a significant decline in state aid per
pupil. As real dollars per-pupil decline in poorer communities, schools quickly reach
limits on their towns’ ability to shoulder an increasing percentage of the cost of
education, and cuts to programs and services inevitably ensue.

Schools in sparsely populated areas, which must constantly seek a balance between
maintaining community-based schools and supporting schools large enough to realize
some economy of scale, are especially hard hit.

Declining state aid to education has hurt the schools of Western Massachusetts.
Relatively poor to begin with, and struggling with the expenses of providing quality
education in areas that are sparsely populated, districts have been hit hard by both
declining enrollment and declining state aid. Many have reached a critical tipping point”:
loss of revenue leads to loss of educational programs and services, students opt out of
the district to receive their schooling in other districts, in charter schools, or to be home-
schooled. Loss of students leads to additional loss of revenue and further cuts in
services: inevitably, further loss of students ensues.

Although the Chapter 70 Formula — the primary funding mechanism for state aid to
education — is intended to be equitable, and to provide sufficient aid to enable local
districts to provide an adequate education to all students, the unintended consequence
of recent cuts in aid has been to impoverish a sizeable group of schools, and to place
them at a competitive disadvantage. These schools are overwhelmingly located in rural
areas of Western Massachusetts.

Both the charter school movement and the school choice law are intended to promote
healthy competition among schools, and to thus inspire public schools to provide better
education more efficiently. It’s a noble aim, and many of the charter schools in particular
have shown great promise. But public schools cannot compete on an uneven playing
field, and that is exactly what the Chapter 70 Formula has created.

Although this loss of funding is felt most acutely by the students deprived of essential
educational services, it also quickly becomes a community economic development
issue. Without good schools, towns typically find it difficult to attract new residents with
the kinds of skills necessary in the new economy. Without these residents, towns find it
difficult to attract new businesses. And without new businesses, towns cannot continue
to make up the gap in funding caused by the decline in state aid to education. Finally,
without the funds to provide basic educational services, schools cannot hope to provide
schooling that meets the needs of all of their students — college preparation for those
headed to college, and career training and preparation for those entering the workforce.”

Unlike larger school districts, small and rural school districts cannot reduce costs efficiently as
enrollment declines. Fixed costs, such as debt service, health insurance, energy and utilities costs as
well building maintenance costs do not proportionately reduce when enroliment continually drops. As
enrollments decline, a larger percentage of each district's budget is allocated to fixed costs and
overhead, leaving funding available for direct educational services delivered to students in the
classroom. In the 1980's and 90's SBAB typically estimated and approved new school construction
assuming a 10% annual enrollment growth. This accounts for the current space excess and
extraordinary high building maintenance and management costs being experienced by some Franklin
County school districts.
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The State Ch 70 funding formula directly benefits districts with increasing enrollment (Growth Aid), but
does not address districts with declining enroliment. State aid per-pupil has declined for most districts
since FY'2002. The difference is that wealthier communities, with a broader tax base are better able
to accommodate this through local business and residential property taxes. Schools in small, rural and
poorer communities only had the basis core educational services in place when cuts in state aid
became necessary. As a result core educational programs and services were cut. Among them were
art, music, technology and student support services.

It is evident that small and rural districts, which have less population density, are unable to achieve
the economies of scale possible in more densely-populated areas. The fact is that it costs more to run
small schools in rural areas. In addition, the cost of school transportation is much higher in rural, less
populated areas. Given the geographic size of the county and some of the school districts, more
efficient multiple tiers of transportation are not possible. In many rural school districts, students spend
in excess of an hour traveling to and from school. Many Franklin County roads remain unpaved and
are even impassable during certain times of the year (winter and "mud season”). Many of them will not
accommodate full size school buses, so students must be transported in less efficient smaller
vehicles; even four- wheel drive vehicles.

Franklin County has had a dramatic loss of its business and manufacturing base over the past several
decades. Consequently, the cost of funding local schools then falls disproportionately on property
owners i.e. residential property taxes. In many Franklin County communities, the combination of
declining state aid combined with increasing educational budgets has driven many towns to the point
of exasperation. While they may wish to support their local schools, they are limited by Proposition
21/2 from increasing their appropriations sufficiently to do so.

A recent report drafted by the Massachusetts Department of Education entitled Preliminary Report on
Current Fiscal conditions in Massachusetts School Districts verifies much of these conditions present
throughout Franklin County. The following excerpts are from the January 2008 draft:

Summary and Key Findings

“Over the past decade and a half, the Commonwealth has moved steadily to increase expectations on
school districts, schools, teachers, and students to meet the demands of a global economy. It has
also added fiscal resources to support reaching these expectations, increasing state aid for education
by almost 11 percent per year throughout the 1990s. Recent fiscal challenges at the state level,
however, coupled by rising fixed costs and shifting enrollment patterns for districts, have combined to
create substantial challenges for districts in sustaining the momentum of education reform. This initial
investigation found that:

¢ Academic expectations and challenges have risen, but spending on instructional
services has not kept pace. From fiscal years 2002 to 2007, total spending by districts
and spending per pupil have remained flat relative to inflation. At the same time, the
academic expectations for districts, schools, educators, and students have appropriately
increased, and the demographic characteristics of the state’s students have changed.
Spending on instructional services is being crowded out by increases in other budget areas
such as health insurance and out-of-district student placements. As a result, instructional
services are declining as a share of total spending.

e On average, districts spend 18 percent more than their foundation budget and nearly
every district in the state is spending over foundation. This suggests that the current
foundation budget formula may not reflect the cost of providing an adequate education to
all students. Health insurance, payments to other districts, and teacher salaries were areas
of particular concern; actual expenditures in these areas substantially outpaced the
assumptions behind the foundation budget.
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» Chapter 70 aid increases did not keep up with inflation between 2003 and 2006. From
fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2006, most districts saw little or no increase in their aid, and
many districts experienced cuts in fiscal year 2004. With the adoption of changes to the
Chapter 70 formula in fiscal year 2007, aid has increased by more than 6 percent in each
of the last two years. But after adjusting for inflation, state aid has only recovered to fiscal
year 1999 levels, well below the high-water mark of fiscal year 2002.

o Despite the Chapter 70 aid cutbacks, many districts were able to maintain their
overall spending levels, but only by increasing local funding, and, to a much lesser
degree, imposing user fees for transportation and extracurricular activities. Although these
actions helped protect school budgets, they created added pressure on municipal budgets
and on parents and community members.

¢ A number of districts have experienced enrollment declines, which can have both a
positive and negative fiscal impact. Declining enroliment should make it easier to
maintain services when budgets are tight, but in extreme cases it may also require school
consolidations and teacher layoffs. Declines have been especially common in districts that
serve large percentages of low-income students.

o Districts have employed a variety of strategies to maintain services for students
despite constraints in their instructional budgets. In some cases, staff reductions have
compensated for higher-than-average salary increases. in other cases, lower-than-average
salary increases have helped maintain staffing levels but leave the district at risk of not
being able to attract qualified new teachers. Statewide, average salaries have grown more
slowly than inflation but more quickly than assumed by the foundation budget and student-
teacher ratios have edged up slightly during the period.

In summary, at a time when districts need to be moving forward quickly to address their students’
growing educational needs, they are hard-pressed to maintain their expenditure levels, let alone
increase them to meet higher expectations. And unlike the situation in the late 1980s, when school
budget cuts were disproportionately affecting the poorer urban districts, today's fiscal pressures
appear to affecting a much broader range of districts, including many middie-class communities that
have traditionally taken great pride in the quality of their school systems.

The current statewide foundation budget is $8.4 billion. Some short-run increase in this funding level
is likely necessary to address the rising cost of education in the Commonwealth. Beyond that, the
Board of Education may wish to recommend a detailed study to update the foundation budget formula
to ensure that it provides an adequate level of fiscal resources for both current and future needs.
While the state continues to work toward a sustainable long-range funding plan, it will need to
continue other initiatives to ensure that it is making the best use of its existing resources. Examples
include:

o Creating incentives for local participation in the state health insurance and pension
fund programs, to help bring the cost of these programs under control.

) Expanding the use of educational collaboratives and other regional entities to more
efficiently provide services such as special education transportation, professional
development, and specialized education programs.

o Helping districts to identify and adopt instructional practices and models that have been
proven effective at improving student outcomes at a reasonable cost.
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o Addressing the inefficiencies and lack of capacity created by the large number of smalll
school districts in the state. Currently, 284 of the state’s 328 operating districts serve
fewer than 5,000 students.

Bringing all these resources to bear will allow districts to provide an adequate education to every child
and allow the state to reach the vision and promise of education reform.”

A review of the data indicates that the school districts have attempted to maintain quality education in
spite of either marginal increases or actual reductions in state aid. In fact, most Franklin County
municipalities have exhausted their financial resources in order to support public education and, in
particular, their schools.

MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selected Financial Indicators for Operating School Districts
FY’2002 - FY’2007

PER CENT CHANGE FY'2002 TO FY'2007
(Reference Appendix C)*
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Health Insurance
Increases-All Funds 9115 9721 10549 7942 3032 943 82 41 162389 14151 98.84 113561 23265
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STATE AVERAGE
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It is clear that the current situation can not continue and that change is necessary. The questions are-
whether that change comes on the expenditure side or the revenue side, or a combination of both or

whether the changes needed are locally developed or State mandated.
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THE FRANKLIN COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

During the fall of 2007, project staff met with the nine Superintendents and members of their
administrative staff to understand the issues facing each district, assess their needs, learn about
creative ideas, and discuss their interest in and possible areas for collaboration.

Of the nine school systems in Frankiin County, no two school districts are alike. In addition to
municipal school districts, there are regional school districts and school unions. Some are elementary
or middle/high school only, while others are PreK-12. Some elementary districts feed into the same
secondary school, while others disperse in 7" grade. Two districts, Mohawk and Mahar, inciude towns
outside Franklin County. All but two districts serve children from predominately economically
impoverished communities.

interviews with the Superintendents addressed the following areas:

1.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS: The impact over the past 4-5 years and how their District has
accommodated for: State aid; declining enroliment; out of district programs such as Charter
schools, home schooling, Choice, and special education placements; overall district budget
increases and fixed cost increases like utilities and health insurance.

All districts are experiencing losses from decreasing State aid, for many school districts have
reached critical proportions — especially in the already economically challenged towns. The
burden of making up for the losses in State aid has fallen increasingly on the towns through
property taxes. The school assessments are the largest items in the town budgets, in some
cases accounting for 65% or more of a town’s budget. While the towns value education,
several of them have reached the point where they are no longer able to keep up with the
rising expense burden placed on them due to the lack of increases in State aid. Several
districts had to make deep staffing cuts to accommodate the huge state funding cuts in 2002.
As state funding has remained basically level since that time, while the actual costs of
education have increased, and towns cannot make up the difference, districts have continually
been forced to make further cuts. Some districts have had fo cut or greatly reduce program
offerings, like art and music, and increase class sizes. Only two districts, in wealthier
communities or where there is a significant business contributing to the tax base, are thriving.
Several noted the unjust inequity of educational opportunities between communities at
different ends of the wealth spectrum both locally and statewide — and the responsibility of the
state to do something to correct this.

All districts are experiencing declining enrolliment, though some have been able to maintain
stability primarily due to attracting more Choice students than they lose. Several districts have
lost as many as 100 students over the last year. For some the enroliment loss has been a
result of demographics and the loss of industry. Two school districts have maintained their
enrollment numbers without Choice and only one district has grown. For Franklin County Tech,
enroliment decline manifests itself as a declining number applications and a reduction in the
qualifications of applicants. This year FCT did not accept over 129 students, who did not meet
their admissions standards.

School Choice: While Choice students benefit some schools, the losses hurt others -creating a

downward financial spiral. Some schools are experiencing debilitating losses, while others are
keeping afloat only because of the incoming Choice revenues. And even for those that realize
net financial gains from Choice, those gains are unpredictable and leave them vulnerable. This
was not the intention of the state and should be reviewed. (See attached article from 12/15/07
Greenfield Recorder — which provides details on how Choice is affecting Franklin County
schools)
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The majority of Superintendents identified the loss t of students to Charter Schools, especially
the inequitable funding for charter schools, as a serious problem for their and neighboring
school districts

Overall school district's operating budgets have increased ~ even with staff reductions to
appropriate levels for declining enrollments and other program reductions. This is largely due
to the fixed cost increases and to collective bargaining contracts. In addition, the savings when
making staff reductions are offset by expenses such as unemployment expenses. One district
(Mahar) presented a 0% increase budget that still presented significant assessment increases
that some of their member towns could not afford.

Fixed cost increases, most notably in the areas of health insurance and fuef and energy costs,
have been enormous and unsustainable, generally accounting for a large percentage of school
budget increases. Many of the supporting towns are not able to keep up with these huge
annual increases, which have been largely beyond the district's control. Some municipal
districts have been better able to handle health insurance — as many of them get their
insurance through the Hampshire Insurance Group that also covers their towns. The regional
districts have been part of a Franklin County Insurance Group. However, the Mohawk and Gill-
Montague Districts have just joined the Group Insurance Commission (GIC), a move that is
projected to provide substantial savings starting in FY09. Their switch leaves the rest of the
group too small to cost effectively continues. Therefore others are likely to soon move to the
GIC as well. One district, Mahar, provides its own self-funded insurance at 85%/15% split,
which has been working well. Skyrocketing fuel and utility costs present another huge
challenge. Efficiencies in this area are still sorely needed. Some schools are engaging in
energy audits, taking steps to make their buildings more efficient, or are exploring various
“green” alternatives. Cooperative purchasing could also provide some relief.

Managing special education costs is also a huge issue — especially unforeseen out of district
placements, unanticipated special education expenses, and the substantial un-reimbursed
costs for special education transportation. Early results from a legislatively sponsored
statewide Special Education Transportation Pilot Project which promotes multi district routing
and scheduling promises some financial relief. In addition, since special needs transportation
is included in a student’s IEP, it should be considered a “related service" and eligible for
reimbursement under the State's circuit breaker legislation.

EDUCATIONAL ISSUES:

What does the district need to do to continually meet AYP under MCAS? What are the High
School dropout rates (see attached charts)? Are summer remediation or after school programs
offered? Are they cost effective? What resources would most help to make the district even
better educationally?

The differences between what the school districts in Frankiin County can offer and what is
offered in eastern Massachusetts schools, are significant and places Franklin County students
at a great disadvantage educationally. The State must look at this issue in terms of egualizing
educational access, not as just saving money through consolidation and redistricting.

The effects of the funding cuts noted above are felt most acutely by the students, deprived of
essential educational services. In general, the schools or districts with more resources have
done better at meeting AYP.



> Four districts: Pioneer; Erving; Rowe; and Frontier, all meet AYP. Frontier always scores in
the top 25 statewide, sometimes in the top 10 or higher, although this year, for the first time a
special education subgroup at Frontier did not make AYP. Rowe’s AYP very high (their per
pupil spending is $18,000+; the highest in the State).

> Mohawk, Hawlemont, Greenfield and Gill-Montague each have 1 or 2 schools that have not
made AYP but are doing better or are showing improvement. Gill-Montague noted that their
improvement or lack thereof is mostly a function of demographics. These districts are all
struggling financially. All have had to make deep reductions or cuts in educational and support
staffing during the last several years in order to meet the financial ability of their towns to fund
education.

> Mahar has made target aggregate results, but special education populations still needs to be
adequately addressed.

» Although Orange has not made AYP two years in a row, due to different groups each time, if
their scores were adjusted for socio economic issues, they would be 2™ in the state. Their
population is generally very poor (more than 50 % of their students are on Free/Reduced
meals program) and has a high level of domestic violence. Many students come from families
with high levels of distress, low literacy skills and about 30% of the Kindergartners enter school
already suffering from post traumatic stress. Orange has focused on in depth analysis of their

data to create teaching strategies to meet the specific needs of their students.

> Gill-Montague is in the process of drafting a corrective action plan in response to the DOE'’s
determination that the district is under-performing because there are not enough administrators
and not enough money is being spent on education.

» The dropout rates for Franklin County high schools, as projected by the DOE for the class of
2009, average 15.85% compared to a statewide average of 9.5%. Gill-Montague's rate
projection is the highest in the county at 25.5%, placing it 13" worst in the state. Greenfield is
22" worst with a projected rate of 22.6%. Mohawk’s rate is the lowest in the county, projected
at 8.8%, with Frontier at 9.8. Statewide, the lowest is less than 1%. At Mahar the dropout rate
has been a top priority and has been reduced from 7% to 4% over the last 3 years. When a
student drops out, the superintendent meets with each student and works to help them figure

out how to stay.

Projected Dropout Rates for the Classes of 2002 — 2009 (Appendix X)

DISTRICT CLASS OF

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

% % % % % % % %
Franklin County Tech 20 14.5 11.8 13.2 9.8 10.5 11.9 12.7
Frontier 5 6.9 3 8.6 15.6 11.4 10.4 9.8
Gill-Montague 19 21.2 24.8 10.8 41.8 32.4 37.1 25.5
Greenfield 22 14.3 19.9 24.9 25.6 24.9 26.1 22.6
Mohawk Trail 10 12.7 12.6 10.5 12.1 21.9 16.7 8.8
Pioneer Valley 10 20.4 18.2 16.7 10.3 14.9 7.4 15.5
Ralph C. Mahar 27 22 20.1 16.3 254 22.7 21.7 15.7

113 112 1104 101 1406 138.7 1313 1106
County Average 16.1 16.0 15.8 14.4 201 19.8 18.8 15.8
State Average 9.5
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After School and Summer Remediation Programs:
The districts offer after school and summer programs to varying degrees:

IS

\2

Mahar provides summer school and virtual HS paid for by parents. Many students work after
school, so the program is not run at that time. They have created a “success center” with
academic coaching to help students during the school day.

Orange holds a summer enrichment program at the most at-risk apartment complex in town —
as much to provide healthy safe activities as for supporting academics. As Orange is far from
available human services, the school also provides essential community education, activities,
and support services. Once a month they provide a Saturday program for families, bringing in
Mad Science, arts programs, or taking them to ball games. They not only prepare students for
the MCAS, they also help families learn how to raise children. They have an after school
program funded through a 21% Century Grant.

Erving provides a summer tutorial for special needs students only.

Frontier has offered before and after school programs in all 5 schools for 16 years — all grant
funded. They run an elementary reading camp for grades 3-6 by invitation.

Pioneer and Greenfield have summer and after school programs which are grant funded.

At Franklin County Tech, MCAS prep is part of the 9th — 10" grade curriculum. FCT has not
had an active summer program for the past five years. However, it was discontinued when
DOE funding for the program and transportation ended. They still provide a late bus, but most
students drive and have work responsibilities after school. Students say they will stay after for
MCAS prep, but about 75% of them drop out. Therefore, MCAS prep is delivered during the
academic day, by a retired engineer. They also have double math periods in regular curriculum
and hire extra tutors to help prep for the November MCAS retake test. Only 3 students have
been denied graduation due to failed MCAS tests. They also send some to other districts for
summer remediation programs. About 25-30% of the graduates go on to college, usually a 2-
year college.

Gill-Montague is exploring extended learning time and extended year. They have some AP
courses. They have a special asset, an elementary principal who provides his extensive
experience with the Responsive Classroom, a program model which helps to improve
preconditions for academic learning

Mohawk has after school programs at only some schools and only special needs students
receive summer tutoring.

How does the district address staffing for low incidence academic needs, i.e. foreign languages, A.P.
courses, and special education? Do they provide distance learning or dual enrollment programs?
Does the district offer Adult Education?

Distance Learning, Dual Enrollment, AP classes, and Adult Education:
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Distance Learning: At Mahar approximately 10 students a year use distance learning through
the University of Arizona and they are offering new courses in Chinese language and art.
Pioneer offers some distance learning. Frontier provides distance learning through Virtual High
School with the University of Nebraska program and offers dual enroliment with Greenfield
Community College (GCC). Gill-Montague does not currently provide distance learning, but
would like to explore if it can find the finances to support it.




» Dual enroliment: Several districts (Mohawk, Frontier, Greenfield) provide dual enroliment with
Greenfield Community College (GCC). Mahar partners with Worcester State College to provide
an Evening Academy after school. The college comes to Mahar offering technology and
academic courses for students, veterans, seniors and other community members. Franklin
County Tech offers electives only in 11" & 12" grades, but has offered Spanish, art, music,
film, theater, etc. in the past. Since MCAS testing, electives have been curtailed in favor of
MCAS preparation. They are exploring the possibility of some course swapping with Gill-
Montague for technology students who want AP academic classes and Gill-Montague students
who want technical training. Gill-Montague is currently exploring dual enrollment courses with
GCC.

> Most districts offer AP classes and languages at the middle/high school level, though some
have had to reduce their offerings from lack of funds or declining enroliment. Mohawk offers
AP courses rotating every other year, and languages from 7" grade on. Rowe Elementary
offers Spanish and funds a middle schoo! teacher at Mohawk to support those students
through graduation. Frontier offers Spanish starting at the elementary level in all of its schools.

> Adult education: Mohawk offers some adult education through financial assistance from the
Mary Lyon Foundation. For Orange, adult education is a critical part of improving education for
their students. Franklin County Tech is looking into this with assistance from the Regional
Employment Board (REB), and an evening program with Greenfield Community College for
carpentry, welding and machine trades. In the past, they tried some night programs like quilting
and computer, but did not get enough interest to offer.

Professional Development: How does the District provide professional development, in particular for
low incidence needs?

» Greenfield, Mohawk, Frontier, Ware, Orange and others collaborate on a Summer Academy in
August and on the Franklin County Day (not for their half day in service days). The group, with
one representative from each district, meets once a month to plan what teachers need/want,
brainstorm possible resources, and create brochure offerings. There is no cost for teachers to
attend and teachers receive in service credit for their successful participation. They can,
therefore, meet their relicensing requirements at no cost. They need a minimum of 10
participants to run a program or workshop. If one district has a particular need that the others
do not share, then they pay for that particular presenter — though others may attend on a
space available basis. All districts help pay for the brochure/program and other fixed costs.

» Greenfield also uses Hampshire Educational Collaborative, Pioneer Valley STEMNET, the
Hanson Initiative, and UMASS Literacy Program for re-certification workshops for their
teachers and administrators. They reimburse teachers for classes in their content areas at a
75% of the UMASS course rate.

» Orange is partnering with the Bay State Reading Institute, sending all teachers for three days
to learn what it means to teach reading. They are training teachers to assess, predict, give
direct instruction (rather than just silent reading) and design interventions — starting with
students who do not know how to hold a book or a pencil. This has already been so successful
that they need better books for Kindergartners who are now ready to read. They are keeping
careful track of the data at all grade levels to show the gains and remaining needs. They also
train aides in cooperative games to improve their ability to supervise recess.
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Gill-Montague offers Responsive Classroom workshops in-house for their teachers. They use
Fresh Pond curriculum mapping for curriculum development, have developed new English
Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics curriculum at the elementary ievel. Gill-Montague
offers a summer teachers' institute which could be expanded to countywide. Last summer they
offered 2-3 weeks workshops and included other districts on a space available basis. It proved
to be both financially successful as well as educationally successful. It would be beneficial to
all districts if an organization could establish a professional development academy in Franklin
County for local district cohort groups. Similar professional development academies are
offered in Bennington, VT and in the eastern part of the State through various educational
collaboratives. The consensus of opinion was that Franklin County needs to address
technology applications to learning and high-level curriculum. As building technologies
continue to become more sophisticated, there is a need for technical training for facilities
managers and head custodians.

Franklin County Tech provides teachers with up to $1200/year through their collective
bargaining contract. Courses and workshops must be directly related to their area of teaching
and the superintendent must approve the course or workshop in advance.

Pioneer mostly provides in-house professional development. A committee of teachers and
administrators evaluates the current year and develops a plan for next year. Low incidence
needs are addressed through Franklin County in-service, though is used less than in previous
years. Some teachers attend workshops offered by the Hampshire Educational Collaborative.
But generally, Pioneer does more in-house training, utilizing the expertise of their own staff.
This method seems to provide more variety and creativity. They reimburse for course work at
100% up to 4 credits per year and are generous with approval for conferences directly related
to the district’s goals.

Mohawk teachers participate in summer academies. Dot Lyman does their in-service
programming and schedules 2-3 in service workshops each year. For college coursework, they
pay 75% of the UMASS course rate.

Erving Union #28 has a professional development line item in both the school union budget
and in each school building budget. They do some joint days sharing a presenter. On 70% of
Wednesdays they close at 1:00 to have “job alike” days, bringing all the same focus area
teachers together (like all kindergarten or all SPED). They use both internal resources and
expertise and they bring in presenters and/or consultants when necessary.

Frontier is able to recruit and retain high quality teachers and therefore is able to provide high
quality professional development supported through their budget and from grants. They
contract with the best people in the Valley, from across the state and also contract with
nationally recognized experts. They share with other districts, participate in the Franklin County
day in October, work with the Brain Trust at Harvard and utilize local Responsive Classroom
resources.

Mahar provides the usual half and full in-service days. They partner with Harvard University
on-line for groups to take specific courses. Teachers can receive professional development
points (PDP’s) through schoolkit.com. Over the past several years, they have doubled their
budget for professional development for both teachers and administrators. They take part in
the Franklin County professional development day, both as presenters and attendees.



EDUCATIONAL & TECH RESOURCES:
How does the District plan for and update textbooks, other curriculum materials, and

technology resources?

For many of the districts, textbook and curriculum requests tend to get under-funded or
severely reduced during the budget development process. Most districts have developed
reasonable 5-year plans for replacing and updating textbooks and educational technology, but
most do not have the funds to implement their plans. The wealthier districts have generally had
the funding available to update these resources - one district currently exceeds the state’s
goals. Some are only able to provide new texts one class or grade at a time. One district can
only buy new books on a dollar-by-dollar basis. One district has had a stabilization account for
this, which has helped, but that fund is now nearly depleted.

Several districts purchased new technology within the last 5 years, when they built or
renovated buildings. However, those computers now need upgrading and for most districts
there is little or no money for doing so. Several districts do have resources and are able to
keep their technology up to date. One district is experimenting with renting computers on a 3-
year plan.

There was universal interest in collaborative purchasing and financing for both textbooks and
technology acquisition.

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES:
Exploring the possibilities for shared Administrative Services: Who does them? Do you already
share any of these services? Would you consider doing so? Which ones?

The project staff identified who currently provides the following services for each district:
Auditors, Legal, Collective Bargaining, Management Information System Network, Grant
Writing, Payroll/Business Services, Software program licenses, and Facility Management as
follows:

Auditors include: Melanson & Heath, Hilber & Haines, Bruce Norling, Tom Scanlon, Polumbo &
Kulas, while other audits are done through the towns.

Five districts use Attorneys Fred and Russell Dupere. Others use Regina Tate of Murphy,
Hesse, Toomey & Lehane, Peter Smith, Mike Long, Donna MacNicol and the towns’ attorneys
for the town schools.

Most districts' collective bargaining includes their attorneys and representatives of the MTA.
However, several schools do their own interest-based collective bargaining. One district
(Pioneer) noted that having a good (and long-term) relationship with the Union really helps
them to be able to negotiate without having lawyers or the MTA in the room. Another (Orange)
has studied win-win labor management negotiations. Recently the school committee made
dinner for everyone and they all worked to identify and collaboratively solve problems. When
legal help is needed, they generally use the lawyers previously noted.

All districts were very interested in getting help with grant writing. They all manage their
entitlement grants, but very few have been successful with more competitive grant sources. Of
those who are able to do additional grant writing, most are doing it themselves, or with other
Central Office staff. Most districts just do not have the time or the expertise. They especially
liked the idea of contracting with grant writers who work on a contingency arrangement and get
paid a percentage amount based on their success.
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> Several districts who utilize common software were interested in possibly sharing licenses and
fees for software programs, updates and training.

» Management Information System: Several districts use Budget Sense, some use Fund Sense
or MUNIS. Technology management staffing is limited and has been recently reduced due to
budget constraints. Most districts rely on teaching staff that volunteer or are paid a stipend to
attend to building technology needs.

> Payroll and Business services are generally done in-house by either the Central Office staff or
by the Town. One district recently tried outsourcing its payroll function but it was a disaster.
Payroll processing required just as much work and administrators had less access to data for
either reporting or for decision-making. Only one district is pleased with outsourcing.

»  Unemployment and Workers Compensation claims are handled either internally or by the
towns.

> Municipal Medicaid Reimbursement. All Franklin County school districts are currently doing
Medicaid billing for their eligible students. Several are utilizing the Lower Pioneer Valley
Educational Collaborative (LPVEC) on a contingency arrangement for Medicaid billing. One
district utilizes UMASS Medical and several others do it in house with their own staff. None of
the Superintendents know if they are, in fact, maximizing all available revenue from this
program. The LPVEC has, in the past, conducted Medicaid audits, in order to determine if
school districts have identified all potential students and all eligibie services.

» Facility Management: Some districts have only one building while others have several to
maintain and manage. All but one with multiple buildings has facility managers or heads of
maintenance. Some just have head custodians in each school building. Some buildings are
maintained by the towns. The Franklin County Tech, because it has the technical ability to do
s0, does much of their own building maintenance.

» Food Service Programs mostly lose money or, at best, break even. In some cases it is
balanced within a district (i.e. elementary schools lose money, but high schools make money),
though most have to make budget transfers at the end of the year to cover small or moderate
losses. Greenfield’s program makes money. One elementary district boasts that its food is
“outstanding and beyond”. It is small enough to provide home-style cooking using locally grown
produce whenever possible. This school serves both breakfast and lunch to all students and
staff.

5. BUILDING RESOURCES, UTILIZATION & CONDITIONS: Where is there available space?
Age and condition of buildings, capital improvement needs, and ability of annual maintenance
budgets to adequately meet the needs. What has been done to address space issues? What
does the district have for school security systems and internet access (WIFI, etc)?

The buildings in most of the districts have recently been built or renovated and are generally in good
shape. Greenfield, Gill-Montague's elementary schools, and Orange stand out as districts with old
buildings in need of significant repairs and renovations — and with no funding currently available. Most
districts (Pioneer, Frontier, Erving) have the resources to keep up with needed repairs. Mohawk has
newer buildings that are now starting to need repairs, but does not have the funds. Franklin Co Tech
does a lot of its own maintenance and repairs and is generally regarded as being in “good shape”.
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Pioneer’s four elementary schools and the regional middie/high school were built or renovated in the
last 5-10 years. Leyden was renovated 10 years ago, Bernardston was renovated 8 years ago,
Northfield was renovated about 15 years ago, Warwick built a new elementary school 5 years ago,
which is the smallest SBAB approved new school in the State, Pioneer Middle/High School was
totally renovated 3 years ago ($25mil). Pioneer needed to get waivers to build smaller (to their
projected size instead of the states). Consequently, they did not overbuild and do not have excess
capacity or excess debt. All districts have five-year maintenance plans. Most of the elementary
schools are owned by the towns and leased to the district. They must then work cooperatively to
develop plans and budgets for maintenance and repair projects. These appropriations are generally
funded through separate warrant articles and have averaged about $15 — 50,000 each year
depending on the size of the school. For the modular buildings housing the Central Office and for the
Middle School/High School building, need the unanimous vote of the towns to approve capital
expenditures. Northfield needed overrides the last few years. The override did not pass, even though
Northfield has the lowest tax rate and is the largest member of the regional school district. This has
created conflict with the remaining members.

Gill-Montague’s elementary schools are old and have had no major renovations since they were
built: Sheffield was built partly in 1935 and half of it rebuilt in 1985 after a fire. The Hillcrest and Gill
elementary schools were built in 1955, and the Montague Center School was built in 1935, although
with some renovations around 1950. None of the elementary schools have current bonding debt. They
alt have been generally well maintained, roofs are weather tight and some boilers have been replaced,
as needed. Most buildings do need better and more energy efficient doors and windows. The buildings
also are not ADA accessible or equipped with either elevators or rest rooms. The Superintendent is
currently creating a five-ten year building improvement plan, in conjunction with building consolidation
and redistricting efforts. He is recommending consolidation only if it will improve education, while
making better use of resources. The school committee recently approved a plan to consolidate the
elementary schools from four to either two or three buildings, making at least one building available for
other use. The middle/high school is basically new, having been totally remodeled about three or four
years ago, and is currently still bonded.

Orange has three elementary schools: Fisher Hill was built in 1991 and enrolls 330 students in grades
K-2, Dexter Park was built in 1950 and is in generally poor shape and enrolls 80 PreK-K (in modular
classrooms) and 225 in grades 3-4, and Butterfield was built in 1870 (with some renovations since, but
none recently) and enrolls 225 in grades 5-6. The district currently lacks the funding necessary to
cover needed capital maintenance and repairs; anything beyond basic custodial services. When a
boiler failed two years ago the town had to take out a five year loan to replace it, as neither the school
nor the town had the funds to replace it. Butterfield now needs a new roof, estimated at $90,000 and
Fisher Hill has a collapsing road to repair, but there is no money available for either. The district
currently utilizes most of their available educational space.

Mohawk has four elementary schools — Sanderson Academy (150 students) and Heath (60 students)
were built within the last 10 years, Colrain Central (120 students) was recently renovated, and
Buckland/Shelburne Elementary (BSE) (185 students) is in relatively good shape except for a wing
that is currently closed due to needed major repairs ($500K). The Middle/High School has also been
recently renovated. These buildings are now starting to need repairs and there has not been adequate
money available for other than routine custodial maintenance. There is ample extra space available at
all the elementary schools, with Sanderson Academy and Buckland/Shelburne having closed entire
wings. Hawlemont Elementary (110 students) has been recently renovated. Rowe Elementary (48
students) is older and will need major renovations in about 10 years.
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Greenfield has three elementary schools which were built in the early 1900s with enrollments of
about 200-240 each, a grade 5-8 middle school (5650 students) was renovated in 2001, and a high
school (450 students) was built in 1958. Most of the other buildings had some renovations about 20
years ago, but are now old and in generally poor condition. The middle school still has MSBA bonding
payments. There is virtually no money available for even routine maintenance projects. The high
school is on the state’s SBAB request list but has not yet been approved. The general condition of the
school buildings and infrastructure is a major reason why so many Greenfield students opt for school
choice in either Mohawk or Amherst-Pelham.

The Erving School Union has four elementary schools serving five towns: Erving, Leverett,
Shutesbury, and a small regional serving Wendell and New Salem together with enroliments of 150-
191 in each school. It has been a school union since 1901 and has no desire to fully regionalize.
Leverett and Erving have had major renovations since 2000 and the others have had major
renovations and maintenance projects i.e. roofs, floors, etc. They currently have adequate funding
from their towns to keep the buildings well maintained.

Frontier includes four elementary schools in Conway, Deerfield, Sunderiand and Whately — all built
about 14-16 years ago — and a middle/high school completely renovated about nine years ago. Each
of these buildings is in excellent shape and is well maintained. All of the school buildings are full, due
to a high School Choice enroliment. While all educational space in Sunderland is currently being
utilized, one or two classrooms could be made available if necessary.

Mahar has one building housing a grade 7-12 regional middle and high school for the towns of
Orange, New Salem, Wendell and Petersham (outside Franklin Co.) The building is in excellent shape
as the result of a $36million renovation project completed in 2005. The building was built for 1,000 and
has a current enroliment of 856. Although the building is currently all in use, they could reconfigure
to make space available.

Franklin County Tech’s building is 31 years old and is still in excellent shape. They do much of their
own maintenance with students. The biggest problems are the air handling units. They are currently
conducting an energy are audit, which will address this problem. They currently utilize all their space
and could use more for program expansion. They need to add a social studies teacher and currently
have no classroom available. FCT would be interested in portable classrooms to meet their short term
space needs.

Space Available for Collaborative, Magnet Programs, etc:

The districts that have the most space available for housing a collaborative or magnet program are
Gill-Montague, Mohawk and Greenfield. Greenfield has a closed school and space in several other
buildings, Gill-Montague is about to have at least one vacant school buiiding and Mohawk has two
schools with empty wings and space at the Middle/High School. Funds would be needed for repairs to
some of these spaces, but others are in relatively good shape. Mahar also has some space that could
be made available.

Security:

Most schools have some degree of security system in place; generally consisting of locked doors or
an accessible and observant front desk. Few districts have full camera security systems. Many of the
towns and communities do not support the need for security cameras and full security systems.

WIFI: All districts have at least basic internet access. Where there are internet access limitations, they
are due to community funding and to a lack of available broad band services in rural areas (some
schools still have telephone dial-up access). All Superintendents see the need for improved
educational technology for both student learning and for teacher professional development.
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GREATEST CHALLENGES:
What are the District’s greatest challenges and needs-short term and long term?

FINANCIAL: The greatest problems faced by the Franklin County school districts relate
specifically to inequitable funding coupled with the effects of declining enroliment; specifically,
the perceived flaws in the Ch 70 funding formula. Franklin County School districts continue to
suffer from the 2002 state funding cuts, followed by essentially level funding since. Actual
costs of education continue to increase while the Franklin County town’s ability to pay also
continues to decrease. The Ch 70 funding formula needs to be revised to take into account
rural density, declining enrollments and area-specific economic factors. The formula needs to
recognize the value of small schools. Most of the Franklin County towns are stretched and are
no longer able to shoulder increasing educational costs, even if they wanted to. The towns are
limited to 2.5% increases plus growth, which is minimal throughout the county. Districts are
forced to provide, at best, level service budgets. Some of the districts are already facing
serious financial crisis, while others, currently in better shape, have growing concerns. Both
short and long-term sustainable funding solutions are needed. Increased funding is the biggest
need for all the schools — but from sources other than their towns. The state should revise the
funding formula for rural schools and to increase funding overall in support of education.

INFRASTRUCTURE: Some districts have old buildings in serious need of repair or
replacement, but are not even on the state’s SBAB list for funding projects (Orange,
Greenfield, Gill-Montague elementary schools, one Mohawk elementary school, and air quality
at Franklin County Tech, among others). Several towns and districts are not able to allocate
the funds required for more than routine custodial and maintenance. Therefore, buildings —
even some of the newer ones — go without needed repairs and maintenance.

TIME: There are huge increases in work demands on teachers and administrators to comply
with requirements of NCLB, MCAS, etc. but the same amount of time is available to do this, as
well as everything else. Trying to address the state standards and requirements for students at
all levels in the time available is an enormous challenge. The state and federal governments
increasingly expect more than can be accomplished given the limited staff available. Teachers
feel burned out and there is no longer enough time to address the societal and emotional
issues students come to school with.

DATA: Small and rural school districts, in particular, need access to technical assistance.
They need help in making the best good of educational data and dealing with the huge amount
of data and accountability requirements. Specifically they need assistance translating and then
utilizing that data to support educational improvements in classrooms.

DECLINING ENROLLMENT and SCHOOL BUILDING CAPACITIES: Regional agreements,
a desire to maintain autonomy and local control of schools, transportation issues and the
benefits of small schools generally make closing schools impossible or undesirable. in some
cases closing schools would net only small savings or even cost more due to increased
transportation costs. In some regional districts, consideration of closing schools has caused
huge conflicts among their towns and created instability that adversely affects enroliment. One
district (Pioneer) obtained a waiver from the state to construct smaller schools — a model for
the state and others to consider. Some schools, like Franklin County Tech, need more space
for teachers and shops in order to expand to meet the student demands for technical
education, as well as their academic needs to meet the high school graduation requirements.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION: The high and somewhat unpredictable costs associated with special
education present a challenge for all schools. In particular are unanticipated costs, unfunded
transportation expenses, and out of district placements (both tuition and transportation).
Although circuit breaker funding helps, the remaining gap still presents funding challenges.
One town, (Orange) has several state wards that the state often moves without notice to
placements that may cost significantly more, inadvertently creating huge budgetary problems
for the district. These costs are not currently reimbursed adequately by the state, other than
through the Ch. 70 state aide formula.

MAINTAINING CURRENT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS and CLASS SIZES: In several
districts the lack of adequate funding has resulted in a slow strangling of educational programs
(especially the arts and music) and increased class sizes or the number of multi-grade
classes, which has not had adequate teacher training or support. Some districts have
successfully stretched to maintain educational performance despite budget cuts, but this
presents an increasingly difficult challenge. Some have taken extra Choice students, making
ciass sizes larger than desired, in order to be financially able to provide art (Orange). Mahar
was once famous for their arts programs. Because of budget cuts, the program has been
greatly reduced. In some districts, creating appropriate long-term visions (educational
technology), is discouraging when there is no money for implementation.

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATES: In several districts, the dropout rate is significantly higher than
the state average. Every district is working hard to make improvements and to retain and
support students through graduation. Mahar, in particular, has made significant progress in
reducing their numbers of drop outs. They continue to strive in reducing that rate even further.

LOW INCIDENCE STAFFING: Most small and rural school districts find it challenging to find
low incidence staff, especially technology staff. While one district (Erving) had 21 applicants
for an academic teaching position, they had no applicants for a technology support position.

HIGH TURNOVER of SUPERINTENDENTS and CENTRAL OFFICE STAFF: Several
Superintendents noted the lack of long-term stability as one of the biggest challenges facing
the Franklin County school districts. Each administrative transition means philosophical and
style changes. Furthermore and relationships and gaining credibility takes time to develop.
The number of night meetings required is staggering. In some school unions, Superintendents
attend well over 100 night meetings a year — in addition to working a full day. Something
needs to be done to make the job more sustainable and humane for a longer term. In addition,
the pool of potential school superintendent candidates is not deep. Administrator licensure
programs are not graduating enough qualified candidates to meet either the current of the
future needs of the Commonwealth. Consequently, districts often hire first-time
superintendents or administrators from other states. Both scenarios require a period of
“adjustment” to the local community. Another factor is that many administrators of small and
rural schools do stay beyond their first contract and move east, where salaries are generally
higher and where there appear to be greater educational resources.

STABILITY: School districts that have been exploring consolidation, redistricting or school
closures, have found that the conflicts, instability, and uncertainty about what schools will be
available has cost the district further student losses under schoo! Choice. In addition, these
explorations and publicity have created strained relationships among district towns and
between towns and schools.



SUCCESS STORIES and CREATIVE IDEAS:

Superintendents shared the following successful initiatives and creative ideas that could be
tried for improving education. Some are specific to individual schools, while others are ideas
that could be wider reaching. Some could become areas for collaboration.

CONCEPT OF MAGNET SCHOOLS - The Franklin County school districts could
cooperatively develop magnet programs/schools within their respective districts, with each
district developing its own area of specialization. Magnet schools could focus on different
teaching models, or curriculum areas such as environmental sciences, math and science,
computer technology, health, engineering, etc. Franklin County schools could specialize in
ways that could serve the whole county — like Franklin County Tech now does. The districts
could create career themed high schools as exist in the eastern part of the State. The districts
through this cooperative model would focus on countywide collaboration for education, rather
than recruiting students from each other for financial survival. Magnet schools would also
address parents’ and students’ desire for a different kind of education, such as now provided
by charter schools or through schoo! choice.

PILOT VOC TECH PROGRAMS WITHIN SCHOOLS: Ken Rocke (Gill-Montague) noted that
when he was at Blue Hills, there were models of academic regional school districts with
vocational technical programs. He'd like to see Ch 74 programs created within the schools
with two entry points — the 8"/9" grade and again at 11"/12" grade level. Not all students are
prepared to make life long career decisions at the 8" grade level as is now required to attend
Franklin County Tech. The programs should be Ch74 quality, linked to licenses and industry
standards, and funded at an adequate level to guarantee quality and relevancy. Vermont has
regional voc tech schools attached to regional high schools, with such offerings as pre-law,
video production, theater arts, pre-engineering — technical programs for students at all
academic levels. Ken suggests three potential partners for such programs: Greenfield
Community College, Franklin County Tech, and UMASS (for both technical transfer programs
and for provision of teaching interns). The programs could be operated by Franklin County
Tech as satellite programs housed in other schools, or by the districts themselves. The current
model at Franklin County Tech serves kids well, but can not currently serve all students who
want or need technical training.

Mohawk has developed plans to create an in-house vocational program to attract and retain
students while improving education. Currently about 40 Mohawk district students apply to area
vocational schools, but only about 15 are accepted annualty. Of the 25 who do not get in,
approximately 10 drop out of school prior to graduation. A proposal has been drafted, but there
is no available funding to implement it. Mohawk is struggling just to stay financially solvent.
Gill-Montague is also interested in this concept, but start-up funding is also needed in order to

move the plan forward.

MAGNET PROGRAMS WITHIN SCHOOLS: Mahar is exploring the possibility of providing a
Virtual High School magnet program. They have also developed a two year CISCO Networking
Academy from which students will graduate from as certified network technicians.

Mahar has transformed their after-school detention into a “Success Center’ providing
academic coaching and remediation.

EXPANDED SCHOOL UNION: Exploration of creating an expanded school union between
two districts: Mohawk and Greenfield is currently being explored.
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STAFF SHARING: The Erving School Union is in the process of creating a Shared Employee
Agreement to make it easier for their districts to share “itinerant” staff that will work part-time
for more than one of their districts. Salaries and benefits would be provided by one district but
the cost shared by both. It is complex because each district may have different salary scales or
benefit packages. This agreement, if successful, could serve as a model for other districts.
School superintendent supported districts working together to share low-incidence staff, being
able to jointly offer full-time employment and thus saving money by the bundling and sharing of
fringe benefits.

TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVES: Orange has a 6™ grade after-school program where students
are learning computer repairs. Last year their group of students won 15" place in a world wide
technology competition. Mahar wants to create a technology lab where students would each
build their own laptop computer. These lap tops, when completed would then be supported,
maintained and repaired by the program. This program could either serve as a model for
replication in other districts or could be expanded to serve more students from other districts.

FOUNDATION/ ENDOWMENT FUND: The Superintendents would like to explore the creation
of a Foundation_and/or an Endowment Fund for the Franklin County public schools; similar to
those of colleges and Universities.

MAINTAIN SCHOOL CULTURE and TRADITIONS: In Franklin County, each school/district
has its own cultures and traditions that have proven to be positive for both students, the
school, and also for the community (i.e. science fairs, plays, music performances, special
annual events, etc).

VALUE OF SMALL SCHOOLS: Several Superintendents noted Nick Young's (Hadley) study
of small rural schools as important. A small schools study is needed to identify optimal school
sizes- how small is too small — for educational rather than just for financial reasons.

MONITOR TRAINING: Orange sees a need to train recess monitors to teach cooperative
games to various sized groups in order to show students positive ways to play and interact.

LOCAL RESOURCE UTILIZATION: All districts need to make better use of the exceptional
educational resources that are available locally, i.e. the Responsive Classroom.

SUPERINTENDENT AS ROLE MODEL: Superintendents in small rural_schools provide key
role models and provide individual attention that makes a huge difference in students' lives. In
a low-income high-risk community with a high rate of domestic abuse, the Superintendent is a
model of being a large man who is also gentle, as he sits on the floor reading with students.
Another, in a district that has struggled with high dropout rates, contacts each dropout
personally to help them figure out a way to stay in school. Some noted that having fewer
superintendents would not be good for students, and that there is no research on the
educational impact that reducing the number of superintendents would have on district costs or
district educational performance.

LOCAL FARM PRODUCE: In rural areas the special education vans could pick up local farm
produce along their routes in order to help improve food services while supporting local
farmers. Orange provides a delicious, nutritional and successful food service program with
home-style cooking. This program both feeds students well and teaches them about good
nutrition. They also operate a student garden. (Orange)



> IN HOUSE PUBLISHING: Erving has a small publishing company in the school, creating event
posters and publishing student written materials and books.

> IN HOUSE PROGRAMS: Frontier has a creative writing program for grades 3-6, Spanish
foreign language programs in all elementary schools, an invitational summer school Reading
Camp for grades 3-6, and has just revised their elementary report cards (HS was
computerized 4 years ago). They provide several in-house special education programs to keep
students local and integrated. The teachers send postcards to welcome their incoming
students. They pay teachers to write their own entire curriculum in-house, to framework
standards. School Committee members are oriented before their first meeting and are invited
to staff development day. Frontier provides professional development for all; staff, food service
and custodial as well as teachers and administrators.

> PARENT GROUPS: A new “Parents for Mahar” group has raised funds for Connect Ed and to
start a Virtual High School program. They have also developed a 2-year CISCO Networking
Academy graduating certified CISCO technicians.

» SHARED MAINTENANCE RESOURCES: The Tech School students and staff help to
maintain their own buildings. Another district (Orange) suggested cooperatively hiring trades
people, like electricians and plumbers and collectively with other towns and districts and create
a school maintenance/repair team. This team could then provide maintenance and repairs
which school custodians are unable to on a multi district, cost shared basis. This method,
utilizing “public employees” as opposed to contractors would eliminate the time and expense
associated with public bidding and procurement.

> SUPERINTENDENT SABBATICALS - Given the amount of time required for the position,
especially the number of night meetings, some type of time off is needed to help make the job
more sustainable over the long term.

» SUMMER TEACHERS’ INSTITUTE: The Franklin County school districts should cooperatively
offer a countywide summer teachers’ institute. Gill-Montague sponsored an institute last
summer and included other districts on a space available basis. A collaborative could establish
a professional development academy in a convenient Franklin County location (maybe with
GCC - or as a satellite in one of the district's schools) for local cohort groups to pursue
advanced degrees or licensure or certifications.

8. EXPERIENCE of, INTEREST in, & OPPORTUNITIES for COLLABORATION:

During the administrative interviews, Rich Labrie shared information about Massachusetts Educational
Collaboratives. We discussed superintendents’ previous or current experiences with educational
collaboratives, their interest in collaboration now, and assessed which programs and services would
most benefit from collaboration. We specifically noted any relationships and experiences with Franklin
Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG), .and the former Franklin County Educational

Collaborative.

RELATIONSHIPS AND EXPERIENCES WITH FRANKLIN REGIONAL COUNCIL OF
GOVERNMENTS, AND THE FORMER FRANKLIN COUNTY EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVE:

» Only one superintendent has been around long enough to remember the former Franklin
County Educational Collaborative. He remembered that it provided helpful services, but was
terminated after only several years due to internal personnel and financial problems. It never
developed the economy of scale necessary to cost effectively carry the overhead structure.
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» Most Superintendents indicated that they have had fittle or no experience with the Franklin
Regional Council of Governments before this study, other than attending meetings there. All
are interested in learning more about the FRCOG and how it might assist them in meeting
their educational and financial challenges.

CURRENT COLLABORATIONS:

» Greenfield, Mohawk, Frontier, Orange and others collaborate on a Summer Academy in
August and on the Franklin County Day for professional development. Some participate in
Hampshire Educational Collaborative's professional development offerings.

» Some collaborate with the Northeast Foundation for Children.

» The Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative provides Medicaid billing for several of
the Franklin County school districts and energy/fuel procurement for others.

» Some municipal districts are part of the Hampshire County Insurance Group, with their towns,
for providing insurance and several uses the Hampshire Council of Governments. bid process
for various supplies.

» Several districts benefit from a variety of community service agencies, though for most the
services are too far away.

» Several districts partner with Greenfield Community College or other colleges and universities
to provide dual enrollment programs, and with a variety of programs providing distance
learning.

» A non-profit Gill-Montague education group is being organized.

» Frontier collaborates with PVMA on history projects. For example, students learn to build
houses, sew costumes, garden with original plant varieties, etc. They also get interns,
including student nurses from UMASS. Since they are geographically closer to the Hampshire
Educational Collaborative, they use HEC's services more than the other districts in Franklin
County.

» Mahar partners with Athol Hospital to share Nurse Substitutes and with CAPS Collaborative
for special education programs and services.

» Orange partners with the Bay State Reading Institute for learning how best to teach reading.

AMONG THE SUPERINTENDENTS THERE WAS UNIVERSAL INTEREST IN EXPLORING:
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COLLABORATIVE PURCHASING AND SHORT TERM FINANCING: Cooperative
purchasing, coupled with the ability to finance short term would be extremely valuable service
for the acquisition of such things as: textbooks and curriculum materials; technology
purchases, food commodities, building upgrades, fees, licenses and technical support; fuel
and other building utilities; copy paper and other consumables. All of these were seen as ways
to save money, to provide more educational resources to students, and free up central office
staff time. Districts would want to maintain some autonomy of choices in ordering, especially
educational materials. Mohawk, Hawiemont and Rowe currently have a shared software fee
agreement among the three districts, dividing the fees by the number of computers in each
district.

GRANT WRITING RESOURCES: Experienced grant writers could be shared or hired as
consultants and paid a contingency fee, based on their success (thus low-risk for districts).
Districts are writing their allocation grants, but most do not have the time, the staff or the
expertise to seek out and successfully apply for competitive grants. Their concern is that most
grants are for new programs and do not allow supplanting. Teachers and administrators do not
have the time or other financial resources for new program development. There was also
some interest in having a shared person to focus on government relations and help encourage
government grants, the plight of small and rural schools and the educational value of
maintaining small schools.



> SHARED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT opportunities and resources, especially for low-
incidence staff. Several Superintendents suggested creating a countywide Summer Academy
for a few weeks at Greenfield Community Coliege or located at one of the schools. There is
need for training teachers in teaching multi-grade classes and training recess monitors in
cooperative games. There is a need for technology training for facilities managers, which no
one is doing and for more teacher training for distance learning. In addition there is a need for
a cost effective delivery system of professional development for teacher recertification and for

sustained curriculum integration.

> LOW INCIDENCE STAFF SHARING. Cooperation would help provide more educational
resources to schools and enable districts to save money by hiring on a full-time basis. (Erving
has a Shared Employee Agreement that could be used as a model.) Small and rural districts
have difficulty in recruiting and retaining part time teachers. Often times, they must pay for a
full time benefit package, while only receiving part time teaching benefit. Cooperative staff
sharing arrangements would allow for full time employment and the cost sharing of both salary
and benefits. Teacher retention would, therefore, be increased.

> SHARED SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES such as therapy, medical services, and
transportation. In rural areas there is a scarcity of services, especially for low incidence special
education needs including adaptive physical education, occupational therapy, speech and
language, physical therapy, services for hearing or sight impaired, etc. Services which do exist
are often far away, with resultant high student transportation costs. These transportation costs
are not reimbursed and take district funds away from education. Research into potential
collaborative special education transportation, including out-of-district, has already been
initiated through the Special Education Transportation Pilot Project funded by the State
Legislature. The Franklin County Tech School is currently developing the project on behalf of
all of the school districts in Franklin County. State reimbursement for special education
transportation would have an enormous positive impact on school district budgets.

» CREATING COLLABORATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION programs and services housed within
the districts, with different districts specializing in particular special education needs could be
beneficial. It was noted however that the Circuit Breaker has not promoted collaboration.
Collaborative costs are often below the Circuit Breaker threshold and therefore, not eligible for
reimbursement. There needs to be a way to provide incentive to districts to collaborate, or at
least hold them financially harmless when they benefit from so doing.

> LEADERSHIP AND STAFFING are needed to coordinate any collaborative initiatives that
emerge from this study. While many districts have informal cost sharing arrangements with
their neighboring districts, they districts do not have staff availablie to sustain it on an ongoing
basis. There needs to be an organizational structure and adequate initial funding to support it
until it develops an economy of scale of programs and services to be cost effective and self
sustaining. Leadership commitment and funding are needed for at least 3 years, to provide a
successful start. Working with the FRCOG could strengthen both the schools and the FRCOG.
For collaboration and change to succeed, the State needs to provide “carrots rather than

sticks.”

INDIVIDUAL DISTRICTS HAD INTEREST IN THESE AREAS:

> CREATING MUTUAL DUAL-ENROLLMENT TYPE OPPORTUNITIES FOR SHARING
STUDENTS: Gill-Montague and Franklin County Tech have been exploring the possibility of
opening classes to each other's high school students for mutual benefit. For example Tech
students might take an AP class at Gill-Montague while Gil-Montague students could take

technical training classes.
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MORE COLLABORATION ON SUMMER REMEDIATION PROGRAMS: None of the districts
are able to offer a cost effective summer remediation program. Their individual numbers are
just too small. Cooperative regional programs could pool the students from area school
districts and create the economy of scale to cost effectively provide these needed programs.

DATA WAREHOUSING: A county wide organization could create a Frankiin County “Data
Warehouse” to help address the overwhelming amounts of data that must now be collected,
processed, interpreted, applied to improving education, and used to assess improvements.
Help is needed to interpret and understand how to best utilize available data to improve
education. Creating templates for districts to use for data analysis would also be helpful.
(Pioneer, Orange) '

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH and DEVELOPMENT: The Franklin County districts need
technical assistance in researching existing educational information in order to save time,
money and reduce trial-and-error mistakes of implementing new curriculum (i.e. finding the
best reading intervention program for that particular district's needs). (Orange)

ENERGY IMPROVEMENTS: Explore with FRCOG how to bundle building energy
improvements after energy audits are completed. (Mohawk)

IMPROVED INTERNET ACCESS — Some schools in the Mohawk system do not have access
to high speed or broad band internet. Some schools are still on telephone dial-up for internet
access.

OTHER AREAS TO CONSIDER:
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FOOD SERVICES: There is a need for improved efficiency of most of the school food
services programs. Many lose money, some break even but few make money. Further
research into what makes the more successful ones work, would benefit the rest. There is a
great deal of duplication in small schools. They could benefit from creating shared elements of
their programs. Most schools are too far apart to share services completely. Linking with local
farmers would provide healthier locally grown food, while providing community support.

REDUCING DROPOUT RATES: The dropout rates for two Franklin County districts fall within
the worst 25 in the state. Others are better, but the county average is nearly twice that of the
state average. The districts need to develop programs and services to support and retain
more students through graduation. Such programs could include magnet type programs,
satellite vocational technical training programs, distance learning and dual enroliment
programs. Districts also need additional staff and student support personnel in order to provide
more individual student attention.

TRANSPORTATION: Small and rural schoo!l districts often do not receive more than one
bidder for their school transportation confracts. Multi-district bidding could provide the
economy of scale to interest other bidders in relatively small contracts.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING: When present the MTA provides teachers with professionally
trained negotiators. Several districts have had success in collaborative bargaining methods. It
may be advantageous to train school administrators and school committee representatives in
collaborative bargaining or in negotiations training approaches such as outlined in Getting to
Yes. One Superintendent suggested that the State negotiate with the MTA to set reasonable
salary scales for each region of the State.



THE FRANKLIN COUNTY SCHOOLS

Franklin County Technical School
The Franklin County Technical School is a regional vocational technical school that serves nineteen
cites and towns in Franklin County. The district encompasses 580 square miles and has an
enrollment of 526 students in grades 9-12. This year alone there were 290 student applicants and
after interviewing each, only 170 were accepted. Franklin County Technical School is recognized as
the #1 Voc/Tech School in the state.

The administrative team consists of the school principal, a director of pupil personnel, a special
education coordinator, and a director of curriculum and instruction.

The school offers fourteen vocational programs along with a complete range of academic, sports and
extracurricular activities in one 160,000 square foot building located in the industrial park in Turners
Falls. The building is thirty one years old and in very good condition. The facility sits on a large
campus, which is beautifully maintained by the students in the landscape program. Recently all the
mechanicals (furnaces, electric wiring and plumbing) were replaced under a performance-based
contracting agreement at no cost to the school.

Technology is a large part of the daily program. There is wireless Internet service throughout the
building and laptops and desktops are in every classroom. Each classroom has a video projector.
Although the school has not undergone budget cuts, the budget is barebones. Another social studies
class is needed and classroom space is at a premium.

Freshmen participate in a half year exploratory program. The students have a half time academic
program and a half time vocational program. There are approximately sixty certified teachers and four
paraprofessionals. Thirty seven percent of the students qualify for free or reduced lunch.

There is a special education program for students with cognitive delays. They are tuitioned in and
learn life and vocational skills by working on projects such as Habitat for Humanity. There is a
proactive guidance department staffed by one director, three counselors and one school adjustment
counselor. Because the school receives Title One funds students who qualify receive extra support in
language arts and mathematics. A paraprofessional staffs the library. The curriculum director
oversees the alignment of curriculum to state standards. Each teacher receives $1200 per year for
professional advancement. Throughout their four years, students create an individual portfolio of their
best work, which is judged by a juried panel. The portfolios are bound and able to be kept as a
memory of their accomplishments at the school. Greenfield Community College offers free courses for
teacher in the field of renewable energy. The administration is proud of the dedicated staff the level of
skill achieved by the students. They are involved in community based activities such as building a boat
house for a local community, working in nursing homes, and for Habitat for Humanity

Erving School Union #28

Union #28 is comprised of four elementary schools districts Erving Elementary, Leverett Elementary,
Shutesbury Elementary, and Swift River School that educates students who reside in New Salem and
Wendell. All schools are PK-6. These four school districts share Central Office staff and expenses yet
each has its own school committee. Students from Leverett and Shutesbury attend the Amherst
Pelham Regional School District for grades 7-12. Students from Swift River attend the Ralph C.
Mahar Regional School District. Erving Elementary students attend Great Falls Middle School and
Turners Falls High School.
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The enroliment of the elementary schools ranges from a low of approximately 150 at Swift River to a
high of 189 at Erving Elementary. Each school has one or two classes of each grade and Swift River
and Shutesbury Elementary have some combination or multi grade classes. There are two or
sometimes three special education teachers and several special and regular education
paraprofessionals at each school.

All students have special classes in art, music and physical education, although not uniformly
throughout the district. For example students at Erving Elementary have art and music twice per week,
but students in Leverett have these classes once per week. Spanish is taught at all grades in Leverett,
but no other school has a world language program.

Some of the schools qualify for grants such as Title One or REAP, but not all do. All schools have a
staffed library and well equipped computer lab. At Erving Elementary each teacher has a laptop
computer. Each school has a half-day of professional development every Wednesday. There is not a
curriculum director for the district. Shutesbury Elementary has a math coach and a strings and winds
instrumental music program. At Swift River all students in grades 3-6 have an “Alphasmart” keyboard
to use in school and at home.

The district has an early release day every Wednesday, which allows teacher time for professional
development and curriculum work.

Their 2007 MCAS results are as follows:
o Al four elementary schools have made AYP in ELA and math for all groups and
subgroups. There is an especially strong showing in ELA.

Programs and resources are somewhat inconsistent across the district but all schools enjoy strong
ties to the community and good parental support.

Frontier Regional and Union #38 School Districts

The Frontier Regional and Union #38 School Districts are composed of five separate school districts
serving the towns of Conway, Deerfield, Sunderland and Whately with each town having a PK-6
elementary school which together forms Union #38. Frontier Regional School is a grade 7-12 middle
and high school. The total enroliment is approximately 1200 students.

The per capita income of these four towns is substantially higher than some others in Franklin County.
The budgets are somewhat inconsistent when compared to each other. For example, Deerfield
Elementary and Conway Elementary have experienced increased funding in the past several years.
Yet, Sunderland Elementary cut two teaching positions two years ago and Whately Elementary
receives fewer dollars from the state and faces budgeting challenges each year. Two years ago the
town voters overrode proposition 2 %2 to fully fund the school budget. All schools benefit from having
students in the School Choice program. There are two district curriculum directors, one at the
elementary level and one at the secondary level. The district IT department oversees technology at all
of the schools.

Conway Grammar has an enroliment of 170 students with one class of each grade. There are 24
School Choice students in the school. The district "Wings” program for behaviorally challenged
students is located at Conway. Each classroom has a teacher and a paraprofessional. There are two
special educators; one assigned to grades one through three and the other for grades four through
six. There are four paraprofessionals to assist the students in special education.
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Conway is typically “white coliar” and the population is increasing. The community is supportive of
education and the funding has been generous. The building was constructed in 1991. Although the
capacity is 225, there are no empty classrooms. Extra classrooms are serving as special education
resource rooms or used for occupational and physical therapy. More space for storage is needed.

Students have music and physical education twice each week. Health education and art is taken once
each week. A small group of local artists have created a weekly program that kindergarteners enjoy
called “Mud Pie". Fourth fifth and sixth grades take instrumental music lessons. There is a full time
certified librarian who functions as the lab coordinator. There is a well-resourced computer lab. A full
time reading teacher conducts the Reading Recovery program and teaches reading groups in grades
K, 1 and 2. There is a fulltime school psychologist and a Spanish teacher gives weekly lessons to
children in grades K-4.

A before and after school program is run by Union #38. Seventeen percent of students qualify for free
and reduced lunch but many of these are “Wings” students. The school does not receive Title One

funds.

Conway Grammar is known throughout Western Massachusetts as a school that historically scored
very well in MCAS. This is a veteran staff and literacy is taught all morning in grades K-3. Through
creative scheduling the ratio for literacy instruction is four students to one teacher. The staff believes
strongly that early intervention is the key and they attribute their strong MCAS scores to their early

intervention program.

The principal would like staff training in language-based program, some students could benefit by that
approach. She is proud of the staff that works well together and shares the common goal of high
student achievement.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o AYP met in the aggregate in ELA and mathematics and in the white subgroup

Deerfield Elementary, built in 1992, has an enroliment of 470 students. There are two preschool
classes and three classes of each at the other grades. The administrative team is comprised of a full
time principal and assistant principal. The school embraces the “Responsive Classroom” philosophy.
There are two Reading Recovery teachers, eleven paraprofessional’s four special education teachers
with one or two paraprofessionals. A full time and a part time librarian staff the library. Students take
art and music one time each week and instrumental music (including strings) is offered to grades three
through six. Grades five and six participate in band. There is a school psychologist and a school
adjustment counselor. The school nurse does some health education. Parents bear the cost of before
and after school enrichment programs. Only ten percent of the students qualify for free or reduced
lunch. The computer lab is well equipped and the school recently acquired four "smart boards” for

classroom use.

Deerfield Elementary has been experiencing a yearly increase in enroliment. The school budget has
been increasing, although less so this school year. The autism program at the school entitled
“Daybreak” costs $400,000 to run and it is largely funded through school choice money. There are
seventy seven students in the School Choice program.

The principal is proud of the caring staff, positive school culture, happy students and the good
relationship the school has with the community.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:
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o AYP metin the aggregate in ELA and mathematics and in the white subgroup

Sunderland Elementary has 220 students with two of each grade except second and third, where
there is one of each. There are twenty-nine School Choice students, many from Montague,
Greenfield, Hatfield and Orange. There is a special education teacher for grades K-3 and one for
grades 4-6. Students have art and music one time each week and physical education twice each
week. There are strings lessons for grades 3-6 and band for fifth and sixth graders. There is certified
librarian four days per week, a reading specialist, a math specialist and a Spanish immersion program
for fifth and sixth grade students. There is a guidance counselor and a school psychologist. A 21°
Century grant provides a before and after school enrichment and homework program. Between thirty
and forty percent of students qualify for free and reduced lunch. Title One funds support part of the
Reading Recovery program. Union #38 provides a summer camp for at risk readers for a nominal fee.

Sunderiand Elementary is a newer building but its roof collapsed several years ago. The damage has
now been fully repaired. Sunderland has the second highest ratio of apartments per capita in the
state. The operational budget has been level for the past several years but enrollment has been
declining and two teaching positions were eliminated several years ago. There are two empty
classrooms, which are currently used meetings or small group instruction. The lab has 20 new
computers and there are two or three in each classroom.

The principal feels fortunate that federal grants have allowed the purchase of materials that may not
have been possible with local budgets. She is proud that the school is a community center and the
staff teams well to create a welcoming environment for students and parents.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o AYP metin the aggregate in ELA and mathematics and in the white subgroup

Whately Elementary has an enrollment of 125 students. There is one of each grade, the smallest
class has fourteen students and the largest has eighteen, In addition to the teacher there is a
paraprofessional in each classroom. There gfe twenty ning/students in the School Choice program,
The budget has recently been a challenge. Two yearg_ag’é the town overrode Proposition 2 and 1/2.
Whately has a “funding problem” in that it receives the least amount of funding from the state than the
other towns in the district.

Students have art and music one time each week and physical education two times each week.
Students in grades four through six have instrumental music lessons once each week. A full time
librarian staffs the library media center. There are 18 desktop computers, 18 wireless laptops and four
computers in each classroom. Each teacher is assigned a laptop. There is a Reading Recovery
teacher, school nurse, a guidance counselor four days per week and school psychologist one day per
week. The district runs the before and after school programs.

The principal is concerned about inequities in school funding, the need for more space for small group
instruction and the autism program. She is proud of hard working staff, the welcoming atmosphere
and the sense of community in the school.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o AYP metin the aggregate in ELA and mathematics and in the white subgroup
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Frontier Regional School built in 1998 educates 725 middie and high school students. The principal
and assistant principal are the administrative team. The middle school uses a team approach and the
high school has a block schedule. There are seventy five teachers for grades 7-12 and 20 special
educators. Class size ranges from ten to twenty nine students. The space in the school is adequate.
There are ninety four School Choice students enrolled, from towns including Ludlow, Greenfield and
Ambherst. Historically, the four towns of Conway, Deerfield, Sunderland and Whately have supported
the school and the budget has been relatively stable. Approximately twenty two percent of the
students qualify for free or reduced lunch.

The library is staffed with a certified librarian and assistant. There are fifty computers in the media
center. One full time Title One teacher teaches math at the middle school. The guidance department
consists of a director, one counselor for the middle school and two others for the high school. There
are several programs at the school to meet the various needs of students: six special education
programs, a Life Skills Program for middle and high school students, a transitional program for
emotionally challenged students, teams at the middie school with a special educator on each, a
language based learning disabiliies program for students two to four years below grade level. After
school and summer MCAS tutorial programs offer intensive help. There are five computer labs and
technology education occurs in the classrooms. There are many after school activities: arts, drama,
music and some community service clubs.

Staff is participating in curriculum mapping on professional development days. The school has little
ethnic but a lot of economic diversity. The staff is receiving training Bully-Bystander is program that
empowers students to take a stand against bullying behavior. The principal would like to expand staff
and move to team approach for the ninth and tenth grades. She is proud of the community and family
atmosphere and the respectful way the students treat each other.

The 2007 MCAS scores are as follows:

o The school did make AYP in the aggregate and in the white subgroup for ELA. It did not make
AYP in the special education or low income subgroups.

o The school did make AYP in the aggregate and in the white subgroup for mathematics. It did
not make AYP in the special education or low income subgroups.

Greenfield Public Schools

The Greenfield Public Schools provide an education for 1840 students in grades PK-12 as well as a
publicly funded special education day school. There are seven buildings in the district that house the
students: The Academy of Early Learning at North Parish School (PK, 3 and 4 year olds), three K-4
elementary schools: Federal Street School, Four Corners School, and Newton School. The Greenfield
Middle School (5-8) and Greenfield High School (9-12) provide for pre-adolescent and adolescent
students. The Green River School closed last year and is now called the Poet Seat School (the
special education day school). All schools in Greenfield practice the "Responsive Classroom/Design”
model for social and emotional growth. Several students have left the district through the School
Choice program.

As a community Greenfield has fallen upon hard times. Much of the industrial base of the town has
disappeared. Tax dollars for education are scarcer each year. One administrator spoke about always
being in a "crisis” mode. Over the years, resources have been cut but teacher positions have not been
eliminated to the degree they might have especially at the elementary level. This has helped class
size to remain small and manageable. Poverty casts a dark shadow over the schools and broken
homes are commonplace. Federal and state grants at all levels have bolstered the system. All schools
in Greenfield have an extended day program. According to administration the program is proving to be
academically successful and students have easily transitioned into a longer school day.
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Poet’s Seat has recently moved into the former Green River School. The staff is pleased to be in this
roomier facility. The school serves approximately 14 students in grades 5-12 who have severe special
needs, many with multiple diagnoses. They are not cognitively disabled but are rather emotionally
challenged students. Some have missed a lot of schooling and some have a difficult time connecting
with the learning process. The goal of the educators is to transition these students to a less restrictive
environment. Some students attend the Greenfield Middle or Greenfield High School for physical
education or art. The middle and high schools' sports programs are available for Poet's Seat students.
A social worker, two special education teachers, a full time nurse and three clinically trained counselor
aides serve the students. Occupational and physical therapy are given as required by IEPs. Eighty
percent of students qualify for free or reduced lunch. Many of these students come from broken
homes and parent involvement is a challenge. The administration is concerned about the lunch
program, the food is often cold and the selections minimal. More certified staff is needed to meet the
complex needs of these students.

The Academy for Learning educates approximately ninety five of Greenfield's youngest students.
The building has been remodeled but is at capacity and increased enroliment will pose a problem.
There are nine certified teachers and twelve paraprofessionals. The curriculum integrates music, art
and physical education into the daily program. The Academy has a part time social worker, school
psychologist, speech teacher and art time physical and occupational therapists. Because of space
considerations, there is not a school library. Sixty five percent of students qualify for free and reduced
lunch. A full kitchen provides breakfast and lunch each day. Teachers have computers and there are a
few computers in classrooms for students. With an early release each Friday, teachers spend the
afternoon conferencing with parents or developing curriculum. The local YMCA provides an extended
day program for about fifty nine of the youngsters.

Several grants provide additional assistance for parents and families. “The Children Trust Fund” is a
parenting skills program for pre-release incarcerated fathers. The school also is involved in
Community Partnership for Children and a Universal PK grant. “Reach” enables the mothers of 2 and
2 year olds to meet other parents while the children participate in supervised playgroups. There is a
need for more staff and more help is needed in applying for and managing grants. Many of these
young children are traumatized by domestic violence and the school provides as much family and
emotional support as resources allow.

The three elementary schools are older buildings. Newton, home to 198 students was built in 1945
and was renovated in 1990. It is handicapped accessible. Four Corners, with a student enroliment of
211, is an older one story building renovated the same year. Federal is an older two story building was
renovated in 1992 when a new gym and cafeteria was added. It is handicapped accessible and with
an elevator connecting the two floors. Federal is home to 255 students. The

This is the first school year that the district's fifth grades are located at the middle school. The move
has freed up space at all three elementary schools but they are currently operating at capacity without
any free space. Greenfield has a transient population, this puts a stress on the system at all levels. It
is not uncommon for a grade to gain or lose thirty percent of students during any school year. There is
a large Moldovian (Russian/Romanian) population at one of the housing projects. Thirty percent of the
families are serviced in some way by the Department of Social Services. These non-English speaking
children need English Language Learning programs and more concentrated time in small group
instruction.

Parent volunteers staff the libraries at each elementary and Title One funds provide for a Literacy
Coordinator and reading support for the three elementary schools. Literacy education is a large part of
the program each day. Art, music and physical education is on a rotating basis and staff is shared
among the three schools. A technology person is shared and all three schools have desktops and
Yaptop computer in labs and in classrooms. The extended day enables principals to meet with small
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groups of teachers to work on curriculum and programs. Each school has one full time behavioral
psychologist. Newton School struggles to meet the needs of two children with brain injuries some with
Aspersers Syndrome, and many with challenging behaviors. 21 Century, Reading First, and
Extended Learning Time grants help to soften the blow of recent budget cuts.

With the fifth grade move to Greenfield Middle School this year, enroliment is at 500 and the thirteen
empty classrooms have now been filled. The middle school is an older 3 story building that was
renovated in 2000. The impact of diminishing funding has been less and less supplies each year. The
librarian’s position had been eliminated but has been restored this year. Grade 5 students have a
behavioral psychologist and there are two social workers for the 6", 7", and 8" graders. Art, music,
health, physical education, computer, wood shop, drama and world languages (French and Spanish)
are offered on a nine week basis. The school benefits form the 21% Century Grant, which provides
after school enrichment during the extended day. Sixty percent of students qualify for free or reduced
lunch. The building has three labs but only one has current technology.

In spite of dwindling resources, the new administration is bringing new energy to the staff and is proud
of their work ethic and willingness to come together in creating a new positive culture in the school.

Greenfield High School has an enrollment of approximately 431 students. Fifty School Choice
students attend the school. Enrollment has been declining; the building once housed 620 students.
Enrollment is projected to increase next school year. The building was constructed in 1957; however
an addition expanded the school in 1971. Capital improvements are sorely needed. The school has
recently had to cut the nursery school program, a home economics teacher and one academic teacher
in each department. Pothole money enables 15 juniors and seniors to attend Greenfield Community
College. Forty percent of students qualify for free and reduced tunch; however there are no Title One

services at the high school.

All students with IEPs are integrated into the general education classrooms. There is a separate
program for behaviorally challenged students. The school has a higher than average drop out rate and
steps are being taken to remedy that issue as DOE is funding an alternative program for at risk
students. There are five computer labs as well as desktops in the library. The “Virtual High School” is
an on-line course.

The district curriculum director works closely with department heads to keep curriculum aligned with
state standards. Curriculum mapping is an ongoing project. There is an assistant principal, two
guidance counselors.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o This is the first year Federal did not met AYP in the aggregate and in the low income subgroup
for ELA and math.

o Four Corners met AYP in the aggregate for ELA and math but not in the low income subgroup.

o Newton met AYP in the aggregate for ELA but not in the low income subgroup. AYP was met
in the aggregate for math but not in the white subgroup.

o Greenfield Middie School met AYP in the aggregate in ELA but failed to do so for the special
education subgroup. In math they did not meet AYP in the aggregate or in the white or special
education subgroups. They did meet AYP in the low income subgroup.

o Greenfield High did not meet AYP in the aggregate or in the low income subgroup for ELA.
They did meet AYP in the aggregate in math but not in the low income subgroup.
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Each school in the district would benefit from increased staff and material resources. However,
administrators are proud of their dedicated teachers and support personnel who are working under
challenging conditions with some of Franklin County's most needy students.

Mohawk Trail Regional School District
Mohawk Trail Regional School District K-12
Hawlemont Regional School District
Rowe Elementary School District

The K-12 Mohawk Regional School District includes eight member towns: Ashfield, Buckland,
Charlemont, Colrain, Hawley, Heath, Plainfield, and Shelburne. Each town participates at grades K-12
except for Charlemont and Hawley, which participate at grades 7-12.

Sanderson Academy in Ashfield is a K-8 school with an enrollment of 143 students. The principal
serves as part time principal and part time elementary curriculum coordinator.

Thirty percent of students qualify for free and reduced lunch. Budgets have been declining in the past
several years. Physical education was cut from twice to once per week. There is less money for
classroom materials and maintenance. Due to decreasing enroliments one wing of the building has
been closed off and two classrooms in the main building are not being used. Physical education and
music time allocation decreased from 45 minutes to 35 minutes. The technology has not been kept up
to date, no replacements or repairs has resulted in old machines with slow Internet connections.

In its prime, Sanderson had an enrollment of 240-250 students. There are broken windows that need
replacing, but the money has gone to higher priority items. There is ongoing discussion and debate on
whether or not the school should close. This feeling of instability takes its toll on teacher and parent
morale. The principal would like to have more funding for maintenance, materials and staff. A full time
remedial math teacher and second special education teacher and increased time for physical
education and music are priorities. There is one class per grade and a 1% 2™ combination. Each
classroom has an instructional assistant. Students take art, music and physical education one time per
week. The library is staffed three days per week by a paraprofessional. There is a full time reading
teacher and a half time Title One math teacher a fulltime nurse and a school psychologist.

The school is proud of its exchange program. For thirty-eight years the sixth graders change schools
with another country (last year it was Mexico) for several weeks each year. There is an after school
soccer and basketball program staffed by volunteers. The veteran staff at Sanderson has worked
closely with one another and the principal to turn the academic problems around.

The 2007 MSCAS results are as follows:

o AYP was metin ELA and in mathematics

The Buckland-Shelburne Regional School in Shelburne Falls is a pre-k-6 with a part time principal.
There are 183 students with a full day PK program partially paid for by parents. The building was
constructed in the 1950’s and renovated and added to in the 80’'s. Heat, electricity and plumbing
should be upgraded. The ceilings are in poor condition. Due to decreasing numbers of students one
wing of the school has been closed.
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The school is in a rural area and there is a high poverty rate. Thirty three percent of students qualify
for free and reduced lunch. Buckland-Shelburne is losing its industrial base and there is little work for
parents. Many of the newer town residents are retired professionals and artists. Declining budgets
have resulted in cutting the principal’s position to half time, some other staff cuts and sharps cuts in
supplies. The students have art and music once per week and physical education twice per week.
Instrumental music is offered to 4-6 graders. The school uses its half time Title One position for
remedial math instruction. The library is staffed by a full time paraprofessional. There is a full time
reading teacher, full time school psychologist, and full time school nurse. Before and after school
programs are self-sustaining. The computer lab is being moved to a larger room and plans are in the
works to get refurbished computers from the high school.

A problem that plagues the school is the high cost of transportation and little reimbursement from the
state conflicting with the desire to keep students close to home and parents preference for
neighborhood schools.

The principal would like to see major capital improvements, a full time administrator, money for more
materials and supplies, and updated technology suitable for on line accelerated learning. The principal
speaks highly of the supportive community, caring staff, home-grown anti-bullying program and
children with respectful attitudes.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o AYP was not met in the aggregate in ELA, nor was it met in the low income and white
subgroups.

o AYP was not met in the aggregate in math, but it was met in the low income and white
subgroups.

Colrain Central is a PK-8 school located in the town of Calrain. The once thriving Kendall mills fueled
the economy of the town but now there are fewer and smaller families. The cost of homes in Colrain is
prohibitive for some and many what were once primary family homes are now vacation homes for
aging boomers.

The principal shares her time between Colrain Central and Heath. There are approximately 125
students in the school; the PK is a private school. There is one class of each grade. There were two
classes of each grade years ago and declining enrollments have resulted in a reduction of staff. The
school’'s computer lab is deteriorating but an upgrade is in process through pothole money from the
state.

There are before and after school programs, which provide clubs and enrichment activities for
students. Approximately thirty five percent of students qualify for free and reduced lunch. The students
take art, music and physical education one time per week and the full time nurse oversees health
education twice per month. A paraprofessional staffs the library. Title One funds one full time position
for the remedial math program and the reading teacher is at the school four days per week.

The building does not adequately serve students, as there is no art room or music room. The principal
is concerned with the lack of updated technology and the scarcity of hands-on math materials. She is
proud of the warm, open, and caring staff whose morale is constantly being challenged by dwindling
enrollments and an uncertain future.
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The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:
o The school met AYP in the aggregate in ELA and in the white subgroup.

o Itmet AYP in the aggregate in mathematics and in the white subgroup.

Heath Elementary is a PK-6 school with only sixty five students. In the past several years enrollment
has declined dramatically. Twelve years ago Heath was created as a multiage school with one class
per grade; now there are only four multi-grade classes. The building is fully occupied. Over 50% of
students qualify for free and reduced lunch. Twenty five students are enrolled in the School Choice
program. There is no computer lab and there are son older, slower computers in the classrooms. The
parents of Colrain have a vision of excellence about the school. There is a strong affiliation and the
thought of closing the building is, for some, unthinkable. Yet, declining enroliment has created
pressure to do so. Responsive Classroom is a core component of the curricutum

This is a school with high achieving students and there is no program to meet the needs of gifted and
talented learners. The principal would like to provide staff training in gifted and talented education.
Recently a grant funded a program in robotics and bridges for Colrain students at the Buckland-
Shelburne Regional School.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o The school made AYP in ELA and in mathematics.

The Hawlemont Regional School District is a K-6 regional elementary district with two member
towns: Charlemont and Hawley. There are 117 students enrolled in the school. There is one grade of
each class and three special education teachers.

Hawlemont is a Title One School and students are provided services in math and reading
accordingly. Reading Recovery is offered each afternoon. Students take art, music and physical
education once per week. The library is staffed half time by a paraprofessional. The school
psychologist is at the school two days per week and counsels students individually or in small groups.
The part time school nurse serves as the health educator for the school. The PTO sponsors after
school enrichment programs and other activities. Forty three percent of students qualify for free or
reduced lunch. The computer lab has twenty student desktop computers and there is a small lab in the
school library. There are two or three computers in each classroom. In the past several years
Hawlemont's budget has been decreasing along with its number of students. This is partially due to a
low birth rate.

Educating the school’'s gifted and talented population is a concern; more enrichment materials and
more staff are needed to provide an adequate program. The principal is proud of the up to date
technology, the teachers' ability to work collaboratively in analyzing MCAS data and gearing
instruction to individual needs of students.
The 2007 MCAS resuits are as follows:

o The AYP was not met in the aggregate for ELA but AYP was met in the white subgroup.

o AYP was met in the aggregate in mathematics and in the white subgroup.
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The Rowe Elementary School District

Rowe Elementary is a K-6 elementary district with an enroliment of about 61 students The 7-12 grade
students are tuitioned into Mohawk Trail Regional Middie/High School. The town derives about eighty
percent of its tax revenue from the Bear Swamp Hydro-Electric Plant so the residential tax rate is
lower than many communities. Rowe elementary has fared well in recent years. With a moderate
increases in the budget, the school has been able to maintain staff positions and keep supplies and
services at a stable level. Enroliment has moderately increased over the past ten years. There are
twenty three School Choice students enrolled in the school.

The building lacks a faculty room and storage space is at a premium. There is a vocal minority in the
town that promotes tuitioning out the students and using the facility as a Senior Center.

Rowe does not receive Title One funds, but there is a district funded reading/math teacher. The
principal is a part time administrator and a part time reading recovery teacher and language arts
coordinator for the Mohawk, Hawlemont and Rowe districts. There is one class of each of grades K-2,
a combination 3@ and 4" and a combination 5" and 6". There is at least one instructional assistant in
each class. A science specialist teaches the science program. A school psychologist works with
students individually or in small groups. There is one fulltime speech pathologist. Free and reduced
numbers are less than ten percent Breakfast is served before school and the students can stay for an
after school sports/arts program run by staff. Technology is fairly new and plentiful. A portable lab of
forty laptops coupled with teacher and student Macs are easily used within the building as grades 3-6
have wireless Internet access. Flexible inter and intra grade grouping is a central part of the school.
Art, music and health education are taught one time each week and physical education twice per
week. Instrumental music is taught in grades 4-6. The librarian doubles as the Spanish teacher. Using
the "Total Physical Response System” (a movement method) the teacher infroduces the language to
all students PK-6.

The teachers at Rowe tie the curriculum to the environment whenever possible. The nearby park and
lake provides a real life, hands on laboratory for the students. At times they put on snowshoes and
walk the trails of the park to look for animal tracks and to gather scientific data. The school has strong
community support, a PTO that provides enrichment programs including an artist in residence and a
cultural study of Japan.

Mohawk Trail Regional Middle/High School has an enrollment of 640 students and educates
students from the towns of Ashfield, Buckland, Charlemont, Colrain, Hawley Heath, Plainfield, Rowe
and Shelburne. Central office is located in the building. The principal serves as the school's
curriculum director. There is an assistant principal and one athletic director. There are over fifty five
teachers and some twenty four paraprofessionals. Twenty eight percent of students qualify for free or
reduced lunch. There are some School Choice students enrolied from towns such as Greenfield,
Conway, Goshen, and Fiorida, MA. At capacity the school can house 850 students there has been a
drop of 210 students in four years.

The middle/high school has experienced cuts in recent years. There has not been a summer program
since 2004, art was cut at the middle school level last year but has now been restored. Woodshop
was cut, but that was restored this year as well. A recent cut of $300,000 eliminated five certified
teaching positions this school year. Twenty five percent of the school's population is in special
education and there is a need for more space to accommodate their academic programs. The
students spend seventy five percent of their school day in instruction and a quarter of the time is spent
in study hall, necessitated by staff cuts. The principal would like to add staff and eiiminate the study
halls, which number forty per week. Some budget relief may be in the offing as Halifax, Vermont is
considering sending their students to Mohawk under a tuition agreement.
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A 21°' Century grant is used for the after school athletic and enrichment program. However, funding
will be soon terminated. The school is very proud of its outstanding cross-country team. There is a
strong extracurricular music component at the school. 300 students participate in chorus, instrumental
music, dance or jazz band. The after school athletic program is for is for both middie and high school
students. A reading grant, “Read Naturally” is an accelerated reading program that serves 38 students
at the middle level who need extra support. The library is staff by a certified librarian; there is one
guidance person for the middie school and one for the high school. There is a school psychologist and
a part time adjustment counselor. Since the school received a “warning” in math there is extra help for
tenth graders after school several days each week.

There are 40 shared computers in the library but are out dated. The school has four labs, which are
currently being upgraded. There are twenty five laptops on a cart for student use and 15 desktops in
another area of the building. There was a program at one time that allowed teleconferencing with
Gateway Regional School but the program is no longer funded.

The staff has sixteen hours of professional development each year and they are working with the rest
of the district on the philosophy of Understanding by Design by Grant Wiggins. By working in
interdisciplinary and intergrade level teams and study groups they are seeking essential questions and
creating common final exams at the high school level.

The school faces the annual problem of declining enroliment and budgets. The principal would like the
school to move toward being a more comprehensive high school with more offerings for students. He
is proud of the pre-vocational life skills program that provides the more challenged students with real
life experiences. He is also proud of the hard working staff that seems to rise to every challenge and
meets or exceeds his expectations for performance. They are willing to raise the bar for all students
and to inspire those who are not engaged in learning. They are quick to identify at risk students and
give lots of support to help them succeed. He wishes they weren't always operating in a “crisis mode”
but applauds the staff for finding creative ways to reach students with fewer and fewer resources each
year.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o The school met AYP in the aggregate for ELA but not in the special education and low income
subgroups. It did meet AYP for the white subgroup.

o The school did not meet AYP in the aggregate for mathematics, nor did any subgroup meet
AYP (special education, low income and white).

Orange Public Schools

The Orange Elementary School District is a PK-6 school system of approximately 870 students.
Fisher Hill Schoo! is a K-2, Dexter Park houses the pre-school and grades 3-4, and Butterfield School
serves students in 5-6. Students attend Ralph C. Mahar Regional School for grades 7-12.

Orange is feeling the pinch of unsteady enrollment numbers and shrinking budgets. Over the past
several years certified teachers and support positions have been eliminated. Attrition has accounted
for some positions, but in FY' 05-06 the overall budget was down by approximately $200,000. The
after school program at Dexter Hill was cut last year. Art was eliminated two years ago but has been
restored this school year. There is some relief with School Choice money, but like many school
districts in Franklin County the high cost of materials and manpower prove to be a challenge. Some
relief is found by way of grants. A 21% Century grant provides before and after school enrichment and
academic support programs for the students. Baystate Readers is a state funded reading intervention
program at Dexter Park and Fisher Hill. Additionally, both of these schools benefit from Title One
funding. Over fifty percent of students in the district qualify for free or reduced lunch. Breakfast is
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provided in each of the elementary schools. The educators of the district face the challenge of
educating children from impoverished homes and broken families. High absenteeism is a concern.
Some families are homeless

Although built in 1991 Fisher Hill Elementary is faced with less than adequate space for small group
instruction, a key ingredient for an early childhood program. Dexter Park School was built in the 1950s
with a new addition completed in the 1970s. The electricity and plumbing need to be upgraded.
Lavatories are in poor condition. There is no music, art room or science lab. There is insufficient space
for storage. Butterfield School built in 1875 is located in the old high school. The electricity has been
upgraded. A new lab, four classrooms and a cafeteria/auditorium are newer additions.

Each school has at least one full time guidance counselor and nurse. There is a school psychologist
serving the three schools and paraprofessionals staff the libraries. Students take art, music and
physical education classes one time each week. Health education occurs one time every two weeks.
Some staff is shared among the three schools. Each school has a lab staffed by a paraprofessional.
There are also some computers in the classrooms.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o Dexter Park has met AYP for ELA in the aggregate and in all subgroups. AYP has been met in
math in the aggregate but not in the low income subgroup.

o Butterfield has met AYP for ELA in the aggregate but not in the special education subgroup.
AYP has been met in math in the aggregate and in all subgroups

In the Orange school district some of the more pressing needs are upgrades to the facilities, new
materials, particularly social studies and additional reading support. In spite of the daily challenges of
dwindling resources and at risk children who are often not emotionally available for learning, the
principals boast of the district's dedicated teachers and paraprofessionals. They are proud of their
ability to maintain a safe and stable environment and high expectations for learning.

Pioneer Valley Union 18 Regional School District

Pioneer Valley Union 18 Regional School District, one of the northernmost districts in the county, is
comprised of four PK-6 elementary schools and Pioneer Valley Regional School, which educates
students in grades 7 through 12. Each of the four towns in the district has an elementary school;
Bernardston Elementary in Bernardston, Pearl E. Rhodes in Leyden, Northfield Elementary in
Northfield and Warwick Elementary in Warwick. These students attend Pioneer Valley Regional
School for 7-12 grades.

This school district has not experienced the same degree of budgeting challenges and declining
enroliment that many of the other district have faced in recent years. Principals attribute this to a very
supportive community, a significant number of school choice students, and a large population of
students from Vernon, Vermont who are tuitioned in at the high school. They also proudly speak of the
“lean” central office staff and the operational efficiency of the district. Although some staff cuts have
occurred in recent years, they have not been at a level comparable to other districts in the county.

The Warwick Elementary and Pearl E. Rhodes schools have the smallest enroliment with seventy
and fifty six students respectively. Principals at these two schools serve as part time administrators.
With the exception of Northfield elementary the elementary facilities are in good condition. Northfield
Elementary is a large older building that needs some new windows, plumbing and smoke alarms. The
lack of space for conferences, small group instruction and special education programs is problematic.
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The Pioneer Valley Regional School has been recently built and is located on a spacious campus
with beautiful athletic fields.

Title One funds provide extra support for math and reading at the elementary schools. Twenty to thirty
percent of students in the district qualify for free and reduced lunches. Curriculum materials are
updated and there is a district technology integration specialist and a curriculum coordinator.

The 2007 MCAS scores reflect the following:

o The elementary schools have met AYP in both ELA and math. (Pearl E. Rhodes School's
small population does not provide enough scores to be statistically significant).

o The Pioneer Valley Regional School has met AYP in the aggregate in ELA but not in the
special education and low income subgroups. In math the aggregate failed to meet AYP as did
the special education, low income and white subgroups.

Principals are most proud of the welcoming climate in their buildings, strong community support,
dedicated staff, and students who come to school eager and willing to learn.

Ralph C. Mahar School District

Ralph C Mahar is a regional school district, grades 7-12, serving the towns of Orange, New Salem,
Wendell, and Petersham, with student enrollment of 770. The administrative team consists of the
School Principal, Dean of the High School, Dean of the Middle School, a Special Education Director, a
Director of Curriculum and an Athletic Director.

The building is a newer facility with up to date equipment, a well-resourced library with twenty desktop
computers and two computer labs staffed by two network managers. Virtual High School is offered as
an on line course. Every bit of space in the building is utilized. The "Success Center” is the in school
suspension room and there is an English Language Learner Program as well. The school houses an
alternative “school within a school”. There are about forty students enrolled in the School Choice
Program, which helps the school's revenue. Forty one percent of students gualify for free or reduced
lunch. High dropout rates are problematic.

There has been no increase in the budget over the past several years and the school may be facing a
reduction in staff in the near future. Students enjoy a full block scheduled curriculum including a
unified arts program, health, physical education, jazz ensemble, band and drafting. AP courses are
somewhat limited. MCAS support programs were cut several years ago and have yet to be restored.
There is a full compliment of after school offerings including athletics, student government, National
Honor Society song writing and composing, fish and game club and instrumental music.

The guidance department consists of the chair of the guidance department, three full time counselors
and two adjustment counselors. Twenty five percent of the seniors qualified for the state sponsored
Abigail Adams program. The administration is interested in working on a School to Career program
and using the team approach at the high school level. Given more funding, Mahar Regional would
benefit by adding more staff particularly more math instruction at the middle school level and updated
texts and supplies.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o The school has met AYP for ELA and mathematics in the aggregate, but did not meet AYP in
the special education subgroup for both subjects at the middle school level.
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Most of the administrative team is new and there is an excitement about the direction the school is
taking. They are particularly proud of the facility, strong teaching staff, work on vertical articulation of
the curriculum and the team approach to meeting the needs of students.

Gill-Montague Regional School District

The Gill-Montague School District is a PK-12 district providing education to the children of the town of
Gill and the five villages that comprise Montague. There are four elementary schools. Gill Elementary,
a K-6 is the only school in Gill. The schools in Montague are Hillcrest PK-2, Montague Center K-3,
Sheffield Elementary 3-5, Great Falls Middle School 6-8 and Turners Falls High School 9-12.

Gill-Montague, a low socio-economic community, has experienced declining enroliment over the past
several years (29% over the past 10 years). Low income students represent 43% of the student body
as compared to the state average of 29%. The declining enroliment is attributable to two factors. The
first is the decline in the general population of the towns which is due largely to a loss of business and
industry. The second contributing factor is the significant number of students opting for the state's
School Choice program and choosing to be educated elsewhere. Both of these trends have resulted
in lower revenues for the schools for the past several years. Recently, teacher, paraprofessional and
other staff positions have been reduced or eliminated and capital improvements in some of the
schools have been curtailed. The purchase of consumable and non-consumable materials has been
reduced. There have been persistent rumors in recent years of school consolidation at the elementary
level in Montague. This threat has resulted in higher numbers of students enrolled in School Choice
outside of the district as well as a feeling of instability on the part of school staff. A large percentage of
students qualify for the free and reduced lunch program. Breakfast is provided in each of the
elementary schools. Gill Elementary and Sheffield elementary Schools receive federal Title One
funds.

In November 2007, the Board of Education formally notified the district that-

“the Gill-Montague Regional School District was in need of formal state intervention to
guide, support and monitor the development and progress of the district's improvement
efforts.”

It is unclear at this time, whether the Board of Education acting through the Department of Education
will provide any financial or personnel resources to address the ongoing financial and enrollment
issues facing these communities.

The facilities at the elementary level are dated and in severe need of repair and renovation.
Handicapped accessibility remains a concern. In some schools volunteers staff the library and other
schools share a part time paraprofessional. In two of the district's elementary schools there is no
reading or math support programs provided to students during the academic day. Some schools do
not have a full time principal as he/she either has two schools to administrate or has part time
responsibility for curriculum development. Each of the elementary school embraces the Northeast
Foundation for Learning Responsive Classroom model for social responsibility.
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The Great Falls Middle School and Turners Falls High School are newer facilities with beautiful
athletic fields, up to date computer labs and a sound amplification system in every classroom.
Through grant funding several programs have been established to help at risk students meet with
success. This is the first year that the district's 6™ grade students are housed at the middle school.
The school is now operating at capacity and previously empty classrooms are now filled.

Some of the elementary schools in the Gill-Montague School District need handicapped accessibility,
capital improvements, custodial help, more staff, full time administrators, and new classroom
computers. The high school needs more funding for the athletic programs. User fees are high and the
booster clubs bear the responsibility for funding a large part of the athletic program. Increased funding
for professional development is a need felt throughout the district. Curriculum coaches and/or a full
time curriculum director would help the district administrators and teachers keep teaching skills and
content updated, relevant and aligned with state standards.

The 2007 MCAS results are as follows:

o Gill Elementary has not yet met AYP in the aggregate or in the white subgroup for ELA but has
met AYP in the aggregate and in the white subgroup in mathematics.

o Sheffield Elementary has met AYP in the aggregate for ELA but failed to meet AYP for the
special education and low income subgroups. The school did not meet AYP in the aggregate
or in the special education and low income subgroups in mathematics. AYP was met for the
white subgroup.

o Great Falls Middle School has met AYP in the aggregate and the low income subgroup for
both ELA and math

o Turners Falls High School has met AYP in the aggregate and in the white subgroup for ELA
and math

o Hillcrest Elementary does not administer the MCAS test and Montague Center's scores are not
reported.

The principals are proud of the dedicated teachers and paraprofessionals who work with limited
resources under sometimes very difficult conditions. Teachers put students needs first, are competent
and dedicated, and have successfully created communities of learning that provide a safe and
nurturing place for their students to learn and grow.
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FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

The following information was obtained from the Franklin County School Business Administrators. The
data and information solicited was designed to provide an overall understanding of the role,
responsibilities of the district business offices and specifically, the role of the Business Administrator.
In addition, the Business Administrators were asked about financial decision making, collective
bargaining, schoo! transportation, municipal Medicaid reimbursements, e-rate reimbursements,
building maintenance, budget areas which have been under funded and areas of potential
cooperation with other area school districts.

o Budget Development and Financial Management
Generally, Franklin County school business administrators have full responsibility for
initiating, gathering, compiling, documentation and reporting of salary and non salary
budget expense items. In several districts, the Superintendent takes responsibility for
development of the revenue side of the budget; however, for most school districts both
revenue and expense are monitored and modified by the business administrator
throughout the budget process with close coordination with the Superintendent.
For budget development, several districts use integrated personnel and budget modules to
compile both wage and salary staff total cost by code function, object, program etc.
assuming collective bargaining agreements are complete and subsequent year data is
entered into the system. In bargaining years, estimated salary amounts are noted as
contingencies and distributed when contracts are settled.
Non salary items, (contracted services, supplies etc.) likewise are estimated annually
based on a combination of prior year trends, existing contracts, and current market
estimates. In most cases, the basis for those estimates are documented and modified as
new information is gathered throughout the 5-6 months of the budget process.
The presentation of the annual budget drafts is normally split between Superintendent and
the Business Administrator. In the municipal districts (Orange, Greenfield), the
Superintendent makes budget narrative presentations to governing boards and other
subcommittee groups. Regional district presentations generally are split between the
Superintendent and the Business Administrator, particularly during multiple town and
subcommittee evening meetings.

o Accounting Systems are/will be (8 of 9) compatible by FY2009

Six of nine district business offices track annual expenses and other data on Budgetsence
accounting packaged software. Annual software licensing for use and phone and online
support is mandatory with the purchase of the software and may be an area, which a jointly
negotiated price structure can be negotiated. Two other districts, Greenfield and Frontier
are within a year or two of also purchasing the Budgetsence system. Franklin County Tech
uses IFIPS software, now in use for 10 years, but is capable of A/P and P/R, as well as full
state coding and end of year reporting. Mahar's system incorporates remote purchase
order entry and “read only” data access so department heads can monitor expenses within
the building. At Erving Union #28, Budgetsence accounting software is networked to
schools so that reports and outstanding requisitions are available to principals. Prior to 07,
no P.O. system was available

BudgetSence software comes with several module packages, the basic module(s) being
the accounts payable and payroll/personnel modules. A budget module (normally included
with the initial purchase), asset tracking module, software upgrades, technical assistance
and support and remote purchase order entry module being others modules which may
make sense for joint purchase.
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Financial Reporting:

District financial reports prepares by the business administrators, in the form of “treasurer
reports”, “monthly revenue/expense reports” are exclusive to all of the school commitiees
by all districts. In some cases, towns request financial updates periodically. However,
reports to towns are normally limited to changes in budget estimates during budget
preparation periods from January through April. Consolidated reporting would only be
feasible within the context of a countywide school district. Various revenue/expenditure
reports are monitored and reported to both schoo! administrations on no less than a
monthly basis by all school districts. Those business administrators in financially troubled
school districts monitor expenditures on a more frequent basis; often bi weekly.

State Reporting (EQY, SIMS. EPIMS, Grant Reporting, Food Service Reporting, etc.)
The DOE End of Fiscal Year financial report is consistent from district to district in that the
business administrator is the primary contact and functionary in extracting financial data for
completion of all schedules relevant to the report. SIMS and EPIMS reporting is generally a
function of a technology staff member. Grant financial reporting is limited in all districts to
monthly reimbursement DOE “portal" data and is completed by either the business
administrator or a member of his/her staff. Food service free and reduced reimbursement
monthly reports are discussed under the Food Service paragraphs.

¢ Human Resources
Human resources responsibilities are generally split between Superintendent and the
Business Administrator.

Coordination of job postings:

Generally, advertising and posting of positions is a function of the Superintendent’s office,
as is receipt of and noting new applications. Resignations. and retirement letters are also
received by the Superintendent with a shared (principal/supervisor) decision to fill or leave
a position vacant Applications are usually then forwarded to the school or department in
which the vacancy exists for screening and recommendation.

Screening and appointment/rejection of applicants:

Consistent with districts statewide, the screening process is a responsibility of the
principal/supervisor who then either consults with the Superintendent on his/her
recommendation or recommends a candidate independently. Applicants normally receive
either an appointment or rejection letter from the Superintendent (Central) office but
occasionally from the school or department.

Explanation of, participation in, and signup - district fringe benefits for the newly
appointed employees:

In all districts, explanation of election and participation in health insurance, life insurance,
dental plans, 403B salary reduction agreements, and group insurances, as well as W4
deduction filings are conducted within the business office. In the absence of a payroll clerk
or payroll supervisor, the Business Administrator may take the responsibility for this
function on a temporary or permanent basis. In regionals, health and group life plans are
administered within the district with the Business Administrator normally versed in the
details of the benefits package, should additional information be necessary to the new
employee.

Maintenance of Personnel Files

As noted, the majority of the Franklin County districts either have installed or are planning
to upgrade their accounting systems to Budgetsence. The system incorporates an
integrated personnel module capable of tracking contractual benefits regarding vacation




(12 month employees), sick, family sick personal, and bereavement, etc. time limits. Data
entry is the responsibility of a business office staff member, under the premise that the
payroll function is linked to parameters of personnel benefits outlined in a particular
contract.

Collective Bargaining

The Business Administrator is also generally responsible for salary cost estimates, data re:
comparable pay scales in neighboring districts, development of contract language re:
finances/human resources and costing of any negotiations cost items.

Almost exclusively, the Business Administrator’s role in collective bargaining is limited to
development of financial cost estimates at various levels of wage and salary increases.
This practice holds true for Unit A bargaining as well as similar data collection for other
bargaining groups. Regional school business administrators will also calculate health costs
if health benefit contract language changes are under consideration. At Gill Montague
Regional School District, the Business Administrator has acted independently in bargaining
the Maintenance/Custodial contracts. Conducting collective bargaining on a countywide
basis would be problematic, as agreements among contiguous towns attempting to
regionalize have been contentious and difficult to arrive at consensus of salary and
benefits. There would be an opportunity however, if the State were to bargain with the
Massachusetts Teachers Association for a common salary schedule on a county wide or
regional basis.

e Other Financial Issues

Financial/Personnel Staffing Adequacy and Data Backup for A/P and P/R Functions
are Inconsistent

In some districts, business administrators expressed concern that budgeted office staff
was not crossed trained to complete the (1) order entry, purchase order, account payable
functions, as well as the (2) payroll/salary function. In several cases the Business
Administrator was the backup in the event of iliness or extended absences. They also were
very concerned that, given the current level of responsibility coupled with a shortage of
staff, the oversight was not being done as often or as completely as should be. The
Pioneer Valley Regional School District, employs a 1.0 FTE payroll/benefits clerk however,
a .5 FTE part time person does the account payable function with the Treasurer who is .2
FTE. and who manages the accounts receivables, bank reconciliation and
revenue/banking functions. The Assistant Superintendent, where a position exists,
oversees the annual budgets, revenue estimates, as well as purchasing, transportation,
insurances and other business and/or curriculum and MCAS testing related functions.
There is therefore a total 2.7 FTE's staff in the Pioneer RSD business office. The Mohawk
Trail Regional School District similarly employs a benefits person, accounts payable,
payroll, bookkeeper and a .5 treasurer for a total of 5.5 FTE staff, including a Business
Administrator, but has a slightly larger district. The Gill Montague Regional School District
employs a business office staff similar to Mohawk Trail RSD with comparable students and
staff but with only two member towns.

The Orange Public School Central Office has not replaced 2.0 FTE clerical staff in the last
few years and is operating with 1.0 FTE payroll/human resources person and a .5 FTE A/P
part time person. The Superintendent acts in the capacity of the Business Administrator.
Some work is outsourced i.e. the End of Year (EOY) report. Greenfield Public Schools
employs a 1.0 FTE payroll clerk (newly hired), as well as a .75 FTE account payable clerk
(30 hrs/wk). A 1.0 FTE Grant/Human Resources staff member works with the newly hired
(1.0 FTE) Business Administrator. Frontier Regional School District & Union, Mahar
Regional School District, Erving School Union and Franklin County Voc Tech are similarly
inconsistent in Business Office staffing.
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Reasons for these inconsistencies are several. Criteria for justification of any level of office
staff is generally a function of:

(1) Size of budget, number and complexity of (26) warrants with associated paper
trails, volume of requisition/purchase orders and disposition of oversight
information required for keeping payments to vendors active. This includes data
entry for all operating, revolving, food service, grant, and sometime, student
activity accounts. Often, account charges are budgeted between two or more of
the above accounts mentioned.

(2) Size of paid staff- salaried and non salaried, (payroll person must process
volumes of weekly time sheets, coaches stipends, student activity position
stipends, substitute pay, benefits, as well as tracking expensed contractual
salaries and wages as the fiscal year progresses) The accounting reconciliation
must balance perfectly each time.

(38) Number of students serviced and size of school transportation operation.
(4) Number and age of school buildings.

(5) An often under informed view by school committees, town government, and
Superintendents regarding the amount of work required from the DOE, as well
as maintaining good accounting and business practices..

(8) Evolution over time of the degree of expectations/required work volume from
office staff by Administration.

(7) The abstract nature of job descriptions precludes an absolute match of
individual skill levels to accomplish a particular level of work requirements. In
most cases, the estimate of what comprises a reasonable amount of labor to
accomplish a task is more often an art than a science resulting in the
inconsistencies noted, even though the work requirements are roughly similar
from district to district The guess of whether or not staffing levels are adequate
often are gut reactions rather than empirically based and are based on the
quantity, training and experience of the current staff, as well as the amount of
and use of the latest educational technology available.

(8) Town and community expectations for immediate information and data...

The level of Business office staffing can be consistently predetermined however;
allowances for district-to-district nuances as well as individuals are a necessary variable. It
should be noted that some small districts have begun to outsource the business
administrator function. It remains to be seen whether this outsourcing will improve overall
business office operations and save money.

e Analysis_and Explanation of the Foundation Budget, Target Share and Relative
Wealth/EQV Data to Member Towns and Town Officials.

Explanation of the state’s funding Ch70 formula and other funding criteria when addressed
is usually by the District Superintendent rather than the Business Administrator. More often
than not, the funding explanation is limited to increases/decreases in students and
increases or decreases in projected State aid. It is incumbent upon the Business
Administrator to understand the formula and how it plays out for his/her particular school
district.




INSURANCES

Health Insurances

Former Franklin County Health Group members

The Gill Montague Regional School District expects to realize approximately $500,000 in
savings in district Blue Cross/Blue Shield (including an indemnity plan) health plan
premiums by having the Group Insurance Commission (GIC) administer health insurance
for active and retired subscribers. The district formerly experienced double digit increases
with a 79.42% increase in premiums over the past five years.

Mohawk Trail RSD:

Recently impact bargained to leave the Franklin County Health Group (FCHG) to be under
the GIC health plan(s) umbrellas. As FCHG members, premium increases were estimated
to be in the 15-20% increase range, with a 94.3% increase over the past five years. With
the GIC affiliation, savings are projected to be under slightly fewer than one million dollars.
The district maintains a 70/30 premium split for active employees.

Franklin County Health Group

Franklin County Tech

Franklin County Tech is a member of Franklin County Health Group (FCHG) with Group
Benefit Strategies (GBS) as advisor. With Mohawk Trail RSD and Gil-Montague RSD
having left the group to go to the GIC, remaining members (Frontier and Pioneer)
anticipate that GBS will recommend that they also affiliate with GIC. Over the past five
years, their health insurance premium increases have been 97.21%.

Frontier Regional/Union #38 School Districts:

The Frontier RSD currently offers a Blue package consisting of and HMO and PPO in
addition to a Health New England HMO. Frontier may be forced, by circumstance to join
the GIC due to the reduced participation in the Franklin County Health Group. Frontier
RSD insurance premiums have increased by 105.49% over the past five years.

Pioneer Valley Regional School District:

Pioneer valley RSD is self funded for health insurance as are other FCHG members. The
district offers the Blue Cross- Blue Shield package, including an indemnity (Master Health)
plan as well as the HMO Blue and PPO at a 75/25 premium split. They may also be
forced, by the reduction of FCHG members to join the GIC. . Pioneer Valley RSD’s
insurance premiums have increased by 98.84% over the past five years.

Remaining Four Districts

Greenfield Schools:

Health plans for both town and a private insurer administers health plans for school
employees. Greenfield currently offers Health New England PPO and HMO plans and
offers dental and group life in addition to the traditional health plans.

Orange Schools:
Orange offers a Network Blue (Blue Cross-Blue Shield) through the town. An Insurance
Advisory Committee (IAC) is active for both town and school employees.
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Mahar RSD:

Mahar is self insured through an independent trust. They offer complete Blue Cross-Blue
Shield offerings with an indemnity, a PPO, and an HMO plan at an 85/15 split on
premiums. Retirees continue to be offered a Master Medical but the majority of active
employees participate in the Network Blue HMO with only 16 opting for the PPO.

Erving School Union:

The Erving Schoal Union is members of the Hampshire County Health Group rather than
the Franklin County Health Group. Leverett & Shutesbury look to the Amherst Pelham
RSD/Amherst for rates with New Salem/Wendell and Erving. This group is currently
investigating joining the GIC. All groups currently have Blue Cross/Blue Shield as their
plans.

o Workers Compensation, Property and Casualty, E & O, Umbrella, BAP, Boiler etc. are
Using Either MEGA or MIIA

Most Franklin County school districts are using either MEGA the Mass Education and
Governmental Association) or the Mass Insurance Association (MIIA) for administration of
their Worker Compensation insurances. Claims are normally scrutinized by an agent of
either of the two organizations in efforts to control costs. Rates for both groups are
reviewed and modified annually following audits and review of both active and incurred but
unreported claims. The exception to the MEGA or MIIA administration is Gill Montague
RSD, which uses AIG as their agent for Workers Compensation coverage. This is an area
which may lend itself to a cooperative effort, through creation of a county wide group for
rate setting.

Other insurances, which would include property, casualty, errors and omission, boiler,
business auto and umbrella /catastrophic policies, appear to be underwritten primarily by
the Massamont/Metrogard Agency located in Greenfield. MIIA also underwrites similar
policies for a few of the districts (i.e. Mohawk RSD)

JOINT AND COLLABORATIVE PURCHASING WITH BUYING COOPERATIVES

Business Administrators were unanimously interested in forming some type of cooperative purchasing
group. To date, no one among them has had the staff time to try and organize and go through the Ch.
30B procurement process. Consequently, most districts purchase this service through other existing
entities.

o School and Office Supplies & Equipment

Copy paper appears to be the largest of the purchases within the Franklin County schools.
Collectively, the school districts make 22 to 25 million copies annually consuming
approximately, 4,400 to 5,000 cases of paper at $90,000 to $100,000 per year. Other office
and school supplies purchases are through a number of sources which include Hampshire
Council of Government (HCOG), a purchasing cooperative providing anything from fax and
printer cartridges to general school supplies, state bid lists, request for bids from vendors,
(B.F. Mason, School Specialties), or lowest discount off catalogue pricing (Staples). Milk,
bread and other food commodities and purchases are either bid or best vendor pricing.
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¢ Natural Gas, #2 Diesel ,Gasoline & Other — Primarily LPVEC and FCOG

Six of the nine entities currently use the cooperative purchasing services of the Lower
Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative (LPVEC) for fuel oil, natural gas, diesel fuel,
electricity and gasoline bids. Once the lowest cost of transportation/delivery of the
commodity (fuel of natural) is determined, schools individually track the New Haven price
for #2 fuel oil (with help from the LPVEC) a per gallon price is locked for various amounts
of fuel use. The lock price may be made for an entire heating season or less. Similarly, the
above Hampshire COG also bids fuel oil for Pioneer Valley RSD and Mahar RSD. With
deregulation, natural gas delivery likewise, is based on the best delivery price.

o Electricity Brokers- Wide Variety

Brokers and resellers for electricity vary widely throughout the nine county school districts.
Resellers included Western Mass Electric, Con Edison, Shortsleeve, Devent Energy and
Select Energy. Both National Grid and WMECO provide power throughout the region.
Each of the entities, including individual towns (i.e.Leverett, Shutesbury) contract
independently with their own brokers. No one reseller appears to have a monopoly on
delivery within the country. Given the amount of energy consumed by the school districts,
it makes sense to try to bundle their energy requirements and bid for a single broker or
reseller.

REGULAR AND SPECIAL NEEDS TRANSPORTATION CONTRACTS

School transportation contract costs varied significantly across the county. Much of the variation is
due to length of bus runs, number of tiers being operated and level of competition for these relatively
small contracts.

Special education transportation costs also varied and, again, attributable to length of out of district

roués and

a general lack of competition. The Franklin County Network is addressing multi district

routing and scheduling this year under a legislatively appropriated grant. It is expected to reduce the
redundancy of current individual district routing and create multi district cost shared routes. Every
route eliminated will save approximately $36,000 collectively.

e Annual contracts, cost per bus, vendor of record

Vendor Annual contract Routes Cost/bus/day
FRSD Grybko
Union #38
Conway 59,517 3 330.65
Deerfield 89,374 5 496.52
Sunderland 63,635 3 353.53
Whately 28,980 2 161.00
Mahar Swift River Bus 474,420 15 175.71
(Yr3 of 3)
Orange Swift River Bus 238,500 10 6 @ 106.00
3@ 212.00
1@ 53.00
Greenfield Kusmeskus 323,055 6 tier one 149.56
(yr3 of 5) 6 tier two 149.56
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GMRSD Kusmeskus 260,280 6 241.00

Pioneer Kusmeskus 545,436 13 233.10
(3 of )
Erving #28  Kusmeskus
Erving 126,846 3 234.90
Wendell 80,145 2 222.60
New Salem 79,714 2 221.45
FCVTech Kusmeskus 560,351 12 256.57
Mohawk First Student 1,115,370 16 buses 253.00
Rowe 1 bus/1 SUV
Hawlemont 2 buses/2 SUV

Given the number of potential vendors throughout the county, it may make sense to bundle the
transportation needs of the nine school districts and develop a cooperative bid. Presumably forcing
the current vendors to bid against each other in order t retain their contracts would lower the overall
cost while still providing a known and trusted vendor. In addition, given the total county wide volume it
may make sense to acquire a routing software system on behalf of the school districts, develop
optimized routes and bid all districts simultaneously on a county wide basis.
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Contract Administration & Safety, Development of Routing, Pickup & Drop-off, Late

Busses Schedules etc , Financial Responsibility for Transportation

In all cases, the Business Administrator is responsible for all aspects of bus transportation
contract administration.

Contracts are drafted normally using prior contract terms and conditions as a point of
departure for subsequent year(s) transportation requirements, along with any compliance or
policy changes of which vendors must be made aware. Sections of the bid documents
normally include the proposed contract, instructions to bidders (ITB) outlining regular routes,
late buses, athletic transportation and on occasion, special needs transportation requirements.
Also included are bid pages outlining and explaining the method of how pricing needs to be
structured by the bidding vendor. Bid amounts are either per bus per day or on occasion by
route.

Route requirements are either loosely outlined or may be included in the bid specification
depending on the district but are normally defined in a way that allows for contractor variations
in routing dependent on where students live. It appears that in all districts interviewed the
Business Administrator’'s responsibility is limited to the bid/contract and monitoring of the
expense associated with the contract. It also includes making administration aware of potential
excesses in both regular and special needs transportation spending as well as occasionally
monitoring the length and time of routing in the event that routes can be combined for cost
reduction purposes. Historically, the vendors have developed the specific routes based upon
the student information provided by the schools.

Bus Route Sharing with Other Districts

In all districts Vanpool provides both in district and out of district special needs transportation.
Districts will coordinate with each other and with Vanpool for pickup and dropoff of students
from contiguous districts going in the same direction to and from the same schools or out of
district placements. This practice is hot widespread because of the distance between students
and drop locations however, as stated above, routes are shared where possible.




The legislatively funded Special Education Transportation Pilot Project is currently negotiating
with area special education transportation vendors, including Van Pool, for their participation in
multi district routmg and scheduling and split billing to the respective participating school
districts.

MAINTENANCE OF BUILDING AND GROUNDS/NEW CONSTRUCTION

Central Maintenance — Individual Schools, Town, Use of Contractors

Seven of the nine districts employ some form of centralized maintenance with the persons in
charge,

having titles ranging from Maintenance Director/Facilities Director/Manager (Frontier, Gill-
Montague RSD, Mohawk Trail RSD, Pioneer Valley RSD, Franklin County Tech and Mahar
RSD). Greenfield employs an individual who oversees both maintenance and transportation
while both Erving Union and Orange employ head custodians to monitor and provide
maintenance for both building and grounds.

Tiers of Maintenance:

Maintenance Director/Facilities Director/Manager(s) typically handle building trade
maintenance issues beyond the expertise of head/day custodians in each building. Some are
expert in HVAC, others in electrical, plumbing or have general mechanical skills and act in
support of building principals throughout the district. No data was collected of very specific
skills levels but it was clear that maintenance departments were structured by (1) general
cleaning, moving furniture and supplies within the school, and day to day light
maintenance/boiler-heating operations are the responsibilities of the custodial staff. (2) Mid
level repair and maintenance of heating and other building controls, boiler operations, roofing
issues, general troubleshooting, etc, were performed by directors of maintenance, if in their
area of expertise. (3) Maintenance problems not able to be performed internally warranted the
services of outside contractors where the director of maintenance coordinates and monitors
the service performed. There was no commonality of contractors being utilized by the various
school districts. There were several areas which would lend themselves to a common contract
on a county wide or, at least regional basis. Among these are boiler maintenance service
contracts, HVAC controls maintenance and service contracts, and vehicle maintenance and
service contracts.

Capital Projects:

Most district Business Administrators in coordination with their respective Maintenance
Directors submit annual requests for capital project installation or repair/replacement either
through the School Committee (K-7-12) or in K- (6-8) situations, through a Capital Planning
Committee (CPC) within the town. In the absence of a CPC, select boards are made aware of
emergencies and/or potential large maintenance issues generally by the Superintendent.

Development of Maintenance Budget (normally reduced as budget progresses)

In all cases, individual school buildings have maintenance line items for general repair of
routine items i.e. broken windows, door repair, locker repair etc... Requested amounts per line
item are usually a function of prior year actual combined with projected needs. The consensus
among the Business Administrators is that those budget request figures are often severely
reduced to minimal amounts as the budget process unfolds. Building maintenance budgets
have been cut in favor of maintaining direct service programs to students. The result of this,
after several years of under funding, is buildings which are in need of significant repair or even
replacement.
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Participation in Construction/Renovation Projects:

Where and when appropriate, most Business Administrators in Franklin County participate in
the initial cost development of new construction, as well as school addition, renovation, roof
and window replacement, boiler replacements and other reimbursable and non reimbursable
capital projects. In most cases, they are actively involved with clerks of the work, architects
and general contractors in the day-to-day progress of the project. They often act as liaison
between the architect, general contractor and the building committee for change orders, and
approval of payments to all parties.

The Business Administrators also monitor expenses associated with the project as well as
work with Treasurers on borrowing and cash flow from lending institutions.

Purchase of Major Equipment Item (mowers, lifts, utility vans, etc)

Capital acquisition of major asset purchases is individual by district and managed by the
Business Administrator. There appears to be no collaboration in splitting and sharing tractors,
movers, lifts, welding equipment etc, or any other large ticket items. Apparently, distances
between districts and logistics of moving equipment over those distances have precluded any
equipment sharing. This is an area which has potential for cost sharing among, at least,
contiguous school districts.

Shared Contractors for Telephone Repairs, HVAC, Plumbing etc:

There was no active coordination between districts for sharing contractors or skilled
employees performing general repair. This area has a great deal of potential for not only costs
savings, but for districts to receive more in services for the amounts of money budgeted.

TECHNOLOGY
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Participation _in the Planning, Estimating, Purchasing, Installation of Backbones,
Routers, Hubs, Cabling, Software and Hardware.

Generally, Franklin County Business Administrators are not involved in the architecture of
technology systems but do take part in Technology Committees regarding the costing and cost
control of annual and emergency technology purchases.

Mahar, Gill Montague, Pioneer, Frontier, and Mohawk Regional School Districts, Franklin
County Tech and Greenfield each employ either a Director of Technology or a Network
Administrator. in the Erving Union #28, each individual school employs technology specialists.
Orange similarly has technology specialists who are responsible for networking, hardware
setup and software installation in each of the schools. In most of the districts, schools employ
an individual who teach computer science and/or staff computer labs and troubieshoot
computer problems, networking and printer issues in their respective buildings.



GRANTS

Grant Writing and Application Responsibilities for Non Entitlement (pothole,
environmental, security, etc.

Business Administrator involvement with federal, state and private grants appears to be limited
to the monthly expense/reimbursement and reporting function. In some cases, grant
expenditure general ledger information is entered from the business office and in other cases,
the information is sent to the state directly from the Special Education office.

In certain cases (i.e. pothole grants or security grants) the Business Administrator acts as the
grant writer particularly for the general financial information included in the grant budget.
Again, the Business Administrator monitors expense related issues regarding the grant. None
of the districts employ a grant writer specifically dedicated to searching out and applying for
competitive grants. This is an area for potential cooperation.

FOOD SERVICE

Responsibility for Free/Reduced, Reimbursement, Commodities, Long Report, Daily
Production and Cash Receipts

Of the districts visited, six of the nine employed either a Food Service Manager or Director. In
all six cases, the individual had responsibility for full food service operations. Typically, that
included hiring, purchasing, ordering commodities, working with vendors, menu planning, day
to day staff food preparation, cooking and cleanup, production reports and filing for free and
reduced reimbursement with the state on the secure portal. Only in the Gill-Montague RSD
was the business office responsible for filing for free and reduced state reimbursement. Four
of the nine districts use Point of Sale (POS) scanners for lunch counts, production control,
accounting and for free and reduced lunch student privacy issues.

All managers or directors report to the Business Administrator regarding financial, staffing and
union (if applicable) issues. The business administrator, in turn, tracks monthly revenue and
expense data and reports to the Superintendent and School Committees as appropriate.

Both Unions (28 & 38) and Pioneer RSD employ a Cafeteria Manager in each school rather
than a district wide Food Service Director. In each case, all managers made deposits and
replicated what the Food Services directors in the other districts did.

Consideration of Outsourcing
With the exception of Gill-Montague RSD, sales volume in each of the districts interviewed
appeared to preclude outsourcing as an option.

It was apparent that, the Franklin County school business offices are currently overworked and
under staffed. While developing cooperative programs and services would take some initial
time and effort on behalf of the Business Administrators, they unanimously agreed that so
doing would be an investment which would pay off very quickly. Attempting to consolidate
district business offices was not seen as either cost effective or an improvement to the
provisions of business services to the respective districts. Rather, attempting to consolidate
staffing would further dilute the business expertise available and weaken financial
management and oversight functions It is noted, however, there appear to be a number of
programmatic and service related areas where interdistrict cooperation could increase
efficiency, reduce the redundancy of services and, ultimately save money.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

After completion of interviews with the Franklin County school district Special Education Directors
regarding special education programs and services, it was apparent that there are many quality
special education programs in their respective school districts. All of the districts have many of their
own substantially separate programs for students with significant special needs. Surprisingly, the
percent average of students with special needs in most schools was significantly above the state
average. The main exception was at the elementary grade level. A breakdown of this average was as
followed:

Elementary Pre K-6.

Conway 26.8 %
Hawlemont 23.9 %
Orange 17.9 %
Deerfield 10.3 %
Sunderland 16.1 %
Rowe 15.9 %
New Salem/Wendell 15.1 %
Erving 14.5 %
Whately 12.7 %
State Average 16.9 %

Of the ten elementary schools more than half were below the state average of 16.9 %

It was also very clear that the elementary schools were very inclusive in providing special education
services. For the last available Department of Education Report for 2005-2006, the state target for the
percentage of students with IEPs in full inclusion was 43.4 %. A review of the Franklin County schoois
indicates that almost all schools have reached this target. This shows that there is a limited need for
additional substantially separate programs in these schools. The percentage for full inclusion in the
elementary schools is as follows:

Elementary Pre K-6.

Rowe 100 %
Whately 83.3 %
Erving 77.8 %
Orange 70.8 %
Deerfield 59.6 %
New Salem/Wendell 57.9 %
Sunderland 46.9 %
Hawiemont 43.5 %
Conway 37.3%
State Target 43.4 %
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In looking at this same data for grades 7-12 and by Public School District the percentage in special
education was much higher. The data is as follows:

Grades 7-12,
Franklin County Technical 27.0%
Frontier Regional 20.6 %
Mohawk Trail Regional 20.6 %
R. Mahar Regional 19.6 %
State Average 16.9 %
By District K-12.
Gill Montague Regional 18.6 %
Greenfield 17.7 %
Pioneer Valiey Regional 17.0 %
State Average 16.9 %

In Grades 7-12 and by Public School District it appears that both categories have adequate middle
school and high school special education programs. In the K-12 districts it would be expected that the
elementary programs would be more inclusive than the middle and high school programs.

The target rate for full inclusion for all schools is 43.4 %. The rates for these districts are follows:

Grades 7~12.
Raiph Mahar Regional 48.9 %
Mohawk 451 %
Frontier 28.9%
Franklin County Tech 0%
State Target 43.4 %

By District K-12.

Pioneer Valley Regional 75.7 %
Gill Montague Regional 471 %
Greenfield 11.3%
State Target 43.4 %

It is important to note that while Franklin County Tech had 0 % full inclusion they had a 100 % partial
inclusion rate. Because of the vocational technical training curriculum, full inclusion programming is
not feasible. It is also clear that the high schools have individual courses, credits, and requirements
which make it much more difficult to have full inclusion. It was significant, though, that the majority of
schools did reach the State target inclusion rate.

Another important statistic in the Grade 7-12 and K-12 public schools is the graduation rate for special
education students, as compared to regular education students. This statistic is of great concern and
should be addressed through a cooperative effort among area school districts, since it seemed to be
pervasive throughout the County with the exception of Franklin County Tech.
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Their graduation rates for special needs students are as follows:

Special Education Graduation Rates (as reported by the Dept. of Education).

Franklin County Technical 75.0 %
Frontier Regional School District 514 %
Pioneer Valley Regional 44.4 %
Mohawk Trail Regional 40.0 %
Gill Montague Regional 30.0%
Greenfield Public Schools 294 &
Ralph Mahar Regional 26.3 %
State Target 61.1 %

The regular education graduation rates were considerable higher and were as follows:

Regular Education Graduation Rates.

Frontier Regional School District 94.5 %
Mohawk Trail Regional Schools 89.4 %
Pioneer Valley Regional Schools 87.5%
Franklin County Technical 82 %

Greenfield Public Schools 74.4 %
Ralph Mahar Regionat 72.1%
Gill Montague 68.4 %
State Target 61.1 %

For the majority of school districts, the rate for graduation for regular education students is nearly
double of that for special needs students. A comparison of the school drop out rates does not
account for this disparity in the graduation rates. The special education drop out rates are as follows:

Special Education Drop Out Rates.

Gill Montague 11.5 %
Frontier Regional School 11.0 %
Greenfield 10.2 %
Mohawk Trail Regional 8.00 %
Pioneer Valley Regional 6.00 %
Ralph Mahar Regional 5.60 %
State Target 5.60 %

Within the exception of Ralph Mahar Regional, all of the Franklin County high schools have drop out
rates for special education, significantly higher than the expected target rates, as established by the
Department of Education.

It is clear that in Franklin County a closer look needs to be taken at the rate of students who drop out
from high school and the reasons why they drop out. The Department of Education expected target
rate is 5.6 % and nearly all of the schools are significantly above or equal to this established target
rate. A closer looks also needs to be taken at the graduation rate for special needs students. A
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review of the respective MCAS results indicates that the high schools appear to be mostly monitoring
their annual yearly progress. The Special Education Directors should form a county wide committee
to discuss why these rates are so high since they are all above the state average and State target
rates. This would be an ideal opportunity for them to develop cooperative strategies, programs and
services.

All of the Franklin County districts have some exceptional special education programs. Many of these
programs are at the middle school and high school level, where there is high stakes testing. The
following are some of these exceptional programs:

Elementary Autism

Life Schools Middle School

Life Schools High School

Transitional Middle School

Transitional High School

High School Language Based Program

High School Alternative Program

The majority of these districts indicated that they had room in many of their programs and that they
could tuition in students, as long as they had slots available. In fact, several districts aré already
doing this on an informal and limited basis. Several of these programs, even though they have
different names, are similar in nature, in that they serve the same type of special needs student. It
would be beneficial for the Special Education Directors to develop a coordinated list of programs,
with program descriptions and the tuition costs of these programs. It may be possible to merge
programs to improve gradation rates, drop out rates and cost effectiveness, as well as maintain the
viability of low enroliment programs.

The elementary schools, on the other hand have a variety of highly effective special education
programs. All seem to have effective and impressive early childhood programs. Many have effective
autism programs, behavioral programs, and other specialized special education programs. Their
rates of exclusionary practices are exemplary. It is still possible, though, for schools to share their
programs to both better meet the needs of special education students and to reduce redundancy of
programs and increase cost effectiveness overall. Since each child is unique they may need
additional special education programs in the future. This is why a structure for cooperation over a
multi district geographical area is important. Once again there s a need inventory and develop a
coordinated list of programs, tuitions, and requirements for enrollments. This can only be done
through a cooperative effort. Given the lack of staff and current work loads of special education
staffing, a formal structure for cooperation on a Franklin County wide basis would be needed to
accomplish this task

Transportation- Out of District Placements

Many of the schools in Franklin County currently utilize Van Pool Inc. to provide their out of district
special education transportation. Most districts have students attending common private programs
such as White Oak School, Curtis Blake School, Valley West School, Tri County and NEARI. In
many instances, neighboring or close by school districts do not share routes to split or reduce costs.
Once again it would be beneficial for the Special Education Directors to collaborate in the spring of
the preceding year on common placements and similar transportation requirements. This would
significantly reduce costs through the sharing of routes. An example of this is that one district has
eleven vehicles transporting fifteen students out of a district.

It may also be very effective, long term for a collaborative to be formed to purchase and share their
own buses for special education transportation on a county wide basis. This would involve a much
more in sophisticated and in depth study of routes, current costs, need for monitors and an effective
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software routing system. In similar geographic areas this method has been found to be very cost
effective even, with the addition of a staff person to coordinate the routing and scheduling system.
This effort is currently underway through a legislatively funded Pilot project for Multi District Special
Education Transportation. The project is currently being developed by Franklin County Tech on
behalf of the Franklin County school districts. To date, the computerized software system has been
purchased and a FCT staff member trained in it use. The special needs student data base has been
developed, along with the current method of providing that transportation. Multi district routes are
currently being developed for implementation during the summer of 2008 and for September 2008. In
addition the SNT Pilot project is negotiating with the major transportation contractors in the region to
obtain their cooperation in multi district routing and scheduling and split billing of routes for the
respective participating school districts. Should the private contractors refuse to participate, then a
strategy could be employed to bid these routes on a county wide basis or to develop a cooperative
transportation system similar to that provided by the Lower Pioneer Valley educational Collaborative
for their member schoo! districts. Early indications show the potential for significant cost savings
through the elimination of the redundancy of routes. Each route that is eliminated will save
approximately $ 36,000 for the effected school districts. Given that the Frankiin County network is in
its first year of operation, it is hopeful that the State legislature, given the potential for significant
costs savings, will refund this project for another year. At the conclusion of the pilot project, it is
expected that the program will be self sufficient.

Out of District Placements

In general all of the districts had relatively small numbers of students attending out of district
placements throughout Western Massachusetts and even smaller number attending private
residential schools throughout New England. However, several districts had a relatively high number
of students (over 4) at local private schools. In fact one district had nine students at the White Oak
School in Westfield, MA. The tuition cost for this program is approximately thirty thousand dollars
($30,000) without the inclusion of transportation. This district is therefore paying close to two
hundred and seventy thousand dollars ($270,000) plus transportation costs. Other area districts have
one or two students at the same school. It may be beneficial to create a more local program to serve
these students. Doing so would also save on the transportation cost. In order to bring students back
from private schools, a district must first create a program that is at least equal to, if not better than
the one that the students are presently attending. Parents need to be assured that the district is
creating a program that is equal or better. Consultants may need to be hired to develop such a
program. Most importantly, there needs to be some one to coordinate the program. This is necessary
insure high quality assurance and the educational integrity of the program. It may be cost prohibitive
for districts to develop programs on their own for their relatively small program populations. A person,
collaboratively shared between districts would be able to develop multi district programs and services
and reduce costs.

Support Services

The maijority of the districts appear to have an adequate amount of special education support
services. These support services consist include Occupational Therapy, Physical Therapy, Speech
and Language Therapy, Adaptive Physical Education, Autism Consultants, Behavioral Consultants,
and Psychological Services.

However while many had sufficient support staff, they have a relatively low FTE and had reported
high turnover of these positions. Only a few reported needs for the remainder of this year and next
year. It may be easier to hire full time staff and share them, as opposed to finding part time staff for
only a few hours. In addition, if the part-time staff are over half time, they are eligible and patrticipate
in the district’'s benefit package, including health insurance. This makes the cost of providing these
services on a per-hour or per-student basis relatively expensive. It may also be worthwhile to
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investigate outsourcing these services on a contracted services basis. However, given private
consultant rates in the Pioneer Valley, it is likely that savings, if any, would be marginal. Hiring and
sharing staff on a full-time basis and distributing the fringe benefit cost across participating school
districts would be feasible.

Data Management
A majority of the school districts utilize ESPED for their Special Education student management

software and special education data management. The remainder utilizes SEMSNET (Eutactics).
Some directors expressed dissatisfaction with SEMSNET and said they were considering changing
to ESPED. Since there would only be a couple of districts left with SEMSNET it may be worthwhile to
consider a cooperative purchase of ESPED and negotiate reduced costs for all districts. In addition, if
all districts utilized the same software, training, technical assistance, program upgrades and mutual
user groups would be possible. ESPED is compatible to most regular education software packages.
Since the districts use a variety of regular education software, software’ compatibility is important.

Kindergarten/Early Childhood

Full day kindergartens exist in almost all the districts and with no tuition cost. The Franklin County
districts have excellent programs. They were one of the fore runners in providing early childhood
programming with peer partners. Since these programs are currently well enrolled, there seems to be
no need to share these services, except for programs and services for the autistic population.

Autism is a disability which, over the past five years has been diagnosed at a much earlier age; at
the early childhood age level. Most of the school districts had two programs. It may be beneficial for
the Special Education Directors to inventory their needs for this population and to cooperate with
each other to meet that the level of need. Programs could be developed which adopts the different
educational philosophies and approaches to educating this population (ex. ABA, Floortime, electric).
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR COLLABORATION

During the winter of 2007, project staff met with the Superintendents and members of their
administrative staff to discuss the status of their school districts, their needs and their resources.
Several data gathering instruments were developed and utilized to document information and
perceptions relative to current programs, financial trends, available resources and programmatic
needs. These instruments included Superintendents, Business Administrator, Special Education and
School Principals interviews checklists and qualitative notes. During those interviews information was
provided concerning the value inherent in cooperation among small and rural school districts. In
addition, the types of programs and services offered by the various Massachusetts educational
collaboratives were discussed, as well as their legal structure.

Superintendents Interviews
The Superintendents interviews were designed not only to provide information about potential areas
for cooperation, but also to elicit opinions relative to:

fssues and problems being faced by the district

Areas of interest for cooperation

Specific programmatic needs

Resources that they would be willing to share with other school districts

Interest in forming or joining an educational collaborative

Possible organizational structure and method of operation for the delivery of cooperative
programs and services

0O 0O00O0O0

Business Administrators Interviews

The Business Administrators interviews were more specific in nature and content. They were
designed to provide specific information concerning cost effectiveness of current district programs,
costs related to out of district placements, cost of outsourced services, current staffing, facility and
staff utilization, procurement methods, Medicaid revenue, e-rate revenue, software costs, school
transportation costs, needed school building infrastructure maintenance and improvements and
identification of possible areas of district cooperation.

Special Education Directors Interviews

The Special Education interviews were designed to collect specific information concerning the
district’s current special education programs and services, along with enroliments, space availability,
etc. The survey solicited the information for both in district and out of district placements. The survey
also identified the number of, as well as the future need for professional therapeutic services in
support of special education. information was collected regarding the ridership numbers for both in
district and out of district placements. (The Franklin Special Education Transportation Pilot Project is
currently developing a more cost effective approach for implementation in FY'2008). The interviews
also identified the number of full day vs. half day kindergarten classes being offered and the need for
more full-day alternatives. Lastly, the survey collected data on all out of district placements, including
special education, home schooling, charter schools, school choice, parochial schools and vocational
technical education.

School Building Principals Interviews

The Principal interviews were designed to collect information specific to their respective buildings.
This information included staffing, class sizes, space utilization, facilities, curriculum development,
educational technology, school choice, textbooks and curriculum materials, annual yearly progress
(AYP), MCAS testing and specifically the effects of recent budget cuts.
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From qualitative research, interviews and the data collected, the following programs and services
were identified for possible collaboration and cost savings:

Reducing the high cost of school transportation services, especially out of district special
education transportation.

The cost of school transportation services has outpaced both inflation and the ability of school
districts to adequately increase their budgets for direct educational services to students. These
increases, coupled with other fixed costs increases, such as health insurance, fuel and utiiities,
insurances, and negotiated wage increases severely limit the district’s ability to maintain quality and
cost effective programs and services for all students. Multi district routing and scheduling for special
education transportation and multi district routing and bidding for regular transportation have proven
effective in reducing and containing long term cost increases.

MA SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REGULAR EDUCATION TRANSPORTATION COSTS

FISCAL YEARS 1995 TO 2007

SPECIAL EDUCATION REGULAR EDUCATION

FISCAL| TOTAL SPED [ANNUAL %|CUMULATIVE %| TOTAL REGULAR |ANNUAL %|CUMULATIVE
YEAR |EXPENDITURE|INCREASE|  INCRESE __|ED EXPENDITURE|INCREASE | % INCREASE

95 | 84,424,884 105,676,494

96| 91,321,342 8.2% 8.2% 110,671,629 4.7% 4.7%

97 | 97.875.680 7.2% 15.9% 115,544,145 4.4% 9.3%

98 | 105,075,909 | 7.4% 24.5% 120,782,200 4.5% 14.3%

99 | 116,869,372 | 11.2% 38.4% 128,237,343 6.2% 21.3%

00 | 129,429,988 | 10.7% 53.3% 134,736,212 5.1% 27.5%

01_| 138,825,076 | 7.3% 64.4% 144,814,174 7.5% 37.0%

02| 150,500,350 | 8.4% 78.3% 157,102,021 8.5% 48.7%

03 | 159,829,896 | 6.2% 89.3% 158,501,890 0.9% 50.0%

04 | 167,616,568 | 4.9% 98.5% 156,608,943 -1.2% 48.2%

05 | 173,930,125 | 3.8% 106.0% 176,374,420 12.6% 66.9%

06 | 190,424,833 | 9.5% 125.6% 181,387,896 2.8% 71.6%

07 | 205,087,545 | 7.7% 142.9% 187,924,465 3.6% 77.8%
AVE. 7.7% 5.0%

Transportation costs continue to grow at a more rapid rate than that for regular transportation.
Between the years 1995 and 2007, costs for special education statewide increased by 143% as
compared to a growth of 78% fro regular transportation. Small and rural school districts, in particular,
are at a disadvantage in providing cost effective transportation services. Generally there are a small
number of students in a large geographic and sparsely populated area. This leads to long and costly
routes. In addition, given the cost of capitalization to effectively operate long routes for small districts,
restricts competition. in most cases the incumbent provider is favored by circumstance. This, in turn
leads to little completion, if any, for these routes. Most Franklin County school districts reported only
1 or 2 bidders for their contracts.
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Franklin County costs, with the exception of Orange, Mahar, and Greenfield mirrored school
transportation costs in the Pioneer Valley region.

REGULAR AND SPECIAL NEEDS TRANSPORTATION CONTRACTS
Annual contracts, cost per bus, vendor of record

Vendor Annual Contract Routes Cost/bus/day
FRSD Grybko
Union #38  Conway 59,517 3 330.65
Deerfield 89,374 5 496.52
Sunderiand 63,635 3 353.53
Whately 28,980 2 161.00
Mahar Swift River Bus 474,420 15 175.71
(Yr3 of 3)
Orange Swift River Bus 238,500 10 6 @ 106.00
3@ 212.00
1@ 53.00
Greenfield Kusmeskus 323,055 6 tier one 149.56
(yr3 of 5) 6 tier two 149.56
GMRSD Kusmeskus 260,280 6 241.00
Pioneer Kusmeskus 545,436 13 233.10
(3 of 5)
Erving #28 Kusmeskus
Erving 126,846 3 234.90
Wendell 80,145 2 222.60
New Salem 79,714 2 221.45
FCTech Kusmeskus 560,351 12 256.57
Mohawk First Student 1,115,370 16 buses 253.00
Rowe 1 bus/1 SUV
Hawlemont 2 buses/2 SUV

In order to provide true competition, the districts could bundle their transportation needs and bid for
these services on a county wide or at least a regional, multi district basis. Prospective vendors could
bid by individual district, groups of districts or county wide, for all of the districts. This would allow the
current vendors to bid, while still creating competition. New vendors, given the size of the potential
contract would be able to effectively capitalize and spread their costs over multiple district contracts.
The end result should be not only an initial savings, but also long term cost avoidance, especially if
one of the lower cost local contractors won the bid.
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Reduce the high cost of special education programs and services. Autism programs,
Alternative Middle and High School programs, etc.

As school districts and the medical community continue to advance diagnostic services, more
students and students with more pronounced special needs are being identified and referred for
special education services. While the Massachusetts “circuit breaker” has assisted in the high cost
placements, it is incumbent upon special education administrators to provide the appropriate
programs and services in the most cost effective manner. In small and rural school districts, where
there does not exist the “economy of scale” to operate these programs cost effectively, the sharing of
educational resources among contiguous school, districts may provide some financial relief. Through
the development of regional “magnet” type special education programs, districts’ reliance on high
cost private placements can be reduced. This sharing would also reduce the relatively high cost of
special needs transportation; a hidden cost to special education costs, in general.

Special Education- Opportunities for Cooperation

In reviewing the information it became apparent that districts could indeed share programs and
reduce their costs. It also was apparent that districts may be able to bring back students from
private schools and develop and share programs to further reduce costs. In general all of the
districts had relatively small numbers of students attending out of district placements throughout
Western Massachusetts and even smaller number attending private residential schools throughout
New England. However, several districts had a relatively high number of students (over 4) at local
private schools. In fact one district had nine students at the White Oak School in Westfield, MA. The
tuition cost for this program is approximately thirty thousand dollars ($30,000) without the inclusion
of transportation. This district is therefore paying close to two hundred and seventy thousand dollars
($270,000) plus transportation costs. Other area districts have one or two students at the same
school. It may be beneficial to create a more local program to serve these students. Doing so would
also save on the transportation. If other nearby communities had other students attending White
Qak, it could be a cooperative program, which would result in higher savings to all participating
school districts.

If the districts were able to do this on a consistent basis, not only would they be abie to reduce
program costs, but there would be significant savings in transportation costs. If Franklin County
were divided into three geographical areas such as Southern, Central and Northern, it would be
logical that area based magnet type special education programs be developed. It would also be
logical to locate the identified programs in the North-Central-South Franklin area schools in order to
reduce transportation time and subsequent transportation costs.

Throughout those schools that returned the survey, there were differences in the way that district
special education support services were being provided. This included Occupational Therapy,
Physical Therapy, Speech and Language Therapy, Adaptive Physical Education, Nursing and
School Psychologist. Some were providing full time employment, while others only part time. Almost
all, though, were providing full time benefits, even if there need was for only part time staffing.
Cooperatively, they could hire full time staff to fill these positions. Experience in educational
collaboratives and other educational service agencies have demonstrated that it would reduce costs
and provide more consistent service delivery. By comparison, contracted service providers usually
charge in excess of sixty dollars ($60) per hour to provide these same services. By locating regional
magnet programs in North-Central-South County, a Collaborative could effectively schedule staff to
provide the maximum amount of service even with staff travel time between sites.
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In looking at the programmatic data gathered, there seems to be a need to develop or cooperatively
offer three distinct groups of programs. They would be as follows:

1. Adjustment/Behavioral/Emotional Programs

2. Learning Disabilities/Mild/Moderate Academic Delays

3. Multiple Handicapped/Moderate Severely Disabled
Descriptions of Potential Cooperative Programs

R Adjustment/Behavior - For Students Who Have School Adjustment Problems

Elementary Adjustment

Grades 3-6
Would serve students with moderate adjustment problems who could not function in their home
school environment but who do not require placement in a separate private program.

Transitional Alternative

Student Ages 12-18 years

Would serve middie school and high school students who are in transition between program
placements. The program is designed as a temporary placement for a student either suspended from
school or awaiting placement in a more permanent program.

Alternative Secondary |

Grades 6-8
Would serve students located in a middle school, this academically-oriented program would be
designed to meet the needs of students with mild to moderate adjustment problems.

Alternative Secondary Il

Grades 9-12

Located in a high school, this academically-oriented program would be designed to meet the needs of
students with serious social skills deficits, which combined with learning disabilities and/or ADHD, can
lead to significant adjustment problems.

Off Campus Alternative Program

Grades 9-12

This program would be designed for high school students who, as a result of moderate behavior
disorders, are in able to function in a regular high school environment. Students will have sufficient
academic ability to complete a high school curriculum.

This program could be operated on the campus of Greenfield Community College.
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Programs for Learning Disabilities and Mild to Moderate Academic Delays
Career Preparation

Grades 9-12
Designed for adolescents with moderate delays in academic language skills and social skills, the
program is in a self-contained classroom which provides academic remediation, awareness of the world

of work, and appropriate life skills within a high school.

Coliaborative Middle School Program for Students with Aspergers Syndrome

Student Ages 11-15 years
Would be developed for students 11-15 years of age with Aspergers Syndrome, PDD-NOS, Non-Verbal

LD and related high functioning autism spectrum disorders. This program is an academically oriented
program for students who have average and above academic ability but need a more individualized,

structured program in a small class setting.

Secondary Skills

Student Ages 12-15 years

This program would be designed for young adolescents with mild to moderate delays in language,
socialization and cognition. It provides a self-contained environment for language and other academic
development as well as awareness of the world of work.

Career Skills |

Grades 9-12
Designed for adolescents with mild to moderate delays in academic language skills and social skills, the
program is in a self-contained high school classroom which provides academic remediation, awareness

of the world of work, and appropriate life skills.

VOC PREP

Grades 9-12
Designed for students with moderate cognitive delays and/or significant learning disabilities. Students
who need training in social skills and pragmatic language. This program combines vocational training

with applied academic and employability skills.
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Programs for Multiple Handicapped/Moderate to Severely Disabled

Elementary Developmental

Student Ages 5-12 years
This program is designed for students with significant degrees of developmental disabilities and
autism spectrum disorders.

Elementary Transitional |

Student Ages 10-13 years
The program focuses on development of vocabulary, expansion of syntactic structures and readiness
skills.

Elementary Transitional Il

Student Ages 13-16 years
The program focuses on development of vocabulary, expansion of syntactic structures and readiness
skills.

Pre-Vocational

Student Ages 17-22 years

This program would be designed for adolescent and young adult students with moderate to severe
developmental disabilities. Academic instruction is functional; emphasis is on age appropriate
academic and functional daily living skills. Pre-vocational training is provided as well as community-
based skills and instruction.

Secondary Developmental

Student Ages 16-22 years
Program would be designed for students with developmental disabilities and multiple handicaps,
including medical, who require a multi-disciplinary approach to their education and clinical services.

Vocational Preparation |

Student Ages 16-22 years

This program would be designed for students with moderate delays in cognitive ability. It provides
for acquisition of language and academic skills as well as activities of daily living. It provides a half
day of functional academics and a half day of vocational skills training either in a vocational
educational program or in a community job placement. The program prepares students to make the
transition from school to the world of work and adult life.



Vocational Preparation I

Student Ages 16-22 years

This program would be designed for students with moderate delays in cognitive ability. It provides
for acquisition of language and academic skills as well as activities of daily living. It provides a half
day of functional academics and a half day of vocational skills training either in a vocational
educational program or in a community job placement. The program prepares students to make the
transition from school to the world of work and adult life.

Kindergarten-Elementary Program for Students with Autism

Students Ages 5-7

This program would focus on the needs of students who exhibit Autism spectrum disorders. The
program is designed to train students to function as meaningfully and independently as possible in
both school and the broader community.

Itinerant Professional Services

Through a cooperative effort, full and part time Therapists could be retained to supplement the staff
of the member school districts. These Itinerant staff would be cost shared among those school
districts for which they provide the services. They could inciude Adaptive Physical Education
Teachers, Teacher for the Blind and Visually Impaired, School Nurses, Physical Therapists,
Occupational Therapists, Speech & Language Pathoiogists and trained paraprofessional staff.

Currently, the majority of the school systems in Franklin County use ESPED software to create |EPs
and to manage their special education student data. Through a cooperative purchasing effort, all of
the systems could use the same software which would allow for a smooth transition of student data
among school districts sharing programs. It would also allow districts to track students with similar
needs to more easily create additional programs, when warranted.

Collaboration is based on the premise that there are many things in education that can be done more
effectively and efficiently by pooling districts resources. A major thrust of a new collaborative in the
Frankiin County area should be in the area of special education. Through cooperative programming
and cost sharing, the participating school districts would experience not only program enroliment
stability, but also a substantial cost savings, while maintaining the organizational capacity to react to
the individual student needs of the member school districts.

More cost effective professional development services, including teacher mentoring, expert
facilitators for curriculum integration, and low incidence professional development (content
area) technology integration, etc.

Small and rural school districts, in particular are hard pressed to identify and provide quality
professional development services for their teaching staff and administrators. This is especially true
for their low incidence staff, i.e. science, mathematics, foreign languages, etc. where content area
professional development is required for recertification. Multi district professional development
offerings have proven to be, not only more cost effective but also of higher quality. Through multi
district cooperation, specific experts can be utilized for curriculum integration and ongoing support.
Area networking can enhance professional development through the development of support groups
to help sustain momentum for change. Summer Institutes for teacher professional development,
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offered on a county wide or regional basis, can provide a much more cost effective method to bring
in outside “experts”, consultants who individual school districts could not afford. Through cooperative
model, ongoing and continuous support for curriculum integration can be provided throughout the
year.

Cooperative purchasing of goods and services, maintenance workers, modular classrooms,
food and commodities, paper, custodial supplies, textbooks, technology, utilities, service
contracts, etc.

School administrators agree that combining the buying power of multiple school districts can result in
cost savings for all. Currently several school districts utilize joint purchase groups e.g. Lower Pioneer
Valley Educational Collaborative for energy procurement, Hampshire Educational Collaborative for
school supplies and several Insurance Groups for health insurance. Business administrators agree
that cooperative bidding for such items as custodial supplies, technology, textbooks, service
contracts, tradesmen, bread, milk and other food commodities, copy paper, etc. will result in
significant cost savings to all. Combined with ability to finance through tax exempt financing would
also provide a cost effective method for districts to acquire the items and services necessary. Having
a central organization for the procurement of these goods and services would also reduce the current
redundancy of each individual district having to bid under Ch. 30B for these same items.

Loss of students to out of district placements, including, charter schools, school choice,
parochial schools, home schooling. Create magnet programs for area districts.

In general, Franklin County is experiencing population reduction. This coupled with reductions in
school enroliments, exacerbates the problem of being able to maintain an economy of scale to insure
program cost effectiveness. As a result, districts continue to eliminate or consolidate programs in
order to maintain essential programs and services. Historically, low enrollment programs, such as AP
courses, languages, art and technology, and a variety of electives, etc. have been discontinued at
alarming rates. As a result of these curriculum reductions parents see charter schools, school
choice, parochial schools and home schooling as better options for their children. Similar to special
education, districts can cooperate as opposed to competing with each other for students in order to
maintain their budgets and class sizes. Jointly developed “magnet” type programs across the county
can help to stem the loss of students to outside placements. Marketed, these magnet programs
could satisfy the needs expectations of parents and students for change and educational quality.
Franklin County Tech, already a county wide “magnet type" program has already proven to be
effective. Since FCT has typically more student applications than are accepted and they have no
available space for expansion, but various schools throughout the county have available classroom
space, FCT could develop satellite vocational-technical programs throughout the county. These
programs could be developed as half day programs, where students take their academic
requirements at their sending high school and take only their technical training through these satellite
programs. This model has proven effective for the school districts of the Lower Pioneer Valley
Educational Collaborative, as well as various comprehensive high schools throughout the Northeast.
Tuition rates for this model are typically significantly less than full day programs. This model could
also help address the relatively high drop out rates for regular students and improve the graduation
rates for special needs students.

School security audits and funding alternatives.

Cooperating on the purchase of services such as school security audits, building renovations and
improvements can lead to an economy of scale to reduce individual district costs. Cooperation on
seeking external school security grants as opposed to competing individually for them will enhance
each district’s ability to access external funding. Multi district contracts have proven effective in both
cost savings and improved quality of product. Multi district maintenance contracts have also proven
to be cost effective.
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Short term financing for textbooks and technology.

Utilizing a public educational service agency can provide the vehicle to finance the acquisition of
textbooks and technology through short term tax exempt borrowing. This allows the district to realize
the full educational impact of the acquisition and pay for it over time from their operational budgets.
Replacement of computers, which were originally grant funded, is becoming increasingly necessary.
A strategic cost effective method for computer replacement and upgrades is seen as crucial to the
continued effective utilization of educational technology in the respective Franklin County schools.

External funding, grant writing for specific projects.

Given their current financial condition, all school districts rely on external funding for new or
expanded programs or services. It is very difficult, given their financial demands, to generate "risk
capital” for new activities. Such a decision comes at the cost of other valuable programs and services
already in place. Through cooperation, Franklin County school districts can increase their eligibility
for various grants and sources of external funding. Through participation, the districts can employ a
professional grant writer familiar with the various grant sources and have the “lobbying” power to
successfully compete for these limited financial resources. There are grant writers who, if they
perceive a high chance of success, will prepare and lobby for competitive grants on a contingency
basis. They receive payment based upon their success.

More cost effective after school and summer remedial, MCAS Prep and enrichment programs.
In order to maintain and improve MCAS scores and annual yearly progress (AYP) most school
districts offer a variety of remedial and grade recovery educational programs. While some of these
programs are built into the school day, others are after school and during the summer. Small and
rural school districts find it difficult to offer and sustain these programs cost effectively due, primarily
to low enroliments and distances students must travel to the program. Cooperative regional “magnet”
type programs can provide a larger enroliment pool and therefore be more cost effective as well as
being able to offer more sections based on individual and small student group needs. In addition,
regional programs may be more eligible for grant funding for financial support.

Development of “working templates” for DOE and other federal initiatives, i.e. pandemic
response and plans, school safety plans, etc.

While this was not a high priority for administrators, there was certainly interest in cooperating on
research and development type activities in response to Dept. of Education and No Child Left Behind
federal initiatives. The time required for state and federal reporting was reported as contributing to
administrative staff “burn out”.

Shared administrative services.

District administrators, especially the partial regional school districts, were open to the sharing of
various administrative positions between two or more contiguous school districts. Among the
positions discussed were the following: food services director, payroll capabilities, curriculum
director, skilled tradesmen (electrician, plumbers, HVAC technicians, carpenter, etc), school nurses,
therapeutic and medical related services, special education therapists, etc. The question inherent in
staff sharing is which salary and benefit schedule to utilize along with staff supervision. Utilizing a
collaborative, where the collaborative has a distinct and separate salary and benefit schedule

addresses this issue.
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Distance learning for low incident academic needs.

In an effort to maintain low incidence curriculum and meet the specific educational needs of students,
several school districts are participating in distance learning programs. Virtual High School (VHS)
can provide an educational opportunity to expand and maintain curriculum for low incidence student
needs. It can provide educational instruction for home bound students as well as provide a method
for grade recovery. Marketed effectively, VHS can provide an education “tailored” to students’
interests and provide the educational vehicle for students to pursue specific areas of interest as part
of their elective educational program. For motivated students, VHS provides an opportunity for grade
acceleration through coursework at other than traditional school times.

Maintaining curriculum with declining enroliments.

Almost all of the Franklin County school districts are suffering from the educational effects of
declining enrollments. These effects included a consolidation and elimination of courses, especially
in the arts and humanities, foreign languages, advanced placement courses and technology. A by-
product of this consolidation has been the growth of charter schools and increased interest in school
choice. Parents see the “greener pasture” and broader educational opportunity with charter schools
or in the neighboring school district. In more severe cases, parents have opted for home schooling.
Over the past several years there has been an increased student interest in vocational-technical
education. Recent studies indicate that students are dropping out of high school, not because they
can not meet the educational requirements for graduation, but for other reasons. One reason is that
they do not feel that their education is relevant. Vocational-technical education provides that
relevancy. While politically laudable, the resulting reduction in district revenues for those students
who seek their education outside the traditional public school setting is having drastic community and
educational consequences. Several school districts are wrestling with having to close relatively new
school! buildings, especially their small rural schools, which have proven to be educationally sound
but no longer financially viable.

Creating “magnet” type regional programs can help reduce the flight of students from the public
schools. Magnet type programs can provide the financial assistance to maintain community school
buildings, while providing school! districts with rental revenue.

Shared professional services, i.e. legal, auditing, architect, high end technology experts, etc.
School district administrators agree that it is cost effective to cooperatively select and utilize various
professional services. Doing so reduces the learning curve when doing business the first time.
Multiple projects and fewer contractors provides for a longer term relationship, resulting in both
higher quality work and cost savings to each participating school district. Kaizans (cadre of selected
vendors) in Japan allow Japanese companies to build long term relationships with their respective
vendors. This has assisted Japanese manufacturing to be and remain highly competitive in the
global economy. Current public procurement laws and regulations can be followed while still
developing shared professional services. These professional services can include legal services,
architectural and design service, financial auditing, computer network administrators, e-rate experts,
etc.

School maintenance projects-small projects, HYAC maintenance contracts.

Through collaborative itinerant tradesmen, small local maintenance projects can be accomplished
more easily and cost effectively. Through the utilization of collaborative employees, neither public
bidding nor prevailing wages are required. Through cooperative purchasing various maintenance
contracts (HVAC) can be bid and negotiated at a cost savings to each of the participating school
districts.
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Data warehousing and technical assistance in data mining.

While not a high current priority, there was recognition among the majority of Superintendents that
there was an emerging need for districts to both maintain historical data and to develop a method to
extract or mine that data in order to respond to public pressure for accountability and for both state
and federal reporting. Technical assistance in both the warehousing of data and the mining of that
data for consistent reporting among area school districts was seen to be important for the future.

Review e rate submissions to see if maximized.

Recognizing the need to maximize all available financial resources, there was common interest in
assessing whether each district was submitting for all available e-rate reimbursements.
Cooperatively contracting for this review and perhaps ongoing technical assistance was supported

by the majority.

Review Medicaid Reimbursements and see if maximized.

Most districts were satisfied with their level of Municipal Medicaid revenue. The exception was for the
municipal districts and school unions, where the revenue generated went to the municipality rather
than the school district. It may be worthwhile in assessing whether the Franklin County districts were,
in fact, maximizing their Medicaid revenue by having identified all students and all services eligible
for reimbursement. The Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative routinely provides such an

assessment.
MUNICIPAL MEDICAID REIMBURSEMENT PROGRAM

Annual Revenue
Contract Amount  Total Spec. Revenue per
DISTRICTS Service Paid Enrollment FY' 2007 Spec. Ed.
\ Student
Pioneer Valley RSD LPVEC $11,833 181 $ 118,330.64 $ 653.76
Greenfield LPVEC $39,082 268 $390,817.04 $1,458.27
Ralph C. Mahar RSD
Gill-Montague LPVEC $ 26,865 216 $268,648.51 $1,243.74
Frontier RSD LPVEC $ 4,335 149 $43,345.62 $ 290.91
Franklin County Tech LPVEC $ 167 141 $1,671.30 $11.85
Sunderland LPVEC $ 585 32 $ 15,854.75 $ 49546
Orange
Deerfield LPVEC $ 1,869 57 $ 18,688.20 $ 327.86
Conway LPVEC $ 943 35 $9,431.19 $ 269.46
Mohawk Trail Regional LPVEC $ 24,149 256 $241,489.89  $943.32
Hawlemont Regional LPVEC $ 3,035 23 $30,354.01 $1,319.74
Rowe Elementary LPVEC $1,346 10 $13,455.73 $1,345.57
Erving LPVEC $652 18 $6,520.71 $362.26
New Salem-Wendell LPVEC $ 411 19 $4,111.02 $216.37
TOTAL $ 116,272 1405 $1,162,718.61 $827.56
AVERAGE
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In December of 1993, the Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative (LPVEC) organized and
developed an electronic billing system to obtain Federal Medicaid reimbursement for school based
health and medical related services to students. In addition to the seven LPVEC member school
districts, the LPVEC provides this service to nonmembers on a fee-for-service basis. The LPVEC
currently provides this service for seven of the nine Franklin County school districts.

Reimbursement from the Municipal Medicaid Program is available for students in special education
who receive benefits from a variety of different entitlement programs from the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. The program has two parts. Part A, direct services, is an individual- per student
claiming process. Part B is a quarterly claiming process prepared in the aggregate across the school
district.

A review of the following chart indicates the amounts received by those districts and a revenue
comparison per district total special education enroliment by district by vendor.

Develop cost effective adult education programs.

There was significant interest among the majority of superintendents to either develop or expand
adult education offerings. For those districts who currently offered adult education programs there
was interest in expanding their potential enroliment pool to make these programs more cost effective.
Sateliite programs in rural areas should also be considered, since they could be operated for adult
populations after traditional school hours and on weekends and summers. Regional “magnet’
schools can provide this vehicle.

School building infrastructure upgrades, i.e. telephone, WiFi (wireless)

A majority of the school administrators echoed the need for a more consistent approach to school
building upgrades, especially for the support for educational technology enhancement. In addition,
platforms to support greater Internet access were seen as necessary. School security systems and
telephone upgrades were also necessary, in addition to other school security measures. A
coordinated security assessment of the schools, with a multi year plan for improvement was
identified as important and necessary.

Modular classrooms for short term educational space needs.

Only Franklin County Tech indicated a need for short term space while awaiting School Building
Assistance Bureau consideration of building renovation and expansion projects. in particular,
modular classrooms for both academic type classrooms and labs were seen as a cost effective
approach to providing temporary short term space. Their immediate need was for classroom space
for a needed Social Studies class. An educational collaborative could acquire and reiocate modular
classrooms among the member school districts as they had periodic need for short term space,
thereby addressing FCT's need for added temporary classroom space.

Formation of a private non profit (foundation) corporation.

All of the Superintendents expressed the need to form a 501 (c) (3) charitable tax exempt corporation
which could solicit external and grant funds for which public schools may not be eligible. In addition,
the private entity could be utilized for other educationally related purposes when the use of a private
sector entity is more feasible and cost effective.
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FRANKLIN COUNTY
SCHOOLDISTRICTS
Erving School Union

Franklin County Tech
Frontier Regional
Gill-Montague
Greenfield

Orange

Pioneer Valley Regional

Ralph C. Mahar

Mohawk Trail Regional

Hawlemont Regional

Rowe Elementary

Legend

While each of the preceding areas of potential cooperation will save the participating school districts

rt a separate organizational structure to organize

both time and money, none individually could suppo
and manage them. But taken together, as a group,

structure while improving district efficiencies.

they have the ability to sustain an organizational
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POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS

None of the identified programs and services, with the exception of school transportation services,
has the potential for a great deal of savings. But taken together, they can not only provide needed
educational improvement, but can save a significant amount of money which can then be redirected to
the classroom. The following is an effort to quantify the potential savings by programmatic area.
Actual savings would entirely depend on the number of participating districts and the volume of
bundled items and services at that time.

School Transportation Services- Multi District Bidding
Regular Transportation
A conservative estimate by utilizing multi district bidding would be
10% of the total now being expended to provide the current level
of service. Depending upon the cost of their current contract some
districts may realize a greater percentage of savings.
Total of District RNT Contracts: $ 4,045,623
Potential Savings @ 10%= $ 404,562

Special Needs Student Transportation-Multi District Routing & Scheduling
Preliminary estimates from the Franklin County Special Needs Student Multi District
Transportation Project being managed by Franklin County Tech indicates that through
multi district routing and scheduling, the following savings could be realized in FY'20089:
Current Individual School District Routes: 42
Potential Multi District Routes: 26
Difference: 16 Routes
Average Cost per Day per Route: $ 189.00
Potential Savings (180 days) = $ 544,320

Special Education Programs and Services
Special Education Programs

Consolidation of special needs student enrollments currently attending private schools
could realize significant savings over time. An example would be the creation of a
comparative White Oak Program. This program for approximately 12 students would
save the participating school districts approximately 20% of their current out of district
tuition cost.

Current O.D. Tuition Cost: $ 30,000 per student

Total O.D. Tuition (12) = $ 360,000 .

Estimated Cost of Cooperative Program: $ 200,000

Potential Net Savings: $ 160,000

Potential Savings per Student = $ 13,333 per student

Transportation could aiso be significantly reduced by greatly reducing the mileage and
time associated with out of district transportation. Conservatively 1 route could be
eliminated by creation of a more local program.

Eliminate 1 Route @ $ 189 per day (180 days) = $ 34,020

Special Education Support Services
Coordination and cost sharing of special education support staff could also result in
savings. More importantly, by offering full time employment to these specialists who
are in high demand, districts would be able to recruit and retain their staff. While the
salaries of these specialists may not decrease, spreading the fringe benefit package,
currently born by the employing school district for part time staff, across cooperating
school districts would result in cost savings to each.
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Assuming Fringe Benefit as Percentage of Salary= 22.5%

Average Therapist Salary ($37 per hr) = $ 51,338

Fringe Benefit per Therapist = $ 11, 551

Potential Savings per Cooperative Therapist per District= $ 5775

Special Education Data Management Software Systems

It is conceivable that if school districts cooperatively selected that software currently utilized by
the majority of the Franklin County school districts (ESPED), a negotiated contract for
acquisition, maintenance, training and support could be realized.

Current Annual License Support Fees: $ 2500

(Average Cost for Small Districts)

Estimated Cooperative Savings @ 10% = $ 250 per district

Potential Savings: $ 2,250

Professional Development Services

It is conceivable that by developing a cooperative programs for professional development
services on a county wide basis, the cooperating school districts could, not only enhance their
current offerings, but could save money. Studies have shown that professional development
services offered through educational service agencies are in fact more cost effective than
individual district programs. The Hampshire Educational Collaborative, a collaborative leader
in professional development offers a comprehensive menu of professional development
offerings to not only its 19 member school districts but also to 50+ nonmember area school
districts. The results of pooling are that HEC is able to offer non college credit courses for an
average of $400 per course. Students are awarded 37.5 PDPs for their successful
participation. The HEC tuition rate represents a 40% savings as compared to the tuition rate
for similar courses at area public colleges and a 79% savings as compared to area private
colleges. HEC graduate courses (credit) cost an average of $ 625 per credit or a savings of
6% over public college tuition and 67% savings over private college tuitions. HEC also offers
four licensure programs at a cost of $ 4400 each, in school administration, reading, special
education and middle school teacher. The licensure program can be completed in 15 months,
as compared to two years in area public colleges. As important, local teachers travel time and
cost of travel is significantly reduced, making teacher participation more attractive. Since most
districts reimburse teacher professional development at a set rate, their reimbursements to
teachers are also reduced. This model can be developed either through a negotiated
agreement with the Hampshire Educational Collaborative or by developing a parallel structure
for the Franklin County school districts. Either option will reduce the costs currently being
expended by these school districts.

Cooperative Purchasing
By pooling the various goods and service requirements of the nine Franklin County school
districts, an economy of scale can be developed and utilized to negotiate down current unit
prices. This economy of scale follows the age old business practice of “the more you buy, the
less you pay per unit”.
Joint Energy Purchasing (Fuel oil, natural gas, diesel, gasoline and electricity)
Energy procurement is probably the largest line item procurement, other than salaries
and benefits) whose annual growth account for a significant impact on school district
budgets. Typically, these utilities are bundled and bid and subsequently purchased
from third party distributors, aggregators and marketers.
Through a single cooperative entity contracts are able to be bid during times when the
“market” is low and futures prices are also low. Multi year contracts are most often
employed. Therefore, savings are locked in, as the supply is prepurchased at a
guaranteed price. Legal costs associated with bidding and contract negotiation is
spread over the participating school districts and municipalities, again reducing the
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Conway Schools
Deerfield Schools
Franklin County Tech
Frontier RSD
Gill-Montague RSD

Greenfield
Mohawk Trail RSD
New Salem-Wendell

Shelburne
Sunderland

comparable cost to each. A recent study conducted by the Pioneer Institute of the cost
savings generated through the Greater Lawrence Educational Collaborative (GLEC)
indicated a savings of 16% on electricity and a 15% savings on natural gas purchases.
Average savings per school building was $ 6333 on electricity and $ 6437 on natural
gas. District and municipalities which participate in the Franklin COG, the Hampshire
COG or the Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative (LPVEC) typically

experience similar savings.

ANNUAL SAVINGS
District or Municipality = NAT. GAS FUEL OIL DIESEL GASOLINE ELECTRICITY CONSULTING TOTAL

SERVICES SAVINGS

$ 2,250.00 $2,250.00

$2,757.00 $2,757.00
$15,180.00  $300.00 $ 125.00 $15,605.00

$10,500.00 $10,500.00

$19,350.00 $19,350.00

$7,506.00  $42,300.00 $8,100.00 $2,500.00 $60,406.00
$14,325.00 $14,325.00

$2,400.00 $2,400.00

$2,895.00 $1,500.00 $ 4,395.00

$3,375.00 $3,375.00
$10,263.00 $112,575.00 $9,900.00 $2,625.00 $ - $ - $135,363.00

TOTAL
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Other benefits to a cooperative energy procurement program are:

Reviewing and verifying monthly billing invoices for accuracy.

Assistance in forecasting and budgeting

Centralized technical expertise for technical assistance

Contract protection of a performance bond to guarantee uninterrupted
delivery ands service

Combined energy consumption profiles by building and averaging of
peaks and valleys across the region

It may make sense to combine the energy procurement needs of the LPVEC and
FCOG and HCOG constituents in an effort to reduce redundancy and obtain the
greatest buying power. |

School and Office Supplies & Equipment

Joint purchase contracts for school related supplies and office supplies are readily
available and common. Most vendors have predetermined volume pricing discounts.
While these have varied “break points” they typically inciude reductions of
approximately 1.5% per price point volume. The Franklin County schools currently
make approximately 25 million copies collectively, consuming approximately 5000
cases of copy paper. At the current state contract price of $19.95 per case (grade 90 or
above), this equates to an annual expenditure of approximately $ 100,000. A three (3)
per cent price break could result in savings of approximately $ 3000. Several districts
purchase various $upplies through the Hampshire Council of Governments, Hampshire
Educational Collaborative or from vendors based on “best vendor pricing”. If all district
cooperatively purchased through a single entity, a greater economy of scale could be
realized and greater cost savings.



Creation of Magnet Type Educational Programs

With continued declining enroliment, it is evident that there exists excess space in
many school districts. Typically, for financial survival, districts are forced to market their
programs and recruit students from their neighboring school districts. Given the
language of regional agreements, coupled with the desire for towns to maintain their
community schools, consolidation and reorganization of school districts will not occur
soon. In the meantime, students and parents continue to pursue other educational
alternatives under school choice and charter schools.

If magnet programs did little more than retained those students leaving the Franklin
County public schools in favor of out of district schools under school choice, such as
Ambherst-Pelham Regional and various charter schools, the financial effect would be
worthwhile. Creation of satellite vocational-technical programs would keep some, if not
most, potential drop outs in school, while providing much needed educational training
programs to students whom Franklin County Tech can not accept. Developed as half
day training programs, the satellite program would not duplicate what the existing high
school programs can already provide.

For every student retained through these programs, the sending district would realize
approximately $ 5500 increase in their Ch. 70 state aid.

Magnet type programs, housed in public schools would allow low enrollment school
buildings to remain open and viable. Closing relatively new school buildings which still
have bonding payments is financially impossible. Municipalities do not have the
financial resources to pay off the outstanding bond principle to affect a school closure.
Utilization of this available space is an approved educational use under both SBAB
regulations and Dept. of Education policy. This collaborative use of the existing space
in these buildings would provide significant cost avoidance to those municipalities and
school districts, while improving educational access to those education programs and
services to that community. Possible magnet program locations could inciude Gill-
Montague RSD, Mohawk Trail RSD, Frontier RSD and Pioneer Valley RSD.

Public Cooperative Entity for Financing of Technology and Textbook Purchases
Utilizing a public educational service agency can provide a financial vehicle for the
participating school districts to acquire and upgrade technology and curricuium
materials and textbooks at very competitive tax exempt rates. Short term tax exempt
borrowing rates are typically based on bank LIBOR rates with extremely low closing
costs. Consequently, for short term needs, this type of borrowing is advantageous and
comparatively fast as compared to traditional bonding. While typically, not a cost
saving measure, this short term borrowing allows school districts to better utilize those
funds available and to maximize the educational impact of that purchase in a shorter
period of time.

Grant Writing

Typically, small and rural schoo!l districts have difficulty in finding and obtaining
competitive grants. Single districts simply do not have the demographic impact to
warrant private investment. Cooperative grant applications would have the necessary
impact to be competitive in that arena. Furthermore, the cost of expert assistance in
preparing grant applications and lobbying for their approval can be shared among
several school districts, the cost of which is cost prohibitive for single districts. The
Hampshire Educational Collaborative has been extremely successful in obtaining multi
district grants on behalf of their member school districts. Grant “indirect costs” can
assist in the funding of the necessary overhead structure associated with operating an
educational service agency.
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Shared Services

The most common problem associated with informal staff sharing arrangements occurs
when the participating school districts have different salary and benefit schedules and
coliective bargaining contract provisions. Utilizing an educational service agency can
eliminate that problem. Typically ESAs develop salary and benefit schedules
compatible with those of their member school districts; adopting either averaging or
majority policies. This shared staffs are supervised by the ESA, with input from the
participating school districts. The down side of this ESA staff sharing agreement is
where the municipality funds the fringe benefit cost of the school district staff. With the
ESA model the benefit cost would be billed directly to the school district ad paid from
their operational budget. Given, though, that the majority of the Frankiin County school
districts are regional and unions, this issue should not be problematic for the majority.

Distance Learning

The effects of declining enrollments and sate aid have resulted in the elimination of
curriculum across the Franklin County school! districts. Typically, these have included
art, music, various electives, student support services and technology. Priority for the
available educational resources and emphasis has been focused on those core subject
areas tested by MCAS. This has become necessary in order for districts to maintain
their annual yearly progress (AYP). Distance learning programs can and have been
successful in providing needed low incidence curriculum. Students, who wish to focus
their education, but have no ability to do so within their home school, can do so through
distance learning. This may also help maintain school enrollments, if students are
positively engaged in their education. The majority of school districts who offer distance
learning utilize Virtual High School, a proven distance learning program. Once
established, VHS student tuitions average approximately $300 per on line course;
significantly less than traditional classroom instruction. VHS districts are required to
develop and offer on line courses in return for a fixed number of “seats” in other on line
courses. Through an educational service agency, this on line curricutum development
and the resultant on line “seats” can be brokered to the benefit of all Franklin County
school districts.

Shared Professional Services

A variety of professional services were identified as potential areas for cost savings.
Among these were attorneys, architects, technology consultants and auditors. By
negotiating long term cooperative retainer agreements, districts could benefit from not
only reduced costs but also from the stability of the persons providing those services.
Typically, a cost reduction of 10% could be realized if all of the Franklin County school
districts were to jointly participate.

School Maintenance and Building Repair Projects

The area of school building infrastructure repairs and maintenance has been severely
under funded in most school districts for several years. The result is that buildings are
now in need of major repairs and improvements. SBAB has not been adequately
funded to accommodate all of the building needs statewide. Future funding for these
improvements and repairs is not likely in the near future. Consequently, other cost
effective measures must be taken in order to address this issue and maintain a safe
and comfortable educational environment.

Through a single entity, like repair or construction projects can be bundied and
effectively bid under current state procurement regulations. In addition, bundling the
various Franklin County school service contracts and negotiating with providers would
not only provide interest from more vendors, but would also lead to reduced costs for
those individual districts. Service contracts could include boiler maintenance and



repairs, HVAC controls, window and glass repairs, roof repairs, building technology
upgrades and school security audits and upgrades. Coordinated service contracts can
typically save from 10-20% over the cost of individual school district contracts and

labor rates.

Another option would be for an educational service agency to hire, as ESA employees,
various tradesmen. As public employees, these tradesmen are not subject to the state
prevailing wage. In addition, as an ESA member, school districts are not required to bid
for those services provided under a collaborative agreement. These s services are
exempt from biding under Ch. 30B or Ch 149 as an intergovernmental agreement.
Repair and maintenance projects could then be assigned and billed on an hourly or
project basis at a reduced rate, as compared to private contracting. Prevailing wage
alone has been estimated to increase construction costs by as much as 30%. Savings
in this area would allow school districts to better utilize those funds available and
accomplish more for less.

Purchase and Sharing of Specialized Equipment

Major asset purchases have been limited over the past several years in most school
districts. The result is equipment which is in need of costly maintenance and repair.
These items include mowers and other grounds maintenance equipment, lift
equipment, welding equipment, specialized technology testing equipment, etc. It is
conceivable that contiguous school districts could purchase and share this type of
equipment; whereby each would save in both capital costs and repairs.

Itinerant Technology Experts and Network Administrators

While several school districts have afforded high end technology experts, most districts
rely on teaching staff to help maintain their school based technology. These districts
also rely on outside technology consultants, usually associated with technology
providers, to assist them in planning and implementing technoiogy upgrades and
acquisition of building or district wide technology. Typically, technology upgrades were
included in building renovation and expansion projects. The technology is now in need
of attention with regard to remaining technologically relevant. These upgrades include
building networks, hubs, routers, WIF| distribution, cabling improvements, and both
hardware and software acquisitions.

Food Service and School Lunch Programs

Given that most of the school lunch programs do no better than breaking even, this is a
potential area for increased cooperation. The potential sales volume in these districts
makes outsourcing of these services generally cost prohibitive. Food commodities
available from USDA have, in recent years, been reduced as to availability of certain
food items. Unavailability of these commodities from month to month has resulted in
Food Services Managers looking for alternative sources, usually local purveyors, for
their supply. Increased state and federal nutritional requirements, coupled with the
elimination of “snack type” items has, in many cases reduced student participation in
school lunch programs. Increasing overhead and utility costs have put strains on even
the best of programs. Considering the distances between school buildings across the
county, "satelliting” school lunches is not practical. Therefore, unless subsidized by the
general fund, food services operations must become more cost effective. One method
to do so would be the cooperative purchasing of those common commodities used by
most, if not all school lunch programs. These could include bread, milk and dairy
products, fresh vegetables and meat products. Bundling these products and
commodities. Along with negotiated drop shipping to each school building could be an
effective method to controlling costs.
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A savings of as little as 5% could make most school lunch programs self sufficient, thus
relieving the general fund of year end transfers to balance revenue vs. expenditures.
In addition, through a cooperative effort ail schools could implement point of sale
(POS) technology and improve their accounting practices and reporting. POS
technology also protects the integrity of those students eligible for free and reduced
lunch, thereby increasing their level of participation. This in turn would result in greater
reimbursement in support of the general school lunch program.

Municipal Medicaid Reimbursement

An area of potential revenue enhancement is Medicaid revenue. Several
Massachusetts educational collaboratives have developed electronic Medicaid
reimbursement programs for their and other area school districts. The Lower Pioneer
Valley Educational Collaborative currently provides this service to the following Frankiin
County school districts at a cost equivalent to 10% of the funds generated:

Annual Revenue
Contract Amount Total Spec. Revenue per
DISTRICTS Service Paid Enrollment FY' 2007 Spec. Ed.
Student
Pioneer Valley RSD LPVEC $11,833 181 $ 118,330.64 $ 653.76
Greenfield LPVEC $39,082 268 $390,817.04  $1,458.27
Ralph C. Mahar RSD
Gill-Montague LPVEC $ 26,865 216 $268,648.51 $1,243.74
Frontier RSD LPVEC $4,335 149 $43,345.62 $ 290.91
Franklin County Tech LPVEC $ 167 141 $1,671.30 $11.85
Sunderland LPVEC $ 585 32 $ 15,854.75 $ 495.46
Orange
Deerfield LPVEC $ 1,869 57 $ 18,688.20 $ 327.86
Conway LPVEC $ 943 35 $9,431.19 $ 269.46
Mohawk Trail Regional LPVEC $ 24,149 256 $241,489.89  $943.32
Hawlemont Regional LPVEC $ 3,035 23 $30,354.01 $1319.74
Rowe Elementary LPVEC $1,346 10 $13,455.73 $1,345.57
Erving LPVEC $652 18 $6,520.71 $362.26
New Salem-Wendell LPVEC $411 19 $4,111.02 $216.37
TOTAL $ 116,272 1405 $1,162,718.61 $827.56
AVERAGE
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It would be possible for a local county wide educational service agency to employ and
train a Medicaid expert and manage the Municipal Medicaid program for all of the
Franklin County school districts at a cost savings. Collectively, these school districts
currently expend over $116,000 for the outsourcing of these services and for a total
revenue of $1,162,719. Typically, competing agencies charge between 5-7% of those
amounts generated. A savings of 3-5% would result in a reduced cost of
approximately $50,000. This amount could be used to partially fund the overhead cost
of the educational service agency.



E Rate Submissions

Most Franklin County school districts participate in e rate reimbursement for some
technology related cost items. It may be prudent to contract with an e rate consultant to
ascertain if each district is maximizing their e rate reimbursement potential. If not, an
educational service agency could contract county wide for a consultant to develop and
monitor a maximized e rate program. Typically, these consultants are paid a
percentage of any subsequent increase in funding. Given the size and volume
associated wit the Franklin County schools, bundling their purchases would be the only
way to make this type of a contingency arrangement worthwhile and economically
feasible for the vendor and cost effective for the school districts and municipalities.

A portion of these savings could be used to fund the overhead of the education service
agency.

Modular Classrooms and Short Term Space Planning

Historically, short term leasing of modular buildings is cost prohibitive. To meet the
short term needs for educational classroom space for their own programs and for their
member school districts, the Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative has
acquired approximately $ 6 million of portable/modular classrooms. These units are
routinely relocated and refurbished as school districts need short term space. The
district rental costs are significantly less than short term leasing and the LPVEC enjoys
the financial advantages of the subsequent equity. The LPVEC currently has excess
modular units which could be acquired, at a reasonable cost by a Franklin County
educational service agency for use by the area school districts. This acquisition would
not be subject to bidding as it would be exempt as an intergovernmental transaction.
The result is that space could be initially provided to Franklin County Tech for their
social studies classroom and subsequently to any other school district or the ESA
needing short term space. Area banks have usually providing 100% tax exempt
financing for the purchase and renovation of modular classrcoms.

Educational Foundation and/or Not For Profit Charitable Corporation

Creating an affiliated non profit educational corporation which could act as an
educational foundation for the Franklin County school districts would provide another
vehicle to obtain and hold funding. Many colleges and universities have such
foundations. There are currently a number of grant sources for which public school
districts are not eligible to apply. The non profit though would be an eligible recipient. In
addition, the foundation as a private entity is allowed to carry over funds from year to
year. The establishment of a charitable corporation would provide an added dimension
to grant writing and obtaining other private foundation support for Franklin County
school initiatives.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Background

Coincidentally with determining if there was a significant potential for creating efficiencies among the
Franklin County school districts, the study also focused on how to organize and be able to actualize
those efficiencies. While some Franklin County districts have had some effective informal
arrangements, this process has not been effective long term. What is needed is an intermediate
organization whose sole aim is to improve the cost effectiveness of the school districts through
cooperative efforts; an organization which will only exist, if it is successful in so doing. We therefore
researched any organizational structures within the county which were already in existence and which
could operate educational programs and services county wide.
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Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG)

An obvious organization is the Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG), a quasi
governmental entity, located in Greenfield. The FCOG is a voluntary organization of 26
municipalities in Franklin County. It currently provides a broad array of programs and
services; some on a fee for service basis. The FRCOG advocates on behalf of the region. It
has been very successful in grant writing, economic development planning, enhancing the
telecommunications infrastructure and broadband services to rural areas, environmental
assessments, a revolving loan fund for hazardous contamination clean up, community open
space and watershed projects, groundwater protection studies, technical assistance in
reviewing and proposing zoning by laws, interoperable public safety radio communications
system, homeland security, public health nursing services, boards of health support, health
inspections, school based programs to reduce teen alcohol and drug use, programs to reduce
teen pregnancy and high school drop outs. The FRCOG also provides building, electrical,
plumbing and gas inspection services, itinerant town accounting staff with internet remote
access to FCOG housed accounting software, cooperative purchasing for various highway
products, #2 heating fuel, diesel and gasoline. The FRCOG also provides a number of
transportation related planning projects, including a regional transit center, bikeways, traffic
studies and safety studies. It also has and provides GIS maps in support of various projects, in
addition to providing civil engineering services to the member communities. Based upon their
2006 Financial Summary, the FCOG appears to be diversified and financially sound. The
FRCOG has along history of working with the Frankiin County municipalities and assisting
them in assessing their needs and developing strategies to meet those needs. While the
maijority of Superintendents indicated that they had little or no knowledge regarding the FCOG,
they were open to any type of relationship which might benefit their school districts.

Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative (LPVEC)

The LPVEC is an approved educational collaborative representing seven member school
districts suburban to Springfield. It is one of the largest and most multi purpose of the
Massachusetts educational collaboratives. Established in 1981 to provide vocational-technical
education to the seven member district high schools, the LPVEC has grown to providing
educational programs and services to over 550 students and provides transportation services
to over 19,000 students daily. In addition to educational programs and school transportation
services, the Collaborative provides variety of business related services throughout the
Pioneer Valley region. Among these services are, cooperative purchasing, professional
development, itinerant therapists, Municipal Medicaid reimbursement, and energy
procurement. While not located in Franklin County, the LPVEC provides several programs to
area school districts and municipalities on a fee for service basis. These include Municipal



Medicaid reimbursement and energy procurement. Non LPVEC members pay an
administrative overhead fee of 16% to participate in these programs.

Hampshire Educational Collaborative (HEC)

The Hampshire Educational Collaborative organized in 1974 is a non profit, multi service
agency serving the Hampshire County school districts and Pioneer Valley Regional School
District, among others. HEC offers a variety of educational programs and services including,
special education, professional development, early childhood, after school and adult
education. HEC also provides education programs to Department of Youth Services residential
programs. HEC routinely assists area school districts with regional planning efforts and to
enhance educational opportunities and share critical resources. HEC currently coordinates
several regional programs; they include Family Network Centers, Community Partnerships for
Children, Strategic Planning for Families and Youth, and Department of Youth Services,
statewide. Many of the Franklin County school districts routinely purchase services from and
participate in services sponsored by the Hampshire Educational Coliaborative.

Technology in Education Partnership (TEP)

Founded in 1997 by Greenfield Community College and the school districts of Franklin County
and other area school districts, the Technology in Education Partnership (TEP) is responsible
for the planning and implementation of appropriate technologies and technological resources
for their members. TEP’s promotes the successful integration of technology across the
education spectrum. By its very nature, TEP encourages institutional cooperation. Partnering
organizations routinely share technology infrastructure, electronic information access,
professional development and training, and technical support to schoo! based personnel. TEC
is a leader in the field of data warehousing technology. Through their buying program,
members can receive discounts for a variety of hardware and software programs.

While each of these organizations provides some of the needed educational resources to Franklin
County school districts, none has that as its primary focus or is broad based enough to meet all of the
identified needs for greater cost effectiveness.

Organizational Alternatives Considered

1. Expansion and Reorganization of the Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative to
include the Franklin County school districts. (If they so vote to join).
Over the past several years, the LPVEC has not accepted new members and has chosen not
to expand geographically by admitting new member school districts.

There was little interest by the Franklin County Superintendents to join the LPVEC.

2, Expansion and Reorganization of the Hampshire Educational Collaborative to include
the Franklin County school districts. (If they so vote to join).
There was little interest of the Franklin County Superintendents to join HEC.

3. Expand the Franklin Regional Council of Governments to include the Franklin County

School Districts.
Most of the Franklin County school districts were generally unaware of the FCOG’s current

programs and services or their potential to provide educational programs and services. They
were, however, open to any type of a relationship which could help address their common

needs.
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Create a New County Wide Educational Collaborative.

This option, when discussed with the Superintendents and other school district administrators
generated the most enthusiasm and promise for creating interdistrict cooperation leading to
improved service delivery and cost savings.

Recommendations

Based upon the four alternatives considered, the recommendations to establish a new
county wide Franklin County Educational Collaborative.

Organize the Franklin County Education Collaborative under the umbrella of the
Franklin Regional Council of Governments, with the Collaborative housed in the
FRCOG offices.

The Franklin County Education Collaborative Board of Directors to be member
school committee members or their designees (Superintendents may be so
designated by their respective school committee).

This structure fulfills the requirement of Ch. 40 Sec. 4 (e) M.G.L. while yet allowing
Superintendents to become Board members, if so designated by their respective
school committees. The Board, once organized, may elect an executive committee to
work with their executive director and district superintendents on a more day-to-day
basis.

The member district school superintendents shall be designated as the Steering
Committee, with regional subcommittees established.

in order to maintain administrative and financial viability, the role of the
superintendents, relative to all aspects of the operation of the Collaborative is critical.
They must be actively involved in and support any collaborative initiatives. They are
responsible for balancing the relative needs of their school districts and allocating
financial and other resources according to their district priorities. It is, therefore,
incumbent upon the Collaborative to only develop and offer programs and services
consistent with those member district priorities.

Given the geographic size of Franklin County and in order to maintain and foster more
regional approach to program and service delivery, the Franklin County Educational
Collaborative should establish “regional” Steering Subcommittees representing North,
Central and South County.

This structure will not only provide the opportunity for County-wide initiatives, but will
also provide the opportunity for more local programs among more contiguous school
districts. There is nothing to prohibit any subset or group of superintendents from
working together on initiatives of common interest or mutual benefit.

Authorize the Franklin Regional Council of Governments to act as “fiscal agent” for the
Collaborative while it is being organized and until such time as the organization is
complete.

This relationship will be mutually beneficial to both organizations. The relationship falls
within the general scope of the FCOG and would aliow for the initial development of the -
Collaborative at a relatively low overhead cost.



The FRCOG, on behalf of the Franklin County Education Collaborative (FCEC) should
immediately apply for grant and other funds to accomplish this reorganization and any
other initiatives beneficial to the Collaborative and its prospective members.

Utilizing the FRCOG as the fiscal agent for the Franklin County Education Coliaborative
(FCEC) will allow Collaborative to immediately apply for grants to support both the
organizational development of the Collaborative, but also educational initiatives already

identified.

Every Massachusetts educational collaborative was organized with the assistance of the Dept.
of Education through a “Commissioner’s Discretionary Grant”. These grants, provided in the
early 1980’s were funded in the range of $90,000- $100,000 and covered the first year cost of
organization and staffing. It is conceivable that the Dept. of Education, given the recent
support by both the State Legislature and the Board of Education to promote collaborative
growth and the utilization of collaboratives, would favorably consider such funding. The South
Berkshire Educational Collaborative (SBEC) was recently awarded a similar grant to promote
the reorganization of the SBEC to include all of the Berkshire County school districts.

The Franklin County Superintendents Roundtable, acting on behalf of the Franklin County
Education Collaborative should immediately contact the Commissioner of Education and begin
to research grant opportunities which are consistent with the DOE’s past practices of
supporting collaborative development.

In addition, since the highest priority identified by the Franklin County superintendents was for
relief from the ongoing escalation of school transportation costs, the FRCOG should
immediately apply for funds to coordinate routing and scheduling of all member school district
out of district special needs students. The current program being operated by the Frankliin
County Tech School could be relocated to the FCOG at very little expense or loss of time. It is
anticipated that the State Legislature will continue the appropriation for the Dept. of Education
sponsored Pilot Study for Collaborative Special Needs Transportation. This appropriation
includes additional funding and support for the six additional project networks, of which
Franklin County is one. The Franklin County Educational Collaborative would then coordinate
the out of district special needs transportation for its member districts. Through the elimination
of duplicate routes and through the cost sharing of vehicles, multi district transportation
provided through collaboratives has proven to be cost effective. For those school districts
which currently operate their own school transportation vehicles, they can become a resource
to other area districts through cost sharing of their routes and vehicles; thereby becoming
revenue producers.

In addition to special needs student transportation, the FCEC/FRCOG could begin to plan for
the multi district bidding for regular school bus transportation contracts. Only through a
coordinated bidding approach, will relatively smail and rural school districts develop the
economy of scale to solicit true contract competition. It is this current lack of competition which
leads to annual transportation cost increases which exceed inflation, budget growth and
almost any other economic factors. If necessary to obtain fair market prices, the Collaborative
should consider providing school transportation services itself for it member school districts.
The regional county structure will aiso lend itself to regional transportation services. This may
require several school districts to either award or not award available option years in order to
bring contiguous school districts onto the same bidding schedule
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5. Organize, a 501 C 3, private non profit charitable corporation- The Franklin County
Education Corporation to serve the nine (9) prospective school districts.

The goal of this private organization would be to solicit grants from private foundation sources
to support professional development and any other education related efforts of the member
school districts.

Given that there are a number of private and foundation funding sources for which public
school districts are not eligible applicants, it would be prudent to also organize a “Franklin
County Education Corporation”. This educational and charitable corporation, in conjunction
with the Franklin County Education Collaborative would then be in the position of being able to
generate support from a variety of funding sources for the benefit of the member school
districts. The nine (9) Franklin County school superintendents, acting in their private capacity,
could be come the Corporation Board of Directors. The caution is that any dealings between
the Collaborative and the Corporation must be “arms length” transactions. Accounting and
financing must be separate and distinct for each entity, with no commingling of funds. Since
the FRCOG already maintains an accounting system in house for several small municipalities,
this separation of accounting should not be problematic.

6. Identify and Prioritize Program and Service Needs and Begin implementation.

a. School Transportation Services. Transition the current project from the Franklin
County Tech School to the Franklin County Education Collaborative and begin to
coordinate the out of district special education transportation for all of the Franklin
County school districts. Build the data base for special education students from both
area private schools, as well as local in district and out of district programs. Route and
schedule on a multi district basis, thereby eliminating the duplication of routes and
better utilizing the vehicles available. Meet with the Franklin County school business
managers and develop a formula for cost sharing of vehicles, which will support this
initiative long term.

b. Special Education. Meet with the Frankiin County special education directors to begin
the process of planning for regional “magnet” type special education programs.
Through cooperation, a student enroliment base can be developed which will make the
current programs offered more cost effective and will also reduce the reliance on more
expensive out of district programs. These programs should include Kindergarten-
Elementary Programs for Students with Autism, Alternative Education Programs for
Middle and High School Students, a Transitional Alternative Program for 45 day
diagnostic evaluations and program placement, Vocational-Technical Education
Programs for Special Needs Students (Culinary Arts, Hospitality Management,
Landscape, Building & Grounds Maintenance, etc.

c. Itinerant Services. |dentify the need for full time and part time therapists and advertise
for such to be employed by the Collaborative and cost shared among the member
school districts. This will be more cost effective and reliable than contracting for them.
The therapists could include Adaptive Physical Education, Speech and Language
Pathologists, Physical therapist, Occupational Therapists, Vision Specialists, Hearing
and Language Disorder Specialists.

Based upon the review of both member district programs and out of district (private placements)

programs, it appears that the following special education programs and services may be viable and
should be explored further:
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ELEMENTARY ADJUSTMENT

STAFF: Teacher
Classroom Assistantt
Consulting Social Worker
Speech/Language Pathologist
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 10
GRADES: 3-6

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Students with moderate adjustment problems who could not function in their
home school environment but who do not require placement in a separate
private program. Typically students may be passive/aggressive or "acting out”.
They may have a low self-esteem, poor coping and social skills and an
immature sense of themselves. Students are generally at or slightly below
grade level academically.

PROGRAM GOALS
This self-contained program would have opportunities for inclusion, the goals
include, developing self-esteem through successful school experiences,
appropriate behavior through effective behavior modification techniques, and
positive attitudes toward school, teachers, and peers. In a small structured,
consistent, individualized program students are helped to cope with the
distraction, frustration, pressure and demands of a regular school environment.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

o To diagnose from an education and functional behavioral perspective the
extent of the student’s adjustment problem or behavior disorder.

o To change inappropriate school behaviors and attitudes through behavior
modification programming, focusing on the positive reinforcement, limit
setting with consequences and social skills training.

o To provide consultation and support to the home and other professionals
working with the child so as to develop a comprehensive, consistent
behavior program. '

o To develop academic skills to the student’s fullest potential through small
group and individualized instruction and the intensive use of technology.

o To help develop better impulse control, internal control and acceptance
when things go wrong or they do not get their way.

o To generalize appropriate behaviors to mainstream situations and the home
environment.

CRITERIA
Students would be appropriate whose adjustment problems, behavior

disorders, or ADHD are such that they cannot be maintained as a regular
classroom, but not severe enough to prevent them from functioning in self-
contained structured class in a public school setting. This program is not
designed for students with severe emotional problems or significant
developmental lags.
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TRANSITIONAL ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM

STAFF: Teacher
Classroom Assistant
Psychological Consultant
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher
Therapies and other support services (as needed)

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 12
STUDENT AGES: 12-18 years

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
TAP serves middle school and high school students who are in transition
between program placements. The program is designed as a temporary
placement for a student either suspended from school or awaiting placement in
a more permanent program. Participation of a student in this program may be
for a day, a few days or a few weeks. This program is not intended for long
term placement. The maximum length of placement is 45 days.

Behavioral expectations and consequences in the program will be firm,
consistent and clearly understood by each student.

The educational program will be completely individualized, based on the
student's grade and academic skill level, and will be delivered through
individual or small group instruction. The instruction will be a continuation of
the student's home school program in order to facilitate the transition from TAP
to the next placement.

The program will utilize computers capable of accessing the internet. Technical
service and assistance for the computers and their software would be provided
through the Collaborative. Textbooks and other specific classroom materials,
such as worksheets and assignment sheets, will be sent by the sending school
when enrolling the student. Miscellaneous school supplies would be provided
by the Collaborative.

PROGRAM GOALS
To provide, for students in transition, a continuation of their education, and to
help these students prepare for either return to their home school or to
placement in another program.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
o To provide temporary educational instruction and, as needed, support
counseling to students while suspended from or in transition between public
education. :
o To provide these students a well-supervised highly structured setting.

CRITERIA
Appropriate students will be suspended/expelled or in transition between
programs, but will not be considered dangerous to themselves or other students
or severely emotionally disturbed.



ALTERNATIVE MIDDLE SCHOOL

STAFF: Teacher
Classroom Assistant
Speech & Language Pathologist
Counselor
Adaptive Physical EducationTeacher
Learning Disabilities Specialist (consult/direct)

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 12

GRADES: 6-8

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Located in a middle school, this academically-oriented program would be
designed to meet the needs of students with mild to moderate adjustment
problems of both an active and passive nature, who, for various reasons, are
not finding success in their home schools. The program occupies one room in
the building and has complete access to all resources and activities of the
school as deemed appropriate, including inclusion in general education. The
program runs on the regular school scheduie. Academics are geared to the
individual needs/skills of each student as determined by their IEP and the
Massachusetts Frameworks. There would be a very strong emphasis on
technology-based learning as a way of enhancing and accelerating student

Success.

PROGRAM GOALS

o To provide a small, structured program that allows for much-needed
individual attention, academically and socially.

o To help each student develop coping skills, learning skills, organizational
skills and technology skills to enhance their potential for success.

o To maximize academic success and general school adjustment by
developing self-esteem, skill confidence, responsibility and appropriate
interpersonal behavior.

o To participate in general education within the school as soon as it is
deemed feasible by the TEAM in hopes of returning the student back to
their home district as soon as it is appropriate.

CRITERIA

Appropriate students will have mild to moderate adjustment problems and/or
learning disabilities and/or ADHD. These are students who would benefit from a
small structured, supportive school program that can be tailored to their needs.
Students must have the academic and emotional ability to function in a regular
middle school environment. This program is not appropriate for students who
exhibit significant acting-out behaviors, who have substantial developmental
delays, or who have diagnosed severe emotional problems.
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ALTERNATIVE HIGH SCHOOL

(Affiliated with Greenfieid Community College)

STAFF: Teacher

Classroom Assistant

Speech & Language Pathologist

Counselor

Adaptive Physical EducationTeacher
Learning Disabilities Specialist (consult/direct)

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 12

GRADES: 9-12

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Located on the campus of Greenfield Community College this academically-
oriented program would be designed to meet the needs of students with serious
social skills deficits, which combined with learning disabilities and/or ADHD, can
lead to significant adjustment problems. These are students who can deal with
the stresses and distractions of a regular high school setting. The program
would occupy one room in the building and would have access to school
resources and activities as appropriate. The program runs on a regular school
schedule. Academics are geared to the individual needs and skills of each
student in relation to their IEP and the Massachusetts Frameworks. There is a
strong emphasis on social skills training, pragmatic language and technology
throughout the curriculum.

PROGRAM GOALS

o To provide a small, structured adjustment program that develops social
skills in an academic setting.

o To help each student develop academic skills, coping skills, organizational
skills and technology skills to enhance their self-esteem through success.

o To help each student develop responsibility, independence and good
decision making in a school setting.

CRITERIA

Appropriate students will have mild to moderate adjustment problems due to
significant social skills deficits. These students would benefit from a small,
structured, consistent adjustment program that focuses on social skills training,
pragmatic language and technology skills in an academic setting. Students
must have academic and emotional ability to function in a regular high school
environment. The program is not appropriate for students with acting-out
behaviors, significant developmental delays or serious emotional problems.



CAREER SKILLS

STAFF: Teacher
Classroom Assistant
Consulting/Social Worker
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher
Speech/ Language Pathologist

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 12
GRADES: 9-12

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Designed for adolescents with mild to moderate delays in academic language
skills and social skills, the program would be in a self-contained classroom
which provides academic remediation, awareness of the world of work, and
appropriate life skills. Completion of this program may lead to a diploma or a
certificate of attainment. The first (2) years would be spent in full day
academics while the last 2-3 years offer the option of attending a Collaborative
Career or Vocational program each afternoon. A work placement would be
possible in the senior year.

PROGRAM GOALS
In a small, structured, challenging academic program to maximize learning
skills, social skills, technology skills and vocational skills that will lead to a
successful career and/or higher education. Intensive teacher attention,
repetition and technology are critical resources used to help students master
the curriculum at their own pace.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
o To develop the academic skills needed to graduate.
To develop social skills needed in school, community, and on the job.

O

o To develop vocational skills.

o To participate, when appropriate, in supervised work experience.

o To participate in mainstreaming opportunities when appropriate.
CRITERIA

Students will be considered who have cognitive delays or learning disabilities in
the mild to moderate range and who need a small supportive, self-contained
setting for social, academic, and vocational growth. Students with any
substantial behavior problems or serious, emotional problems would not be
appropriate for this program.
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SECONDARY SKILLS

STAFF: Teacher
Classroom Assistants
Speech/Language Pathologist
Consulting Psychologist/Social Worker
Registered Occupational Therapist (as needed)
Registered Physical Therapist (as needed)
Physical Therapy Assistant (as needed)
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 12

STUDENT AGES: 12-15 years

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
This program would be designed for young adolescents with mild to moderate
delays in language, socialization and cognition. It would provide a self-
contained environment for language and other academic development as well
as awareness of the world of work. Appropriate social skills would be taught.
Supported inclusion would also be available as appropriate.

PROGRAM GOALS

Development of language, academic, social and pre-vocational skills is the
primary goals.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE
o To develop and expand receptive and expressive language skills.

o To enhance social skills with both peers and adults.
o To develop academic skills, as appropriate.
o . To develop functional, age-appropriate skills for community living.
o To begin the exploration of career options and opportunities for future
vocational training.
CRITERIA

Appropriate students would have moderate delays in language and cognition
and the need for self-contained programming. Students must be able to benefit
from individual and small group instruction, community activities and inclusive
settings when applicable. The program is not designed for children with severe
and unmanageable behaviors that may result in injury to themselves or others.
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VOCATIONAL PREPARATION

STAFF: (each class) Teacher
Classroom Assistants
Speech/Language Pathologist
Counseling Psychologist/Social worker
Registered Occupational and Physical Therapists
and assistants (as needed)
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 12 in each class
STUDENT AGES: 16-22 years

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
This program would be designed for students with moderate delays in cognitive
ability. It would provide for acquisition of language and academic skills as well
as activities of daily living. It would also provide a half day of functional
academics and a half day of vocational skills training either in a vocational
educational program or in a community job placement. The program prepares
students to make the transition from school to the world of work and adult life.

PROGRAM GOALS
Emphasis is on preparing students for the world of work. Vocational training is
provided through community-based work sites or area vocational programs.
Academics are taught in the context of this vocational training and community
awareness.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

o To develop academic skilis and generalize these skills into the daily living
and work competencies.

o To develop interpersonal skills as needed in school, the community and on
the job.

o To develop abilities to utilize community resources.

o To participate in appropriate pre-vocational or vocational work experiences.

o To transition from school to supported or independent work upon
graduation. ‘

CRITERIA
Appropriate students with moderate level of cognitive ability, who are ready for
pre-vocational and vocational training. While students with physical or sensory
disabilities may be enrolled in the program, this is not a program for students
with severe developmental disabilities. The program is not designed for
children with severe and unmanageable behaviors that may result in injury to
themselves or others.
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ELEMENTARY DEVELOPMENTAL

STAFF: Teacher

Classroom Assistants
Speech/Language Pathologist (part time)
Registered Physical Therapist (as needed)
Registered Occupational Therapists (as needed)
Physical Therapy Assistant (as needed)
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher (part time)

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 8
STUDENT AGES: 5-12 years

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

This program is for students with significant degrees of developmental
disabilities and autism spectrum disorders. Emphasis is placed on the
development of readiness skills in all cognitive areas white developing self-
confidence, independence and positive self-image. Through group participation
and cooperative play activities the student expands awareness of self in relation
to the environment, of feeling of others, of choices in terms of behavior and
consequences to ones behavior.

TEACCH and ABA methodologies incorporated as appropriate.

PROGRAM GOALS

This program addresses skills in all cognitive areas while encouraging a high
level of self-confidence, independence and a positive self-image. Staff work
with therapists, psychologists and families. While programs are self-contained,
a variety of integrative opportunities are provided for all students.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

o To develop independent behaviors in the classroom setting and the school.

o To provide setting where student’'s handicaps are minimized and the
accomplishments are maximized.

o To provide opportunities to assess and, as appropriate, alter behaviors.

o To provide experiences in positive cooperation play situations.

o To provide clinical therapy in the classroom settings, related to educational
progress.

o To provide an integrated trans-discipline approach to total programming.

o To evaluate student progress at designated intervals and to determine
aappropriateness of programming.

CRITERIA

Appropriate students will be functioning cognitively at the pre-readiness to
readiness levels and will be of elementary school age. Students may require
physical assistance, personal care and medical care. The program is not
designed for children with severe and unmanageable behaviors that may result
in injury to themselves or others.



ELEMENTARY SECONDARY TRANSITIONAL

STAFF: Teacher
Classroom Assistants
Speech/Language Pathologists
~ Registered Physical Therapist (as needed)
Registered Occupational Therapist (as needed)
Physical Therapy Assistant
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 12
STUDENT AGES: 9-17 years

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
The program focuses on development of vocabulary, expansion of syntactic
structures and readiness skills. Inclusion in non-academic and academic
areas, when applicable, is an important component. The program is designed
to develop self-confidence, self-esteem, daily living skills, group participation,
cooperative play and successful relationships with peers and adults.

PROGRAM GOALS
Independence in all areas is emphasized. Therapies are an integral part of the
curriculum. Mainstreaming opportunities are provided as appropriate.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
o Through individual and small group instruction,
o To develop independent behaviors in the classroom setting, the school, and
the community.
o To participate in clinical therapies integrated into the classroom program.
o To integrate to the extent appropriate, with children in general education.
o The program includes evaluation of student progress as appropriate.

CRITERIA
Appropriate students will be diagnosed with mild to moderate level of
developmental disability and functioning on at least early reading skills. The
student will be able to participate in community activities and be in inclusive
settings when applicable. The program is not designed for children with severe
and unmanageable behaviors that may result in injury to themselves or others.
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PRE-VOCATIONAL

STAFF: Teacher
Classroom Assistants
Speech/Language Pathologist
Consulting Psychologist/Social Worker
Registered Occupational Therapist (as needed)
Physical Therapy Assistant
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 12

STUDENT AGES: 17-22 years

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
This program is designed for adolescent and young adult students with
moderate to severe developmental disabilities. Academic instruction is
functional; emphasis is on age-appropriate academic and functional daily living
skills. Pre-vocational training is provided as well as community-based skills and
instruction. Developmental communication skills are integrated into each
activity.

PROGRAM GOALS
Community-based pre-vocational training is incorporated into the weekly
routine. Students are offered support services in all areas to promote
independence commensurate with ability.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
o To develop functional academic skills.
o To develop daily living skills.
o To increase pre-vocational skills.
o To promote age appropriate behavior in school, the community and
vocational training site.
o To improve abilities to communicate effectively.

CRITERIA
Appropriate students will be those between the ages of 17 and 22 with
moderate to severe development delays. Students must be able to benefit from
individual and small group instruction. The program is not designed for children
with severe and unmanageable behaviors that may result in injury to
themselves or others.



SECONDARY DEVELOPMENTAL

STAFF: Teacher

Classroom Assistants
Speech/Language Pathologist

Physical Therapy Assistant (as needed)
Registered Physical Therapist
Registered Occupational Therapist
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 8

STUDENT AGES: 10-22 years

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Program is designed for students with developmental disabilities and multiple
handicaps, including medical, who require a multi-disciplinary approach to their
education and clinical services. Students are monitored medically. Multi-
discipline assessments guide in reaching individual potentials, ranging from
learning simple responses to more advanced communication.

PROGRAM GOALS

The goals are highly individualized to the varied cognitive and physical abilities
of the students. Emphasis is placed on helping each student reach their
maximum potential. Major components of the program include constant
sensory stimulation, language and communication skills, and activities of daily
living.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVIES

To provide multi-disciplinary programs tailored to the complex need of these

]
students.

o Toinclude the family in planning educational and therapeutic services.

o To coordinate with other agencies involved with these students to plan each
student’s future services.

o To assess students frequently to determine progress, and changing needs.

o To help students become as independent as possible.

CRITERIA

Appropriate students will have multiple developmental disablities at a severe
level, with a wide variety of special needs. Students may require physical
assistance, personal care and medical care.
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ELEMENTARY/MIDDLE SCHOOL AUTISM PROGRAM

STAFF: Teachers
Classroom Assistants
Psychological Consultant
Speech/Language Pathologist
Registered Occupational Therapist
Adaptive Physical Education Teacher
ABA Therapist (if needed)

NUMBER OF STUDENTS: Maximum of 8 students
STUDENT AGES: 5-11 years

PROGRAM DESIGN:
Developed for young children with autism and PDD. The program is based on
the elective approach to meet children with autism needs. The major priorities
include centering on the individual, understanding the nature and culture of
autism, individualized assessment, adopting appropriate adaptations and a
broadly based intervention strategy, building on existing skills and interests.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:
The program incorporates organizing the physical environment, developing
schedules and work systems, making expectations clear and expilicit and using
visual materials. These techniques have been found to be effective for
developing skills and allowing the children to use these skills independently of
adult prompting and cuing.

PROGRAM GOAL.:
o To enable individuals with autism to function as meaningfully and
independently as possible in school and in the broader community.

DETAILS OF THE PROGRAM:
The Program is equipped with specially designed adaptive devices and
computer technology.

CRITERIA:

Appropriate students will have a diagnosis of autism at the moderate to severe
end of the autism spectrum and at elementary school age range. Students
would benefit from a small teacher/student ratio and very structured
environment. Appropriate students will be functioning cognitively at the pre-
readiness level and will be of elementary and middle school age. Students may
require physical assistance, personal care and medical care. The program is
not designed for children with severe and unmanageable behaviors that may
result in injury to themselves or others.



It appears that most of the school systems in the Franklin County use ESPED for software to create
|IEPs and to manage their data. If a collaborative would be formed, all of the systems should use the
same software which would allow for a smooth transition of data. It would also allow districts to track
students with similar needs to create programs if necessary.

Collaboration is based on the premise that there are many things in education that can be done more
effectively and efficiently by pooling districts’ resources. A major thrust of a new collaborative in
Franklin County should be in the field of special education. It is evident that this would allow for a
more cost-effective system for providing direct services to a diverse population.

ITINERANT PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

ADAPTIVE PHYSICAL EDUCATION

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Teachers who have been specifically trained to work with students with special
needs provide physical educational activities and health education. These
teachers collaborate and TEAM-teach with classroom school-based staff.

PROGRAM GOALS
Vary with different programs. A broad range of gross motor, coordination, team

and competitive activies are provided.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
e To provide adaptive physical education services to each student as
determined in the pupil’'s educational plan.
e To provide health education as appropriate.
+ To work cooperatively with the classroom staff.

CRITERIA
Adaptive physical education is provided to any district students assigned. The

service is tailored to various programs and individual educational plans.
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ITINERANT TEACHER FOR THE BLIND AND VISUALLY IMPAIRED

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
A teacher, specifically trained and certified in education of the blind and visually
impaired, is available to school systems upon request. Sometimes direct
services are required, and at other times the teacher serves as a consultant to
the classroom teacher or both.

PROGRAM GOALS
For all students, the goal is to make their lives as normal as possible, and to
provide them with the specific training and tools they need to function to their
maximum ability.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

« To provide individualized programs for each student recommended.

« To advise and train classroom teachers, individual aides, and the parents
toward assisting the student to function to their maximum ability.

» To provide the appropriate materals for the child (large print books,
materials in Braille).

« To evaluate students in order to prioritize the needs of each child and the
group.

CRITERIA
Any student with visual impairment is potentially appropriate, as recommended
by the vision specialist and the Special Education TEAM.

NURSING SERVICES
(Affiliated with the Franklin Regional Council of Governments Public School Nurses Project)

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:
Registered nurses, trained to work with students with special needs, available
to programs to supplement nursing services provided in the schools. The
nurses also oversee acquisition and transfer of medical records within the
Collaborative.

PROGRAM GOALS
The nurse will assist schools in serving medical needs of the students in
Collaborative programs.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

To assist school nurses in administering medications as needed.

To address other medical needs as appropriate.

To help determine if further medical attention is necessary.

To accompany field trips when nursing coverage is needed.

To serve as consultant on medical issues to Collaborative and school staff.
To work with physicians, parents and others concerning medical matters.
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PHYSICAL THERAPY

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
To provide physical therapy services to the Collaborative and district students.
Physical Therapy staff will work with classroom staff in providing PT services to
students as prescribed in the |EP.

PROGRAM GOALS
To provide physical therapy services for students as needed and defined in the

IEP.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE
To collaborate with the teacher, paraprofessionals and parents and other
service providers on carryover of specific therapeutic goals and objectives.

CRITERIA
Appropriateness of referrals is determined by the physician, RPT and Special
Education TEAM. Each student is evaluated to determine type and amount of
direct therapy services as needed.

OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Occupational Therapists who have been specifically trained in pediatrics
provide services to students in Collaborative and district classes. Direct
services, as well as consultations, are available. Occupational Therapy staff
will work with classroom staff in providing OT services to students as prescribed

in the IEP.

PROGRAM GOALS
Each therapist will provide services to students upon evaluation and

recommendations of the Special Education TEAM.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
¢ '~ To provide direct therapy services to each student as recommended.
« To collaborate with classroom staff, families and other service providers.

CRITERIA
The physician, OTR and Special Education TEAM, determines appropriateness
of referrals. Each student is evaluated to determine type and amount of direct

therapy services needed.
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SPEECH AND LANGUAGE PATHOLOGISTS

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Therapists who have been very specifically trained to work with students with
special needs are available to Collaborative and district programs. Language
services are an integral part of each program through direct services,
consultation and TEAM teaching. Therapist and classroom staff work together
within the classroom setting.

PROGRAM GOALS
The pathologist, working with classroom staff, provides direct services for
acquisition of language skills.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
« To provide speech and language services for each student as appropriate.
o To work directly with staff, reinforcing appropriate language skills for each
student determined by the individual educational program.

CRITERIA
Appropriateness of referrals is recommended by a speech pathologist and
determined by the Special Education TEAM.

SUMMER DEVELOPMENTAL PROGRAM (6 WEEKS)

PROGRAM
Each summer the Collaborative could provide a Summer Developmental
Program at an area school building. The Summer Developmental Program is
designed for the severely developmentally disabled student who needs an
extended school year. Program focuses on maintaining skills acquired during
the school year, preventing significant regression. This would be a 6-week
program.

PROGRAM GOALS
The program is educational and recreational in nature. Therapy services are
integrated within the daily routine. Activities center on the student’s individual
educational plans to prevent regression.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
« To provide educational, physical and social activities that will maintain skills
during the summer months.
o To continue the delivery of the therapeutic services as appropriate.
« To supervise medical needs.

CRITERIA
Students between the ages of 5-22 years old with multiple developmental
disabilities in need of extended-year services, as defined in the |IEP.
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In addition, the special education directors can begin to inventory their need for other types of
professional services, such as special education legal representation, school psychologists, testing
specialists, etc. with the idea of coordinating those services through the Collaborative and cost

sharing them.

c: Grant Writer. The Collaborative should identify and contract with a proven effective
grant writer to assist in the solicitation of financial support for the various Collaborative
programs and services. This person could be paid on a consult agreement, based
upon their effectiveness and success. This “contingency” arrangement would then be
risk free to the Collaborative members, while yet providing the incentive for success.

d. Municipal Medicaid Reimbursement. The Collaborative member school district
should consider hiring a Medicaid specialist and managing their own Medicaid
reimbursement. As can be seen from the Medicaid Reimbursement report on Page
101, two districts do not appear to be realizing their full financial potential revenue. In
addition, for those contracting for this service, even at the same rate, could direct any
excess revenue to support the Collaborative, as opposed to the contracting agency.

e. Cooperative Purchasing. Through meetings with the area business managers, items
conducive to cooperative purchasing should be identified. Those items of interest,
included bread and milk, food commeodities, paper goods, copy paper, custodial and
maintenance supplies, etc. Through creation of a larger purchasing block and economy
of scale, all participating school districts can share in the savings.

o Textbooks. Through meetings with area district curriculum personnel, the
Collaborative can begin to plan for the sequential replacement of textbooks at all
levels throughout the school districts. Through creation of a larger purchasing block
and economy of scale, all participating school districts can share in the savings. In
addition, in order to effectuate the optimum education benefit, on a school or district
wide basis, Collaborative could finance the acquisition of these textbooks with the
participating school districts paying the debt service over time.

o Technology. Through meetings with area district curriculum personnel, the
Collaborative can begin to plan for the sequential replacement of technology at ali
levels throughout the school districts. Through creation of a larger purchasing block
and economy of scale, all participating school districts can share in the savings. In
addition, in order to effectuate the optimum education benefit, on a school or district
wide basis, Collaborative could finance the acquisition of technology with the
participating school districts paying the debt service over time. This would be
especially beneficial for middle and high school lap top initiatives. Through level
funding this school budget line item, districts would be on a sequential replacement
schedule without dramatic budget increases every three to five years.

An option would also be to partner with the Technology in Education Partnership
and jointly address the specific needs of the Franklin County School Districts.- The
Collaborative, as a public entity could provide the tax exempt short term financing
for these purchases.

133



134

o Financing. The Collaborative, by its very structure, is capable of borrowing for both
short term and long term projects. The MassDevelopment Finance Agency has
several loan programs for which educational collaboratives are eligible recipients.
These include TECH Loans for technology, as well as capital tax exempt bonds for
capital and long term financing. The vote of the Collaborative Board of Directors,
along with collateral acceptable to a bank is the only requirement to affect such
borrowing. Area banks have typically. provided 100% financing, thereby reducing
upfront costs associated with this financing.

Magnet Schools. Through the Collaborative, the member school districts should
investigate the option of creating a Magnet schools, similar to those offered by the
Capital Region Education Council CREC) in Connecticut. Many of the Collaborative
member districts are experiencing moderate to severe declining enrollment. Some of
this decline is due to the impact of area charter schools, school choice, parochial
schools and home schooling. Through the creation of Magnet Schools, the interests of
parents for “something different’ can be recognized without the district suffering the
accompanying dramatic loss of revenues. By pooling the resources of several
contiguous school districts, the magnet school alternative could be educationally and
financially sound, while eliminating the “competition” for students and resources.

The creation of a magnet school will give the school districts the opportunity to be
creative in meeting the demands of parents for specific change and educational
delivery improvements.

Professional Development. The Collaborative member districts all share the need for
cost effective professional development. This is especially true for their low incidence
content area professional development i.e. sciences, mathematics, technology
integration, as well as curriculum integration, as well as on going teacher support.
None of these districts can independently afford the high cost expert professional
development or the on going cost of expert facilitators. Through the Collaborative these
costs can be shared and thus become cost effective. In addition, through the
Collaborative regional on going technical support and networking can be developed for
mutual benefit.

The Collaborative should meet with those district based professionals responsible for
professional development to begin the process of inventorying their respective
professional development requirements. Once the inventory is completed, the
Collaborative can begin to coordinate that professional development common to
several school districts.

Shared Administrative and Professional Services. Through the Collaborative the
participating school districts may be able to coordinate and share the cost of various
administrative personnel and other professional services. These shared services could
include legal services, auditors, short term technical assistance, i.e. architects,
technology experts, food services directors, nutritionists, etc. A review of e-rate
information suggests that the school districts may not be maximizing their revenue
potential under e-rate. An e-rate expert should review the current e-rate submissions to
ascertain whether the district is receiving ali reimbursements for which it is eligible: The
cost sharing of this investigation can be funded though additional savings generated.



Data Warehousing & Data Mining. Given the requirements of No Child Left Behind
along with the increased need for accountability, school districts are hard pressed to
maintain and generate the data necessary for both compliance reporting, longitudinal
tracking of data and data interpretation consistent with other districts reporting. This
sometimes results in unfair comparisons among school districts based upon data
interpretation and data aggregation instead of actual student results. It is imperative
that school districts manage and interpret their data in a consistent manner for federal,
state and local reporting requirements. Through the Collaborative a system of data
warehousing, along with the technical expertise for data mining can be developed
through the Technology in Education Partnership, affiliated with Greenfield Community
College. This partnership will not recreate what TEC has already developed and will
guarantee consistent reporting across the region. In addition, through this
Collaborative/TEP partnership an economy of scale can be realized, freeing up
technical resources for other school district priorities.

In addition, as more and more accountability and reporting become necessary, a
central entity with district data access can create "working templates” for school district
administrators reporting. These templates can then be customized for each district,
utilizing their specific data. Such templates could include pandemic response plans,
school safety plans, etc. This effort will foster consistency and commonality among
area school districts, as well as save the individual school district time and energy.

Shared Contractual Services. Several school districts discussed the need for various
short term building infrastructure and renovation projects. These ranged from improved
telephone and communication systems, improved building networking for technology
(WiFi, wireless), energy related projects i.e. window replacements, lighting
replacements, school security audits and resulting improvements, HVAC maintenance
contracts, electrical services, plumbing services, etc. Through coordination among the
Collaborative area business administrators, common needs can be identified, along
with potential contractors to meet those needs. Through the Collaborative, the
requirements of Ch. 30 B M.G.L. for procurement, i.e. bidding, RFP’s, etc. can be met
and the cost shared. Since these can provide immediate savings and is not labor or
capital intensive, these meetings should occur relatively quickly. The potential for cost
savings is both high and immediate.

Low Incidence Curriculum Improvement. Due to moderate and severe declining
enroliment, the maijority of school districts are finding it difficult to maintain low
incidence curriculum. Each year, as school finances dictate, programs, services and
curriculum are eliminated. Proposition 2 % overrides for operational budget deficiencies
have generally not been approved. The results have been detrimental to the following
curricular areas: advanced placement programs, foreign languages, technology
integration, arts, music and humanities, etc. This fact has exacerbated the aiready
discontent of some parents with their child’s current and future education within that
district. The result has been the growth of charter school enrollments, school choice
the greener pasture syndrome), home schooling and parochial schools. Each of these
drains the district not only of enrollment to keep programs viable but also the revenue
for program improvements.

135



136

Several school districts currently participate in some type of distance learning project.
Distance learning can be especially cost effective in addressing the low incidence
needs of school districts and for curriculum enrichment. A consistent provider for
distance learning should be identified and a contract secured through the Collaborative
which will both enhance low incidence offerings as well as expand the program to other
districts on a more cost effective basis.

Because of the emphasis placed on MCAS scores, districts are required to address the
on going need for Annual Yearly Progress (AYP). In some schoal districts, this effort for
a relatively small number of students requires a disproportionate share of resources,
oftentimes at the expense of the general school population. Each district offers some
type of remedial program and MCAS preparation, either in school, after school and/or
summers. Very few of these programs are seen as cost effective, given the relatively
low enrolliments. Through the Collaborative “magnet” after school and summer
programs can be developed in a more cost effective manner. Summer enrichment and
recreational programs can also be offered and managed more cost effectively.

Short Term Space Needs. Several school districts discussed their respective space
needs. Due to declining enrollments, several districts have excess space, some of
which is located in relatively new school buildings. Others, due to the age of their
existing buildings have a need for either additional space or space dedicated for other
curricular areas. The most immediate need was for additional classroom space at
Frankiin County Tech fro a new social studies class. Given the continued limitations of
School Building Assistance, financial assistance for these types of projects is neither
guaranteed nor quickly available. Therefore, outside sources of funding, along with a
more creative approach to providing short term educational space is necessary. In
addition, the Collaborative could acquire and finance the installation of portable
classrooms for those districts that may need additional space. Portable construction is
one third of the time and half the cost of typical school construction or renovation
projects. For those districts in need of short term space, an architect 'should be
engaged to develop a preliminary site analysis and budget. The Collaborative should
then locate portable classroom units and market this alternative to various funding
sources for tax exempt financing. Rental agreements with the school district would then
provide the revenue necessary to cover the debt service.

Collaborative Leadership. The key element in affecting change and creating
consensus on any of the preceding initiatives will be attracting and maintaining the
quality of leadership necessary to both conceptualize and implement successful
programs and services. While some initiatives have a quick return on the investment of
time and energy, others will take time to develop. in order to attract and maintain this
leadership, the Collaborative should offer the successful candidate, no less than a
three year contract at a prevailing salary and benefit package for School Business
Administrator or Assistant Superintendent. Annual personnel evaluations will dictate
this person's tenure. This type of contract will provide that person with both the security
and incentive to make the Collaborative successful. Housing the Collaborative and the
staff with .the FRCOG in Greenfield will provide on going support and in place
resources for a quick start up, with a minimal investment by the school districts. Should
grant funds be realized from the Dept. of Education, local school district funds may not
be needed to support the initial organization phase. Once proven effective, the
Collaborative can be supported from member district. cost savings.



While none of the identified programs and services provide the panacea to solve the current problems
facing the Franklin County school districts, the creation of an educational service agency, in
conjunction with the already established and successful Franklin Regional Council of Governments
can effect positive change, focus available resources on interdistrict cooperation an develop programs
and services to meet the common need of the county school districts. In addition, by creating a county
wide organization, an educational collaborative, the county school districts can benefit from a larger
demographic base for which to apply for competitive grants. In addition to various private sources of
funding, the State Dept. of Education has indicated an interest in helping small and rural school
districts meet their current challenges. The Federal U.S. Office of Education also has funding
available through their Small and Rural School [nitiative. In their current leadership positions in
Congress, Rep. John Olver and Senators Kennedy and Kerry could be influential in securing funds for
a county “demonstration project” that attempts to create interdistrict efficiencies while recognizing and
maintaining the inherent value of small learning communities. Through a Coliaborative, government
relations can be cost effectively enhanced with the intent of securing government funding for local
initiatives. The Hampshire Educational Collaborative has proven to be very successful utilizing this
strategy; to the benefit of not only their member schoo! districts, but to the region as a whole.

As an extension of the member school districts he Frankiin County Education Collaborative would
exist for the expressed purpose of providing cost effective educational programs and services to the
member school districts. Affiliated with the Franklin Regional Council of Governments, whose
membership is primarily Franklin County municipalities, would provide the optimum organizational
structure for the planning and delivery of services to both, without diluting the integrity of either.
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SUMMARY
M.G.L. Ch. 40, Section 4e states:

“two or more school committees....may enter into a written agreement to conduct
educational programs and services which shall complement and strengthen the school
programs of member school committees and increase educational opportunities for
children...”

As a result of this legislation, education collaboratives have been developed across the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, serving over 85% of the cities and towns. Massachusetts
educational collaboratives have been and continue to be successful because they continue to serve
the purposes of their constituent school districts.

Massachusetts educational collaboratives, purely voluntary organizations, embody the entrepreneurial
philosophy; identifying and assessing the needs of its member school districts and proactively
developing cost effective programs and services in response to those needs. While some may see
the growth of collaboratives as more government or “empire building”, it is an “empire” which serves
and is wholly owned and controlled by the member school committees.

As more and different demands are placed on public school districts across the Commonwealth,
Massachusetts educational collaboratives are positioned to assist in the development and sharing of
programs, services and strategies to meet those demands. With these demands come new
opportunities.

Educationa! collaboratives are the best organization for school districts to cooperate in order to
receive maximum value for their available educational dollars spent on educational improvement.
Through a cooperative cost sharing approach, member districts are able to create economies of scale
to both maintain current and develop new programs and services. The savings resulting from these
cooperative efforts increase the amount of funding available for their own in district educational
programs and services.

in summary, educational collaboratives exist only to serve their member school districts. To be
successful, a collaborative must be responsive to those school districts and remain cost effective.
Since the collaborative structure is voluntary, school districts who are not totally satisfied with their
collaboratives performance may withdraw at any time.

Most recently both the State Legislature and the Department of Education have recognized the need
for statewide regional service delivery for initiatives. For FY'2009 the State Legislature is being asked
to support the expansion of the State “circuit breaker” for high cost special education reimbursement
to include reimbursement for high cost special education transportation, if done through a
collaborative or regional network. In addition, the State Board of Education has recognized not only
the successes of the Massachusetts educational collaboratives but also their potential in helping the
Department to meet its current and future challenges.

To this end, the formation of an educational collaborative serving the Franklin County School Districts,
affiliated with the Franklin Regional Council of Governments, will assist those school districts in
meeting both current and future educational challenges of the new millennium. It only takes the will
and the commitment of the stakeholders to make the initial investment. The timing is optimum and the
return on the investment can be substantial.
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APPENDIX A
DRAFT 1/8/08

FRANKLIN COUNTY COLLABORATIVE AGREEMENT

This agreement is entered into on July 1, 2008, pursuant to General Laws, Chapter 40, Section 4E, as
amended, by and between the school committees of Mohawk Trail Regional, Hawlemont Regional,
Rowe, Greenfield Public Schools, Frontier Regional School District, Pioneer Valley Regional
School District, Franklin County Tech School, Orange Public Schools, Ralph C. Mahar Regional
School District, Gill-Montague Regional School District and Erving School Union #28 (hereafter
referred to collectively as the “Members”), acting for and on behalf of their school districts. In
consideration of the mutual promises and agreements contained herein, the Members agree as follows:

1. PURPOSE

The members hereby agree to form a collaborative which shall be known as the and under the
name of “Franklin County Collaborative” (hereafter referred to as the “Collaborative”)
pursuant to M.G.L. c. 40, sect. 4E.

The purpose of this agreement is to conduct joint educational programs and/or services
including, but not limited to the following:

Special Education Vocational/Technical Education
School Transportation Special Needs Student Transportation
Professional Development  School Building Maintenance
Distance Learning Cooperative Purchasing
Medicaid Reimbursement  Educational Technology

Early Childhood Adult Education & Training
Learning Libraries Gifted & Talented Programs
Student Assessment Safety/Risk Management
Teacher Induction/Training Energy Management

School Safety : Shared Administrative Services
Fund Raising & Grants Government Relations

Facilities Planning & Utilization
Low Incidence Academic Programs
Innovative and Creative Programs and Services

The services to be provided by the Collaborative also include surveying and making recommendations
concerning student, members’ and program needs, and coordinating and seeking state, federal and/or
private grants, donations and gifts. These cooperative programs and/or services will maximize cost
efficiency and program effectiveness through a collaborative effort.

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Agreement, the Collaborative is organized exclusively for
educational purposes as specified in 501(C) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code, as amended, and in its
implementing regulations, and shall not carry on any activities not permitted by an entity exempt from
federal income tax under section 501(C) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code, as amended, and its
implementing regulations.
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No substantial part of the activities of the Collaborative shall be carrying on lobbying, or, otherwise,
attempting to influence legislation (except as otherwise provided by the Internal Revenue Code, as
amended, and its implementing regulations), or participating in or intervening in (including the
publication or distribution of statements), any political campaign on behalf of or in opposition to any
candidate for public office.

2, EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVE BOARD

A. Composition

Each Member shall appoint one person from its own school committee membership or
designate one person from outside its membership to be its representative on the Board of
Directors of the Franklin County Collaborative Board of Directors (hereinafter referred to as
the Board). Board members may be current school committee members, superintendents,
past school committee members or anyone so designated by the School Committee. The
term of each person so appointed shall terminate upon the vote of a Member td replace
that Board member, whose appointment shall become effective immediately. If a vacancy
occurs among the persons appointed to say Board, the School Committee for which said
vacancy has occurred shall appoint a successor to serve for the remainder of the term of
said vacancy. The Department of Education shall appoint an individual to serve in an
advisory capacity to the Board. The Department of Education designee shall serve in an
ex-officio, non-voting status.

The officers of the Board shall include Chairperson, Vice Chairperson, Clerk/Secretary.

The Board shall establish an advisory committee known as the Superintendents’ Steering
Committee, comprised of each member district's Superintendent. The purpose of the
Superintendents’ Steering Committee shall be to advise the Board regarding any and all
issues related to the operation of the Collaborative. The Executive Director shall meet, no
less than monthly, with the Superintendents’ Steering Committee and shall review all
recommendations to be presented to the Board for their approval and recommendation.
The Superintendents’ Steering Committee may elect to report to the Board either through
the Executive Director or directly through the Board Chairperson.

B. Powers and Duties

The Board is vested with all authority given it by Chapter 40, section 4E of the General
Laws, as amended from time to time, and may take any necessary action to oversee the
operation of the Collaborative consistent with G.L.c.40, sect. 4E and this Agreement,
including but not limited to the following:

1) The Board shall adopt by-laws and policies governing the day-to-day operation of the
Collaborative, and shall adopt an annual budget after recommendation by the
Executive Director.

2) The Board shall meet monthly, or as necessary, to conduct its business, one meeting of
which shall be a joint meeting with the Superintendents’ Steering Committee. The June
meeting shall be desjgnated as the annual meeting, at which meeting Board officers for
the following year shall be elected effective July 1°.

A majority of the Board Members will constitute a quorum at any meeting and a
majority vote of the quorum shall be necessary to pass any resolution brought before
the Board.
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3) The Board shall ensure that an internal fiscal and program audit shall be undertaken
annually of the Collaborative by a certified public accountant. Upon acceptance by the
Board, a copy of the audit report will be forwarded to the Department of Education and
any other requesting agencies.

4) The Board shall select an Executive Director who shall have such powers and
responsibilities as determined by the Board and as stipulated in the by-laws adopted
pursuant to this Agreement. The Executive Director shall have the authority and
responsibility to supervise and manage the day-to-day functions of the Collaborative as
described in the Executive Director job description and/or employment contract. The
Executive Director shall be responsible to and report to the Board as a whole.

5) The Executive Director shall notify each Board Member of the times of Board meetings
in advance of such meetings. Notices of Board meetings shall be posted in Member
municipal and district offices and/or school committee offices in advance of such
meetings. All Board meetings shall be open to the public in accordance with Chapter
39, Sec. 23A, B, C of the General Laws. Minutes of all Board meetings shall be
maintained and sent to Board Members and to the secretaries of each Member.

6) The Board shall appoint a Treasurer who shall have such powers and responsibilities
as determined by the Board and as stipulated in the by-laws adopted pursuant to this
Agreement.

7) The Board shall be responsible for the hiring and termination of staff which authority
the Board may delegate to the Executive Director. The Executive Director shall be
responsible for the ongoing supervision of staff and necessary personnel actions,
including, but not limited to, assignments, transfers, discipline and evaluation.

8) The Board shall be responsible for adopting admissions and referral procedures for
incoming students, including, not limited to, establishing the conditions under which the
Collaborative will admit students from non-member districts which conditions may
include, among others, an additional fee non-member fee.

EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVE TRUST FUND

The Board herein agrees to establish and manage the Franklin County Collaborative Trust
Fund (hereinafter referred to as the Trust Fund) which shall be the depository for all funds
and/or reimbursements received from Member municipalities and districts and all grants or
gifts from the federal government, state government, charitable foundations, private
corporations, or any other source. No member of the Collaborative Board shall be eligible to
serve as Treasurer of said Board. The Treasurer of the Trust Fund shall be authorized,
subject to the direction of the Board, to receive and disburse any monies of the Trust Fund
without further appropriation. The Treasurer shall give bond annually for the faithful
performance of his duties in a form or an amount approved by the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts Department of Revenue and the Board. Any funds of the Trust Fund not
immediately necessary for operations during the fiscal year may be invested by the Treasurer,
consistent with the provisions and requirements of Section 54 of Chapter 44 of the General
Laws and any amendments thereto. Any funds unexpended at the end of any fiscal year may,
at the sole discretion of the Board, be designated for specific purposes of the Collaborative,
allocated to a reserve fund or to operations, or refunded to the Members.



No part of the net earnings of the Collaborative shall inure to the benefit of any Member,
director, officer of the Collaborative or any private individual (except that reasonable
compensation may be paid for services rendered to, of or for the Collaborative), and no Board
Member, director or officer shall be entitied to share in the distribution of the Collaborative
assets upon the dissolution of the Collaborative.

In the event of dissolution, all the remaining assets and property of the collaborative shall, after
necessary expenses thereof, be distributed to Member towns and school districts on a
prorated basis based on each Member's percentage of fiscal participation as outlined in
Section |X — Termination.

CONTRIBUTIONS OF MEMBER DISTRICTS

The Board shall determine the exact amounts to be contributed by each Member for each
fiscal year beginning July 1. Each Member shall contribute an annual payment including any
membership assessment, as determined by the Board, and a program tuition/assessment on a
per pupil basis for each collaborative program utilized by the Member as outlined in Paragraph

5 (B).

The Board reserves the right to determine payment procedures and schedules in accordance
with sound accounting practices.

The Board shall have the authority to borrow money for any reason approved by the Board. A
school committee of any city, town, or regional district may authorize the prepayment of tuition
for any educational program or service of the Collaborative, to the Treasurer of the

Collaborative.

APPORTIONMENT AND PAYMENT COSTS

A. Administrative Costs
Administrative costs shall include but not be limited to office expenses, supplies and
equipment, travel, office rental, clerical salary, legal retainer, postage, telephone, and the
salaries of the Executive Director and other administrative staff.

The Board shall determine all administrative costs and allocate them to the member
districts based upon their previous year's October 1 enrollment, as a percentage of the
NET Collaborative approved administrative budget.

B. Program Costs and Tuitions
Program costs shall include all costs not included in administrative costs as defined in
Section 5 (A). Program tuition/ assessments will be determined annually by the Board and
will be billed to Members and other sending school districts on a per pupil tuition or
utilization assessment basis.

C. Time of Payment :
The Franklin County Collaborative Board shall establish an appropriate billing system, and
it shall be the obligation of Members and non-member school districts to pay such amounts
as may be due within thirty (30) days of receipt of such invoice. The annual share of each
Member and non-member school district program/tuition or assessment shall be invoiced
on a monthly basis based upon a schedule to coincide with Board meetings. Failure to pay
in a timely manner may subject a Member and/or non-member school district to interest
payments in an amount set by the Board, or other penalties, including, but not limited to,
termination of students' placement in the Collaborative or no further acceptance of any
referred student until invoices and interest payments, if any, are paid.
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D. Applicable Period-Fiscal Year
All apportionments for program costs and tuitions shall be applicabie for the fiscal year
beginning July 1 of each year and ending June 30 of each year.

POWER TO EMPLOY

The Collaborative shall be deemed a public employer and have the authority to employ
personnel, including, but not limited to, teachers, nurses, therapists, paraprofessionals, non-
professional employees, administrative staff, attorneys and consultants to carry out the
purposes and functions of the Collaborative. The Board may adopt any salary schedules,
terms and conditions of employment and qualifications for such positions in its discretion.

PAYMENT OF THE COLLABORATIVE LIABILITIES

The Members, Directors, and Officers of the Collaborative shall not be personally liable for any
debt, liability, or obligation of the Collaborative. All persons, corporations, or other entities
extending credit to, contracting with, or having any claim against the Collaborative may look only
to the funds and property of the Collaborative for the payment of any debt, damages, judgment
or decree, or of any money that may otherwise become due or payable to them from the
Collaborative.

AMENDMENTS

Any proposal for amendment may be initiated by any member of the Collaborative Board, the
Executive Director, or by any Member by a majority vote of its school committee. The
Executive Director shall mail or deliver notice in writing of the proposed amendment to the
Board of Governors for its vote. A copy of the Board's voted recommendation will be mailed
along with the proposal to each Member to notify them that a proposal to amend this
Agreement has been made and to advise them of the Board's recommendation regarding the
proposal. The Executive Director shall place the proposed amendment on the Board agenda
at its next regularly scheduled meeting. All amendments except those necessitated by the
admission of a new Member must be submitted to the Department of Education for approval
by the Commissioner of Education. Such proposed amendments shall take effect upon
accepting by two-thirds (2/3) vote of its Members (acceptance by each Member to be a
majority vote of the School Committee) and upon approval of the Commissioner of Education.

ADMISSION OF A NEW SCHOOL DISTRICT

Any non-member school district may apply to the Board of Directors of the Collaborative for
consideration for membership in the Collaborative. The Board may, in its discretion, accept or
deny such application for consideration, without recourse by the applying school district.

In the event that the Board of Directors accepts such school district for consideration for
membership in the Collaborative, the following procedure shall apply: The school district shall
be given a one fiscal year probationary membership, beginning on the July 1 of the fiscal year
subsequent to the date of the Board’s approval. During this probationary membership, the
Executive Director will give bimonthly reports to the Board of Governors in which the Executive
Director shall assess the programmatic and fiscal impact of the applying school district on the
Collaborative, as a whole.

During this probationary membership, the designee to the Collaborative Board of Directors
from the applying school district will be allowed to participate as if a regular Member, except
that he/she shall not be allowed to vote on, or participate in, the following actions:



10.

11.

A. The applying school district's own membership as a regular Member:
B. Admission, or consideration for admission, of a new Member; or
C. Termination of the Collaborative.

The applying school district would be entitied to share in payment of funds designated by the
Board for return or credit to the Members from the fiscal year of its probationary membership,
based on its percentage of fiscal participation for that fiscal year only. In the event the fiscal
report determines there are liabilities for such fiscal year, the applying school district will share
in the payment of liabilities by its percentage of fiscal participation for that fiscal year.

If the schoo! committee of the applying school district wishes to seek regular membership in
the Collaborative, its request for membership must be submitted in writing by April 1 of the
probationary membership period to be placed on the Board of Directors’ agenda for that
month’s meeting as a proposed amendment to the Collaborative Agreement. The Board of
Directors, in its sole discretion, may vote to approve or deny such regular membership, without
recourse by such school district. The procedure for amending the agreement will be followed
as outlined under Section 10 of the present agreement, if the Board of Directors approves the
regular membership of the applying school district. If the Board does not approve the regular
membership, the probationary membership shall expire as of June 30" of that year.

TERMINATION

This agreement, and the Collaborative, may be terminated only at the end of a fiscal year by a
two thirds (2/3) vote of the Board provided that each Member submit to the Board written
evidence of a majority vote of its school committee approving said termination.

Upon termination of this agreement, the Collaborative Treasurer will provide for a final fiscal
audit, by a certified public accountant, at which time all assets or liabilities determined by said
audit will be distributed on a prorated basis. Prorated basis will be determined by the
Members' percenta%e of fiscal participation from the base year of Collaborative organization:
FY 2009 to June 30™ of the termination year.

Furthermore, the Collaborative shall determine the fair market value of all assets, including
equipment and supplies held by the Collaborative or any of the Members pursuant to this
agreement, and shall make a distribution of such equipment and supplies to the Members on a
prorated basis within one year of the termination of this agreement.

Upon termination of this agreement and the Collaborative, any student records maintained by
the Coliaborative shall be returned to the appropriate school district. All fiscal records of the
Collaborative shall be maintained for a period of seven (7) years by the designated member
school district designated by the Board to hold such records. The Department of Education
will be notified of the Coliaborative’s intent to terminate no less than thirty days (30) prior o the
effective date of termination.

WITHDRAWAL

Any Member may withdraw from the Collaborative by notifying each of the other Members, the
Board, and the Department of Education, in writing of its intent to withdraw, and must include
evidence of a majority vote of its school committee approving its intent to withdraw. Such
notice must be received by all other Members and the Board at least by December 31 of the
fiscal year for such withdrawal to be effective in the subsequent school year.
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Upon withdrawal of a Member, the Board shall ensure that the withdrawing Member share in
any payments from funds designated by the Board for return or credit to its Members for the
current fiscal year only. Other than funds designated by the Board for return to the Members,
individual Members choosing to withdraw will not be entitled to receive a share of any other
assets of the Collaborative, nor any distribution of assets in the event that the Collaborative
eventually terminates.

The annual excess of revenues over expenses will be determined through the end of the year
fiscal audit. Funds designated by the Board for return to the Members will be released to all
Members based on the following formula:

Each Member's percentage of fiscal participation will be calculated annually by dividing
that Member's fiscal contribution by the total Collaborative receipts from all
Collaborative Members in that fiscal year.

In the event the end of the year fiscal audit determines there are liabilities, the
withdrawing Member will share in the payment of liabilities by the same formula as they
would have shared in the assets.

Equipment and supplies on loan from the withdrawing Member will be returned to said
Member if requested. Equipment and supplies on loan to the withdrawing Member will be
returned to the Collaborative by the end of the fiscal year. Upon withdrawal from the
Collaborative, any student records maintained shall be returned to the withdrawing school
district.

If a majority of Members withdraw from the Collaborative, and there are less than four (4)
remaining Members, this Collaborative Agreement will be considered terminated and the
provisions outlined under Section IX will be followed. All notices of withdrawal must be
submitted to the Department of Education at least thirty days (30) in advance of the effective
date of the withdrawal of a Member.

INDEMNIFICATION

Neither the Executive Director nor any other employee of the Collaborative nor any member of
the Board shall be liable to the Collaborative or to any Member thereof for any act or omission
of the Executive Director, of the Board, any employee of the Collaborative or any member of
the Board or be held personally liable in connection with the affairs of the Collaborative except
only for liability arising out of his own willful misfeasance, bad faith, gross negligence or
reckless disregard of duty to the Collaborative or its Member town/school committees.

Neither the Executive Director nor any employee of the Coliaborative nor the Board or any
member of the Board or Member shall be personally liable for any debt, claim, demand,
judgment, decree, liability or obligation of any kind of, against or with respect to the
Collaborative or arising out of any action taken or omitted for or on behalf of the Collaborative
and the Collaborative shall be solety liable therefore and resort shall be had exclusively to the
Collaborative property for the payment or performance thereof and each Member of the Board,
Member and the Executive Director or any other employee of the Collaborative shall be
entitled to full indemnity and full reimbursement out of Collaborative property, including,
without limitation, fees and disbursements of counsel, if, contrary to the provision hereof, such
Board Member, Executive Director or any other employee of the Collaborative or Member
town/school committee shall be held personally liable.
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14.

15.

The Executive Director, any employee of the Collaborative and/or his heirs/legal
representatives, each Board member and/or his heirs/legal representatives, and each Member
and its legal representatives shall be indemnified by the Collaborative against all liabilities and
expenses, exclusive of amounts paid in settiement and counsel fees, incurred in reasonable
settlement of any action, suit or proceeding to which such member of the Board, Member or
Executive Director or any employee of the Collaborative or his/its legal representatives may be
made a party or otherwise involved by reason of his/its participation in the Collaborative,
except only for liabilities and expenses arising out of his/its own willful misfeasance, bad faith,
gross negligence or reckless disregard of duty to the Collaborative as finally adjudged in such
action or, in the event of settlement or termination of such action without final adjudication, as
determined by independent counsel for the Collaborative. Said right of indemnification shall
be in addition to any other rights to which such member of the Board or Executive Director or
any employee of the Collaborative or Member may be entitied as a matter of law or which may
be lawfully granted to him/it.

EFFECTIVE DATE !

The agreement must be voted on, signed and dated by each Member School Committee. The
Agreement shall be considered effective upon vote and signature of all Member School
Committees and signature of approval of the Commissioner of Education.

NON-DISCRIMINATION PRACTICES

The Collaborative admits students of any race, sex, color, religion, and national or ethnic origin
to all the rights, privileges, programs and activities generally accorded or made available {o its
students and does not discriminate on the basis of race, sex, color, religion, sexual orientation,
disability and national or ethnic origin in the administration of its educational policies,
administrative policies, scholarship or loan programs, athletic and other school administered
programs or in employment.

The Executive Director is empowered and required to publicize the Collaborative policy of non-
discrimination by including in the Collaborative publications, brochures, and other printed
matter the following declaration:

“The Franklin County Collaborative admits students of any race, sex, color, religion,
disability, sexual orientation and national or ethnic origin to all the rights, privileges,
programs, and activities generally accorded or made available to students in the
Collaborative. It does not discriminate on the basis of race, sex, color, religion, disability,
sexual orientation and national or ethnic origin in the administration of its educational
policies, admission policies, scholarship and loan programs, athletic and other school
administered programs or in employment.”

GENERAL PROVISIONS

This Agreement shall be interpreted under Massachusetts law. Any lawsuit or action against
the Collaborative, its Members, Board, individual members of the Board and/or any
employee/agent of the Collaborative shall be brought in a court of competent jurisdiction in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
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Should any provision, or part of any provision, of this Agreement be deemed to be illegal or
unenforceable, such determination shall not affect the validity of the other provisions of this
Agreement or the Agreement as a whole.

WITNESS the Members whose signatures appear below:

Approved as to form:

Regina W. Tate, Esq. Date
Attorney for the Collaborative

Approved by the Member School Committees:

Chairperson Date
Frontier Regional School Committee

Chairperson Date
Franklin County Technical School Committee

Chairperson Date
Gill-Montague Regional School Committee

Chairperson Date
Greenfield School Committee

Chairperson Date
Orange School Committee

Chairperson Date
Pioneer Valley Regional School Committee
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Chairperson
Ralph C. Mahar Regional School Committee

Chairperson
Erving School Union #28 School Committee

Chairperson
Mohawk Trail Regional School Committee

Chairperson
Hawiemont Regional School Committee

Chairperson
Rowe School Committee

Approved by the Commissioner of Education

Commissioner of Education

Date

Date

Date

Date

Date

Date
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APPENDIX B

Massachusetts Department of Revenue
Division of Local Services
Municipal Databank/Local Aid Section

Excess Levy Capacity

The levy is the amount a municipality raises each year through the property tax. The ievy can be
any amount up to the levy limit defined by Prop 2 1/2.

The levy limit is the maximum amount a community can levy in a given year. In the absence of
special voted exceptions, the levy limit must be at or below the levy ceiling. The levy limit can
exceed the levy ceiling only if the community passes a capital expenditure exclusion, debt exclusion
or special exclusion.

The levy limit can grow each year by 2 1/2 percent of the prior year's levy limit plus new growth and
any overrides.

Key Terms

Proposition 2 1/2
Excess Levy Capacity

Override Capacily
Override

Debt Exclusion
Levy Limits: A Primer on Proposition 2 1/2

Data in this file are derived from the Levy Limit sheet, Tax Rate Recapitulation
Sheet and the LA13 submitted by local officials to the Division of Local Services.
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Massachusstts Depattment of Revenus
THviRlon of |.oos: Gervices
Muni¢elpal Dalabani/Local Ald declion

Fr8ca! Yoar 2000 - 2007 Exceus Levy Capachly

Tax Lavy
LEVY LIMT WiQ EXCESS &5 ae % of
DEBT & CAPITAL MAXIMUM LEVY TOTAL LEVY EXCESY A'% OF MAY.,  TAXLEVY OVERRIDE Apsssed
Wunicipanty FyY EXCLUSIONS L LT CAPACITY LL CEILNG CAPACITY ASDEDSED VALUE  Value
FROHTIER RSD
CONWAY 2000 2,165 292 422,000 210,078 211,988 (&1 2.554,64¢ 116,185.813 167
Flda] 2275201 2517.62) 225,037 1477 3,012 800 20,556 00F TE
2002 2,417 22¢ 2,680,358 2247022 1227 3,502,230 240,17 21E
2003 2,545 817 . 7 1532524 363 3,567,238 43,653 208
2004 2626322 2.527.10% 2731,6% £ ) 3,658,433 147,937,230
2007 2,871 £30 185,152 097,117 222 5,087,240 203,689 30C
2003 300732 2134265 3027189 342 5,608,806 224238 243
2007 3,157,530 322,708 2.237,632 19 £,132,258 2,074.728 245,260 32€
OEERFIELD 2020 aren2x £ 413811 £251.627 162,164 200 2752712 3,972,885 50,108 491
A 5,023 €02 5,635,652 £255,082 375,702 €32 8,905 41L 3,699,607 258,333 39t
2002 3508712 E.DHEE22 £.103.1E0 935,7C2 1813 0765 202 5,280 46 430,648 07%
2002 SIE4DME £X7E71 £.269,238 1,025 332 1€ 22 10.97E 204 5214 168 430,122,164
2002 6135077 € E3DLED £ BAO 2L 1437 41,20£.163 5271082 486,245.517
2003 7.005823 E.691.679 482 14,218 761 S58,670 435
2004 7166848 7,144,550 2 15,464 412 ,529,00% €16,576 294
2007 6.952.70C 1.287.423 7,386,024 ooy 1£742.813 9,650,112 659,712,528
SUNDERLAND 2000 2,562 a%¢ 2B7 1,054 2 7DE.023 165,074 £75 4,248 40€ 1,086,043 169,076,321 y.40
2081 2,662 830 2,680,053 2,821,872 156,08 N 4,302,787 1,514,957 180,311 267 .58
2002 2022220 2056038 2006, 46.LE2 1.50 5,204,623 2,352,202 206,164,837 1.44
003 2,845.80¢ 2161283 2053, 77,688 4% 5,565,767 2,618,865 222,620,664 1.2%
2004 3E04,773 22323818 238,087 734 2571607 228,326 31L 1At
2003 4,027,040 14,458 Q3 5,795,828 276458.47¢ 142
2004 4.452.118 25652 €2 7,884,605 4,352,748 0¢,347. 846 .35
lob? d 274,552 2,787 2El 8,622,780 &,182.451 324,911,161 122
WRATELY 2000 1,820.83 2,206,030 oo 2,067 032 1,0£8.19¢ 115,561,288 151
001 1,963,043 214 « 1,035,544 $21,221,304 162
2002 2,082 72¢ 452 3500608 1215882 132,144,340 ez
200 2,181.57¢ 471 3,370.454 1,086.85F 134,847,372 4.82
2008 2276 4BE D 870458 13 1121.582 136,002.971 1.E%
2005 2385012 2,720,610 328 1,522 542 166342150 162
2005 2455184 2,656,052 2E52,480 g2 2,161.36€ 136,2£0 807 3.62
2007 2,78€ 126 2,092,047 302¢.521 203 2,84E €38 2,150,292 137,8€5. 500 1.8
GILL MONTAGUE R8D
GiL 2000 1135954 2,194,604 1,130.221 €4,38¢ 1,554.03€ 717,083 74181422 1,82
001 1.1E2,840 1228208 1234552 702 1,864,058 652,218 74,642,342 1ES
2002 1227 240 1265706 Azt 2,058,874 Fa1,63¢ 188
005 1.2E4 48C L 2,057.40¢ £12.02¢ e
200 1,442,308 1,632,127 2,118,75¢ ET6.451 64,750,24% 182
2007 1,502787 1EDR2E 2T 2,804,438 1.330.65% 12,177,578 142
2004 1,567 24E 1.669,630 VESB 425 1,462 2.740.51¢ 1,178.071 1DD.€20,75 .52
2007 1,812.052 1,819,053 1E1E1A07 £ar 2,087,642 1,558,582 919,605,708 128
MONTAGUE 2080 7..40.228 TABEE12 7,488,571 247 [s+5] 403,625 67 3.EE
001 7.6E2.577 1,772,374 TI707 2203 oo 421,420.92¢ 4.64
2002 7.954 €3¢ £216.220% EABT 452 48,722 (83 10,707 £6¢ 426,022 76% .8l
2005 BIERETE £€.402,£20 £.402,171 €19 ao 11.407,441 456,287.83¢ 2.0
200 5,642,632 & 549,630 a7 1 15,00% 702 £20,266.D9E 5.81
200 9,332,544 3 790,630 1,062 oo 14242824 4,910,000 £60,717,741 172
2004 9.654.20¢ 10 DMRATY 2947 oo 15,127 033 5,472,02¢ EDS,081,524 1.6¢
2007 0,088,087 1L, 146.7E5 3 oLt 17.247.88% 7.189.76% 639,914,510 147
GREENFIELD 2000 15,902,776 TEEERALL 1€ 588,577 FES) 19,125 B9E 28117 785,1€5.76¢ 2,47
2001 16,2464 52 17 EEET4D 17 854, 182 02¢ 19.62¢ 782 3,142,632 795,071,272 p-Z4
2002 17,13 840 17,586,845 17,657,842 oo 21,064,352 3,820,504 £42,572,13¢ zaz
2003 17.805.613 1EZ8L30Y 18.233.620 o2¢ 22,670,690 4,764,065 06, 2.2
2002 13,728 122 bz 20.085,251 Ciz 23,842,890 5,118,745 £53, 2.5
2005 19,882 39§ 1e.90¢ oes T. 712068 1090618578 .9
200% 27 609,807 108 £,0%373% 156,084,191 1.E2
2007 2249020 71,581 £22 11,346,657 RIERC 72 L3 1.7
MOHAWK TRAIL RSD
ASHFIZLD 2000 B0 Z011.001 36,362 187 2,969,837 1,168,267 116423208
2001 1,626,627 1 926,676 £0,778 a1 3,124.096 1227 322 12496275
002 1,972 002 2100,12% £5,62¢ 203 2178268 1,224 265 127,08073°
2000 2,035,262 2192478 TN 0.7 3,462,250 1,423,082 136,415,002
200 2441 248 2237241 £7,632 2R 1,520,97%
i 2223 %8¢ 2372022 25,135 1L0% Z,080.427
2004 2,327,018 2416677 7472 112 3002198 212,365 547
2007 2482037 2EEE.1DD Q605 a3y 3,070.44% 220,939.36¢
BUCKLAND 060 1.747.647 [RTRX-1 169,214 .50 2472978 725,52% 96,827 011
2001 1.81607¢ 1EIZTEY 135,572 £E7 2,575 40% ESR42T 107,019,961
2002 1,654.08¢ 2026162 £3.265 28 2,6E% 155 107.60%,19¢
205 1984 €22 2057,335 £0,162 13 ,71€ 107,966 644
200 20€1.237 2211685 08545 128,228 <5l 747 157,0€9.67¢
2000 2,238 227 Z.288,700 1£8,382 70% 2,687 7€ 147 5€2.908
2004 2.d4.85¢ 2519552 20.90% 123 4,386 BRE 174,275
2007 2340914 20,11 3255 212 3,201,640 2,650,732 206,065
CHARLEW ONT 2009 1,ME 13 FEREY + 262,812 71388 4.95 1.6E8,257 £7,652.262
Fid 1404 287 L 48T E52 TMERG 142,53% $.£0 1,714,584 6E 500542
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Fiuch! Year 2600 - 2007 Excenn Lavy Capacity

Muntoipanty

COLRAIN

HAWLEY

HEATH

MONROE

FLAINFIELD

ROWE

FHELBURMNE

PIONEER VALLEY RSD
BERNARDSTON

LEYDEM

160

2000
2001
2002
2003

008
2006

000
am

2801
e
005

inerg

polu)
2001
2002
2003
00

2004
g

2003
2001
002
2003
nn
2008
008
2107

200
20
2002
ELIA)
00
00%
2008
2007

2000
2001
2002
2003
004
2008
2008
w7

069
2001
2002
i)
e
2008

2007

200
poldl

2008
2004
2005
005

LEVY LUBAT WID

DEBT & CAPITAL MAXIMUM LEVY

EXCLUBIONE

1,485.047
1.525.23%
1619 497
1702437
1.798 292
1345281
| A9 928
1,598 37¢
1.82412¢
1,893 83%
1.788 745
[ELS SR
1346 784
2072070

408,220
a2 87¢
442 198
467,485
478716
453,708
626,318
§51.404

1,074 038
t 131,180
1,168 523
1,214 75¢
1298 322
1,334,254
1,363 887
| 456 43C

420,932
431,520
44T 808
ITT B4
$73.962
397,452
415,299
AR

T8E 216
813 52¢
433.97¢
8Tt 7d
908 25
941,832
985 442
1024.2m0

2088282
2142 92%
2.159.214
2260 8e€
2323 %44
2.085.808
2488007
253z

1.794.134
| 358 8%
1979123
207838
2,1%: 952

2 389,544
2523 1€

1929,30¢
2003.81¢
2183,26¢
2184 583
2285.33%
2,394,240
2§25 ETE
2 6€7 365

£83.784
M 413
$53.962
938,754
1,082 202
1117349
1172802

LT

1,840,372
1 830,602
1831,19¢
195492
2.010.4W
2,142,703
1832478
1,712,381
1788,087
1827097
1 869,164
2,016,973
2196447
LATITL

421,683
LTI Ral]
4SEC1S
499,652
220,991
255,837
7250
L CRAR)

495,475
535,593

620,532
431,520
425,813
7184
J73paz
W52
412,233
4g1 BES

L RLh
B27.439
853,357
23973
92221
955,562
999,81
1038219

2.048 242
2122929
2190244
2 299,848
1,329,644
239,903
2.455.037
2.823.123

1491811
1824,975
2,191,241
&.204,950
2,220,658
222284

YOTAL LEVY
Lt

1,297,249
1E74.82¢
1497.884
1788 427
1068, T9L
2616 308

1022,082
1714207
1773,862
186,023
215,023
220002

laa g0
REAR
414785
457,032
495,387
430,633
71T
E56.475

sthate

918,470
1,254,433
1095,035
‘130,441
1299,647
1399,184
1463.69)

269,451
265.32¢
52,784
736
Wi
IT8945
402,379

TL3.876
150.409
753.4%0
763,500
B2 EE8
1T p42
§31.457
97T%. 475

2035010
2,140,582
T397.4%8
2265641
2329.320
e LG AT
450,799
2.822,633

715,355
)V 870,81
175,330
1811,535
1935,472
2195585

LT
2,395,655
2675395
2,203,376
2,655,177
2772972
2819.592
959,272

433,78
103,637
933,243
1,119,582
1 153,358
1.230.040
1235391

1381.820
1,557,423
420,573
2133673
ZAT4D34
o535.282
2577512
295773

757,370
268
930,358
1537718

1282317

EXCES %
GAPACITY

153,065
165778
123,812
186,467
141,635
24404
48412
147.82¢
142.7
112,782
95302
29.287
2,343
47,202

T8
99,603
41,263
42,657
25.5%8
£3.20¢

2%

a2

178,548
323,172
352,831
332,144
415,153
235,852

481
102,734

383,997
233,212
255303

EXGESY A%
4 % OF MAX
L

39z
£

TAX LEVY
CEILING

1,939,722
1359, 111
2,259.99%
2,617,805
2677.238
Japagin
2,121.00%
2387 843
2409623
2477.83%
2,84€ 376
2,938,280
1247,317
1350813

484,548
592,478
591.33
492932
601,198
513962
771338
77912

1,173,395
1,165,557

1,984,690
2023815

453002
472308
479,180
371844
313062
450,852
aqr 733
475114

1.062.878
1,383,914
1,753,591
2007472
2,010.417

10.524 91
10,365.228
10,376 420
19,533 383
10,551,293
10,632.473

7,558 807

772,030

2,901,497
3,024,826
3,533,068
18IE.248
3,772,384
4,432 867

EMNE

1,291,855

1.5¢1 06
1,707 234

OVERRIDE
CAPACITY

474 57¢
410372
eroa12
§15472
873,082
1243672
629077
fMdeT
84,60
743,982
1,027 &3¢
1,183,314
1,270 532
1.787.742

178,322
187602
149634
1324€7
125,278
119,287

32 485
13.443

434,393
411,333
399,643
480,904
459 452
803,153
1,021,831
B45,14%

8,423,288
8,222,293
8,472,208
8,269.537
3,221,649
8,246,995
5.181,77¢
5,245,302

2132428
2,873,393
2,775,392

742,532
§15.082
81372
707,435
1922737
1.288.152

e L

&

468

ASSESLED VALUE

77.5%3 374
76,380 247
71,957 98¢
104,792 37
107,004 22~
124345 404
32,923 182
95313714
96,22¢ 212
27513473
113,855 05
121,487074
129,652,891
154,092 53¢

23,481 322
PARSEREN
23373257
23,747 26%
24,047 902
22,753 462
0,957 443
0,922 477

4B,373 947
45,741 485
51,833,038
513122200
35,534 897
M.853 182
79,55160°
30,954 252

19,559 112
15,832 222
19,165 A0
14,885 777
14,922 4631
19,528 142
17,941 110
19,028 543

25482082
49,012 1€
49,389 093
44,527 137
54,722,542
70,033 22%
20,293 377
30,415 894

121,0€2 924
14,509,126
d1e 818318
421,675,307
122 051,702
425,475 101
M3IBT2 277
310,301 192

15,053,872
120,9€533%
141,322 71€
125,409.79%
140,953 53E
176,908 528
M7.077 367
212183328

105,873 311
13,004 490
WS5,2F5.67%
13,962,772
144,323 053
167 AR128
184,133,531
212,171 088

22,95317)
24,275,314
9,552,499
50,6129
§1,585 132
57,652.304
53,317 a3

Tax Levy

PR
5

X XY
(s

in

i i T

B e imipia
Taald

& in
AR}

P

P

[
.
T
o
o
a
C
g

@ m naa

RS

P

P T
oo
P i i



teampeachuselie Department of Revanua

Divielon of Local Barvicoe

Munigipal DEEDENKLOCS! Aia Section

Fieca! Yoar 2000 - 2007 Excosn Lovy Capacty

Municipatty

NORTHFIELD

VIARWICK

UNION w28
ERVING

LEVERET™

IVESY SALEM

EJTESBURY

WENDELL

ORANGE

State Totaw

FY
2007

20L0
2001
2002
2000
2004
2005
2005
2007

2000
2001

2003
200
200
200%
2057

2000
200
2002
2002
it
2007

2007

2
2007

LEVY LIMT Wi0
DEBT & CAPITAL MAXIMUMLEVY TOTAL LEVY

EXCLUBIONG
1,226 3pE

2,754 710
2,934 20¢
3032 .50
B28E 784
3582824
OCEEN
2,421.24

2.3ED 87

TFE7.94€
£22,740
&65,20°
931810
978,502

5

3448382

BL7 EET
€27.28
872,588
SIE 720
972, EDE
1 004
1082 507
1,227 €0€

2333060
2232432
2341 43¢
2563171
2.776.4B€
NOEZMDE
3202 E5E
33125

92£.207
9E4.194
$BEEITLC
| OFz 21E
117817€

7,080.341.687
7,480.030.825
7.997,51€,209
8,380,040,152
2,862,047.67¢
9,325.172.097
032,173,118
10,943,283.227

L
§ 220,185

3056631
2236843
3 €86.520
1E21047
2710479
4275930
4484551
4712145

244 6a8
45,007
957,554
6,09%

1,250,385
1,380,142

£520,242
5421608
& E€71,14E
£732.281
£ 03,755
€ [92,252
€295,027

2,£24,003
ZEST 61T
2064158
2.431,978
3,238,301
3,322,882
3 617,822
711,109

687.[€2

141801E
) £76.283

4 E93. T
SLOFE 18
E724,008
£.E36,607
£ L2868

ES70.Q17

7.254,560.425
T1.724,934.551
£.202,054,011
B.875.291,978
$,190,535,757
9.655.831.483
16,180,422,583
10.693,233,232

LIt

1220657

2 B4E, 183
2202554
3663211
219682
2,708,932
4273, 143
4.493.581
4807269

7L 125
756,08
G571 £08
LAE 027
1.062,244
1,106,651
1,256,633
128072

3269233
3,234,645
4 559,517
£ 266,630
£.730.628
& 892,308
6056428
€£219,118

2451788
L742,627

3135042
260,754
2,214,882
3502048

TL0.745
TRET5T
48,825
927,205
1.065.428
093,99
1,124,028
1302812

1.062,659
FOE N EE
POELED

Q278

280,388

1251922

4 558,171
J 859,814
£ E5E, 143

€ £20.522

7.103,557.417
7.520,052,244
8.003,918,155
€.434.021 134
9.016.234,138
5.403.454.968
2.983.137.6%6
10.48£,785,561

EXCES3
CLPALITY

19,827

pal-Ralg
26,29
1,302
1185
1,547
2767
£70
14,675

119,311
182,482

19,962
221,0€%
177,056
174,28

3,502
109,404

1663124
1.9435.39¢
5E2,082

163,105
24,783
140,742
125,776
10£.255

4,841
302,612
109,06¢

145,312
122,425
£B.98%
0,804

18,932

151,003.008
204,942,607
198,135,616
181,270,865
174,301,615
172978518
197,284 897
204452674

EXCE4S £S5
A% OF MAY.

L

FAEI LI IET = -
B ew B
REEIHE &

w1 e
DN

Shi

oo
Do

g
RASRESNE

1

TAX LEVY
CEILING

1,403.772

2,924 24
6,233,£50
£,310,202
5,382,400
T 45 ET2
T TEE23E
&7zk 700
€102, 238

azaITL
106291
1,11€ 812
1,158 290
1,32 402
1,352, 85¢
1,812,178
2,107.£62

12,308 742
1£ 762 070
14815292

12, 91€ 730

532216

1,302 128
1,318.852
1,334.784
1,864 210
1,967 £6E
2,102,590
2,612,111
2,605,497

2,864,980

10582278
11,254 572
11.544 43¢

10.967.964.80)
12,525.983.818
14,227,19€.762
15,551.954,324
18.922.984,34¢
20,760.206.409
22,876.574.403
24,567.007,004

OVERRIDE
CAPACITY

£74.481
2,124 53¢
845

3276784
5,133.72¢
3,655, 74k
3,679,728
4,587,562
4,752.26¢

150,424
258,472
246,521
2217€C
TR
11,004
715331
0,102

Q853438
9.435,82€
9,386,774
9,061,735
RO7
215557
&475,71€
6.621.692

685,701

2,755,528

436442
479,052
451,618

25260
1,073 58¢
1535202
1.488.891

£24,971
PELT TS
EX07¢
712,787
711,382
1,218,738
1,535,828
1,520,358

185,362
130,645
180,332
180,101
125647
157,021
457745
ez e

1,026,725

E%6.2E2
2318811
2122044
2,553.89¢
£,605 631
4913842
4085218

3.879.022.91€
5.037.945 932
£.309.682472
2.5T1.51472
$.460, 146,470
1,438,032.312
13,044.401.254
14,223.713.887

AQNESBED VALUE
76,020,924
1B5RERB0T

240, 25F.900
230411608

L255.B1RLIE

¥7,524.81%
43.5€5.45%
44572493
46,21 14501
55,055,09F
53,358,510
752701
84,312 522

£99,67 1478
580,642,804
62,735,304
£86,115.424
€85.9E.732
€02,773.284
£82,718.812
6%6,6€2.202

132,926,464
130,011,802
141,982 202
164,5E5,20%
167,125,190
201,779,464
245,647.54E
249,276,696

53,391.3¢62
74,175,400
76,314,581
84,023,512
104,764 251
107,489 .89

114,559 200
147402300

139.513,50C
172,061.500
191,613 200
193,544,600

43027182
44,621 365
246,242 062
§1,18076%
52,550.992
55,760 962
TRI22 554
758,005.208

o3.3°7 66
S32.EE1467
1,978,100
202,003,742
230,142.03¢
426,015 122
450,167,147
451,777.508

438,634,590.980
501,039,365 755
545,087.949,273
€36,041.9€9.391
732,616.209,342
£30.527,063.050
915,062,308,347
932,710,580.19)
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as %ol
ABSODED
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Selected Financial Indicators for Operating School Districts, FY02 to FY07 (Preliminary)

MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

91 ERVING

Spending (NBE)
13 Chapter 70 Pemerd of Actusl N8B (8/12)
Porosmt of Actuel NS8 {11112}

TR

14 Actust Net Bohoo! Bp g Peroem of F [iFe

16 Craptor 70 Por Pupl (948)
18 Adtusl Lol Ganiribution Per Pupl (11/8)
17 Ackugl Net School Bpencing Per Pupl (12/d)

Btisdent Toscher Ratio and Aversge Tescher Salsries
10 In-Dimeict Envciment {FTEW)
19 Teachers (FTE's}
20 Student Tescher Retio (1718)
21 Aversge Teacher Salery

Nolee.

[’
1
[l

i
—%

hLX) i

1.4 [

| [FIN] 1651 153.3] 170.6] 005 5
6.5 14 5] 143 155 o] Ty

(X XK [ 11.0] :

B0, (73 R 48,200 0.870] 716w 15

T
%)

Flooni yeat 2007 dita s predminary and nol svalable for ol deetricts elther becauss tha Depirtment | foligwing Up on quastions or the dets has not been submitted
Totsd speniting from of funds (Ine 1) Exchuds HIONE) SESIISMENtS, INdirect cowt Yanelers, Beest Boguisiion, long ferm tebl, and third perty
inchudes

Foundstion

students that the disirit Is Snanciully responsible for, including siusients etending charier schools,

mpanditures.
other echool districts, Ootiaborativm, or private wpeciel

enrolmernt
educason schools  TuMioned-in sludents Bre not counted Wowards § districts foundelion enlment with tine nolsbie sxception of METCO sudents, who ere couled by Y recelving

in-amiict snroliment {(FTE's) includes resident end witkened-in siudents edjusted for their tma in membership in the duirict trver the course 6f the sohon year

* Percantage poind change,



MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selected Financial Indicators for Operating School Districts, FY02 to FYQ7 (Preliminary)

818 FRANKLIN COUNTY TECH
Percant
Changa FY02- Stals Average
(0 02.EY07

Expencire Categories
1 Totsl Spending ol Funds (Exckiding Capial Expendsures)
2 lnstructionsl Spending ek Funds

10 Required het School Spanding (NSS)

11 Actust Local Coviribution
12 Actus! Nat School Spandag (NSS)

12 Chepter 70 Percent of Ackial NS5 (9/12)
12 Agtusl Local Coniriburtion Percent of Actual N8B (11112)
14 Achs! Net Schoal Pertartt of (128

16 Chapter 70 Par Pupll (€)
16 Actue! Loca! Contridution Per Pupl {11/6)
17 Actuel Net Schoal Gpending Par Pupl {12/8)

Student Tescher Ratio and Averege Teachar Galaries
18 |n-Oiatriei Encoliment (FTE's) i 10.4 500.1 £40.0( 5314 S10.4 E7a o 29%
16 Touchers (FTEW) [] “Sia] 570 50.5] 518 Y = a4
20 Btudent Teacher Ratio (17/10) B4 B.6] [} 8.6] [ [X] A F
21 Averson Teschar Balary T A1,002] SN0 57T L N I 5.7 IO [ 21
Notes
Fracal yesr 2007 dads i proisniasry nd nit avatisbie for il districis elther because the D i3 foligweng up on ione of the dede has nol bean aubmitted,
Total spendmyg from alf tunde (tne 1) exciudes regional indirect cost aseat long term chatrt, and (hird party expendiunse
Foundation includes swaents thet the distiict s far, i sludsnts ing charter nchioin, oiher school districta, collsbotatives, of private special
educstion schools, Tmand-nmuuarucomumnumnﬂ-mmmmmmmmamcom.mmwwmm
|w|mmwmm)mnmd¢uﬂmmmummmwrmmmnnmwmemdmmw
* Pementage point
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MABSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selectsd Financial Indicators for Operating Bchool Districts, FY02 to FYOT (Preliminary)

870 FRONTIER

t W) [
IRl oAD6R| B3 4EW|

W
16 Actusl Loos! Congrioumion Per Pupd (11/)
17 Actusl Nt School Spending Per Pupll (1248

Student Teacher Retlo and Average Teacher Selastes
18 In-Diniriol Envoliment (FTE)
10 Tenchers (FTES)
20 Srudurt Tescher Relio (17/18)

24 Avarnga Teacher Saisry ] AaTo[ 5 5]

Nolsa:

Fiacal ysar 2007 dals |s prekminary and no wésiabls for ol dedicts elifer because The Deper I otk
Tots spending from s funds (e 1) exchedes magons cract coul esval forg rm calbt, i thind paty Seondinaes.

¥ oundishion sreolmend inchades sluderis that T dalnd s ¥ ke far, inch, RhadnTe % Chanal schooks. Gthar Bchod! 2aincts, collsborerves, of private spscial
aducstion schoals. Tuioned-ia students are not countdd 1owards 8 dtncl s TOUNdaBoN aTIEMEN: Wwith the Hckbl Exapton of METCCO students, who ire couried by the ecsking
Indinirict enroiment (FTE's) inchudes resident and witioned-n etudents adjusied for thair time in membershis in The disiiol ovar the course of the sahod] yeer,

* Porentaga point change
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selected Financlal indicators for Operating School Districts, FY02 to FY07 (Preliminary)

874 GILL-MONTAGUE

Percem
Chanps FY02. Biste anu
FYD

os
17,507
)

€ Spending from Transporteion Fees

Chapter 7O
8 Foundetion Ensoikrent
7 Foundstion Budgrt
8 Required Contribution
8 Chapier 70
10 Required Net 8¢hool Spending (NSS)
11 Actus! Locs! Contrution
12 Achwel Net School Spandang (NBS)
13 Chepter TO Patoant of Agtusl NSE (W13)
13 Agtuel Locs! Contribution Pervart of Ackual NS8 {3 1/12)
14 Acksal Net School Perem of f (12/8)

15 Craptec 10 Pec Pupt (9/6)
16 Achusl Local Cantriution Par Pupl (1100}
17 Actuel Net Schocl Spending Per Pupi (12/6) |

Btudent Teachar Ratic and Aversge Teacher Saleries
18 Io-District Enrokment (FTE®) [ 1 m.: 1.m_‘e| [FI3 i} T200.4]
18 Teachers (FTEW) 1187 95.7 11
20 Student Teacher Reto (17/18) (] 130] 0.5
21 Avscge Taachee Saary mn @] L) X

Fuuyurzoom-u-pvimm:yminmmmmmmmmmhomrummumawmwmwmmmtmmw
Totst epending from all funas (kne 1) sicciudes reglonal sssessments, indwect coa! Fantfers. S0at soguisition, long term detit, and (hérd perty expenditunss
Foundation srwolimend inchudes siudents (hat the district is inancially responsibie for, including students attending charter schoals, ofher school districie. covaborativers, of private specisl
aducation schoois  Tullionad-in siudents are nat counted towsids @ dietrict's with the notabls ion of METCO studenia, who sre counded by the reosiving

Inciatricl sroliment (FTEs) inciudes remident end tultionsd-in stuidents adjusied for Lhair time in membaratip in the dairicl over the courae of the school year.

* Peaniape point changs
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MASSACHUSEYTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selected Financial Indicators for Operating S8chool Districts, FY02 to FY07 {Preliminary)

114 GREENFIELD

Eaponditure Categnres
1 Totsl Bpanding sl Funde (Excluding Capitsl Expenditures) 20 “-mm-:m
2 o Funds. ] 4' -Ex:xm-rxm

2 tnewructionst
8 Heshh insurence =i Funds : 63 ‘!h."{:‘.] %
4 Bpercing from Athislic Fees po8s8] 137,187 5101 mm

| 0 v

11 Acual Locsl Contritation

12 Astusl Net 8chool Spanding (NSS)

13 Craptar 70 Pancan of Aciusl NBS (W12)

13 mwmmdmmuﬂm
14 Aciual Wet Boheol B W) Parcant of F (12w

17 Aciust Net 8ahool Spending Per Pupll (12/8)
Studert Tonchar Rutic and Avernge Teecher Sslurive
18 irv-District Erwcliment (FTE's)

19 Teschers (FTES)
20 Bludent Teascher Reko (17/16)

21 Awverage Teachar Balery

in-desirich anralitent (FTE's) inciudes resident and tulonsd-n shrdents sdiusied for their ime I membership 1y the distric over 1 coures of tha echool yeer.
* Peroaniege pairi ahmnpe
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selected Financial Indicators for Operating School Districts, FY02 to FY07 (Pretiminary)

717 MOHAWK TRAIL

Percant
Change FY02. State Avarage

Expenditure Categories
1 Tote! Spending al Funds {Exciuding Gepial Expenditures)
2 Instructional Spending ail Funds
3 Health insurence afl Funda

4 Spending from Athistic Fees
§ Spanding from Tranepatation Fees

8 Chaptar 70
16 Reguind Nel Bohoo Spending (NES)

11 Actus) Local Contribuon
12 Aczsl Net School Spending (NSS)

13 Chapter 7t Percsnt of Actued NS (a/12)

13 Actusl Locel Contribution Peroant of Actust NSS (11/12)
14 Acusl Nel School g Paroand of (12/0)

16 Chaptar 70 Per Pupt ()
18 Actual Local Contribution Per Pupl (11/6)
17 Actual Net School Spending Per Pug (1218)

Student Teacher Ratio and Aversge Tescher Saiacies
10 In-District Enroliment (FTE's) 18883 1 15152 1AQT.
18 Teaches (FTED) 1.0] 1303 138,
20 Studen! Teacher Ratio (17/18) 11 110 10,
[ AT 48 080 EFE) Az e a5 590 [RIE) 10.20% 0. 23%

21 Aversge Teacher Galary

Noies:

Fiecal yaar 2007 dats i prekminary and not avadable for sil districts sither because the Depertment i foliowing up on quesdions of the dats haa not been submitiad.

Tots! spending from afl funda (line 1) exchudes nepional asssssmaents, indirect cost trenslers, ssaat scquisdion, lang term debt, and third party axpenditunes.

Foundation enrolment incluces siudents thir the district i financiatly responaible for, incuding atudants sitending charter echoots, other achool disiniats, cotaboratives, of prvate apecial
foundation snroliment with the notable excepbon of METCO siudents, who am counted by the mceiving

educaion schools. Tulloned-in students e not courred towwrds » district's.
In-chatrici envoliment (FTEW) includes resident and fuitcmad-in sudfents adpsied for thow time in membsrship in the dmtnct over the course of tha school year.

* Percentage point chenge.

167



MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selected Financial indicators for Operating School Districts, FY02 to FY07 (Prefiminary)

685 HAWLEMONT

Axpendiure Catagories
1 Totd Spending all Funds (Exciuding Caphal Expendiures) |
2 Insiruciionsl Spending el Funds |
3 Heah Insurence all Funds
4 Bpending from Athletic Fese
5 Spending from Trensportation Fees

10 Required Nel Behool Bpending (NBS)

91 Actual Looal Contrinsion
12 Aol Nel Bchool Sperding (NBS)

13 Ghapter T0 Perosn of Actusi NBS (#12)

13 Acks! Looal Contribution Pevcent of Actusl NBS (11/12)
14 Actusl Net Bchoal Bpending Peroent of Foundation (12/8)

15 Chapler 70 Per Pupl (446)
18 Aciusl Locs! Contribasion Per Pupl (11/8)
17 Aciusl Net School Bpending Per Puph (128)

Budent Teacher Ratlo and Aversge Teather Sabaries
18 In-Dinirict Ervolment (FTEs)
19 Teachors (FTEY)
20 Swdent Yeacher Radio (17/16)

21 Avernge Teacher Buincy

the notabin of METCO studants, who 820 Countsd by s faceswg

Fourdaton Inciiden

aduoation schools  Tulioned-in students we nol counted towerds & dieirict's with

In-Gudnct etwosmant (FTE's) includes resident srd wiionad-in students adisted for their trre in mismbamhif I Ihis GIRICL W 118 COUTSe of Twe 6choo! year.
pairt change
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selected Financlal Indicatora for Operating School Diatricts, FY02 to FYOT (Preliminary)

263 ROWE

Espanditiire Calagodes
1 Total Spendng sl Funds |Exowding Capital Expenditunes)
2 instrucsonnl all Funde

8 Chapier 70
10 Required Net Schaol Spanding (NSS)

11 Ackial Loce! Contribution
12 Acwus! Net School Spanding (NSS}
13 Chapter 70 Percertt of Actual NSS (8/12)
13 Acival Locel Contribution Percent of Actuel N58 (11/12)
14 Actusd Nel Schonl Spending Parcsad of f ion (12/8)
16 Chapler 70 Par Pypd (196)
18 Actua! Locel Contribadion Per Pugsd {118
17 Mcsusl Net School Spending Per Pupll (125)
Stedent Tesoher Rstic snd Aversge Teacher Balaries
18 in-Disirict Enrolimant (FYE'S) 6.4 4_«._qi A B07] ALY T.BE%] -5.29%
16 Toacher (FTEs) 0 0.4 N1 & 11.64% TN
20 Studen! Teacher Ratio (17/18) T4 57| Ei] [¥] [T 1.2] )
21 Avarge Teachet Salsry [ A58 ST 73] a ATl Apge  wezm| vagsd]
Nowee:
Figcal yesr 2007 duia ls preficranary and not svalabis for il districts aither bacause the Dep s foliowng up of the data has not besn setmitted
Total spanding from adl funda {ine §) exchided egional ssssssmants, indirect oot irensfers, saset soquisition, mmmnhﬂm
mmmmmmmdm-mmrwmmmmmmnmmumwﬂm colaborstivas, of privats specisl
aducafion schools  Tuifoned-n slusants ate nol colinted 1owasids 8 district's & wilth the notabia axception of METCO studadts, who ans counied by the recsiving
In-cksirct ancolmant (FTE's) (nchudes resident snd {uitioned-in students sciusied for their ime in membarship In the duinct over ine counss af tha schaot year
* Parcentage poirt chengs
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selacted Financial indicaters for Operating School Districts, FY02 to FY07 (Preliminary)

223 ORANGE

Categoriss
1 Twwdrmu(wwwmwm)
Bpending al

9 Chepler 70
10 Raxpuired Net Bchoo! Bpending (NSS)

11 Actus) Local Contrisusion

12 Actusi Net Bcheo) Bpending (N88)

13 Cheptar 70 Peroent of Acwel N8S (012}

1amwmwamusa(mm
Percent of (128)

hL} L EAl

14 Actusl Nel Schoot

15 Ghapier 70 Per Pupl ()
16 Acauel Looel Gonirbusion Per Pupl (14/8)

17 Actusi Net Gchool Spending Par Pupil (128)
Studont Teasher Ratic and Avempe Teecher Selaries
18 (n-Chstrict Enroliment (FTE's)
10 Teachers (FTEY)
20 Swient Teacher Radio (17/18)
21 Averege Tesoher Balmry

Notes:

m— 15 ] T,
,%‘%" V. Tii‘l A .l1
103 1.0 11,8 1l

wouson schoohy. Turioned-in

whdniie s
hmm(n&)mmwmammmmmnmmhuuw»nmwnmn

* Perosntage poml changs.
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Salected Financial Indicators for Opersting Schoaol Districts, FY02 to FY07 (Prefiminary)

760 PIONEER

Parcant
Change FY02- 8tate Aversge
T FYO2-FYor

Expenditure Cawgories
1 Yot Wulsmwmcmm Expanditures)
2 [netrucional Spending el

Chepter 70
$ Fourdstion Enroliment 1 1,018 78] A It
7 Foundetion Budget B78.433 751 326 788 076,17 (2885, K 18.81%
& Required Condribution 382,073 (58 B0, | 70T 4 B8 3, Fl
& Chepier TO 077 134 T34 BOE ; 5 1 [
10 Required Ned Schoa! Spanding (N8S) 33 | 1 ) 1 i 1A

11 Actual Lacel Contribution

12 Actusl Not School Spanding (NSE)

13 Chepter 70 Percen of Actubl NSS (1/12)

13 Actusl Locs! Conttoution Perownt of Aciual NS (11/12)
14 Actuel Net School g Peroant of F (12¢)

16 Chagier 70 Per Pupd (0/8)
18 Actwel Locel Contribution Per il {114)
17 Acuial Net Schaol pening Par Pupd (12/0)

Btudent Taacher Ratio and Aversge Teacher Salaries
18 in-District Enrcliment (FTE's) F LIt i 1,071 1 1T TH018] B, 5
10 Teachers (FTE") 1066, 900 [l X [0 5, EATLY
20 Btuden( Teacher Ratio (17/18) [ (K 10 108 1 [ m,_ia % Fl
21 Averege Tascher Saisry 5| 7 Ti 398 CF! 43.76a] Fl T 55

Notss:

mmm1mhm-qmmmmmwmmm_wwnmupmm«hmmmmm

Totel spendiing from all funds (ne 1) exciudes regional assesaments, ndhdmstmm-mmuldlm long teem debt, and thid perty expanditires.

Foundalion enliment Inciudes students that the distri{ s it students charter schools, other achool districts, colisboratives, or private speclal
wanbmmwummwsmmmmmmmmmmumcom who are couniad by the receving

aducation schoola. Tullloned-in
In-districl snmiknent (FTE's) Incudea residert and Lukioned-in students adusiad for thak bme In memberstip in the diiricl over the courss of the achool yesr.
* Parcentage poind change
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Selected Financlal Indicators for Operating School Districts, FY02 to FY07 (Preliminary)

785 RALPH C NMAHAR

Exgenditure Catogorien
1 Totsl Spanding ol Funde g
2 Instrucional Spendirg all Funds
3 Hetith Insumnos ol Funde
4 Bpanding from Athitic Fees
£ Spendng from Traneportaiion Fees

T0
10 Required Net Bohool Bpending (NSS)

11 Actuel Local Cantribution

12 Actust Net Bohool Spending (N55)

13 Chaptar 70 Percent of Actusl NS (9112)

13 Azual Leoal Contrituion Percent of Actusl N8S (11/12)
Peroent of P (12

170 YT - TTT
'll..'n] | .aﬂ-ii:ﬂ

15 Chepler 70 Par Puplt (W9)
16 Actusl Loos) Contribulion Per Pupll (118}
17 Actusl Nel Schoot Spending Per Pupt (12/8)

Swdent Teauher Rullo and Average Teacher Saleries
18 in-Disyicd Enrobment (FTEW)
10 Teachars (FYE'W)
20 Busdsni Teather Relo (1718) L 14
{

21 Avernge Teechet Saiery

Notes:
Fisoal ywar J007 data I prebiminary snd not svatable for o delrict elther becsuss tha Do

o fotiowing 1 on o
Total spancing from afl fundks (e 1) seluces mgronnl sesssame—ts, indirect cost Tanelers, Esael nogiAstion, lang bem detd, and thind paly expendiums.
h it for, including shudenis atfending charer achodla, othat scnool districts, cofsborstives, or privite speces!

educalion sahools.
hmﬁumqns‘-)mmwm»unmuwmnmmnmmwmdww.».
* Parcantage poini chengs
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