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ACTON PUBLIC and ACTON-BOXBOROUGH REGIONAL SCHOOL COMMITTEE 
MEETINGS 

 
 

Library                                      February 2, 2012 
R.J. Grey Junior High School          7:00 pm Joint SC Meeting Open Budget Hearing  

     followed by AB SC Meeting 
 followed by JT and AB SC Executive Session 

 
 
 

AGENDA with addendum 
 

1.0 JT SC CALL TO ORDER  (7:00) 
    
2.0 CHAIRMAN’S INTRODUCTION 

 
3.0  STATEMENT of WARRANT  
 
4.0 APPROVAL of MINUTES 
 4.1  JT SC meeting, January 5, 2012 (addendum)  
 4.2  JT SC Budget meeting, January 28, 2012 (next meeting)  
 
5.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
6.0 JOINT SCHOOL COMMITTEE BUSINESS  (7:10) 

6.1   Policy Subcommittee Update (7:10) 
  6.1.1 New: Head Injury Management Policy and Procedures File: JJIF – 

SECOND READING - VOTE – Liza Huber 
                   6.1.2  Use of Electronic Messaging by School Committee Members File: BHE – 

FIRST READING – Brigid Bieber 
  6.1.3 Home Schooling File: IHBG – (next meeting)  

 6.2   Regional School District Study Committee (RSDSC) Presentation  (7:30) 
    Peter Ashton, Mary Brolin, Adria Cohen, Kristin Hilbert, Xuan Kong, Mac Reid 

6.2.1 Summary of Interviews on Educational Impact of Regionalization with 
Boxborough (addendum)  

    6.2.2  Presentation slides (addendum) 
   6.2.3  Additional RSDSC materials found at: 

https://sites.google.com/site/abregionalstudycmt/  
 6.3   Acton and Boxborough Town Elections – Acton deadline, Feb 6th -John Petersen (oral) 
  
 JOINT SCHOOL COMMITTEE OPEN BUDGET HEARING (8:15) 
 (Please bring 1/28/12 Budget Binder, posted online at http://ab.mec.edu/about/meetings.shtml) 
  
 6.4   FY’13 Budget Update – Steve Mills/ Don Aicardi  (8:15) 
                    6.4.1  Recommendation to Approve FY’13 ABRSD Budget and Assessments –   

VOTE – Steve Mills (addendum) 
 6.5    Other Postemployment Benefits (OPEB) – Don Aicardi, John Petersen  (8:30)  
    6.5.1 ABRSC Consideration of OPEB Liabilities - John Petersen  
    6.5.2  Actuarial Valuation and Review of OPEB as of 12/31/10, Segal Group 

https://sites.google.com/site/abregionalstudycmt/
http://ab.mec.edu/about/meetings.shtml
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    6.5.3  Presentation Slides  (brought to meeting)   
 6.5.4  Retiree Health Care: The Brick That Broke Muncipalities’ Backs, MA      

Taxpayers Foundation  (addendum)  
 6.5.5  State and Local Government Retiree Health Benefits – Liabilities are 

Largely Unfunded, but Some Governments are Taking Action, Nov 2009, U.S. 
Government Accountability Office  (addendum)   

 6.6   ALG Report – John Petersen/Xuan Kong  (9:00) 
    6.6.1  Draft minutes of 1/12/12 meeting 
    6.6.2   Meeting materials, 1/30/12 (addendum)  
 6.7   BLF Report – Maria Neyland (oral)  
 6.8   Acton FinCom Report – John Petersen/Xuan Kong  (9:15)  
 6.9   Acton Health Insurance Trust (HIT) Report – John Petersen 

6.9.1  FY’10 and FY’11 Financial Statements, Management’s Discussion and 
Analysis and Auditor’s Report., Bill Fraher, CPA (FYI)   

 6.10  Health Insurance Working Group Recommendation - VOTE – Kim McOsker, Marie Altieri 
(9:30)  

    6.10.1  Meeting minutes:   
    http://www.acton-ma.gov/Archive.aspx?AMID=142&Type=&ADID= 

  6.10.2  Memo and Proposal (addendum) 
  6.10.3  Materials from 1/30/12 BOS meeting (addendum) 
6.11  SMART Goals Update – Steve Mills (9:45) 
 

 APS SC is suspended. AB SC continues. 
 
7.0 AB SCHOOL COMMITTEE  BUSINESS (9:50) 
 7.1    Lower Fields Project Update – Steve Mills 
   7.1.1  Community Preservation Committee Presentation, 1/26/12 
   7.1.2  Memo re Allowable Use of CPA Funds for Lower Fields, Stephen 

Anderson, Acton Town Counsel 1/25/12 
 7.2    Recommendation to Accept Gift from Cambridge Savings Bank to ABRHS Community 

Service Program – VOTE – Steve Mills 
 
8.0 FOR YOUR INFORMATION (10:00) 
 8.1 ABRHS 

8.1.1   Discipline Report, January 2012 (addendum) 
   8.1.2   Donations to the Community Service Program, Class of 2015, “The 

Window Seat” and ASHA (Student Activity Fund)    
 8.2 RJ Grey Junior High  

   8.2.1   Discipline Report, January 2012 (addendum) 
 8.3 Pupil Services 

8.3.1.   ELL Student Population, January 1, 2012 
8.4 Monthly ABRSD Financial Reports  (addendum) 

 8.5 ABRSD FY’11 Final Audit Report (brought to meeting) 
 8.6 Monthly Enrollment Report – January 1, 2012  
 8.7  School to Business Partnership Meeting 1/12/12  
 8.8  Correspondence from the Community (additional in addendum) 
 8.9  Explanation of Additional Athletic Fees (addendum) 
 
 APS SC is reconvened. JT SC resumes.  
   

http://www.acton-ma.gov/Archive.aspx?AMID=142&Type=&ADID
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9.0 JOINT EXECUTIVE SESSION – strategy with respect to collective bargaining, 
discussion of possible changes to AEA Coaching and Activity Stipends (Schedule B), 
possible VOTE   (10:05) 

 
APS SC adjourns. AB SC continues.  

 
10.0 AB SC EXECUTIVE SESSION -  strategy with respect to litigation (10:15) 
  
11.0 NEXT MEETINGS:   
  February 16 – 7:00 pm, Open Budget Hearing (APSC meeting) at RJ Grey JH Library 
 March 1 – 7:30 pm, ABRSC meeting at RJ Grey JH Library 
 
 
ADJOURN (10:20) 



 

                           Materials for this meeting are posted at  
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ACTON PUBLIC and ACTON-BOXBOROUGH REGIONAL SCHOOL COMMITTEE 

MEETINGS Draft Minutes 
 

Library                                        January 5, 2012 
R.J. Grey Junior High School               7:00 pm Joint SC Meeting  

     followed by AB SC Meeting 
 
 
Members Present: Brigid Bieber, Dennis Bruce, Michael Coppolino, Xuan Kong, Kim McOsker, 

Paul Murphy, Maria Neyland, John Petersen, Bruce Sabot 
Members Absent: none 
Others:   Don Aicardi, Marie Altieri, Deborah Bookis, Liza Huber, Steve Mills, Beth Petr 
_____________________________________________________________________________________  

 
The Acton Public and Acton-Boxborough Regional School Committees were called to order by Michael 
Coppolino and John Petersen, respective chairs, at 7:01 p.m. 
    
CHAIRMAN’S INTRODUCTION 
Michael Coppolino read a statement in tribute to long time Acton resident and dedicated community 
volunteer, John Prendiville, who recently passed away. He highlighted his obituary which concluded, “In 
lieu of flowers the family encourages everyone to be kind and thoughtful, remembering and caring for 
those who are less fortunate.” 
 
John Petersen explained that there would be a demo using the technology for remote participation by 
committee members later in the meeting. 
 
STATEMENT of WARRANT  
AB Warrants #12-013 dated 12/15/11 in the amount of $1,690,955.96 and #12-014 dated 12/29/11 in the 
amount of $2,223,836.61 and APS Warrant #201213 dated 12/27/11 in the amount of $405,248.74 were 
signed by the chair and circulated to the committee for signatures. 
 
APPROVAL of MINUTES 
The ABRSC voted unanimously to approve the minutes of September 1, 2011 as amended, the Joint 
minutes of November 3, 2011 and the Joint minutes of December 1, 2011 as amended. The APSC voted 
to unanimously approve the Joint minutes of December 1, 2011 as amended. 
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION - none 
 
JOINT SCHOOL COMMITTEE BUSINESS   
6.1 Presentation on Proposed Study Tour to China for 8th Graders, April 2013 

  Eighth grade teachers Michael Balulescu, Tim Nolan and Jennifer Vacca presented a proposed study trip 
to China for next year’s 8th graders. The nine day trip during the April 2013 vacation, would cost $3,000 
and visit three cities. The hope is to take 40 students. China is a core unit in the 8th grade curriculum. The 
district’s Long Range Strategic Plan also includes goals of knowledge of global studies. Due to the 
academic commitment of the experience, this is not considered a field trip, but a study tour.  
 
The Committee spent significant time asking questions. The consensus was that travel and experiencing 
different cultures was extremely valuable for young people today, but there was a big difference between 
an 8th grader and a high school student’s experience. A member asked if students who participated would 
have an academic advantage in the classroom. The teachers said they would not. Brigid Bieber thanked 
the teachers for putting together such an exciting program and for being responsible for taking the 
students, but she was concerned about 13 and 14 year olds traveling the distance to China without their 
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families and that the $3000 cost was too much for this age. A committee member stated that an expensive 
trip like this highlights those families that are able to afford it and those who cannot, and that should not 
happen in a public school. The School Committee had similar discussions about expensive trips in the 
past. Teacher Mike Balulescu pointed out that nowhere else in the district do classes spend as much time 
on one country, as 8th graders do studying China. He also said that 8th grade is a very unique age where 
kids leap from concrete to abstract thinking. The teachers feel that to experience such a new culture while 
that is happening make it perfectly timed. Many local communities take middle school students, including 
Concord’s 7th graders, on international travel. It is optional and a family’s decision. Mike Coppolino felt 
this was a wonderful opportunity, but not appropriate for the school district to sanction. He agrees with 
many of the points that other members made, emphasizing that this is an exclusive trip for a small number 
of kids who have the financial ability to go. He advocated that it is more appropriate for High School 
students. Maria Neyland agreed adding that it is difficult for 8th graders to earn $3,000. 
 
Xuan Kong also agreed that it is wonderful for kids to experience culture, but he is concerned about 
accessibility. He asked if there is an alternative for this trip that could be done without being sanctioned 
by the school. Mike Balulescu stated that this would feel like a very different trip if the three teachers 
didn’t do it as part of their jobs as educators at ABRSD. They felt strongly that they preferred it to be a 
school sanctioned trip. When asked if the trip could be modified to cost less, Jennifer Vacca said that  
Education First is the largest travel service in the world and they guarantee the lowest rate because they 
buy in bulk. She stated that they would be hard pressed to find a safer, educational, less costly trip.  
 
Paul Murphy moved to approve the study tour as proposed. 
There was no second to the motion. 
 
6.2   Compensation for Coaches and Activity Leaders (Schedule B) 
AEA member, Peter Montalbano presented a new structure for Schedule B, the compensation plan for 
coaches and activity leaders. Precise salaries and financial details are still being negotiated. Changes 
include having 10 categories plus Drama, based on total time commitment.  January 19th is the next 
meeting of the subcommittee. A proposal will be shared with the Acton Education Association (AEA) and 
School Committees. Both will need to ratify it. Marie Altieri thanked Peter and his team for meeting all 
year and doing a very through job looking at equity. Mike Coppolino asked Marie Altieri to do a 
comparison within the range of the EQV that the DOR has set up. Marie said this could be done. Because 
this was athletics, the DCL made sense to use for comparison. Mike said that if this was not important to 
other Committee members, it could be disregarded. Peter said that they are not interested in increasing 
salaries, but in making them equitable.  
 

 Xuan Kong asked if this proposal is internally and externally consistent. The cost is 2/3 from the 
appropriated budget and 1/3 from fees. Peter will try to find out how other communities fund this 
compensation. Brigid has been very impressed with Peter and his group’s focus on how the work was 
done and the methodology used. She is very supportive of this proposal and reminded the School 
Committee that Schedule B was very important to address when negotiations were concluded last spring. 
She asked the Committee to authorize the subcommittee to continue these discussions, recently held in 
open sessions, and to negotiate the schedule and then bring it back to School Committee for their 
approval. The Committee was asked if it was reasonable to task Brigid and John to bring an agreement to 
School Committee for an up or down vote, or would the Committee expect to have a full discussion. 

 
Given the $500,000 cost, Xuan would like some parameters set. John asked if a $525,000 - $575,000 
range would be acceptable for the subcommittee to work within. Marie reminded the Committee that 
Schedule B salaries were frozen in FY10 waiting for this process so the schools would not be operating in 
an inequitable process. Traditionally these salaries have increased the same as teachers’ salaries. Mike 
asked for comparatives with other communities, stating that some do not link this compensation with 
teacher increases. The Committee agreed to meet in Executive Session to discuss Schedule B and the 
contracts. 
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6.3   Acton and Boxborough Town Elections Schedules 
John Petersen announced that he will not run for re-election. Dennis Bruce said that he is going to run.  
 
6.4   ALG Report  
John Petersen reported on ALG. Currently, $1.9 million is being budgeted for use of reserves with a 
return of $.8 for a net of $1.1. There is still much discussion of reserves and OPEB. Next meeting is 
Thursday. 
 
6.5    BLF Report  
Maria Neyland reported that the BLF has not met since the last meeting. Next meeting is in 2 weeks.  
 
6.6   Acton FinCom Report  
Acton Finance Committee member, Steve Noone presented FinCom’s Long Range Financial Forecast 
model. He framed the discussion by asking the Committee, “Can we afford the basket of services and 
assets that we provide, or do we need to charge more for it?” Although the format is similar to ALG’s 
spreadsheet, it is a tool to generate discussion and improve long range financial planning over the next 
five years. The FinCom recommends that this model be adopted by the Finance Committee, the Acton 
Board of Selectmen and the School Committees. The FinCom will maintain and distribute the Forecast 
annually. Wherever possible and available, the Long Range Financial Forecast will use the same 
assumptions about revenues and expenses as used in the ALG three-year plan.  
 
Steve Noone spoke briefly about Other Post Employment Benefits (OPEB) in regard to the second Segal 
Report. OPEB represents the liability for health care costs for employees in retirement. While no one 
really knows the amount, one number that has been mentioned for the total liability for Acton and Acton’s 
share of regional liability is $100 million. Steve Noone stated that the crux of this problem is when a 
public entity goes to the bond market because they have to quantify their long term liabilities. He stated 
that this will affect us the next time we borrow money. Acton will be going out at Town Meeting for 
some borrowing. Steve said that, “Doing nothing and doing everything (the full amount) were the only 
wrong answers.” Fincom recommends that at least $500,000 be put aside to start funding OPEB. 
 
John Petersen thanked the FinCom for their efforts and said that their model does a great job of 
highlighting important things to think about moving forward.  
 
6.7   FY’13 Budget Update      
Dr. Mills began the presentation of the FY13 preliminary budgets, emphasizing their consistency with the 
Long Range Strategic Plan. Finance Director, Don Aicardi, said that based on current numbers and state 
aid estimates,  as well as an updated split of ABRSD costs based on the updated three-year enrollment 
percentages, total Acton and Boxborough FY13 assessments increase 5.9% for Acton and decrease 1.5% 
for Boxborough (slide 12). $275,000 for the Lower Fields Project is included, despite not being part of 
level service. FY13 is the last year of the 3 year bargaining agreements now (slide 14). Some line items 
are being changed to reflect current categories which may make some numbers look skewed when 
compared to the past. The Finance Director’s salary is now split between APSD and ABRSD and is not 
included in Community Education. Some Finance and HR time is being paid now by Community 
Education to more accurately reflect those expenses. A CASE Transportation Assessment number 
mistake was corrected in slide 16. Dr. Mills highlighted slide 48 showing Current Unaddressed Needs not 
included in the FY13 budget.  
 
Everyone was urged to attend the Budget Presentations on Saturday, January 28th 

 
EdTech Director Amy Bisiewicz joined the meeting remotely (audio and video using Google Hangouts) 
from the Central Office, to demonstrate to the School Committee what the experience could be like.  
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The FY13 Budget discussion continued. The Committee agreed to submit questions for Budget Saturday 
to Don with a copy to the email shell.  
 
Xuan said that ALG is next Thursday and asked the Committee if they would like to provide input for the 
ALG process. Bruce Sabot stated that the Committee needed to do a “deep dive” of the school budget 
detail on Saturday, before giving input to ALG. The Committee agreed that at least the level service 
budget would be requested.  
 
Bill Guthlein, co-chair of the SpEd PAC, asked how the FY13 budget could be level service, if there is a 
reduction in special education assistant hours. Dr. Mills said that there are offsets like an additional 
proposed special education teacher at Douglas and the High School, that would fulfill the IEP 
requirements. Students come and go each year, changing the need for services.  
 
6.8    Acton Health Insurance Trust (HIT) Report  
John reported that the HIT met 12/22/11 and approved the management discussion for the FY11 audit and 
the HIT report for the Town of Acton Annual Report. The merits of updating the HIT bylaws were 
considered, but no action will be taken at this time. Bob Evans provided an overview of the HIT to the 
collaborative working group on 12/28/11. Next meeting is Jan 26.  
 
6.9    Health Insurance Working Group    
Marie Altieri reported that this group was formed to discuss potential changes to health care plan design. 
They will report back to the Acton Board of Selectmen by Feb 6 with a target of finding $600,000 of 
savings. John Petersen asked what the Regional School Committee’s objective was regarding this issue. It 
was agreed that it depends on what happens with the working group. Kim McOsker needs to take the 
direction of the Regional School Committee back to the group.  
 
Xuan said that if the BOS set a target of $600,000 based on Segal Report, that could mean the Regional 
SC  should look for savings of $400,000 - $500,000. It was agreed the goals do not need to be the same.  
Marie said that the $600,000 in the Segal Report was if all employees went to a full GIC plan. It is 
possible that there will be plan design that will achieve half the plan savings. If we set the same target, it 
could mean the region has to achieve it fully by going to GIC. Xuan pointed out that Kim was elected to 
represent both APS and ABRSC at the working group to avoid different rates for our staff.  
Brigid and Mike agreed with Xuan to keep employees consistent but don’t want to pick a number.  
John emphasized the importance of a common plan design but said there is some need for the ABRSC to 
say yes we want savings even if there is not a particular number.  
 
Brigid felt strongly that the Committee did their negotiations in collective bargaining and gained savings 
there. Her goal is consistent with the previous statement – to keep teachers all on the same playing field in 
one group. Savings have already been achieved.  Dennis suggested that lower administration costs, with 
no cost to the employees, would be acceptable to consider. 
 
6.10   Regional School District Study Committee (RSDSC) update   

 Xuan reported that the committee has spoken with the elementary principals, the Director of Curriculum, 
and the AEA President. Good feedback has been gathered regarding central office structure and a regional 
agreement. Members are also working on financial impacts, including transportation. They are fully 
aware that the Boxborough School Committee is pursuing possible unionization of Boxborough and 
Harvard. They are trying to attend PTO meetings to publicize their efforts. An update on the process and 
progress of Acton families who might consider attending Boxborough’s elementary school will be given 
at the next APS meeting. The RSDSC will present at the February 2nd School Committee meeting.  
 
6.11   Policy Subcommittee Update  

 6.11.1 New policy in progress: Athletic Concussion Policy File: JJIF – FIRST READING 
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 Liza Huber reported that a new law went into effect in August 2010 regarding safety guidance for 
athletics. The Nurse leaders formed a task force to talk about the concussion issues in response to 
the new regulatory requirements. These are for schools only, not community based sports. Public 
schools must have a School Committee approved policy by March 1, 2012. A Letter of Affirmation 
was sent to the MA Dept of Public Health (DPH) as required. Steve Desy and Alixe Callen have 
also been working on this. The new rules may apply to all head injuries, but must include marching 
band as well as all athletics. The nurses felt that any policy should cover all head injuries for 
students, not just the smaller group. Specific responsibilities and procedures need to be articulated 
in writing. Steve Desy is advocating for a sports trainer at the Junior High School.  

 
 The draft policy was written by the concussion task force with a look at other communities’ 

documents. Detailed procedures will be presented at the next meeting. Dennis Bruce asked if these 
rules apply to Community Education athletics, even though CE is a non-school activity. Liza 
pointed out that there is a 15 minute online training for parents and students that may be attached 
to the green athletic forms. Liza will speak with Erin Bettez about it. Mike Coppolino feels that the 
training is excellent and everyone should do it. One of the student SC reps said that she has had 3 
concussions, including one last year in gym class, that a substitute teacher did not report. She asked 
if PE classes are included in this policy and was told that they are. Liza noted that there is room for 
improvement in substitute protocols and that it will be addressed. 
 
John Petersen asked how this data is tracked and asked for a periodic report to School Committee. 
Steve Mills offered to get a report similar to the discipline report. If a student has been treated by 
the nurse, then a record is created. The same occurs if a coach reports it to the nurse. The Nurses’ 
annual report will be in February or March with lots of data on injuries and health issues. There are 
a significant number of concussions that do occur. Xuan suggested that parents be asked for input 
on this new policy. Liza offered to invite parents to the next Task Force  meeting. Steve Desy 
and/or Alixe Callen and the nurses will be invited to the next School Committee discussion of this 
policy.  

 
 The Acton Public School Committee adjourned at 10:55 p.m. The AB SC continued. 
 
7.0 AB SCHOOL COMMITTEE  BUSINESS  
 7.1     New Ruling by AG: Remote Participation at Open Meetings  
  7.1.5   Approval of (940 C.M.R. § 29.10) Remote Meeting Participation, under the Open 

Meeting Law (M.G.L. c. 30A) pending an acceptable demonstration of the remote 
participation technology 

Travel requirements are often a problem for School Committee members and remote participation 
could be very helpful. The Attorney General’s minimum requirements include: all members must 
be clearly audible, a quorum must be present at the meeting location, all votes are by role call, 
and only specific reasons qualify for using remote participation. The Committee felt it would be 
acceptable to just have audio as video capability is not always easy when traveling. More band 
width is also required for video. 
 
For the demo, EdTech Director, Amy Bisiewicz used Google Hangouts. This was better than 
skype because it is free for group chat. Skype has monthly fee.  
 
Xuan moved, Mike Coppolino seconded, and it was unanimously, 
 VOTED: to approve remote meeting participation as outlined by the Attorney General.  
 
John asked the policy subcommittee to draft a simple policy and procedure for this new option. 

 
7.2    Proposed 2012 Danny’s Place Lease  
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 The new lease covers 6 months (1/1/12 – 7/1/12) to move the timing to the school year, instead of 
calendar year. The Committee agreed that John Petersen should sign the lease as Chairperson. 

  
 7.3    Recommendation to Accept Gift from Regional PTSO to ABRHS  
 It was moved by Mike Coppolino, seconded by Xuan Kong and unanimously, 
  VOTED to accept the Regional PTSO gift to the ABRHS 
 
FOR YOUR INFORMATION 
  
 8.11  Response to Parent Concern regarding bus stop, 12/2/11 

John Petersen said that JD Head and the Safety Officer have re-investigated this concern and 
responded to the parents. The bus stop is not changing. 
  

 8.13   AB SpEd PAC New Special Education Parent Handbook at http://www.abspedpac.org./ 
The Superintendent highlighted this important new resource for families and thanked Nancy 
Sherburne of the SpEd PAC. Other districts are calling Nancy to ask about it. A link is posted on 
the Pupil Services website. John asked that it also be posted on the school homepage.  

 
NEXT MEETINGS:   
  January 19 - 7:00 pm, APS SC Meeting at RJ Grey JH Library 
  January 28 – 9:00 am – 3:00 pm, JT SC Budget Presentations at RJ Grey JH Library 
  February 2 – 7:30 pm, Open Budget Hearing (ABRSC meeting) at RJ Grey JH Library 
  February 16 – 7:00 pm, Open Budget Hearing (APSC meeting) at RJ Grey JH Library 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:11 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Beth Petr 
 
List of Documents Used: 
See agenda attached 
Statement read by Michael Coppolino 

http://www.abspedpac.org./
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Statement read by Michael Coppolino  
1/5/12 School Committee meeting 
 
I just want to take a moment to recognize a former longtime Acton resident of great integrity 
who passed away on Christmas Day, John Prendiville. 
 
In his obituary, there was no mention of his having been an active member of the Finance 
Committee in Town for many years who provided valuable understanding and insight, based on 
his many years of experience, having been a VP a NYNEX. I’d like to share two brief learning 
experiences I had with John, both while I have been on the SC.  The first was some 12 or 13 
years ago when I was a relatively new member. Running late to a Thurs. night meeting I pulled 
up at the circle, parked my car and ran in to the meeting.  As we both walked towards the front 
door, John asked, “Who do you think that sign [Fire Lane - No Parking] is for?”  Slapped back 
into reality by such a simple question, I sheepishly moved my car.  The lesson I learned was that 
I was so caught up in “me”, at that moment, that I lost sight of the big picture, which was simply 
that I was not in a designated parking spot, and that area needed to remain open in case fire 
trucks had to get to the building. 
 
A year or two later, we were about to begin a SC meeting on Thurs. Nov. 11, when John stood 
up as the sole member of the public in the audience, and expressed his heartfelt dismay and 
disgust at the fact we were holding a public meeting on Veteran’s Day.  John was a proud 
veteran of the Korean War and let us know, in no uncertain terms, that we were disrespecting the 
importance of this day by having a public meeting.  Another slap … and that was a good thing, 
because we, as a group, had gotten so caught up in our own little world, that we had lost sight of 
the big picture, and of what was truly important. 
 
As Charlie Kadlec expressed so succinctly in his email announcing John’s death, “He 
contributed his time, intelligence, and hard work, but even more importantly, he contributed his 
matter-of-fact integrity.” 

John’s obituary ended with the following, which I’ve never read before: “In lieu of flowers the 
family encourages everyone to be kind and thoughtful, remembering and caring for those who 
are less fortunate. Those who wish may make memorial contributions to the charity of one's 
choice.” 

John Prendiville’s integrity and respect for others has left a long-lasting memory with many of 
us, as I hope it will with you. 
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Acton-Boxborough Regional School Committee 
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Acton-Boxborough Regional School District Study Committee: 2011-12 February 2, 2012 



Acton-Boxborough Regional School District Study Committee  
 

Issues to be Addressed in a Pre-K to Grade 12  
Revised Acton-Boxborough Regional Agreement 

 
Construction/Renovation Costs 

Issue: Is each town responsible for pre-K to grade 6 construction/renovation costs OR 
will financial responsibility be based on a percentage of each town’s students in that 
building? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: Will grades 7 – 12 construction/renovation costs be based on student enrollment 
in all grades or in grades 7 – 12? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: Does Boxborough receive a 5% discount in construction/renovation costs? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 

Budget/Assessments 
Issue: Will there be any change in the operating budget assessment allocation formula? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: Should there be a change in the process to authorize debt? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
 
Issue: Will there be any change in the capital assessment formula? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
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Issue: Will the assessments continue to be based on a three-year rolling enrollment 
average? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: Should the operating costs of Acton and Boxborough elementary schools be 
separated to allow one town to spend a greater percentage for that level than the other 
town? [i.e., special budgetary consideration for special programs; e.g., music, ESL, 
special education, tutors, curricula, etc.] 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: How will transportation costs be assessed/allocated? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: Should transportation costs be allocated the same percentage as operating costs 
OR as actual costs? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 

Community Education 
Issue: How will Community Education and similar programs in Boxborough be merged 
and how will each town share in available funds? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 

Regional Buy-In 
Issue: Should there be any buy-in regarding the building assets of each town? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: What about current debt? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 

Acton-Boxborough Regional School District Study Committee: 2011-12 February 2, 2012 
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Current Equipment and Technology 

Issue: Should there be any reference in the Regional Agreement regarding current 
equipment and technology? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 

Transitional and Regional School Committees 
Issue: How will the Transitional Regional School Committee be elected and for what 
time period? 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: What should be the make-up of the Regional School Committee? Should it be 
strictly “one man, one vote” OR should there be “additional” members form 
Boxborough with weighted votes? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 
Issue: Should there be a guarantee that all pre-school to grade 6 (Or grade 4 OR grade?) 
students can attend an elementary school in her/his hometown? Should the Regional 
School Committee have authority to balance classes between towns? Should there be 
specific language regarding exceptions for special needs children? Should there be 
language to allow voluntary pre-kindergarten to grade 6 movement between towns? If 
parents choose to send their children to a school in the other town, will parents be 
responsible for transportation? If a Boxborough student goes to an Acton elementary 
school, will that student have equal rights to the lottery system? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendations (dates): 
 

Buy OR Lease Facilities 
Issues: Should the Region buy or lease all school Buildings? [Region currently owns the 
two 7 – 12 buildings] 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
 

Location Of Any New Facilities 
Issue: Should the Agreement language indicate the location of any new building? 
 Pros: 
 Cons: 
 Recommendation (date): 
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Narrative for Elementary School Comparison Table 

Purpose. Since Acton and Boxborough have already regionalized in Grade 7-12, full 
regionalization will mainly affect pre-K to 6 grades classrooms. This chart is created to provide a 
snapshot of current status of K-6 grades at six elementary schools in Acton and Boxborough. 

Enrollment. The top section (rows 3-12) lists number of students in each classroom at each 
grade level as of November 1st, 2011. At right, summary statistics (total and average student per 
classroom at each grade) are provided for Boxborough Public Schools (BPS) and Acton Public 
Schools (APS).  Top two rows also list the Pre-K special education student population (ID = In-
District; OD = Out-of-District). K-6 grade OD population is also provided. 

Current Staffing Level.  Next section (from row 14 on) provides a summary of current staffing 
level at each school building (FTE = Full Time Equivalent). One person takes dual roles of 
Blanchard school principal and district superintendent. Only 0.4FTE is allocated to the principal 
position. For GenEd Paras (general education paraprofessionals or classroom assistance), two 
FTE numbers are shown for each school. The first number is the FTE funded by appropriated 
budget and the second number is the FTE funded by secondary sources such as PTO 
contributions and gifts from Community Education programs. Listed separately from building 
based teaching staff are system-wide certified staffs (rows 31-37).

To the right under the heading P2Sr (Pupil to staff ratio), the ratios are for administrative staff 
(principal, assistant principal, and administrative assistants), classroom teachers, and all building 
based teaching staff (including both certified staff and classroom/library assistants as applicable). 
The ratio is 13.1 for APS and 11.9 for BPS. 

The column APSinB (column G) provided a hypothetical comparison between Acton and 
Boxborough service level.  It shows the staffing level of a hypothetical Acton elementary school 
if it has the same number of students as Blanchard Memorial School. 

Acton-Boxborough Regional School District Study Committee: 2011-12 February 2, 2012 
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Narratives for Non-Teaching Staff Table 

Purpose.  This table was developed to illustrate potential savings in administrative and 
supporting staffing area if current AB regional district is expanded to include PreK-6 grade. 

BPS (Boxborough Public School) columns list current staffing level of Boxborough school 
district.

APS/AB columns show current staffing levels of the shared administrative resources (between 
Acton Public School and Acton-Boxborough Regional School Districts) and individual school 
building supporting staff levels. 

Unified columns show the proposed staff levels of various school buildings and central office 
departments to support the unified (fully regionalized) school district. 

Savings columns show the potential savings (positive numbers) or additional requirements 
(negative numbers) the unified school district would realize when comparing with the three 
existing school districts. 

Acton�Boxborough�Regional�School�District�Study�Committee:�2011�12� February�2,�2012�
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DRAFT – For Discussion 
Purposes Only 

Financial Model Methodology and Assumptions

Overview of the Financial Model 

 Compares two cases, a base case which models the three school districts on a status quo
basis without regionalization at the pre-K to grade 6 level with continued regionalization from 
grades 7 through 12. Note, for Boxborough, the status quo is to the full administrative model 
from 2010 rather than its current interim model. The second case reflects full regionalization 
from pre-K through grade 12.  The difference between the two cases reflects the estimated 
potential savings of moving to a full regionalization model.  We started with FY11 actuals and 
FY12 and FY13 budget numbers and projected out through FY17.  On the Acton side, we 
utilized the most likely case according to the Acton Fincom long range planning model.  
Boxborough’s projections were modeled in a similar manner. 

Base Case 

 The Base Case utilizes the actual budgets for FY13 going forward.  This includes all 
staffing increases and additional costs contained in these budgets as they currently exist.  We 
also projected revenues available to offset these budgets such as Ch. 70, transportation aid, 
circuit breaker, choice, etc. 

Full Regionalization Case 

 This case differs from the Base Case based upon the work and research of the committee 
in the following ways: 

� Identified savings from changed administrative structure 
� Identified additional revenues from state reimbursement of transportation costs 
� Shift of APS retirees’ HI costs from APS budget to municipal budget (by law) 
� Savings in Acton municipal and Boxborough municipal budgets of certain administrative 

costs
� Decline in Boxborough choice revenue as program is assumed to be phased out over 

seven years 

We assume no change in the current regional agreement at this point in time, although the 
conclusion of our analysis is that if both communities are to participate in savings, then changes 
will have to be made. 

Acton�Boxborough�Regional�School�District�Study�Committee:�2011�12� February�2,�2012�
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CHAPTER 188 OF THE ACTS OF 2010 
 
 
AN ACT RELATIVE TO MUNICIPAL RELIEF  
 
SECTION 72. There shall be a special commission to examine efficient and effective strategies to implement 
school district collaboration and regionalization. The commission shall consist of the senate and house 
chairs of the joint committee on education, who shall serve as co-chairs of the commission; the secretary of 
education or his designee; the commissioner of elementary and secondary education or his designee; the 
executive director of the Massachusetts School Building Authority or her designee; 1 member of the house 
of representatives to be appointed by the minority leader, 1 member of the senate to be appointed by the 
minority leader; and 9 persons to be appointed by the secretary of education, 1 of whom shall be from a list 
of 3 persons nominated by the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents, 1 of whom shall be 
selected from a list of 3 persons nominated by the Massachusetts Association of School Committees, 1 of 
whom shall be selected from a list of 3 persons nominated by the Massachusetts Association of Regional 
Schools, 1 of whom shall be selected from a list of 3 persons nominated by the Massachusetts Teachers 
Association, 1 of whom shall be selected from a list of 3 persons nominated by the American Federation of 
Teachers, Massachusetts, 1 of whom shall be selected from a list of 3 persons nominated by the 
Massachusetts Association of School Business Officials, 1 of whom shall be selected from a list of 3 persons 
nominated by the Massachusetts Business Alliance for Education, 1 of whom shall be selected from a list of 3 
persons nominated by the Massachusetts Municipal Association and 1 of whom shall be selected from a list 
of 3 persons nominated by the Massachusetts Organization of Education Collaboratives. 
 
The commission shall examine and make recommendations on model approaches regarding, but not limited 
to, the following areas: (1) identifying indicators for assessing the academic and programmatic quality, 
overall district capacity, including the effectiveness of the central office and the fiscal viability, efficiency 
and long-term sustainability of school districts; (2) cooperative purchasing of materials and services; (3) 
interdistrict academic and extracurricular programs; (4) merger of school district central office buildings, 
staff and operational systems; (5) merger of collective bargaining agreements; (6) merger of debt obligations, 
including for school building projects; (7) the effect of school district regionalization on educational and 
instructional outcomes; (8) the effect of school district regionalization on school funding allocations; (9) 
school consolidation; (10) transitional costs associated with school district regionalization; (11) appropriate 
time frames for implementing school district regionalization; (12) incentives for school districts to increase 
collaboration and/or regionalize; (13) revisions of chapter 71 of the General Laws to facilitate the effective 
implementation of existing and future regional school district agreements; (14) school building capacity and 
facilities; (15) the feasibility of adopting a regional district finance structure in which the local contribution 
of the member cities or towns that the regional district serves is assessed on the basis of a uniformly 
measured fiscal capacity; and (16) in-district collaborations between schools, including consolidating 
buildings, programs, school and central office administration, special education and food service. 
 
The commission shall conduct its first meeting not less than 45 days after the effective date of this act and 
shall issue its final report to the general court on the results of its study and its recommendations, if any, 
together with drafts of legislation necessary to carry out such recommendations, by filing the same with the 
clerk of the senate and house of representatives not later than March 31, 2011, and the clerks shall forward 
the same to the senate and house chairs of the joint committee on education and the chairs of the senate and 
house committees on ways and means. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY   
The impact of the economic recession, declining enrollments, and rising costs are just a few of the many 
factors that have motivated state and local officials to consider various approaches for school districts to 
build capacity, increase efficiency, and extend the reach of limited resources. Two such approaches include 
the consolidation of school districts (i.e., “regionalization”) and the consolidation of services (i.e., 
“collaboration”), both of which can help school districts to build capacity and improve educational 
efficiency, quality, and access. 
 
In an effort to advance school district collaboration and regionalization throughout the Commonwealth, the 
Massachusetts legislature enacted Chapter 188 of the Acts of 2010, An Act Relative to Municipal Relief, which 
called for the creation of a special commission to “examine efficient and effective strategies to implement 
school district collaboration and regionalization.” The Commission was charged with developing 
recommendations on model approaches to facilitate collaboration and regionalization, and was required to 
issue a final report on its findings and recommendations to the legislature.  
 
After seven months of discussion and deliberation, the Commission developed the following 
recommendations in response to its primary charge. The Commission’s recommendations do not propose a 
“one-size-fits-all” approach to collaboration and regionalization; nor do they include a comprehensive 
analysis of the merits of collaboration and regionalization. Rather, the recommendations presented in this 
report are designed to assist school district stakeholders in developing capacity-building strategies and 
identifying practical solutions to existing fiscal, educational, and capital issues. The report also identifies a 
number of opportunities for the state to promote inter-district collaboration and support the implementation 
of existing and future regional school district agreements.    
 
The report consists of the three primary sections:  I. School District Capacity; II. Regionalization; and III. 
Collaboration. The findings and recommendations included in each section are summarized below.  
 
 

Summary of Recommendations 

 
I. SCHOOL DISTRICT CAPACITY 

The Commission believes that the core responsibility of school districts is to provide an 
increasingly diverse population of students with a broad range of high-quality educational 
opportunities. All school districts must have a sufficient level of capacity to execute this core 
function and local stakeholders should continually pursue opportunities to build the capacity of 
their districts.  
 
Given the critical importance of “district capacity,” the Commission developed a definition and 
framework for this concept. Based on the framework, the Commission created a capacity self-
assessment tool (see page 14) that includes indicators related to various dimensions of capacity, 
including academic and programmatic quality, central office efficiency, fiscal viability and long-
term sustainability. The tool provides an objective process for performing an initial capacity 
analysis, the results of which can be used to guide conversations about collaboration and 
regionalization and inform district-wide strategic planning decisions.  
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The Commission recommends that district stakeholders use this assessment tool to: 1) determine 
existing levels of capacity and areas of need; 2) establish a starting point for engaging in further 
analyses and targeted conversations about collaboration, regionalization or other capacity-
building strategies; and 3) inform ongoing conversations about ways to increase capacity and 
improve programs and services.  
 
II. REGIONALIZATION  

For many school districts, regionalization can help maximize district capacity, improve 
efficiency, and expand educational opportunities for students. However, the study and 
implementation of school district regionalization can be a time consuming and complex effort 
that requires communication and collaboration among local and regional stakeholders as well as 
targeted state financial support and technical assistance.  
 
To facilitate the implementation of existing and future regional agreements, the Commission 
proposes the following recommendations for the state to increase support, guidance, and 
incentives for regionalization:  
 

1. Provide support for regional planning efforts, including additional funding and 
technical assistance; 

2. Provide support for the regional transition process, including additional funding and 
technical assistance; 

3. Ensure consistent and reliable regional transportation appropriation; 
4. Increase capital support for regionalization initiatives; 
5. Centralize information and resources for regionalization; 
6. Provide resources for the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) 

to increase support for regionalization; and 
7. Enact legislation to address existing barriers to and increase incentives for 

regionalization. 
 
III. COLLABORATION   

School district collaboration provides another means by which school districts can build 
capacity, increase efficiency, and achieve cost savings. In addition, collaboration can provide 
many of the same benefits of regionalization without undermining local control. To promote 
greater collaboration among school districts, Massachusetts must develop and implement a 
more effective statewide model of collaboration, and should leverage the existing infrastructure, 
expertise, and resources provided by educational collaboratives (“collaboratives”) to achieve this 
goal.  However, the state must implement better performance measures, oversight, and 
accountability standards before collaboratives can be used more effectively and efficiently on a 
statewide basis. Therefore, the Commission proposes the following recommendations for the 
state to promote the development and greater utilization of collaboratives: 
 

1. Enact legislation to improve the governance, structure, accountability and oversight 
of educational collaboratives; 

2. Provide incentives for inter-district collaboration; 
3. Centralize resources and information on collaborative programs and services; and 
4. Provide resources for ESE to support and promote collaboration. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
On July 27, 2010, Governor Patrick signed into law Chapter 188 of the Acts of 2010, An Act Relative to 
Municipal Relief. Among its numerous provisions, the law called for the creation of a special commission to 
examine effective strategies and recommend model approaches to implement school district collaboration 
and regionalization.  The Commission was comprised of a diverse group of highly experienced 
professionals representing a cross-section of state and local education and municipal organizations and 
professional associations.  
 

 

STATUTORY CHARGES  

In addition to its primary charge to examine efficient and effective strategies to implement school district 
collaboration and regionalization, the Commission was directed to make recommendations on model 
approaches regarding, but not limited to, the following specific areas: 
 
� Indicators for assessing: 

o the academic and programmatic quality of school districts 
o overall district capacity, including the effectiveness of the central office  
o the fiscal viability, efficiency and long-term sustainability of school districts 

� Cooperative purchasing of materials and services 
� Inter-district academic and extracurricular programs 
� Merger of school district central office buildings, staff and operational systems 
� Merger of collective bargaining agreements 
� Merger of debt obligations, including for school building projects 
� The effect of school district regionalization on educational and instructional outcomes 
� The effect of school district regionalization on school funding allocations 
� School consolidation 
� Transitional costs associated with school district regionalization 
� Appropriate time frames for implementing school district regionalization 
� Incentives for school districts to increase collaboration and/or regionalize 
� Revisions of chapter 71 of the Massachusetts General Laws (MGL) to facilitate the effective 

implementation of existing and future regional school district agreements 
� School building capacity and facilities 
� The feasibility of adopting a regional district finance structure in which the local contribution of the 

member cities or towns that the regional district serves is assessed on the basis of a uniformly measured 
fiscal capacity 

� In-district [sic] collaborations between schools, including consolidating buildings, programs, school and 
central office administration, special education and food service 
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METHODOLOGY  

The Commission held eleven meetings and one public hearing between December 2010 and July 2011, 
during which members reviewed relevant research on school district collaboration and regionalization and 
considered current collaboration and regionalization efforts across the state. The Commission also solicited 
testimony from various stakeholders, including state and local officials and education practitioners from 
across the Commonwealth (for copies of written testimony submitted to the Commission, see Appendix 5). The 
Commission leveraged the collective expertise of its members to engage in far-reaching discussions about 
how to provide greater incentives and support for collaboration and regionalization and how to alleviate the 
challenges that currently impede such efforts. 
 
The Commission established four subcommittees to examine the numerous topics included in its legislative 
charge:  Finance; Academic; Transition Process; and District Capacity & Collaboration. Subcommittees met 
independently throughout the Commission’s study and presented final recommendations to the 
Commission relative to their respective charges, which are embedded in various sections of the report. The 
purview and responsibilities of each subcommittee are described below:   
 
� Finance: The role of the Finance subcommittee was to examine and make recommendations on model 

approaches for: (a) the identification of indicators for assessing the fiscal viability, efficiency, and long-
term sustainability of school districts; (b) the transitional costs associated with school district 
regionalization; (c) the effect of school district regionalization on school funding allocations; (d) the 
feasibility of adopting a regional district finance structure in which the local contribution of the member 
cities or towns that the regional district serves is assessed on the basis of a uniformly measured fiscal 
capacity; and (e) the merger of debt obligations, including for school building projects.  

 
� Academic: The role of the Academic subcommittee was to examine and make recommendations on 

model approaches for: (a) the identification of indicators for assessing the academic and programmatic 
quality of school districts; (b) inter-district academic and extracurricular programs; and (c) the effect of 
school district regionalization on educational and instructional outcomes.  

 
� Transition: The role of the Transition subcommittee was to examine and make recommendations on 

model approaches for: (a) school consolidation; (b) merging school district central office buildings, staff 
and operational systems; (c) merging collective bargaining agreements; and (d) appropriate time frames 
for implementing school district regionalization.  

 
� School District Capacity & Collaboration: The role of the subcommittee on School District Capacity & 

Collaboration was to examine and make recommendations on model approaches for: (a) the 
identification of indicators for assessing overall district capacity, including the effectiveness of the 
central office; (b) increasing both intra- and inter-district collaborations including offering joint academic 
programs, restructuring central offices, and consolidating buildings; and (c) increasing the cooperative 
purchasing of goods, materials, and services.  
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CURRENT LANDSCAPE 

School districts in Massachusetts exhibit a wide array of sizes and configurations. Excluding charter schools, 
there are currently 327 school districts that serve the 351 cities and towns of the Commonwealth. These 327 
districts include 297 academic school districts and 30 regional vocational-technical or county agricultural 
school districts. Over one third of the 297 academic school districts in Massachusetts enroll fewer than 1,500 
students, the majority of which are districts that serve only partial grade ranges.1 

Academic districts have one of four basic configurations: municipal K-12 districts, which serve a single 
municipality; regional K-12 districts, which serve several towns in a unified district; elementary level 
districts, which are defined as districts operating schools that do not include grades 9 and higher; and 
regional secondary districts (grades 5-12, 6-12, 7-12, 9-12), which serve several towns.  

FIGURE 1. CONFIGURATION OF THE 351 CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS2 

Of the 351 Cities and Towns: 
174 Cities and towns operate municipal K-12 districts 
96 Towns are members of regional K-12 districts 

9   Towns are in multiple academic regions 
4 Towns tuition out all grade levels 

15 Towns tuition out grades 7-12 or 9-12 
53   Towns operate a partial school program 

 

FIGURE 2. CONFIGURATION OF THE 327 SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN MASSACHUSETTS3 

 

 

                                                             

1 Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. FY’12 Enrollment by Type of District, from 
http://finance1.doe.mass.edu/regional/ 
2 Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. FY’12 Configuration of the 351 Cities and Towns in 
Massachusetts, from http://finance1.doe.mass.edu/regional/ 
3 Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. FY’12 Configuration of the 327 School Districts in 
Massachusetts, from http://finance1.doe.mass.edu/regional/ 

Municipal K-12 
Districts

Elementary Districts

Regional K-12 
Districts

Regional Secondary 
Districts 

Vocational/ 
Agricultural Districts

30

174

71

33

19



 

Page | 8  

 

FIGURE 3. 2010 EXPENDITURES PER-PUPIL COMPARISONS BY DISTRICT GROUP/SIZE4 

District 
Group 

Enrollment  
(2010) 

Number of 
Districts 

Median  
Per Pupil 

Minimum 
Per Pupil 

Maximum  
Per Pupil 

K-12 

150-1,000 10 $13,160 $9,546 $29,119 

1,000-2,000 47 $11,713 $9,134 $22,803 

2,000-3,000 46 $11,397 $9,859 $18,591 

3,000-4,000 37 $11,652 $9,953 $14,276 

4,000-5,000 27 $11,980 $9,837 $18,960 

5,000-8,000 28 $12,071 $9,963 $25,737 

8,000-26,000 12 $13,231 $11,667 $16,597 

55,000 1 $16,666 $16,666 $16,666 

Elementary 

40-500 43 $13,728 $10,147 $23,905 

500-1,000 18 $11,236 $9,574 $15,646 

1,000-3,200 10 $11,918 $9,740 $21,812 

Secondary 
400-1,000 6 $14,458 $13,410 $23,439 

1,000-3,000 13 $13,695 $10,920 $18,872 

Vocational/ 
Agricultural 

400-1,000 18 $19,416 $14,347 $28,962 

1,000-2,200 12 $17,324 $15,622 $19,948 

 
School districts can be further grouped into categories of affiliation based on various types of networks and 
administrative and/or organizational arrangements that they participate in. These affiliations include: K-12 
Superintendency Unions, K-12 Groups, Tuition Districts, and K-12 Districts. 
 
K-12 Superintendency Unions are cooperative arrangements between two or more school districts to share 
administrative personnel and services while each town maintains its own school committee and buildings. 
Districts participating in superintendency unions are members of a regional district at the secondary level 
but maintain their own elementary districts, and tend to have small student enrollments. The typical union 
consists of two to four elementary districts and a regional school district serving the secondary grades.  
 
K-12 Groups include districts that are members of a regional district at the secondary level, but maintain 
their own elementary districts. However, unlike superintendency unions, districts in K-12 groups maintain 
separate administrations from their member regional district. K-12 Groups are not legal entities, but they 
represent a K-12 pathway for the students in the district.  
 
Tuition Districts are districts that maintain an independent school committee but tuition out students to 
neighboring school districts. Towns that tuition out their students to neighboring districts have no voice in 
the governance or administration of the receiving district.  
 
K-12 Districts are unified academic districts with a single school committee and a single administration.

                                                             

4 Table adapted from the DESE District Analysis and Review Tool (DART) for Finance and Staffing. See 
http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/dart/ 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Commission’s recommendations were predicated on the following key findings and observations: 

1. Incentives work better than mandates in promoting school district collaboration and regionalization 
at the state level. 

2. Given the complex affiliations and diverse configurations of school districts across the 
Commonwealth, prescribing a “one-size-fits-all” approach to collaboration and regionalization is 
impractical.  

The Commission’s findings and recommendations are divided into three sections: I. School District 
Capacity; II. Regionalization; and III. Collaboration. The first section presents the Commission’s proposed 
definition and dimensions of “school district capacity” and also includes a self-assessment tool that can be 
used by school districts and local stakeholders to assess district capacity and help guide local decisions 
concerning both collaboration and regionalization. The second and third sections describe the history, 
current landscape, opportunities, and challenges surrounding efforts to regionalize or collaborate, and 
include the Commission’s recommendations for facilitating collaboration and regionalization. While school 
district collaboration and regionalization can offer similar advantages, they each present a different set of 
challenges, and therefore require different approaches. Accordingly, the Commission’s findings and 
recommendations relative to school district collaboration and regionalization are addressed in separate 
sections of the report.  
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 I.      S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  C A P A C I T Y  
 
The members of the Commission believe that the core responsibility of school districts is to provide an 
increasingly diverse population of students with a broad range of high-quality educational opportunities. 
All school districts in Massachusetts must have a sufficient level of capacity to execute this core function, 
and local stakeholders should continually pursue opportunities to build the capacity of their districts.  
 
Recognizing that the notion of “district capacity” plays a fundamental role in discussions pertaining to 
collaboration and regionalization, the Commission determined that it was necessary to establish consensus 
on the meaning and definition of this concept. To develop this definition, the Commission reviewed recent 
research and education literature on district capacity, discussed the primary tasks and goals of school 
districts, and considered the critical capacities that school districts need to provide all students with a broad 
range of high-quality educational opportunities. By its second meeting, the Commission established a 
working definition, which was revised several times throughout the Commission’s study to reflect the 
feedback and recommendations that various members proposed during subsequent meetings. 
 
Commission members approved the following definition of district capacity, which provided a conceptual 
foundation for the development of specific indicators for assessing district capacity.   
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“District capacity” is defined as the overall ability of a school district to achieve one primary goal – 
to provide all children with a broad array of high-quality and developmentally appropriate 
educational opportunities that will enable them to successfully complete postsecondary degrees 
and/or become productive members of the workforce and citizens in a democratic society. 
 
District capacity is demonstrated by the successful execution of the following primary tasks: 
 
� Design and implementation of challenging, aligned, and coherent instructional programs and 

services (consistent with state and national standards) that are dedicated to the development of 
the whole child; 

� Evaluation of program effectiveness through analysis, on a regular and ongoing basis, of 
student growth and achievement data using clearly identified and developmentally appropriate 
criteria; 

� Recruitment, retention, and development of highly qualified staff members, and regular 
evaluation of their ability to promote high-quality student learning and social/emotional 
development; 

� Effective communication and collaboration with parents, families, local and state officials, and 
other community members to promote student achievement and development; 

� Support and promotion of positive, nurturing, and safe learning environments in all classrooms 
and schools; and 

� Maximization of the allocation and expenditure of district funds, resources, and materials, and 
accurate monitoring of expenditures over time. 

 
In addition, school districts must operate efficiently to achieve the abovementioned goals. 
 
The components of district capacity are directly related to these tasks, and can be organized into 
two broad categories:  1) the instructional, human, financial, and capital resources needed to 
execute its primary tasks; and 2) the organizational structures and management systems needed to 
ensure that the district functions effectively and efficiently. 
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INDICATORS OF DISTRICT CAPACITY 

Upon reaching consensus on the definition of “school district capacity,” the Commission then identified the 
indicators for assessing it. The Commission was charged with identifying indicators for assessing specific 
dimensions of school district capacity, including: (1) the academic and programmatic quality of school 
districts; (2) overall district capacity, including the effectiveness of the central office; and (3) the fiscal 
viability, efficiency and long-term sustainability of school districts. To perform this task, Commission 
members reviewed ESE’s School and District Accountability and Assistance System, examined other 
assessment instruments and tools that have been used in the past, reviewed recent research, and held 
numerous discussions about the key features and components of school district capacity. In order to 
maintain a reasonable and relevant scope, the Commission focused on identifying the specific domains of 
capacity directly connected to collaboration and regionalization decisions. 

The Commission developed an extensive list of indicators that can be used to assess various capacities 
within a school district, including central office capacity, academic and programmatic quality, fiscal viability 
and long-term sustainability. The indicators draw on both qualitative and quantitative data and cover a 
broad range of district information, including: 1) current & projected enrollments, 2) financial trends, 3) 
instructional capacity, 4) curricular & program offerings, 5) performance indicators, 6) capital facilities, 7) 
administrative capacity, 8) collaboration, and 9) community indicators.  

Using the identified indicators and definition of district capacity as a framework, the Commission 
developed the following capacity assessment tool that can be used to perform an initial capacity analysis. 
The tool provides an objective, criterion-driven process for assessing various dimensions of district 
capacity—including central office capacity, academic and programmatic quality, fiscal viability and long 
term-sustainability—the results of which can help generate a preliminary snapshot of school district 
capacity. It is primarily a diagnostic tool intended to help school districts identify areas of focus for further 
study and action, and to inform the development of districts’ strategic plans and potential collaboration or 
regionalization strategies. 
 
SELF-ASSESSMENT TOOL 
 

Purpose & Use 

The tool is designed to support the local decision-making process by offering a mechanism for examining 
relevant data to assess existing capacities within a school district, which can help district stakeholders 
identify areas of need and determine the most appropriate focus for district-wide improvement strategies 
and capacity-building efforts.  
 
The tool is constructed as a survey consisting of 61 indicator statements that reflect specific conditions 
within the school district, and can be used by school district leaders, local stakeholders and members of the 
general public alike for a number of different purposes. The Commission recommends that the information 
provided by the assessment be used to: 

1.  Identify the areas of capacity that are strongest and those that need improvement;  
2.  Provide a starting point for engaging in further analyses and targeted discussions about 

regionalization, collaboration, or other capacity-development responses; and 
3.  Inform ongoing discussions about the capacity of the school district and ways to improve programs 

and services. 



- Findings & Recommendations - 

Page | 12  

 

This tool is designed to supplement, not supplant, the local assessment process and should be used in 
conjunction with existing mechanisms that measure the capacity of the district to serve its students. 
Moreover, it is not a comprehensive or scientific tool, and should not be treated as one. Rather, the tool 
provides a framework for an initial capacity assessment process and should be treated as a starting point for 
engaging in a deeper analysis of multiple types of data.  
 
The tool contains indicators based on the specific areas of district capacity prescribed by the legislative 
charge to the Commission, and therefore, the tool itself is limited in scope and scale. However, the tool can 
be adapted to meet individual districts’ capacity assessment needs. District stakeholders can collect data on 
additional indicators as necessary or may decide to focus exclusively on specific areas of capacity when 
using the tool.  In addition, the tool incorporates several benchmarks that were developed based on current 
data.  Therefore, the tool should be updated from year to year to reflect new data.  
 
 
Directions 

The tool includes a series of statements, which solicit a “yes” or “no” response depending on whether or not 
the condition or trend described by the statement applies to the district. The tool directs users to a variety of 
available data and resources, primarily collected by ESE or at the local level, which can be used to formulate 
a response to each of the assessment statements. The data sources listed in the tool  are suggestions only, 
and should not be regarded as the only data that can be used to evaluate the indicators. Users should use 
the most accurate and accessible data sources available to them, which may or may not include the sources 
identified in the tool. Descriptions of each of the data sources referenced in the tool, including instructions 
for accessing and reviewing the data, are outlined in Table 1 on page 18. 
 
Most measurements are based on trends and/or a comparison to “like districts.” The Commission 
recommends that users refer to the ESE District Analysis and Review Tool (DART) to identify “like 
districts.” The DART generates a list of 10 comparable districts using a precise calculation that matches 
districts by district type and other demographic variables such as total enrollment, percentage of low 
income students, percentage of English language learners, and the percentage of special education students.  
 
 
Interpretation 

The indicator statements are specifically structured such that an affirmative response suggests a deficient or 
decreasing level of capacity. After completing the assessment, users should carefully survey the results and 
identify the items that solicited a “yes” response in order to determine the areas of capacity that require 
further examination. The Commission recommends that reviewers use the following guiding principle 
when considering the results of the assessment: The more “yes” responses indicated on the assessment, the higher 
the probability that the school district would benefit from regionalization and/or collaboration. 
 
District stakeholders should use the results of the assessment as a starting point to engage in further 
discussions about district-wide strategies to address areas of need and to build on existing capacities within 
the district. Possible capacity-development strategies include: (1) collaborating with one or more districts, 
cities, towns or other entities to address one or more areas of need identified by the assessment tool, (2) 
forming a regional school district to address one or more areas of need identified by the tool, or (3) continue 
operating with no changes in the district’s level of collaboration or governance structure. 
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Ultimately, school districts should assess on a recurring basis whether or not their current organization is 
operationally efficient, fiscally sustainable, and has the capacity to provide high quality academic programs 
and sustain long-term, continuous improvement. A capacity assessment tool, such as the one proposed by 
the Commission, can provide one way for school districts to perform this type of critical analysis. Moreover, 
assessing and developing district capacity should be a dynamic and continual process, rather than a one-
time activity. To this end, the Commission recommends that the tool be incorporated into a school district’s 
annual assessment and ongoing strategic planning process.  
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CAPACITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 

Instructions: Using the suggested data identified in the column labeled “Data Source”, check the 
appropriate box (“yes” or “no”) based on whether or not the corresponding statement applies to the district. 
Refer to Table 1 on page 18 for additional guidance on accessing and using the data to complete the 
assessment. 

1. Current & Projected Enrollments YES       NO Data Source 
a. Current enrollment is below the median enrollment for districts of the same group: 

� K-12 District = 2,9005 
� Elementary District  = 3626 
� Secondary District = 1,3007 

�      � DART 

b. Enrollments have declined over the past several years  
  

�      � DART 

c. The number of students leaving through choice, charter or tuition agreement has 
increased over the past several years  
 

�      � ESE Finance 

d. The district relies on incoming choice or tuition students to support programs and 
budget  
 

�      � ESE Finance 

2. Financial Trends YES      NO Data Source 
a. The district has operated on a budget that is at or below level funded or level services 

for several years 
 

�      � Local 

b. School budgets and/or regional assessments to member towns have increased, while 
programs/services remain the same or have decreased over the past several years  
 

�      � Local 

c. The district has instituted or increased fees for programs/services within the last several 
years 
 

�      � Local 

d. Teacher salaries are not commensurate with those in like districts  
 

�      � ESE Finance 

e. Administrative costs per pupil have increased or are higher than such costs in like 
districts 

 

�      � DART 
Finance 

f. Operations and maintenance costs per pupil have increased or are higher than such costs 
in like districts   
 

�      � DART 
Finance 

g. In-district transportation costs per pupil have increased or are higher than such costs in 
like districts 

 

�      � DART 
Finance 

h. Out-of-district transportation costs (per out-of-district pupil) have increased or are 
higher than such costs in like districts 
 

�      � DART 
Finance 

i. Professional development spending per teacher has decreased or is lower than such 
spending in like districts  

�      � DART 
Finance 

                                                             

5 Represents the median enrollment for all K-12 districts (municipal and regional) based on FY11 enrollment data from the DESE 
6 Represents the median enrollment for all Elementary districts (districts that operate schools that do not include grades 9 and 
higher) based on FY11 enrollment data from the DESE 
7 Represents the median enrollment for all Secondary (regional) districts  based on FY11 enrollment data from the DESE 
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3. Instructional Capacity (by school and district) YES      NO Data Source 

a. Class size has increased in the last several years  
 

�      � Local 

b. Class size is higher than in like districts 
 

�      � Local 

c. Student/teacher ratio8 has increased in the last several years  
 

�      � DART 
Finance 

d. Student/teacher ratio is higher than said ratio in like districts  
 

�      � DART 
Finance 

e. The teacher turnover rate has increased or is greater than the turnover rate in like 
districts 
 

�      � DART 

4. Curricular & Program Offerings YES      NO Data Source 
a. The number and variety of course offerings is fewer than in like districts (e.g. the 

number and variety of foreign language courses, AP courses, electives, vocational 
programs, etc.) 

 

�      � Local 

b. Course offerings have been reduced or eliminated in the last several years 
 

�      � Local 

c. Special programs and service offerings (art, music) have been reduced or eliminated in 
the last several years 

 

�      � Local 

d. Extracurricular offerings have been reduced or eliminated in the last several years 
 

�      � Local 

e. Early childhood offerings have been reduced or eliminated in the last several years 
 

�      � Local 

f. Out-of-district special education placements have increased in the last several years  
 

�      � Local 

g. Special education costs have increased or are higher than such costs in like districts  
 

�      � ESE Finance 

h. Transportation services have been reduced in the last several years  
 

�      � Local 

5. Performance Indicators  YES      NO Data Source 
a. Percentage of students scoring at or above proficient on the MCAS has declined or 

remained stagnant over the last several years  
 

�      � DART 

b. Student SAT, PSAT and/or ACT scores have declined in the last several years  
 

�      � Local 

c. Status of high school graduates (college, careers) has declined  
 

�      � Local 

d. District has received a warning or has been placed on probation by the New England 
Association of Schools and Colleges 
 

�      � Local 

e. Dropout rate has increased in the last several years  
 

�      � DART 

f. Dropout rate is higher than in like districts  
 

�      � DART 

                                                             

8 “Teacher/student ratio” is defined as total student enrollment:total licensed teachers employed by the district 
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g. Four-year or five-year cohort graduation rates have declined in the last several years  
 

�      � DART 

h. Four-year or five-year cohort graduation rates are lower than in like districts  
 

�      � DART 

i. Attendance rate has decreased in the last several years  
 

�      � DART 

j. Attendance rate is lower than in like districts 
 

�      � DART 

6. Capital Facilities YES      NO Data Source 
a. One or more district schools received a “below average utilization” rating in the most 

recent MSBA Needs Survey  
 

�      � MSBA 

b. One or more district schools received a “building conditions” rating of 3 or 4 in the 
most recent MSBA Needs Survey  
 

�      � MSBA 

c. One or more district schools received a “general environment” rating of 3 or 4 in the 
most recent MSBA Needs Survey  
 

�      � MSBA 

d. The district recently attempted to submit a Statement of Interest (SOI) for MSBA 
funding that was defeated at the local level  
 

�      � Local 

7. Administrative Capacity  YES      NO Data Source 
a. The number of district and/or school administrative positions has decreased over the 

last several years  
 

�      � DART 
Finance 

b. District administrators are responsible for more functions than administrators in like 
districts 
 

�      � MARS 

c. The district does not have enough administrators to effectively address instructional and 
achievement issues for students, particularly students with specific and differentiated 
needs (e.g. English language learners, students receiving special education services, 
etc.) 

 

�      � MARS 

d. The district does not have enough administrators to effectively recruit and maintain a 
high-quality educator workforce 

 

�      � MARS 

e. The district does not have enough administrators to create and maintain effective lines 
of two-way communication with parents and family members and other community 
stakeholders 

 

�      � MARS 

f. A greater number of district administrators are responsible for operational versus 
instructional issues 

 

�      � MARS/Local 

g. The administrative turnover rate has increased or is higher than the rates in similar 
districts  
 

�      � DART 

h. District Administrators report to more than 1 school committee 
 

�      � Local 

i. The current structure of the central office and configuration of administrators do not 
support optimal efficiency and effectiveness with regard to the district’s ability to 
execute its core functions, including: 1) communication among administrators and also 
among administrators, principals, teachers, and staff members; 2) the collection and 
continuous analysis of multiple types of data; and 3) the management of instructional, 

�      � Local 
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human, fiscal, and other resources 
 

8. Collaboration YES      NO Data Source 
a. The district has not explored the possibility of providing joint academic and 

extracurricular programs with other districts 
 

�      � Local 

b. The district does not participate in cooperative purchasing programs with other districts  
 

�      � Local 

c. The district does not partner with other districts or utilize an educational collaborative 
to offer professional development programs for its staff 
 

�      � Local 

d. The district does not belong to an educational collaborative 
 

�      � Local 

e. The district does not participate in a collaborative or cooperative transportation service 
program 
 

�      � Local 

f. The district does not partner with other districts or utilize an educational collaborative 
to provide special education programs and services for its students 
 

�      � Local 

g. District leaders and/or administrators do not meet with colleagues on a regular basis to 
discuss common challenges and implement common solutions 
 

�      � Local 

h. District staff members do not participate in and/or belong to statewide professional 
associations (e.g. Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents, Massachusetts 
Association of School Committees, Massachusetts Elementary School Principals 
Association, Massachusetts Secondary School Administrators Association, 
Massachusetts Teachers Association, American Federation of Teachers – 
Massachusetts, etc.) 
 

�      � Local 

9. Community Indicators  YES      NO Data Source 
a. One or more communities within the district have a negative Municipal Revenue 

Growth Factor (MRGF)9 
 

�      � DOR 

b. Property values within the district have decreased over the past several years 
 

�      � DOR 

c. The bond rating of one or more communities within the district has decreased within 
the last several years 
 

�      � Local 

d.  Communities within the district have a higher unemployment rate than the rates in like 
districts  

�      � EOLWD* 

 

 

 

 

                                                             

*Executive Office of Labor & Workforce Development unemployment rate by city/town: 
http://lmi2.detma.org/lmi/lmi_lur_area.asp?AT=01&A=000025&Dopt=TEXT 
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TABLE 1.  ASSESSMENT TOOL DATA SOURCES  

  Data Source Description 

    DART 
 
 

District Analysis and Review Tool.  To access and review the data for questions associated with the “DART” 
source, download the “District Analysis and Review Tool” located on ESE’s website – 
http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/dart/ 

    DART 
  Finance 

DART Finance and Staffing tool. To access and review the data for questions associated with the “DART 
Finance” source, download the “DART Finance and Staffing” file located on ESE’s website – 
http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/dart/ 
 

     DOR 

Department of Revenue data. To access and review the data for questions associated with the “DOR” source, 
refer to the following information located on the Department of Revenue’s website –  
 
For “Municipal Revenue Growth Factor” (MRGF) data, refer to: 
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=dorterminal&L=4&L0=Home&L1=Local+Officials&L2=Municipal+Data+and+Fina
ncial+Management&L3=Data+Bank+Reports&sid=Ador&b=terminalcontent&f=dls_mdmstuf_mungrowth&csid=
Ador 
 
For property values/tax data, refer to: 
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=dorterminal&L=4&L0=Home&L1=Local+Officials&L2=Municipal+Data+and+Fina
ncial+Management&L3=Data+Bank+Reports&sid=Ador&b=terminalcontent&f=dls_mdmstuf_proptax&csid=Ador 
 

     ESE 
  Finance 
 

ESE School Finance information. To access and review the data for questions associated with the “ESE 
Finance” source, refer to the appropriate charts located on ESE’s website –  
http://finance1.doe.mass.edu/statistics/ 
 

    MSBA 
 

Massachusetts School Building Authority. To access and review data for questions associated with the “MSBA” 
source, refer to the MSBA’s “2010 Needs Survey” report located on MSBA’s website – 
http://www.massschoolbuildings.org/sites/default/files/edit-
contentfile/Our%20Programs/2010_Needs_Survey_Report_29April2011.pdf 
 

    MARS 
 

Massachusetts Association of Regional Schools. To access and review data for questions associated with the 
“MARS” source, refer to the MARS “Central Office Capacity” report located on ESE’s website – 
http://www.doe.mass.edu/research/reports/1109mars.pdf  
 
**Users are encouraged to use the survey instrument found in “Appendix A” to determine the appropriate 
response for each question associated with the “MARS” source.  
 

   LOCAL 
 

Local data. Users should refer to local data systems and resources to respond to the corresponding statements. 
Interested stakeholders, other than those employed within the school district, should seek these data and 
information from local district staff. 
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II.  REGIONALIZATION 
In recent years, regionalization has become a topic of interest for school districts seeking more cost effective 
and sustainable strategies for delivering educational services. In 2010, five new and expanded regional 
districts were approved, including three new academic regions, one newly expanded K-12 region, and one 
new vocational/agricultural region.  Despite these recent activities, a number of challenges continue to 
impede efforts to regionalize.  
 
This section presents a brief overview of the history, current landscape, opportunities and challenges of 
regionalization, and offers recommendations to facilitate the implementation of existing and future regional 
school district agreements.  
 
 
HISTORY  

In 1949, the state passed the “Regional Schools Act,” which defined regional school districts as independent 
legal entities and outlined the rights and obligations of member towns within a regional district. While the 
objective of the “Regional Schools Act” was to promote consolidation, the number of school districts 
actually increased from 355 to 390 over the following twenty years, as small towns formed regional 
secondary districts but maintained independent elementary districts.10 In 1974, the state amended the 
Regional School Districts law to increase financial incentives for districts to fully regionalize grades K-12 
and to provide an increase in the capital reimbursement rate for regionalized districts, after which the 
number of school districts decreased to 329. However, these incentives were phased out with the passage of 
the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993. Only one new academic regional school district was 
formed in the sixteen years following the elimination of the operating and construction incentive. 
 
 
CURRENT LANDSCAPE  

In 2010, five new and expanded regional districts were approved.  They include:  

� Ayer – Shirley;  
� Berkley – Somerset; 
� Freetown – Lakeville;  
� Chatham – Harwich;  
� North Shore Technical – Essex Agricultural & Technical 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             

10 See http://www.doe.mass.edu/research/reports/1109consolidation.pdf 
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Regional Planning and Implementation Grants 

In 2008 and 2009, 58 communities in Massachusetts participated in regional planning studies to explore the 
feasibility of forming a new or expanded academic region.11 Many of these studies were funded by regional 
planning and implementation grants provided by ESE (see Table 2). The individual results of the 2009 
regional planning studies were well documented and identified a number of key issues that impact the 
feasibility of regionalization. In particular, the regional planning studies highlighted some of the perceived 
advantages and barriers to regionalization, many of which are listed on the following page. 
 

MSBA Reimbursement Points  

The Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) is a quasi-
public government agency that oversees the state’s program for 
subsidizing school building construction, renovation and repair 
projects. In April 2008, the MSBA Board voted to authorize new 
regulations that would allow the MSBA to award additional 
reimbursement points (up to six points) for school building 
proposals that are part of a regionalization plan. These additional 
reimbursement points provide a compelling incentive for 
regionalization and have prompted a number of school districts to 
explore regionalization as a way to resolve school facility issues.  
 
Regional Transportation Funding 

MGL Chapter 71, Section 16C provides for the reimbursement of 
regular day and vocational transportation costs incurred by 
regional school districts, offering another substantial incentive for 
school districts to regionalize.  While the law specifies that regional 
school districts shall be reimbursed for the total cost of transporting 
students who live more than one and one-half miles from the school 
they are entitled to attend, the legislature has reduced funding for 
regional school transportation over the past few fiscal years due to budgetary constraints.  
 
In 2010, the legislature included a provision in the Achievement Gap Law (Chapter 12 of the Acts of 2010) 
stipulating that funding for regional school transportation cannot be reduced by a greater percentage than 
funding for Chapter 70 in a given year. This provision essentially ensured that regional transportation 
funding—a critical source of local aid for regional school districts—would not be disproportionately affected 
by necessary budget cuts.  
 
 
 

                                                             

11 See http://finance1.doe.mass.edu/regional/Reg_PlanningGrants.doc 
12 Mendon-Upton received a 2010 regional planning grant for the purposes of exploring regionalization with Hopedale. However, 
ESE ultimately rescind the $10,000 grant after being informed that Hopedale was no longer interested in pursuing the study. ESE 
distributed the remaining funding to various other communities for regional planning or implementation purposes. 

 
2009 Planning Grant Recipients Amount 

 
Ayer – Lunenberg – Shirley $20,000 
Berkshire Hills Region – Southern 
Berkshire Region 

$25,000 

Boxford – Middleton – Topsfield $25,000 
Frontier Region $22,500 
Greenfield–Gill –Montague Region $25,000 
Hadley – Hatfield $25,000 
Harwich – Chatham $25,000 
Holland – Wales $25,000 
Mahar Region $25,000 
Mohawk Region – Rowe – 
Hawlemont Region 

$15,000 

Nauset Region $23,600 
Westfield–Gateway Region  
 

$17,875 

2010 Planning Grant Recipients Amount 
 

Ayer-Shirley $300,000 
Berkley-Somerset $75,000 
Chatham-Harwich $15,000 
Mahar Region $10,000 
Mendon-Upton/Hopedale12 $10,000 
Old Rochester $10,000 
Pittsfield $10,000 
Southwick-Tolland/Granville $10,000 
Massachusetts DESE  $10,000 
  

TABLE 2.  2009 & 2010 PLANNING GRANT RECIPIENTS 
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OPPORTUNITIES & BENEFITS  

Regionalization represents an opportunity for many school districts to improve efficiency and long-term 
fiscal stability and to increase district capacity to serve the academic needs of its students. Regionalization 
can help to improve operational capacity by streamlining governance and eliminating duplicative 
administrative functions, and can provide an opportunity for smaller districts to achieve economies of scale 
and realize cost-savings.  Proponents of regionalization also point to the increased educational opportunities 
that regionalization can offer. Other commonly cited benefits that motivate regionalization decisions 
include:  

� Expanded course and program offerings;  
� A coordinated K-12 curriculum and program articulation; 
� A single school committee with cohesive educational policy; 
� A single administration with potential for more efficient and economical operation of school 

departments; 
� A single salary schedule and a single teacher unit for collective bargaining purposes; 
� A single budget, administered to take advantage of efficient, centralized purchasing techniques; 
� Savings incurred by bulk purchasing and combined transportation costs; 
� Utilization of sound, long range planning and fuller utilization of teachers and school facilities for all 

the pupils affected; 
� State transportation reimbursement; and 
� Additional reimbursement points for school construction projects. 

 
CHALLENGES 

A number of challenges can deter school districts from pursuing regional options, including certain financial 
or logistical obstacles and other less tangible barriers. Some commonly cited obstacles and deterrents 
include: 
 

� Loss of local control;  
� Short term transition costs;  
� Resistance to change; 
� Lack of support and guidance for regional planning and transition;  
� The misconception that regionalization always entails the closing of school buildings;   
� Uncertainty over the impact on teacher salaries, benefits, tenure and concern for job security; 
� Change in school committee representation and potential change in administrative leadership and 

staff; 
� Operational issues – e.g. reconciling collective bargaining agreements, consolidating central office 

functions, and resolving debt obligations for school facilities; 
� Disparities in per-pupil spending between districts; 
� Concern over capital and operational assessment methodologies and costs; 
� Real or perceived economic, educational and/or social differences between districts; and 
� Lack of available districts to partner with.  

 
While the proposed benefits and challenges of regionalization helped inform the Commission’s 
deliberations, the Commission did not debate the merits of regionalization or investigate the competing 
claims made in support and opposition to regionalization, as this was not the charge of the Commission. 
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However, members agreed that these issues and challenges must be addressed in order to make 
regionalization a more feasible option for districts throughout the state. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

The Commission strongly recommends that regionalization discussions and planning be guided by the 
results of the capacity self-assessment tool presented in Section I, as the data presented in the tool can help 
districts identify areas of need that may be addressed through regionalization. The tool can also generate 
important information that, in some cases, may be used to leverage support for regionalization initiatives 
within the community.  
 
The study and implementation of school district regionalization can be a time consuming and complex 
effort that requires communication and cooperation among local and regional stakeholders as well as 
targeted state financial support and expanded technical assistance. The following recommendations, which 
predominantly address steps for state-level action, include a combination of incentives, statutory changes, 
and policy proposals for providing greater support and guidance for regionalization initiatives. 
 
 
 

Summary of Recommendations 
 

1. Provide resources to support regional planning studies, including additional funding 
and technical assistance 

2. Provide resources to support the regional transition process, including additional 
funding and technical assistance 

3. Ensure consistent and reliable regional transportation appropriation 

4. Increase capital support for regionalization initiatives 

5. Centralize information and resources for regionalization 

6. Provide resources for ESE to increase support for regionalization 

7. Enact legislation to address existing barriers to and increase incentives for 
regionalization 
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1. PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR REGIONAL PLANNING 

There are numerous components and steps involved with forming a regional school district, the first of 
which is the regional planning process. Under the current law—MGL Chapter 71, Sections 14 and 14A—
a town may create a regional school district planning committee and two or more planning committees 
may join together to form a regional school district planning board for the purposes of studying the 
impact and feasibility of establishing a regional school district. While the law briefly describes a regional 
planning board’s purpose and the types of factors that should be considered during the planning study, 
it does not specify how this study should take place or the types of data, methods or assessments that 
should be used during the regional planning process. The absence of procedural and technical guidance 
and additional funding to support the feasibility study often inhibit the ability of a planning committee 
or board to perform a comprehensive, data-driven analysis and produce an accurate assessment of the 
impact of regionalization. Therefore, the Commission recommends the following measures to ensure the 
provision of additional support for regional school district planning initiatives— 

 
� Regional Planning Funds 

While regional planning studies are necessary in order determine whether or not regionalization is a 
feasible option, such studies can be costly, and many communities lack the human and financial 
resources to conduct a thorough analysis. Most regional planning studies necessitate the hiring of 
short-term administrative assistance or consultants to perform an impact analysis to demonstrate the 
financial implications, building use, enrollment, curriculum, staffing, and administrative changes 
that would likely occur should the district form or join a region. Districts need additional funding to 
obtain this type of professional assistance and resources to support public hearings and outreach 
throughout the planning process.  

 
The state has occasionally provided funding for regional planning on a limited scale. As previously 
noted, regional planning grants were awarded in both 2009 and 2010, but such funding has not yet 
been made available in 2011. The state should continue to provide funding to incentivize and 
support a range of activities associated with regional planning. In addition, future regional planning 
grants should be provided in conjunction with technical assistance and procedural guidance for 
regional planning in order to ensure that such grants are being used to conduct thorough, data-
driven planning studies.  

 
� Regional Planning Guidance and Technical Assistance 

The Commission found that many school districts lack the professional and technical expertise 
necessary to navigate the regional planning process, which can lead to premature or even inaccurate 
assessments of the feasibility and impact of regionalization. Moreover, ambiguity surrounding the 
regional planning process can also dissuade many communities from initiating a regional planning 
study in the first place.  
 
Therefore, the state should assume a greater role in providing assistance and technical support for 
regional planning so as to ensure that communities exploring regionalization have the ability to 
conduct a thorough feasibility study based on accurate information and data. This would provide 
greater support for school districts considering regionalization, while simultaneously addressing 
some of the current challenges and clarifying certain misconceptions that have traditionally 
impeded efforts to regionalize.  
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The Commission recommends that ESE provide additional technical assistance and guidance for 
regional planning that includes the following resources and information: 

 
� Procedural guidance for a “step-by-step process” for regional planning;  
� Financial simulations to demonstrate the short and long term financial implications of forming a 

region, including an explanation of the impact on a member town’s minimum local contribution 
and Chapter 70; 

� A clear delineation and explanation of alternative allocation methods that meet the statutory 
requirement; 

� A description of different methodologies for preparing a regional budget that reflects individual 
towns’ needs and other opportunities for local management and control (e.g. establishing local 
advisory councils to provide local school input to the regional district);  

� Sample regional school agreements that highlight best practices for forming a region; and 
� Clarification and analysis of the implications of the “one-person-one-vote” requirement in a 

regional school district, including alternatives for meeting this constitutional obligation. 
 
 

2. PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR TRANSITION 

Much like the regional planning process, there are very few resources available to school districts to 
support the transition to a regional district. The lack of guidance and financial support for the transition 
process remains a significant deterrent to communities pursuing regionalization.  Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following measures to ensure the provision of additional support for 
transition— 

 
� Transition Funding   

While regionalizing can produce long-term savings for school districts, the up-front cost of 
transitioning represents one of the most prominent deterrents for many communities exploring 
regionalization. Collective bargaining, curriculum design, budget development, policy alignment, 
and strategic planning are among the many costly tasks that districts must address when 
transitioning to a new region. To incentivize regionalization, the state should provide additional 
funding to help cover these costs.   
 
Regional school districts should make every effort to capitalize on opportunities to leverage existing 
funding sources to support transition costs. For example, the FY’12 Budget included a new line item 
to provide funding for “regional bonus aid” pursuant to MGL Chapter 71, Section 16D(g). In 
accordance with the statute, newly formed regional districts would be eligible to receive funding 
through this line item for up to five years immediately following the formation of the region, 
provided that such funding is annually appropriated.  The Commission commends the legislature 
for creating this new line item, and recommends that the “regional bonus aid” account be preserved 
in subsequent fiscal year budgets in order to maintain a mechanism through which school districts 
can receive funding to help offset regional transition costs. 
 
While the Commission is extremely supportive of “regional bonus aid,” members recognized that 
the statutory formula for calculating this aid does not yield a substantial amount of funding, nor 
does it account for the considerable variation in transition costs, which depend on the existing 
configuration of the districts and the type of merger. For example, the transition costs associated 
with expanding an existing region to include a new member are usually far less than the costs 
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associated with merging two independent municipal districts to form a new K-12 region.  In many 
cases, the level of funding provided through the “regional bonus aid” calculation is insufficient to 
adequately support the up-front cost of forming a new region.   
 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the development of a separate line item or funding 
program through which school districts can apply to receive additional funding to support 
transition activities. This additional funding source would provide essential support for newly 
established regional school districts and for school districts that would like to regionalize but have 
not done so out of concern for the up-front transition costs associated with regionalizing. 

 
� Transition Guidance and Technical Assistance (See Appendix 1 & 2) 

The transition to a new regional district can be a complex and lengthy process for which very little 
guidance or technical support is available. The Commission recommends that ESE develop a 
comprehensive “transition advisory” that explains the steps for transitioning and that outlines the 
key questions and issues that should be resolved prior to merging.   
 
The Transition subcommittee* was responsible for examining and recommending strategies to 
address various aspects of the regional transition process,  including: (i) merging central office 
buildings, staff and operational systems; (ii) merging collective bargaining agreements; and (iii) 
appropriate time frames for implementing school district regionalization.  The subcommittee’s 
recommendations outline  a number of key questions and issues to be resolved prior to merging, 
which are presented in greater detail in Appendix 1.  ESE should use these recommended questions 
and considerations as a starting point to develop more detailed guidance on the issues that school 
districts must address prior to and throughout the transition process.   
 
To help school districts navigate the transition process, such guidance or technical assistance 
provided by ESE should also include a step-by-step process or protocol for forming a new region. 
This “step-by-step” transition guidance should include a detailed list and explanation of all the 
necessary procedures and steps that must occur in order to ensure a successful transition. Appendix 
2 includes a framework for a “step-by-step” transition process, which was developed by the 
Massachusetts Association of Regional Schools (MARS) under a contract with ESE. MARS is 
currently working on expanding this blueprint to include additional information such as detailed 
procedures, sample documents, and resources for various steps of the transition process. The 
Commission fully supports this endeavor, which exemplifies the type of additional support and 
guidance that the state can provide in order to facilitate regionalization.  
 
 

3. PROVIDE RELIABLE TRANSPORTATION APPROPRIATION  

State law requires regional school districts to provide transportation for all K-12 students who live 
greater than two miles from the school they are entitled to attend, while municipal districts are only 
required to transport students in grades K-6 who live greater than two miles from the school they are 
entitled to attend. Therefore, regional school districts typically incur substantially greater transportation 
costs than do municipal districts. However, MGL Chapter 71, Section 16C includes a provision that 
allows regional school districts to be reimbursed for the total cost of transportation, which represents 

                                                             

* Refer to page 6 for a description of the Transition subcommittee’s charge. 



- Findings & Recommendations - 

Page | 26  

 

one of the most attractive incentives that the state provides for school districts to regionalize. 
Unfortunately, funding for regional transportation has been substantially reduced over the past few 
fiscal years due to budgetary constraints, which has both diminished a major incentive for regionalizing 
and negatively impacted existing regional school districts that rely on this funding as a source of local 
aid. Therefore, the Commission recommends that the legislature take the steps to ensure the reliability 
and stability of regional transportation funding:  

 
� Amend MGL Chapter 71, Section 16C to ensure that funding for regional transportation is 

increased when a new region is added  
Currently, when a new regional district is formed and becomes eligible for transportation 
reimbursement, the funding provided through the regional transportation line item is spread 
thinner and the reimbursement for each district is reduced. To offset this effect, the legislature 
should amend MGL Chapter 71, Section 16C to require that the amount of money provided in the 
regional transportation line item be increased whenever a new regional district or regional charter 
district joins the pool of eligible recipients of this funding. 

 
� Maintain stable funding for regional transportation 

Consistency and predictability are extremely important when it comes to regional school 
transportation reimbursement. Due to budgetary constraints, funding for regional transportation 
has been cut over the past few fiscal years, which has made it increasingly difficult for school 
districts to budget accordingly from year to year. The Commission believes that the current 100% 
reimbursement rate provided under the statute is both unrealistic and unsustainable. In addition, 
funding regional school transportation at 100% minimizes the incentive for regional school districts 
to pursue cost effective transportation services. Therefore, the Commission recommends that the 
legislature amend MGL Chapter 71, Section 16C to change the 100% reimbursement requirement to 
reflect a more realistic expectation so that funding for regional transportation is more predictable 
and reliable.  
 
 

4. INCREASE CAPITAL SUPPORT  

� Develop models and/or provide state support to offset capital “buy-in” costs charged to 
communities that join an existing regional school district 
Towns interested in joining an existing regional district or merging with another district must often 
pay a capital charge (a.k.a “buy-in”) for the use of an existing school building. This initial fee can 
preclude some districts from ever realizing any cost-benefit to joining the regional school district. 
Clearly, this can act as a significant disincentive for school districts to regionalize.  

  
The statutory language that had once authorized a “Regional Buy-In” grant program (under Chapter 
70B) was eliminated when the MSBA was created in 2004. The language allowed a city or town to 
receive reimbursement for part of the buy-in amount that the city or town is required to pay to join 
an existing region.  The Commission recommends that the legislature take action to reinstate the 
“Regional Buy-In Grants” reimbursement program in order to restore an important resource for 
school district regionalization efforts.  
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� Develop and promote assessment models to apportion capital costs and debt to members based 
on building use 
Regional school district agreements delineate the apportionment of capital costs among the district 
members according to a formula based either on enrollment percentages or other socioeconomic 
factors. Contention among members in a regional district can arise when one member is responsible 
for the majority of the student enrollment within a school building, yet all member districts are 
responsible for paying the maintenance costs of the facility, as set forth in the regional agreement. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends that ESE develop guidance or provide sample assessment 
models that demonstrate different methods for apportioning capital costs and debt to members 
based on the use of the building. 
 
 

5. CENTRALIZE RESOURCES FOR REGIONALIZATION  

Regionalization information, such as sample agreements, best practices, and technical assistance should 
be readily accessible to school districts and members of the public. The Commission recommends that 
ESE update its Regional School District Organization website to include a complete and comprehensive 
inventory of the existing data and resources available to regional school districts and school districts 
exploring regionalization. The updated website should include the additional documents and resources 
recommended by the Commission.   

 
 
6. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL RESOURCES FOR ESE 

Many of the recommendations included in this section call on ESE to assume a greater role vis-à-vis 
supporting and promoting regionalization initiatives. The Commission recognizes that additional 
funding and resources will be needed to support that role and to ensure ESE has the capacity to carry 
out these recommendations.  

 
 
7. ENACT LEGISLATION TO ADDRESS EXISTING BARRIERS TO AND INCREASE 

INCENTIVES FOR REGIONALIZATION 

To encourage regionalization and facilitate the implementation of existing and future regional school 
district agreements, the Commission recommends the following statutory changes— 

 
� Amend MGL Chapter 71, Section 42B to clarify the process of setting teacher salaries in a newly 

created, expanded or consolidated regional school district. MGL Chapter 71, Section 42B states that 
“personnel employed by regional school district committees shall initially be placed on the salary 
schedule of the regional school district so that the compensation paid to such school personnel shall 
not be less than the compensation received by such school personnel while previously employed by 
a local school committee.” Many districts mistakenly interpret this provision to mean that when two 
or more districts merge, the regional school district must immediately adopt the highest salary 
schedule among the joining districts. As a result, school districts may be reluctant to regionalize out 
of concern for the perceived up-front cost of combining teacher contracts and salaries. However, the 
law only guarantees that personnel employed by the new regional district will not have their 
compensation reduced below the level they received in their previous district. Regional school 
districts may and do adopt differentiated salary schedules so that personnel retain the salary level of 
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their previous district until the regional school district renegotiates staff contracts through the 
collective bargaining process.  
 
Therefore, the statute should be amended to clarify that newly created, expanded or consolidated 
regional school districts do not have to adopt the highest salary schedule among the joining districts, 
and that such determination is made through a successor collective bargaining process.  
 

� Amend MGL Chapter 71, Section 14 to allow a town to initiate a regional planning study by either a 
vote in town meeting or by a majority vote of its selectmen and school committee members. Under 
the current law, a community can form a regional planning committee to initiate a regional planning 
study only after a town meeting vote, which can be a lengthy and burdensome process. This change 
would provide an alternative method for creating the planning committee and would allow the 
regionalization planning process to begin much earlier, without having to wait for a town meeting.  

 
� Amend MGL Chapter 71, Section 16 to allow a regional school district to enter into an agreement 

with one or more member districts that belong to a superintendency union with the region to 
authorize the regional district to serve as a fiscal agent on behalf of the districts in the union.  This 
would allow the region to receive and expend funds and provide fiscal services for districts in the 
union, and would provide another opportunity for school districts to streamline operations and 
increase efficiency. In addition, this type of arrangement can eventually promote the formation of a 
full K-12 regional district, as the individual communities are able to realize the benefits of a more 
centralized system of governance.   
 

� Amend MGL Chapter 71, Section 16(r) to increase the maximum lease period that a regional school 
district may sign for the use of surplus space in a school building from 10 to 30 years.  The current 
law permits regional school districts to rent or lease surplus space in a school building to public, 
private or non-profit organizations for up to 10 years. Extending the lease period from 10 to 30 years 
would allow regional school districts greater flexibility in renting surplus space in a school building, 
while still keeping it for possible future use.  

 
� Amend MGL Chapter 71, Section14 and 14B to include “cities” in the definition a regional school 

district, or replace the word “town” with “municipalities” or “communities”. This would allow 
cities to join a region and enable existing regions to start working with cities, instead of being limited 
to towns. 
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III. COLLABORATION  

 
School district collaboration represents another opportunity to enhance district capacity, increase operating 
efficiency, and expand educational opportunities. Collaborative partnerships allow school districts to come 
together and pool resources around programs and services that cannot efficiently be delivered by the 
districts on their own. Moreover, collaboration involves the consolidation of programs and services, rather 
than the consolidation of schools and/or school districts, thus allowing communities to retain local control. 
Consolidating services and programs serves as an effective intermediary step or alternative to 
regionalization that enables school districts to realize cost savings and greater efficiencies.  
 
There are a number of opportunities throughout the Commonwealth for districts to pool resources and 
consolidate services to build district capacity and allow for a more efficient use of resources.   Whether 
through formal or informal cooperatives or consortiums, school districts across the state are involved in a 
number of collaborative arrangements to achieve a more efficient means of delivering educational services. 
 
Historically, Educational Service Agencies (ESAs) have been the primary providers of inter-district 
collaborative programs and services. In 2010, there were 553 ESAs operating in 45 states across the country.13 
The organizational, governance and legal structures of ESAs vary from state to state.  In addition, ESAs are 
known by different names across the country, including Educational Service Districts (ESDs), Intermediate 
Units (IUs), Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES), Regional Educational Service Agencies 
(RESAs), and Intermediate School Districts (ISDs), to name a few.  In Massachusetts, ESAs are referred to as 
“educational collaboratives,” which are defined as public, multi-service organizations governed and 
authorized by state law (MGL Chapter 40, Section 4E) to develop, manage, and provide services and 
programs to member school districts. Collaboratives are initiated and managed locally and allow districts to 
partner on programs and services that benefit from economies of scale, in both cost and quality. As the 
primary agents of collaboration in Massachusetts, educational collaboratives were the primary focus of the 
Commission’s deliberations throughout its study.  
 
To facilitate greater inter-district collaboration and improve the delivery of cost-sharing educational 
services, the Commonwealth needs to develop and implement a more effective statewide model of 
collaboration. To achieve this goal, the state should further develop and expand the existing infrastructure 
and network of educational collaboratives in Massachusetts. However, the Commission found that various 
systemic challenges exist relative to the structure, governance, accountability and oversight of educational 
collaboratives, all of which must be addressed if collaboratives are to assume a greater role in the state’s 
public education system. The need for improved accountability is underscored by recent reports of 
irregularities and financial abuse at several collaboratives that are currently under investigation.* 

                                                             

13 Association of Educational Service Agencies (AESA), Improving American Education through 
Educational Service Agencies, http://www.aesa.us/Research/AESA_White_Paper_1_2010.pdf  (January 2010) 
* On June 20, 2011, the Massachusetts Inspector General’s Office released the findings of its investigation into reports of misappropriation and financial 
abuses that were said to have occurred at the Merrimack Special Education Collaborative and its affiliate non-profit organization, the Merrimack Education 
Center.  Both the Attorney General’s Office and the state Treasurer are currently investigating the findings of the Inspector General’s report, while the state 
Auditor is expected to release the results of an independent audit review of the Merrimack Special Education Collaborative and two additional collaboratives 
– the Reads Education Collaborative and the Southeastern Massachusetts Educational Collaborative – by the end of the summer. In addition, a subcommittee 
of the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education has been formed to review ESE’s policies on collaboratives, while the Joint Committee on Education is 
scheduled to conduct oversight hearings in the fall to examine the governance and oversight of educational collaboratives to decide whether or not there is a 
systemic problem that needs to be addressed through legislation. While these developments surfaced at the end of the Commission’s study (and investigating 
them was beyond the scope of the Commission’s charge) the Commission had already identified the need for greater accountability and oversight of 
educational collaboratives prior to learning of the Inspector General’s investigation. For further information, see 
http://www.mass.gov/ig/publ/msec_agreements_letter.pdf.  
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HISTORY  

Most educational collaboratives in Massachusetts were established after the passage of the state’s special 
education law, Chapter 766 of the Acts of 1974, which required that all school districts provide a proper 
educational program for students with special needs residing in their communities. In order to meet the new 
requirement, many school districts started joining together to pool resources and provide special education 
services and programs to students. As a result of this surge in collaborative programs, the state legislature 
amended the law governing educational collaboratives – MGL Chapter 40, Section 4E – to clarify the 
governance and organization of collaboratives.  
 
Although collaboratives were originally viewed as organizations formed to provide special education 
services, they have evolved over the past 30 years to offer a wide range of services and programs, including, 
but not limited to: special education, professional development, educator licensure programs, professional 
learning communities, cooperative purchasing, student transportation, technology development and 
Medicaid and e-rate reimbursement for member districts.  
 
 
CURRENT LANDSCAPE 

Currently, there are 30 educational collaboratives in Massachusetts that provide a wide array of services and 
programs to over 300 local and regional school systems. 49 school districts in Massachusetts do not belong 
to any collaborative, while 71 districts are members of more than one.14 For a complete list of district 
membership in educational collaboratives, see Appendix 3.  
 
The current statute governing collaboratives allows two or more school committees of cities, towns and 
regional school districts and boards of trustees of charter schools to enter into an agreement to provide joint 
programs and services that complement and strengthen the programs of member school committees and 
charter schools. Collaboratives are each governed by a board of directors, which, by law, consists of one 
person appointed by each member district’s school committee. Each board conducts its business pursuant to 
the terms and conditions of the collaborative agreement. Collaborative agreements are drafted and agreed to 
by the member school committees of the collaborative and must also be approved by the ESE.  
 
Figure 4 delineates the current governance and organizational structure of educational collaboratives, as 
prescribed in MGL Chapter 40, Section 4E. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

 
14 Based on ESE FY11 data 
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FIGURE 4. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE OF EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVES

Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education 

� Approves Collaborative Agreements 
� Appoints an ex-officio member to serve 

on the collaborative board of directors 

Collaborative Agreement 

The collaborative agreement describes the 
terms and conditions of the collaborative. At a 
minimum, collaborative agreements must set 
forth the following:   
 
� The purpose of the program or service; 
� The financial terms and conditions of the 

collaborative; 
� The method for terminating the 

collaborative and process by which 
members may withdraw from the 
collaborative; 

� The procedures for admitting new 
members; 

� The procedures for amending the 
agreement;  and 

� The powers and duties of the board of 
directors to operate and manage the 
collaborative. 
 

The agreement must be approved by both 
ESE and the member school committees.    

School Committees  

� Two or more school committees may join together to 
form an educational collaborative to provide joint 
programs and services. School Committees establish a 
written agreement that describes the terms and 
conditions of the collaborative 

� School committees appoint members to the 
collaborative board of directors  

Board of Directors 
Composition: 
� 1 person appointed by each member school committee 
� 1 person appointed by ESE to serve in an ex-oficio 

capacity.  
 

Roles & Responsibilities: 
� Appoints the Executive Director; determines the power and 

duties of the Executive Director 
� Appoints the treasurer of the collaborative  
� Employs personnel, including teachers, of the collaborative 

 
MGL Chapter 40, Section 4E provides that a collaborative board 
of directors may:  

� Borrow money; 
� Enter into long-term or short-term loan agreements or 

mortgages; 
� Apply for state, federal or corporate grants or contracts; and 
� Enter into contracts for the purchase of supplies, materials 

and services and for the purchase or leasing of land, 
buildings, and equipment. 

Funding 

Colloboratives can obtain funds from 
a number of sources, including: 

� local tuitions and fees; 

� monies from the state and/or 
federal government; 

� charitable foundations; 

� private corporations; 

� other sources  

All monies contributed to support the 
collaborative must be paid to the 
board of directors and deposited into 
the “Education Collaborative Trust 
Fund.” 

Executive Director 

The Executive Director is 
responsible for the care 
and supervision of the 
collaborative under the 
direction of the board of 

directors. 

Treasurer 
 

Subject to the direction of the 
board of directors, the 
treasurer may:  

� Receive and disperse 
all monies of the 
“Education 
Collaborative Trust 
Fund” without further 
appropriation; and  

� Make appropriate 
investments of the 
monies of the Trust 
Fund consistent with 
MGL Chapter 44 §54.  
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MASSACHUSETTS SPECIAL NEEDS 
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 
PILOT PROJECT*  

In FY’06, the state legislature appropriated 
approximately $1.5 million through the Circuit 
Breaker line item to fund the Special Needs 
Student Transportation Pilot program, which 
was designed to explore possible strategies to 
reduce costs and improve the quality of special 
education transportation. The purpose of the 3-
year pilot study was to test the concept that the 
transportation of special education students to 
out-of-district placements could be 
accomplished at a lower cost without impacting 
the quality of services by delegating the planning 
and contracting for such transportation services 
to educational collaboratives. In FY’10, the 
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education provided a $100,000 grant 
to the Massachusetts Organization of 
Educational Collaboratives (MOEC) to continue 
the Special Needs Student Transportation pilot 
program initiatives in order to further develop 
statewide special education transportation 
networks and increase district participation in 
these regional networks.  This initiative 
produced a number of significant outcomes, 
some of which include: 

 Districts reported a total of 
$7,345,000 in transportation cost 
savings over the five year grant period; 

 The quality of transportation services 
was improved;  

 New opportunities for transportation 
sharing were created;  

 The transportation infrastructure was 
substantially enhanced through the 
newly established transportation 
networks. 

* Massachusetts Special Education Transportation Task 
Force Report (2010). http://moecnet.org/wp-

content/uploads/2009/01/Special_Education_Transportati

on_Task_Force_Report_2010.pdf) 

OPPORTUNITIES & BENEFITS  

Educational collaboratives help to create capacity through economies-of-scale in service and program areas 
where resources, both human and material, limit the extent to which those districts can individually provide 
such programs and services. The most commonly cited benefits of inter-district collaborative programs 
include increased efficiency, quality, and equity across school districts. Over the past 30 years, many 
collaboratives have demonstrated success in helping school districts 
build capacity, improve services and realize substantial cost-savings. 
For example, in FY 09, educational collaboratives saved school 
districts nearly $113 million in the following key program and 
service areas15:  

 
 Over $64 million on special education services 
 Nearly $5 million in special education transportation costs (over 

$7 million in the five years of the Special Education 
Transportation Network initiative) 

 Over $16 million through cooperative purchasing programs 
 Over $4 million in grant writing services 
 Nearly $24 million on Medicaid reimbursement 
 $300,000 on E-rate savings  

The Massachusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives 
(MOEC) estimates a potential statewide savings of $200 million if 
small districts took greater advantage of six cost-sharing services and 
programs offered by educational collaboratives, including: special 
education services, transportation services, cooperative purchasing 
programs, energy management, shared management, and 
professional development services.  

CHALLENGES 

Many of the same challenges that obstruct regionalization efforts 
also inhibit collaboration among school districts, such as local control 
concerns and a lack of available districts to collaborate with. In 
addition, numerous challenges currently impede efforts to expand 
the use of educational collaboratives in Massachusetts.  To begin 
with, the enabling law governing educational collaboratives (MGL 
Chapter 40, Section 4E) is very broad and offers little guidance on 
how these entities should operate. While this allows collaboratives 
substantial flexibility and discretionary power to effectively respond 
to the needs of the districts they serve, it has also created unevenness 
and inconsistency among collaboratives in terms of the type and 
range of services they provide. In addition, ESE remains largely 
disconnected from the activities and operation of collaboratives, as the statute does not provide a role for 
ESE to regulate the activities of educational collaboratives. This has prevented collaboratives from being 
included in most state initiatives and programs and has created a sense of ambiguity relative to the 
                                                             

15 Data provided by the Massachusetts Organization of Education Collaboratives (Steve Theall, Executive Director)  
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appropriate role and function of educational collaboratives within the state’s public education system. 
Examples of other challenges include: 
 

� Lack of a formal accountability system and performance standards for monitoring and evaluating 
collaboratives; 

� Uncertainty over which state laws, regulations and policies apply to collaboratives;  
� Uncertainty over the types of services that collaboratives are authorized to provide; 
� Lack of stable funding mechanism and defined financial structure, including limited access to state-

administered grant funds; 
� Varying and inconsistent familiarity among local districts about the programs, services and cost-

sharing opportunities available through collaboratives; and 
� Lack of adequate internal controls over collaborative activities. 

 
These, among other legislative, regulatory, and organizational barriers, must be addressed in order to 
ensure a greater and more effective use of educational collaboratives in Massachusetts.  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
To advance inter-district collaboration, the Commonwealth needs to develop and implement a more 
effective statewide model of collaboration, which can be achieved by expanding the existing network of 
educational collaboratives in Massachusetts. However, this goal cannot be realized without the 
development and implementation of better performance measures, oversight, and accountability standards 
for collaboratives. Therefore, the Commission offers the following recommendations, which include a 
combination of statutory changes and policy proposals to improve the structure, governance, accountability, 
and oversight of educational collaboratives, as well as incentives to encourage the development and greater 
use of collaboratives. The recommendations predominantly address steps for state-level action. 
 
 

Summary of Recommendations 

1. Enact legislation to improve the governance, structure, accountability and oversight 
of educational collaboratives 
 

2. Provide incentives for inter-district collaboration 
 

3. Centralize resources and information on collaborative programs and services 
 

4. Provide resources for ESE to support and promote collaboration 
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1. ENACT LEGISLATION TO IMPROVE THE GOVERNANCE, STRUCTURE, 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVERSIGHT OF EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVES 

While the current statute briefly explains the process for initiating and forming an educational 
collaborative, it is silent with respect to how collaboratives should operate, the types of services they 
should provide, the process by which they will be held accountable to their member districts, and the 
specific performance standards by which they will be reviewed and measured. In order to resolve these 
existing uncertainties, the Commission concluded that legislation is needed to establish a more formal 
legal framework for collaboratives, and recommends that the legislature take the following steps: 

 
� Amend MGL Chapter 40, Section 4E to update the language and provisions governing 

educational collaboratives. The amended language should:  
o Clarify which state laws and regulations apply to collaboratives; 
o Define the governance structure of collaboratives, including the roles and responsibilities of 

member school committees, the Board of Directors and the Executive Director in the 
operation, management and oversight of the collaborative;  

o Describe the range and scope of services that collaboratives are authorized to offer (e.g. 
special education, transportation services, personnel services, grants management, etc.);  

o Require that collaboratives develop and maintain appropriate internal control procedures to 
ensure greater accountability;  

o Establish data reporting requirements for collaboratives to report necessary information to: 
(i) the Board of Directors; (ii) member School Committees; and (iii) ESE; 

o Require an annual evaluation of programs and services; and  
o Clarify financial structure and funding source, including eligibility for state grants. 

 
� Direct and empower ESE to regulate the activities of educational collaboratives and to 

promulgate regulations under MGL Chapter 40, Section 4E.  
As previously mentioned, the statute governing collaboratives does not provide ESE with oversight 
authority to monitor and regulate the activities of educational collaboratives. Therefore, additional 
statutory language is necessary to ensure that ESE has authority to provide greater oversight and 
promulgate regulations for implementing various statutory requirements under MGL Chapter 40, 
Section 4E. Once this authority has been established, ESE should be directed to:  

o Develop and implement accountability standards for collaboratives, including appropriate 
fiscal controls and fund accounting procedures;  

o Develop performance standards for specific collaborative programs and/or services; 
o Develop and implement standardized reporting procedures for collaboratives to report 

relevant financial, performance and programmatic data to: (i) the Board of Directors; (ii) 
member school committees; and (iii) ESE; and 

o Establish the procedures and guidelines for performing annual audits. 
 

The Massachusetts Organization of Education Collaboratives (MOEC) should cooperate and 
coordinate with ESE staff to develop these accountability standards and reporting procedures.  
 

� Direct the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education to update its 1988 policy regarding 
educational collaboratives to ensure consistency.  
Section VI of the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education’s Policy document on education 
collaboratives requires that the Policy be reviewed and updated at least every five years. However, 
over 20 years have elapsed since the Policy was last updated in 1988. Many of the requirements and 
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statutory references in the 1988 Policy are obsolete, resulting in ineffective state oversight of 
collaborative activities.  Therefore, the Board should update its policy to ensure that it is consistent 
with the laws and regulations governing collaboratives and provides for proper oversight of 
collaboratives.  
 
 

2. INCREASE INCENTIVES FOR COLLABORATION 

To facilitate inter-district collaboration, the state should provide greater incentives for school districts to 
participate in educational collaboratives or other cooperative programs or consortiums that allow for a 
more efficient use of resources.  ESE should design methods to encourage districts to pool resources to 
provide collaborative programs, and should sponsor forums designed to examine and support 
enhanced inter-district collaboration. ESE and the legislature should also continue to support and 
develop innovative statewide cost-savings initiatives such as the Massachusetts Special Needs 
Transportation Pilot Project described on page 32. This pilot program provided an incentive for districts to 
collaborate in providing transportation for special education students and helped to expand the network 
of transportation collaboratives across the Commonwealth.  
 
 

3. CENTRALIZE RESOURCES FOR COLLABORATION 

To expand collaboration throughout the Commonwealth, the state must play an active role in 
disseminating information and promoting opportunities for greater collaboration. Information and 
resources on educational collaboratives and other cooperative services should be centralized and made 
available on a single website for easy access. The Commission recommends that ESE update its website 
to include a central location for this information, and further recommends that resources and 
information on collaboration be consolidated with the resources and information on regionalization, as 
discussed in Section II of this report.  
 
 

4. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL RESOURCES FOR ESE  

Ultimately, the Commission’s recommendations place ESE at the center of a new accountability and 
oversight structure for collaboratives. As with the recommendations related to regionalization, 
additional funding and resources will be needed in order for ESE to provide the guidance, oversight and 
support proposed by the Commission’s recommendations.   

 

Local school committees play a pivotal role in governing and managing the day-to-day operation of the 
educational collaborative to which they belong. While the Commission recommends that the state assume a 
greater role in providing oversight and fostering the development and use of collaboratives, district 
leadership and involvement is critically and equally important. 
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CONCLUSION 

School districts carry out a number of important functions in supporting their schools, including 
managerial, political, and instructional functions. Executing these functions requires capacity at multiple 
levels. Therefore, building and sustaining capacity is integral to the ability of school districts to fulfill these 
core responsibilities and provide all students with a broad range of high-quality educational opportunities. 
For many school districts, collaboration and regionalization represent practical solutions to existing 
educational, fiscal and capital issues and can help districts to increase capacity and deliver educational 
services more effectively and efficiently.   
 
The recommendations offered by the Commission achieve two main purposes, which are: first, to propose a 
diagnostic capacity assessment tool that can be used to perform an objective district capacity analysis, the 
results of which can be used to guide conversations about regionalization and collaboration and inform 
strategic planning decisions for local stakeholders; and second, to offer statutory, regulatory and policy 
proposals for addressing existing barriers to collaboration and regionalization and to identify opportunities 
to facilitate greater collaboration and regionalization across the Commonwealth. While the 
recommendations include viable strategies to advance collaboration and regionalization throughout the 
Commonwealth, they are contingent upon two key factors: 1) the provision of additional funding; and 2) 
ESE’s ability to assume the additional responsibilities and execute the various support and oversight 
functions proposed by the Commission. The Commission acknowledges the significant financial limitations 
that the state is currently facing, and recognizes the difficulty of securing additional funding and resources 
to support these recommendations. However, if the state is serious about encouraging and facilitating 
school district collaboration and regionalization, as with any meaningful reform effort, it needs to be willing 
to provide additional resources to support this endeavor.  

The Commission believes that the core responsibility of school districts is to provide all children with a 
broad array of high-quality and developmentally appropriate educational opportunities that will enable 
them to become productive members of the workforce and citizens in a democratic society. Collaboration 
and regionalization can help school districts move towards this goal by building capacity, improving 
efficiency, and achieving savings—savings which can then be returned to the classroom.   
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APPENDIX 1.   Recommendations For Regional Transition 

 
1) Merging school district central offices 

Considerable variation exists among school districts in terms of the functions, staffing, and 
organization of their central offices.  Therefore, it is not feasible to recommend a “one-size-fits-all” 
approach to merging central offices when two or more communities have decided to regionalize. 
Rather than developing a single process for merging central offices, the Transition Subcommittee 
focused on identifying the key questions and issues that all members of a newly formed regional 
district need to consider in order to successfully plan for merging central offices.  
 
In order to develop these recommendations, Paul Schaefer of the Transition Subcommittee sent out a 
survey to members of the Massachusetts Association for School Building Officials in order to gather 
feedback on key questions that every school district needs to consider before merging, with 
particular focus on the merger of school district central office buildings, staff, and operational 
systems. 
 
In the survey, Business Administrators were asked the following question:  “As a sitting Business 
Administrator, if your district was considering a merger, what top five questions or concerns would you like to 
explore before the decision is made?”  
 
The responses that the subcommittee received help to shape the following recommendations, which 
include a list of key questions and considerations that communities and stakeholders should discuss 
before merging central offices:   

 
(1) Are the curriculums of the contributing districts currently aligned and well-articulated? 
(2) What are the staffing implications?  The new Table of Organization will need to be discussed.  

What happens to staff who will be losing positions? 
(3) What are the existing accounting and student information systems?  How do we consolidate 

them?  Which system do we select?  Will the payroll function be in house or out-sourced? 
(4) Technology/office space considerations- Where will our central offices be located?  How do we 

make sure that all users have access to the right systems?  Email & voicemail are forwarded to 
one central place? 

(5) Assume the goal is to apportion tasks to existing support staff based on function (not school) 
under new regional structure.  Review current staffing for opportunities to put people in 
appropriate functions. 

(6) Document existing internal and external controls across all accounting functions.  What needs to 
be enhanced?  Document all.  Review most recent audits looking for control enhancement 
opportunities. 

(7) Ancillary Services:  In the areas of Facility Management, Transportation Services and the Lunch 
Program, what systems and/or contractors will be used after regionalization? 

(8) Communication 
a. Get all affected employees in a room & make sure they know the plan.  Keep 

communicating all the time to reduce confusion/anxiety. 
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b. Just as much as the staff needs to know what the plan is, so do the members of the 
affected communities (parents & students).  What methodologies will be used to 
publicize the process and outcomes? 
 

2) Merging collective bargaining agreements 
MGL Chapter 71, Section 42B describes the rights of employees in regional school districts. The law 
states that “personnel employed by regional school district committees shall initially be placed on 
the salary schedule of the regional school district so that the compensation paid to such school 
personnel shall not be less than the compensation received by such school personnel while 
previously employed by a local school committee.” There is a prevailing misconception that this 
provision requires that when two or more districts merge, the regional school district must 
immediately adopt the highest salary schedule among the joining districts. However, the law only 
guarantees that personnel employed by the new regional district will not have their compensation 
reduced below the level they received in their previous district. Regional school districts may and do 
adopt differentiated salary schedules so that personnel retain the salary level of their previous 
district until the regional school district renegotiates staff contracts through the collective bargaining 
process.  
 
During this process, all parts of the existing collective bargaining agreement (CBA) must be 
negotiated.  While it is understood that in the past the parties have come to terms at the better or 
best level, it is not guaranteed.  It is possible that there might not be a new CBA in place on the first 
operational day of the new district. The Transition subcommittee considered that here may be a 
need for supervised elections to determine representation during the collective bargaining process. 
The subcommittee proposes the following recommendations in order to address some of the issues 
that arise during the collective bargaining process: 

� During the planning process, all of the affected bargaining units should meet several times with each 
other, as well as joint meetings with the management officials of the participating communities; and 

� Amend the current law to clarify what should happen when the affected employees belong to 
different organizations. For example:  who represents the teachers if both the Massachusetts 
Teacher’s Association (MTA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) Massachusetts have 
representation for the contributing districts?  The same would be true for cases where a class of 
employees in one district are represented and in the other districts, they are not. 

 
3) Transition Period: 2-3 year process 

The transition process is not one that is completed quickly. In looking at the data provided by 
recently formed regional schools and DESE, the Subcommittee determined that forming a region can 
be a two to three year process, and therefore communities that are considering regionalization need 
to allow substantial time for planning and implementation.  There are basically two stages for the 
process:  
 
Stage 1:  Planning:  This could take from a year to a year and a half just to get to the decision point. 
 
Stage 2:  Transition:  This could take from a year to a year and a half to complete once the “yes” 
decision has been made. 
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APPENDIX 2.   A Framework for a “Step-by-Step” Transition 
Process 
The following framework was developed by the Massachusetts Association of Regional Schools (MARS) under a 
contract with ESE. MARS is currently working on expanding this blueprint to include additional information (e.g. 
detailed procedures, sample documents, etc.) and resources for various steps of the transition process.  
 
**Steps for Forming a New Region** (Transition) 
 
1. Interim School Committee Appointed according to Regional Agreement 
2. First meeting of Interim School Committee called by a member town Superintendent 

a. Superintendent  calls the meeting to order to elect Chair 
b. New Chair conductions elections for: 

1. Vice Chair 
2. Secretary 
3. Recording Secretary for minutes 

c. Interim Committee discuss hiring a treasurer 
d. Interim Committee discuss hiring legal Counsel 

3. Transition Budget 
4. Transition Administration Appointed: 
 a. Superintendent 
 b. Business Administrator 
 c. Treasurer 
 d. Consultants 
5. Hire: 
 a. Legal Counsel 
 b. Financial Advisor  
 c. Bond Counsel 
6. Develop Transition Timeframe 
7. Calendar for School Committee Meetings 
8. Calendar of Event 
 a. Meetings with Selectmen 
 b. Meetings with Fin Com 
 c. Town Meeting Dates 
9. Obtain Federal ID # 
 a. Open Bank Accounts 
10. Obtain State ID # 
11. Obtain DESE Number # 
12. Obtain Food Service ID# 
13. Develop process for new Policy Book 
14. Establish Sub Committees 
 a. Communications 
 b. Negotiations 
 c. Budget 
 d. Policy 
 e. Transportation 
15. Technology 
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 a. Website 
 b.  Email system 
 d. Hardware for Central Office 
 e. Hardware and Software for Instruction 
 f. EPIMS 
 g. SIMS 
 h. Phone System 
16. Business Operations 
 a. Accounting System 
 b. Payroll System 
 c. Retirement Systems 
  1. Teacher 
  2. County  
17. Hire Auditor 
18. If building a new building: 
 a. Contact MSBA 
 b. Appoint a Building Committee 
 c. Building Study 
19. Budget Development for next year 
 a. Grants 
20.  Policy Development 
21.  Instruction 
22. Curriculum 
23. Professional Development 
24. Staffing for new region 
 a. Administration 
 b. Teachers 
 c. Support Personnel 
25. Athletics 
26. Special Education 
27. Food Service  
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APPENDIX 3.   District Membership in Educational Collaboratives  
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ABINGTON                   �   �         2 

ACTON      �     �                    2 

Acton-Boxborough      �     �                    2 

ACUSHNET                             �  1 

Adams-Cheshire                               0 

AGAWAM                �               1 

AMESBURY             �                  1 

AMHERST              �                 1 

Amherst-Pelham              �                 1 

ANDOVER             �                  1 

ARLINGTON           �    �                2 

Ashburnham-Westminster     �       �                   2 

ASHLAND �                              1 

Athol-Royalston     �                          1 

ATTLEBORO   �                      �      2 

AUBURN                            �   1 

AVON         �          �            2 

AYER-SHIRLEY            �                   1 

BARNSTABLE       �                        1 

BEDFORD      �     �    �                3 

BELCHERTOWN              �                 1 

BELLINGHAM   � �                           2 

BELMONT           �    �                2 

BERKLEY          �            �         2 

BERKLEY-SOMERSET                               0 

Berkshire Hills                          �     1 

BERLIN  �                             1 

Berlin-Boylston  �                             1 

BEVERLY                    �           1 

BILLERICA                 �              1 

Blackstone-Millville   � �                           2 

BOSTON           �                    1 

BOURNE       �                        1 

BOXBOROUGH      �     �                    2 

BOXFORD             �                  1 

BOYLSTON  �                             1 

BRAINTREE                           �    1 

BREWSTER       �                        1 

Bridgewater-Raynham                   �   �         2 

BRIMFIELD                            �   1 

BROCKTON                               0 

BROOKFIELD                            �   1 

BROOKLINE           �                    1 

BURLINGTON               �                1 

CAMBRIDGE                        �       1 

CANTON         �                      1 

CARLISLE      �     �                    2 

CARVER                     � �         2 

Central Berkshire                               0 

CHATHAM       �                        1 

CHELMSFORD                 �              1 

NOTE: The following grid was created using FY11 data provided by ESE. The format of the grid was adapted from the following 
source: Craig M. Stanley, Massachusetts Collaboratives: Making the most of Education Dollars, Pioneer Institute for Public 
Policy Research, http://www.pioneerinstitute.org/pdf/wp23.pdf (June 2005). 
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CHELSEA                        �       1 

Chesterfield-Goshen              �                 1 

CHICOPEE                               0 

CLARKSBURG                               0 

CLINTON            �                   1 

COHASSET                           �    1 

CONCORD      �     �                    2 

Concord-Carlisle      �     �                    2 

CONWAY              �                 1 

DANVERS                    �           1 

DARTMOUTH                             �  1 

DEDHAM                              � 1 

DEERFIELD              �                 1 

Dennis-Yarmouth       �           �       �      3 

Dighton-Rehoboth          �            �         2 

DOUGLAS                               0 

DOVER �                             � 2 

Dover-Sherborn �                             � 2 

DRACUT                 �              1 

Dudley-Charlton                             �   1 

DUXBURY                     �          1 

EAST BRIDGEWATER                   �   �         2 

EAST LONGMEADOW                �               1 

EASTHAM       �                        1 

EASTHAMPTON              �                 1 

EASTON   �                      �      2 

EDGARTOWN                               0 

ERVING              �                 1 

EVERETT                        �       1 

FAIRHAVEN                             �  1 

FALL RIVER          �                     1 

FALMOUTH       �           �             2 

Farmington River                           �     1 

FITCHBURG     �       �                   2 

FLORIDA                               0 

FOXBOROUGH   �                            1 

FRAMINGHAM �                              1 

FRANKLIN �  �                            2 

Freetown-Lakeville                      �         1 

Frontier              �                 1 

GARDNER     �       �                   2 

Gateway                               0 

GEORGETOWN             �                  1 

Gill-Montague              �                 1 

GLOUCESTER                    �           1 

GOSNOLD                               0 

GRAFTON                            �   1 

GRANBY              �                 1 

GRANVILLE                               0 

GREENFIELD              �                 1 

Groton-Dunstable                 �              1 

HADLEY              �                 1 

HALIFAX                     �          1 

Hamilton-Wenham                    �           1 

Hampden-Wilbraham                �               1 

Hampshire              �                 1 

HANCOCK                               0 

HANOVER                   �            1 

HARVARD      �                         1 
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HARWICH       �           �             2 

HATFIELD              �                 1 

HAVERHILL             �                  1 

Hawlemont              �                 1 

HINGHAM                           �    1 

HOLBROOK         �                      1 

HOLLAND                            �   1 

HOLLISTON �                             � 2 

HOLYOKE                               0 

HOPEDALE    �                           1 

HOPKINTON �                             � 2 

HUDSON  �                             1 

HULL                           �    1 

IPSWICH             �                  1 

King Philip   �                            1 

KINGSTON                     �          1 

LANESBOROUGH                               0 

LAWRENCE             �                  1 

LEE                          �     1 

LEICESTER                            �   1 

LENOX                          �     1 

LEOMINSTER            �                   1 

LEVERETT              �                 1 

LEXINGTON           �    �                2 

LINCOLN      �     �                    2 

Lincoln-Sudbury      �     �                    2 

LITTLETON      �                         1 

LONGMEADOW                �               1 

LOWELL             �                  1 

LUDLOW                �               1 

LUNENBURG            �                   1 

LYNN                    �           1 

LYNNFIELD                       �        1 

MALDEN                        �       1 

Manchester Essex                     �           1 

MANSFIELD   �                      �      2 

MARBLEHEAD                    �           1 

MARION                      �       �  2 

MARLBOROUGH  �                             1 

MARSHFIELD                     �      �    2 

Marthas Vineyard       �                        1 

Masconomet                    �           1 

MASHPEE       �                        1 

MATTAPOISETT                      �       �  2 

MAYNARD  �    �                         2 

MEDFIELD �                             � 2 

MEDFORD                        �       1 

MEDWAY �                              1 

MELROSE                       �        1 

Mendon-Upton    �                           1 

METHUEN             �                  1 

MIDDLEBOROUGH                      �         1 

MIDDLETON             �                  1 

MILFORD   � �                           2 

MILLBURY    �                        �   2 

MILLIS �                              1 

MILTON         �                      1 

Mohawk Trail              �                 1 

MONSON                               0 
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Mount Greylock                               0 

NAHANT                    �           1 

NANTUCKET       �                        1 

Narragansett     �                          1 

Nashoba            �                   1 

NATICK �                             � 2 

Nauset       �                        1 

NEEDHAM                              � 1 

NEW BEDFORD                             �  1 

New Salem-Wendell              �                 1 

NEWBURYPORT             �                  1 

NEWTON           �                    1 

NORFOLK   �                            1 

NORTH ADAMS                               0 

NORTH ANDOVER             �                  1 

NORTH ATTLEBOROUGH   �                            1 

NORTH BROOKFIELD                            �   1 

North Middlesex                 �              1 

NORTH READING                       �        1 

NORTHAMPTON              �                 1 

Northboro-Southboro  �                             1 

NORTHBOROUGH  �                             1 

NORTHBRIDGE    �                        �   2 

NORTON   �                            1 

NORWELL                           �    1 

NORWOOD                              � 1 

OAK BLUFFS                               0 

Old Rochester                             �  1 

ORANGE     �         �                 2 

ORLEANS       �                        1 

OXFORD                            �   1 

PALMER                               0 

PEABODY                    �           1 

PELHAM              �                 1 

PEMBROKE                     �          1 

Pentucket                               0 

PETERSHAM     �                          1 

Pioneer Valley              �                 1 

PITTSFIELD                               0 

PLAINVILLE   �                            1 

PLYMOUTH                     �          1 

PLYMPTON                     �          1 

PROVINCETOWN       �                        1 

Quabbin     �                          1 

Quaboag Regional                            �   1 

QUINCY                           �    1 

Ralph C Mahar     �         �                 2 

RANDOLPH                           �    1 

READING                    �   �        2 

REVERE                        �       1 

RICHMOND                               0 

ROCHESTER                      �       �  2 

ROCKLAND                   �            1 

ROCKPORT                    �           1 

ROWE              �                 1 

SALEM                    �           1 

SANDWICH       �                        1 

SAUGUS                       � �       2 

SAVOY                               0 
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SCITUATE                           �    1 

SEEKONK          �                     1 

SHARON         �                      1 

SHERBORN �                             � 2 

SHREWSBURY  �                             1 

SHUTESBURY              �                 1 

Silver Lake                     �          1 

SOMERSET   �       �                     2 

SOMERVILLE                        �       1 

SOUTH HADLEY              �                 1 

SOUTHAMPTON              �                 1 

SOUTHBOROUGH  �                             1 

SOUTHBRIDGE                            �   1 

Southern Berkshire                          �     1 

Southwick-Tolland                �               1 

Spencer-E Brookfield                            �   1 

SPRINGFIELD                               0 

STONEHAM                 �      �        2 

STOUGHTON         �                      1 

STURBRIDGE                            �   1 

SUDBURY �     �     �                    3 

SUNDERLAND              �                 1 

SUTTON    �                        �   2 

SWAMPSCOTT                    �           1 

SWANSEA   �       �                     2 

Tantasqua                            �   1 

TAUNTON                      �         1 

TEWKSBURY                 �              1 

TISBURY                               0 

TOPSFIELD             �                  1 

Triton                               0 

TRURO       �                        1 

TYNGSBOROUGH                 �              1 

Up-Island Regional                               0 

UXBRIDGE    �                           1 

Wachusett            �                   1 

WAKEFIELD                       �        1 

WALES                            �   1 

WALPOLE   �                           � 2 

WALTHAM                               0 

WARE              �                 1 

WAREHAM       �                        1 

WATERTOWN           �                    1 

WAYLAND                              � 1 

WEBSTER        �                    �   2 

WELLESLEY                              � 1 

WELLFLEET       �                        1 

WEST BOYLSTON            �                   1 

WEST BRIDGEWATER                   �   �         2 

WEST SPRINGFIELD                �               1 

WESTBOROUGH  �                             1 

WESTFIELD                               0 

WESTFORD                 �              1 

WESTHAMPTON              �                 1 

WESTON           �                    1 

WESTPORT                               0 

WESTWOOD                              � 1 

WEYMOUTH                           �    1 

WHATELY              �                 1 
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Whitman-Hanson                   �  �          2 

WILLIAMSBURG              �                 1 

WILLIAMSTOWN                               0 

WILMINGTON                       �        1 

WINCHENDON     �                          1 

WINCHESTER           �            �        2 

WINTHROP                        �       1 

WOBURN                       �        1 

WORCESTER        �                       1 

WRENTHAM   �                            1 
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APPENDIX 4.   Regional Vocational Technical School Systems 
The following recommendations, submitted by Dr. Michael Fitzpatrick, were not adopted by the Commission. 
They Dr. Fitzpatrick served on the Commission as the designee from the Massachusetts Association of School 
Superintendents (MASS). 
 

 
The following recommendations are designed to improve access to career and technical education for the 
Massachusetts communities that currently have no affiliation with any of the state’s regional vocational 
technical school districts, county agricultural schools, or urban vocational schools. The recommendations 
are bolstered by the research-based findings of the Harvard University Graduate School of Education report 
entitled “Pathways to Prosperity” and the empirical economic impact data from Georgetown and 
Northeastern universities research centers.  
 
Recognizing that these findings confirm that some of the most effective 21st century skills training occurs 
within the vocational technical school systems in Massachusetts, the Commonwealth should advance the 
formation of ten additional regional career and technical school districts in the next decade, adding one new 
system per year. To accomplish this, the state, via the Massachusetts School Building Authority and the just-
announced office of the Associate Commissioner for Vocational, Workforce, and College Readiness 
Programs, should consider a competitive architectural design process to identify and secure pre-qualified 
prototype blueprints for the first five designs, and a second competition for the second five designs. In 
addition to the additional acoustical, ventilation, electrical, and plumbing considerations necessary to 
ensure a safe and healthy physical environment for a career and technical center, the design specifications 
should require that these prototype plans be highly sensitive to the need for flexibility and the ability to 
transition shop layouts to reflect evolving competencies and industry validated skill sets of today’s ever-
changing workplace. 
 
These new regional vocational systems should be required to forge affiliations with area post-secondary 
institutions and private sector employers, and make maximum use of high quality, cost-effective services 
available through educational collaboratives. 
 
Advancing these new regional systems requires political sensitivity and respect for the existing regional 
career and technical systems for which academic performance and financial indicators confirm effectiveness 
and the existence of a positive educational climate. 
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APPENDIX 5.    Public Testimony  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
As I noted at the hearing on May 6, regionalization was a part of a successful school improvement movement in 
the Nashoba district in the late 1990s. For this K-12, 3-town district that now serves approximately 3,500 
students, curriculum K-12 was aligned with the state frameworks and some administrative services were 
consolidated. The three districts from which it was made were one single town K-8 and one 2-town K-8 Union 
which fed in to a 3-town high school. The incentive that finally made the towns approve a K-12 region was a 
million dollar one-time payment (in mid-1990s dollars) from the state. The incentive was too good for the towns 
to pass up. 
 
Is there an optimal size for a school district? Recent studies argue that there is, and that the size is larger than the 
average Massachusetts charter school size of 455 students but smaller than the city of Boston (56,000+), with an 
optimal size being up to 3,000 students living in close geographic proximity. 1 Perhaps the state should be 
attempting to “right-size” school districts, in the same way that districts themselves are attempting to right-size at 
the building level. Some districts should probably be smaller, and some larger. Arguably, the growing forest of 
small charter school districts (with combined annual budgetary obligations of nearly a third of a billion dollars) 
should be consolidated with others, and some 
of the huge districts that do not have stellar educational results should be subdivided in to smaller districts.2 
 
Of the nearly 400 existing Massachusetts districts, there are 154 with fewer than 1,000 students; 19 of these are 
regional vocational technical or agricultural school districts and a surprising 56 of these are individual charter 
schools. Among these “under 1,000” districts, there are only 6 regular public school districts that stand 
alone and educate their students without either a tuition or regional agreement with another district or 
regional CTE. Therefore, with the exception of the charter districts, most of these “under 1,000” districts are 
already familiar with the regional model.  
 
On the “huge school district” end of the spectrum, almost 20% of the ~1 million students in the state attend 
districts with more than 10,000 students. Roughly 100 districts (about 25%) have over 3,000 students. It is likely 
that many of these districts are too large to be efficient. There are about 135 districts in the most manageable 
range of between 1,000 and 3,000 students. In the next few pages I will address some key points and offer ideas 
for your consideration. 
 
A key question 
What is the purpose of increased regionalization? If adding regions is meant to reduce the number of points of 
contact between the Commissioner and Superintendents, two solutions present themselves: 
 
1.The easiest solution would be to install approximately 8 regional middle managers, each supported by perhaps 
one staff member and significant electronic linkages to the DESE headquarters. This would allow the 
Commissioner to interact primarily with these managers who could then oversee the districts, regional districts, 
CTE districts and charter schools in the geographic catchment area they covered. According to my sources in 
CTE, there used to be regional administrators of this type which were eliminated many years ago to save money. 
 

SUBMITTED BY: 
Alice DeLuca 

Minuteman Regional Voc-Tech 
School Committee, Vice-Chair 
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2. Alternatively, a limited number of geographic areas could be identified, with all superintendents and directors 
of charter schools in each area responsible for electing one of them to be a point of contact for the DESE. This 
would be interesting, in that it would bring together the regional, stand-alone, CTE and charter leaders in each 
area, and the system would not create new paid middle managers. It would also allow the teams operating in the 
far western part of the state to advocate for their particular needs. Geographic definition would be preferable to 
population-density, because if the system were totally based on population then all of the attention would be 
dedicated to the urban areas. 
 
If the purpose of regionalizing is to improve educational offerings for students, the solutions might be different –
including sharing specialist teachers, materials and books, and teacher training. 
 
Size of District – constrain the upper limit 
The size of the regional district school committee is very important: the number of individuals who must 
commute long distances to hold public meetings that comply with the Open Meeting Law, the difficulty of 
scheduling such meetings, and the number of communities that must vote on the school budget. There are already 
regional districts that require a vote of more than a dozen town meetings to make decisions. This necessitates the 
cultivation of relationships between the superintendent and the town boards of all these towns, and attendance at 
multiple town boards and meetings. This inefficient system requires that the superintendent devote large amounts 
of time to maintaining these political relationships. Committee members must travel over 40 minutes each way to 
attend open meetings that comply with the 
law. This makes holding meetings very difficult. 
 
Town Meeting government 
Town meeting is not like the television “town meeting.” It is a form of government that is mostly unfamiliar to 
city dwellers. Town meeting is the legislative body of the town, whereby the individual taxpayers get together to 
vote directly on how to spend their collected taxes. The citizens at town meeting may choose to buy a fire truck, 
roof a building, install a sidewalk, purchase textbooks etc. In a single-town district, individual taxpayers may even 
vote on the individual line 
items in the school budget. 
 
If the town meeting voters decide to join a region, they give up the control of the detail of the school budget and 
are left with approving/disapproving one single line item for the entire regional school budget. The voters do not 
like to give up that control over how their taxes are spent lightly. That is the primary reason why some incentive 
is necessary. (See the Salem News 2011, May 16 for an article describing Hamilton’s town meeting rejecting their 
regional school budget this 
week.3) 
 
If the parent-voters are to support a regionalization, there must be educational advantages for their children. They 
will perceive that their children will be sent out of town, be given less than other towns in the region, suddenly 
find their children being taught by a teacher who was not wanted in another town (because of union rules and 
seniority etc. ) Therefore, the educational incentives must include more educational offerings, not fewer. Also, 
there must be some provision for preserving local “points of pride.” (See suggestion #18) 
 
Do regions really save money? 
I will not go in to great detail here because it would be possible to write a thesis on this single topic. However, I 
will point out one item that is often overlooked - In a town school district, all of the insurance is within the town 
budget. When the towns regionalize, the medical insurance contracts for the school employees go out of the town 
budget and in to the regional line item. The town’s budget for insurance will appear to diminish dramatically and 
the regional school budget will absorb that cost, but all that has really occurred is a transfer from one municipality 
to another. Also, it is necessary to bring all teacher contracts up to the top scale, and savings from reduction in 
force only occur once, in the first year. 
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Suggestions for no or low-cost incentives to promote regionalization 

1) Change the language in MGL Chapter 71 Section 68 that creates an existing misconception about the duty 
to educate. The first sentence of this law says “Every town shall provide and maintain a sufficient 
number of schoolhouses, properly furnished and conveniently situated for the accommodation of all 
children therein entitled to attend public schools.” The intention here was clearly to ensure that every 
town provided for the education of resident children, but the language limits the thinking of the voter. 
Why not change the language to “Every town shall provide adequate opportunity for the education of all 
resident students, either in town-maintained buildings, properly furnished and conveniently situated 
within the town limits, or through membership in regional school districts in collaboration with other 
communities.” A few more adjustments would be necessary at the end of that section as well. 
 

2) Along the same lines, change the language in the following sections to allow districts, including charter 
schools and regional school districts, to share superintendents (business managers, facilities managers 
etc.) by adding the following language to the following sections. Add: “Nothing in the section shall be 
construed to prevent a school committee from voting to employ a superintendent and/or business 
manager or other administrator jointly with other school districts in the area.” To 

a.  Chapter 71 Section 16 “ (l) To employ a superintendent of schools who may also be a 
superintendent of one or more of the towns comprising said district” “ 

b. Chapter 71 Section 59. The school committee of a town not in a superintendency union or 
district shall employ a superintendent of schools and fix his compensation.” 

c. Chapter 71 Section 59A “In any town, having a valuation of less than two million five hundred 
thousand dollars, which is not a member of a superintendency union under the provision of 
section sixty-one, the school committee shall, subject to the approval of the department, employ a 
full-time or a part-time superintendent of schools,” 

d. Chapter 71 Section 41:” A school committee may award a contract to a superintendent of 
schools or a school business administrator for periods not exceeding six years which may provide 
for the salary, fringe benefits, and other conditions of employment, including but not limited to, 
severance pay, relocation expenses, reimbursement for expenses incurred in the performance of 
duties or office, liability insurance, and leave for said superintendent or school business 
administrator. Nothing in this section shall be construed to prevent a school committee from 
voting to employ a superintendent of schools who has completed three or more years’ service to 
serve at its discretion.” 
 

3) Change Chapter 71 Section 14B language. Change “The said regional district planning board may 
recommend that there shall be established a regional school district which may include all the towns 
represented by its membership, or alternatively, any specified combination of towns.”…….to allow cities to 
join a region. All that is needed is to add the words “or cities” after the word “towns” wherever the town (s) is 
referred to in this section. Alternatively, the word “towns” can be changed to “municipalities” or “communities.” 
This would allow the existing regions to start working with cities, instead of being limited to towns. 
 
4) While most towns and cities participate in at least one regional district, there are 117 municipalities that are not 
members of any of the existing 26 career and technical school (CTE) regional districts. There is a huge 
opportunity here: duplication of CTE programs is expensive, and with few exceptions the very small CTE 
programs currently housed within local high schools do not offer enough career options for interested students. 
Making it easier for towns/cities to join existing regional CTE districts (there are 19 CTE and agricultural school 
districts with fewer than 1,000 students, of which Minuteman is one), would be a great step forwards to making 
better use of these already existing regional districts. Towns that choose to join should be held harmless, and 
should be given some extra benefits, similar to the financial incentives that used to be given to towns that agreed 
to regionalize.  
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Impediments to joining include: requirement for acceptance by 100% of local legislative authorities (town 
meeting) , the difficulties of educating the communities about the benefits of joining the region, perceived loss of 
control, lack of financial advantage to becoming part of the region. 
 
5) Allow regional school district committees to extend an “offer of conditional membership” to other school 
districts– give the districts an option to operate as a trial region, perhaps for an initial 3 year period, to try a 
gradual merging – a chance to prove the economies of scale in purchasing etc. without going so far as to eliminate 
administrators or combine unions. Provide an incentive in the form of regional transportation reimbursement – 
increasing the line item to add money for these new expansions would be key. Otherwise, the existing pot of 
regional transportation money would just be spread thinner….. 
 
6) Add language to Chapter 71 Section 7A to ensure that the amount of money in the regional transportation 
reimbursement line item is increased whenever any new districts or programs join the pool of entities that expect 
reimbursement. Currently, there is no provision to do this, which means that this last remaining incentive to 
regionalize is actually being spread thinner each time a new region joins. 
 
7) Encourage agreements between school districts to provide summer programming, not just for struggling 
students but for students who would like to complete high school. 
8) Facilitate inter-district agreements – perhaps provide boilerplate agreements – that would allow regional CTE 
districts to provide education for kids on the waiting lists at other CTE schools without having to use the Choice 
system – the Choice tuition is prohibitively low – only $5K – less than half of the lowest CTE school cost per 
pupil. 
 
9) Encourage MSBA to provide a minimum of 65% reimbursement to any regional district that adds at least one 
additional town or city to its membership. Current reimbursement rates may be too low to function as a real 
incentive for those towns that already pay over 80% of their school budgets from the local property tax. In large 
CTE districts, the capacity of the member towns varies greatly. The aggregate reimbursement may seem 
acceptable in one town but not in another, and since any one town has veto power over a building project in a 
regional district this means that no project can occur. 
10) Use a state-wide online application form for CTE schools and centralize the data. Make the default be the 
student’s home CTE district, but automatically offer the students space in another district if there is no seat 
available in their home CTE district. There would be some opposition to this from within the CTE administration 
community but this would help to get students aligned with available CTE seats, and reduce waiting lists. Provide, 
on the DESE website, program-based information such as “if you are interested in the Chapter 74 Carpentry 
program… here is a list of schools where you can find this training.” This would help students who want that 
program to know where to apply. 
 
11) Add an incentive for saving communities money. For example, for demonstrated savings on paper purchases 
(a perennial favorite), allow that district to enter a lottery for some type of computer networking equipment. 
 
12) Provide grant money to remote communities that have inadequate computer bandwidth, allowing them access 
to Virtual High School or similar programs for their schools. 
 
13) Ensure that towns/cities considered for consolidation into a region are next to each other (geographically) and 
are therefore strong candidates for saving money by regionalizing. Require that 1/16 of the ratio of the district 
perimeter squared divided by the area is as close to 1 as possible, to ensure that districts are not too spread out - 
the resulting shape would be closest to circular or square. Preferably, ensure that no child riding a bus in the 
region will be required to be on the bus longer than 40 minutes each way. 
 
14) Create regional charter school district management, combining several charter schools in to a region, since 56 
of the 155 districts with fewer than 1,000 students are charter schools. 
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15) Highlight and incentivize the use of Chapter 7: 

a) Add an incentive for utilizing programs available through Chapter 7 Section 22A: “Notwithstanding any 
general or special law relating to collective purchasing, but subject to all other laws regulating public 
purchases and competitive bidding, the commonwealth and 1 or more of its cities, towns, districts, 
counties, authorities or commonwealth or Horace Mann charter schools, or 2 or more cities, towns, 
districts, counties, authorities or commonwealth or Horace Mann charter schools, hereinafter called 
political subdivisions, may make purchases of materials, supplies, equipment or services through the 
state purchasing agent subject to such rules, regulations and procedures as may be established from time 
to time by the purchasing agent; provided, however, that the political subdivision shall accept sole 
responsibility for any payment due the vendor for its share of such purchase.” 

b) Create boilerplate for joint purchasing contracts - these contracts (and economies of scale) can actually 
bemade without any region being formed. Make this purchasing as easy as going to a large corporate 
website like Amazon.com. Perhaps, arrange with Amazon.com or Staples to provide a bulk service to 
school districts. 
 

16) Change the language in Ch 71 Section 14B (g) – it currently says “The method by which the agreement 
may be amended.” Change that language to encourage flexibility at the inception of such districts – such as “a 
reasonably flexible method by which the agreement may be amended, necessitating the affirmative vote of only 
2/3 of the member communities or a majority of the votes cast.” Note that even this provision did not help in the 
recent rejection of the Ayer-Shirley feasibility study which is now being re-voted after failing by 2 dozen votes. 
 
17) Since it is always easier to make something new than to fix what is broken, add language to allow for the 
formation of a totally new kind of region: Flex District. The Flex District would incorporate as 
manytowns/districts/collaboratives/regions as wished to sign up, as long as the number of students in the initial 
district is less than 3,000 – to allow for more inter-district sharing of resources, administrators, facilities etc. 
Include language that when the district reaches 4,000 students the school committee will consider whether to 
realign the district in to smaller districts. A BOCES model could be considered, some type of governance or 
administration that could provide services to a large number of districts in a geographic area. 
 
18) Encourage regionalizing districts to set aside a line item in each school building budget for “site-based 
management” that would be based on the number of pupils in the building ($x per pupil * # of pupils) and would 
allow the individual school’s school council to preserve its “point of pride” programs throughout the 
regionalization process and beyond – a favorite music, art etc. program – so that the distinctiveness of the school 
is not lost. This method was successful in Nashoba. 
 
19) Encourage regionalizing districts to limit the size of their regional school committee – fewer than a dozen 
members are best. Discourage proportional representation, because committees made by this method are too large 
and unwieldy. 
 
20) Ensure that regionalizing districts understand that any teacher in one of their amalgamated unions can bump – 
this means that a dual-certified social studies and math teacher whose social studies position is eliminated in one 
of the newly regionalized schools can automatically take a newly created math position in one of the other 
schools. At the start of the region, this can have a randomizing effect on educational improvement. 
 
21) Add incentives for districts that include local transportation needs in their bus contracts. For example, if a 
district uses empty buses to transport the elderly to grocery stores or to take commuting populations to the 
commuter rail, they would receive additional % points in regional transportation aid from the state. Again, this 
would necessitate the growing of the regional transportation line item in the state budget. (Otherwise the other 
regional schools would suffer a cut.) 
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What Not to Do 
1) Imposing a region on towns, the way “regional” charter schools are imposed on the sending towns, is a bad 

idea. A case in point would be the AMSA Charter School in Marlborough, which described itself as serving 
Hudson, Marlborough, Maynard and Clinton. Here, the state enabled the creation of a small “regional” 
district. None of these towns ever voted to join a charter region. The charter school does not report to the 
town meetings the way the other schools serving these municipalities do. It is contradictory for the 
department to add dozens of charter school districts, each one serving between 70 and 1600 students (the 
majority of the charters serve fewer than 500 students) at a cost of almost a third of a billion dollars per 
year, while requesting that remote small town school districts regionalize to save money. As an example of 
why adding these schools is neither economical nor good education value for the dollar, for the same money 
as the AMSA Charter budget the 4 “member” districts could collectively hire 22 dedicated math teacher 
specialists (each fully loaded at $100K) to teach in the 4 “member” district schools, providing real math 
teaching to all the kids in those districts instead of just to a few students who are bussed away to this charter. 
 

2)  Instituting a punitive solution, such as the one used in Maine, to withhold state aid unless districts 
regionalize, is not effective for those districts where state aid is already minimal. It was noted at the hearing 
that 3 regions have recently been formed after MSBA pledged to fund over 60% of the cost of their building 
projects only if they regionalized. These communities already had an appetite to renovate, and they were 
going to receive more than half of their capital expense from the state, so this threat was successful. In 
districts where the state contributes less than 20% of the operating budget and less than 50% of capital costs, 
this type of threat will not be as effective. Also, in some districts even 70% capital reimbursement from the 
state is not a sufficient incentive.  

 
One of the new regions is Ayer-Shirley. It could be argued that the Ayer-Shirley regionalization project has 
not been entirely successful, since 1) Lunenburg did not become a part of the district and 2) the first vote on 
the High School building feasibility failed in Shirley, possibly due to insufficient voter education.. Ayer-
Shirley, which formed in 2010, was the first new region to form since 2001. The state provided $300,000 to 
help cover transition costs. Lunenburg was not included in the region, so, although Ayer and Shirley did 
regionalize, a three-town region was not achieved there. Also, in February 2011 the Ayer-Shirley feasibility 
study for Ayer High School failed to gain support in Shirley (at the ballot) even with 70% reimbursement 
from MSBA. A simple majority of votes in both towns was needed but they were 27 votes short. Ayer and 
Shirley will vote again on the same proposal May 21. Lunenburg is now in merger talks with North 
Middlesex that have “bogged down” due to the retirement of a business manager – a one-year delay is 
expected. (See the articles on Ayer-Shirley.4 &5) 

 
Regionalization is an arduous process that requires many personnel hours and much voter education. It is 
extremely costly in many ways, and for it to be completely successful there must be solid incentives for the 
participating towns. The proverbial carrot is preferable to the stick, when attempting to regionalize disparate 
municipal entities. 
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The Wendell Finance Committee (WFC) presented a case study that shows the effects of the current Aggregate 
Wealth Model for education funding in Massachusetts on the assessments levied on member towns in the Mahar 
Regional High School District. The Mahar Regional district is characterized by a community membership of 
particularly wide disparities in wealth, population and number of students (as expressed as the percentage of 
population). 

The WFC study shows how the Aggregate Wealth Model results in significantly high and distorted per-student 
assessments for one of the towns in the district (Wendell). By a variety of official measures, this town proves to 
be one of the least wealthy towns in the district. 
 
The percentage of Wendell’s population enrolled at Mahar is the smallest of all the towns in the district. 
The WFC determined that the distorted assessments derive from the elimination of any student enrollment 
normalizing factor in the calculation of a town’s “required local effort” under the Aggregate Wealth Model. The 
study suggests that similar distortions in assessment are found in districts throughout the Commonwealth.  
 
The WFC proposes a prototype of a modified version of the Aggregate Wealth model that restores balance to the 
per-pupil assessments while maintaining the current district-by-district allocation of state Chapter 70 aid. 
Members of the Wendell Finance Committee developed an excel-based workbook that allows their proposed 
Modified Aggregate Wealth Model to be applied to any regional school district in the state. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

SUBMITTED BY: 

Michael Idoine  
Wendell Finance Committee, Chairman 

NOTE:  The following represents a synopsis of a case study carried out by the Wendell Finance Committee on the current Aggregate Wealth 
Model used in the state’s education funding formula. The case study was submitted to the Commission by Michael Idione on behalf of the 
Wendell Finance Committee. For additional information on this case study and other related documents presented to the Commission, refer to 
the following links: 

� http://www.wendellmass.us/index.php/home/remository/Finance-Committee/Studies/Case-Study-of-Regional-School-
Assessments-ver-1_07/ 

� http://www.wendellmass.us/index.php/home/remository/Finance-Committee/Studies/Chapter-70-as-an-Education-Flat-Tax/ 
� http://www.wendellmass.us/index.php/home/remository/Finance-Committee/Studies/Modified-Aggregate-Wealth-workbook/ 
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� Educational collaboratives can play an important role in building the capacity of local school districts no 
matter what their size. All districts in Massachusetts, no matter what their size, should become members of 
collaboratives in order to access the resources that collaboratives represent. 
 

� School districts in Franklin County joined the Hampshire Educational Collaborative once year ago today, and 
since that time they have enjoyed the benefits of membership, saved money, and found programs for their 
students and professional development for teachers much closer to home.Similarly, the Collaborative for 
Educational Services has provided intensive training to 4500 teachers of ELL students in the city of Boston as 
well as those in Fall River, Springfield, Salem and Holyoke. 

 
� There are 45 states that have educational service agencies that both enhance the capacity of school districts to 

respond to the needs of their students and educators and often serve as disseminators of information and 
technical assistance to educators for their respective state Departments of Education.  

 
� Although collaboratives in MA have been seen as a source of help and assistance for school districts in 

providing services for their low incidence special education populations, they have not been recognized as a 
resource that the state may turn to for providing programs and services beyond special education.  

 
� The commission has an opportunity to maximize the cost-saving potential of educational service agencies by 

making them less hidden and silent.  
 
� Key stakeholders and policy makers in the state need to better understand and utilize the capacity of 

educational service agencies. At the same time, collaboratives need to adapt and evolve to meet the critical 
expectations the state has for its school districts. 

 
� Like in NY or other states across the country, the state should create incentives for school districts to become 

members of educational collaboratives and help build the capacity of smaller educational collaboratives so 
that there is more consistent programming and delivery of services across the state. 

 
� Collaboratives will need proper support and recognition from both the legislature and the state education 

agency (DOE). State education agency leadership in MA will need to be involved in the promotion of 
educational collaborative services, the utilization of such services for their own message delivery, and in the 
accountability of the delivery of services, ensuring that they meet agreed upon cost effective and quality 
standards. 

 
� Hopes that commission’s final recommendations will give educational collaboratives the legitimacy and 

recognition that they are a solution to many problems that exist in education today. 
 
� In order to provide greater support for collaboratives and establish the structure and consistency that would 

give educational collaboratives more “legitimacy”, the commission should recommend the following— 
 

SUBMITTED BY: 

Joan Schuman  
Collaborative for Educational Services 

(CES), Executive Director 
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o Require increased communication between state educational agencies (DESE, EEC, Higher Ed) and 
collaboratives.  

 
o The state should update its policy regarding educational collaboratives – this policy was established 

in 1988 and hasn’t been looked at or updated since then. The new policy should reflect the many 
ways in which collaboratives have changed and evolved since 1988. The commission should look at 
policies in other states (i.e. examine how other states have established/expanded/support/maintain/etc. 
educational service agencies and consider replicating these policies in MA).  

 
o Modify and update chapter 40 Section 4E . 

 
o Address the “access issues”  - any future policy changes or budget proposals should include 

collaboratives. The commission should also examine the role of the DSACs and Readiness centers in 
its deliberations and recommendations relative to collaboratives.  

 
o Allow collaboratives to be eligible to receive state education funding and grants. When the 

Department distributes education funding and grants to LEAs, collaboratives are typically excluded 
from receive such funding. The department has traditionally interpreted “local education agencies” 
(which are the entities eligible to receive education funds) to mean school districts, not including 
educational collaboratives. However, the state has expanded its definition of LEAs to include charter 
schools (so that charter schools can receive state education funding) but it hasn’t expanded this 
definition to include collaboratives. Commission should recommend that the Department expands its 
definition/interpretation of “local education agencies” to include collaboratives so that collaboratives 
can be eligible to receive state funding as well.  

 
o State should recognize the important role that collaboratives can play in distributing/administering 

state grants and propagating various statewide education initiatives. For example, rather than dolling 
out education funds/grants to 10 different school districts to provide a specific service or develop their 
own individual programs (e.g. PD), DESE could give this funding directly to a collaborative which 
would, in turn, be able to provide such program or service directly to the LEAs. This would help 
school districts save both money and time because the reporting requirements and procedures 
involved with grant management are often very costly and burdensome. It would be much more 
efficient to give this funding directly to a collaborative since many collaboratives already have the 
infrastructure, capacity, and expertise to be able to provide such services to school districts.  

 
o Collaboratives would be willing to give up some of their current autonomy in order to receive more 

recognition and support from the state.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Regionalization Study Committee 

Summary of Interviews on Educational Impact of Regionalization with Boxborough 

Acton-Boxborough Regional School Committee Presentation—February 2, 2012 

 

The following persons were interviewed in December of 2011 or January of 2012: 

1. Dr. Curtis Bates: Superintendent/Principal/Director of Curriculum, Blanchard School, Boxborough 

2. Ms. Sandra Baron: Co-leader, Boxborough Teachers’ Association  

3. Mr. Marc Lewis:  President, Acton Education Association 

4. Ms. Deborah Bookis: Director of Curriculum, Acton 

5. Dr. Christopher Whitbeck, Principal, Douglas School, Acton 

 

Summary of Conversations 

1. Special Education services and service delivery would be enhanced by the process of regionalization – 
more collaboration and resources. Special Education records come into play under the current system, as 
Boxborough is a separate system and the legalities of state law enter into obtaining records of special 
education students from Boxborough (i.e., previous testing or records) in order to coordinate services. If 
the same staff were involved, it would be easier to coordinate services and obtain records.  

2. The already joint collaboration on curriculum (Writing and Cathy Richardson program) by the two 
systems would be enhanced by the wider opportunities offered for professional development with 
regionalization. 

3. There would be more collaboration of instructional personnel and administrative personnel in general 
through regionalization 

4. Textbook ordering on a larger scale could offer a regionalized school system better value when ordering 
larger quantities of texts. 

5. Blending schools also involves looking at the individual norms and ways of management of 
activities/resources, including growing pains, but this is not always seen as a negative. Acton’s resources 
could be spread wider through the regionalization process. 

6. Hesitations surrounding regionalization might be the increased distance from some homes to the schools 
and the identities of the individual schools. Regionalization would also require looking at staffing issues. 

7. While the general demographics of both towns are similar, each town and school (schools in Acton) has its 
unique culture. Would regionalization deter from the major programs in Boxborough (e.g., music) and 
how would the extra-curricular programs in both systems be maintained? How would Blanchard be 
incorporated into the lottery system, assuming that Boxborough students would be allowed/guaranteed a 
seat in the school? 

8. Acton and Boxborough already collaborate in several areas. These areas include writing (Six Traits of 
Writing) and the work that second and third grade teachers in both systems have completed together. 
Three Acton schools also use the same anti-bullying program as Blanchard does—the Second Step 
program. The other two elementary schools use the Open Circle program. All the schools and programs in 
both systems meet the new state standards and laws. 

9. There are mixed feelings of parents about regionalization as far as school identities and retention of 
cornerstone programs. 
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Agenda
 Charge of the Committee and Membership

 Work Plan and Responsibilities

 Governance Issues

 Analysis of Educational Impacts

 Analysis of Administrative Impacts

 Political/Outreach Activities

 Financial Analysis and Preliminary Results

 Issues for Discussion

2

Charge of the Committee
 Consideration of the viability of expanding the 
current District to include grades pre‐K through 12

 Research and evaluate possible amendments to the 
current Regional Agreement (with and without full 
regionalization)

 Report back to Regional School Committee 

 Membership:

 Mac Reid and Peter Ashton (co‐chairs)

 Xuan Kong and Adria Cohen (Acton)

 Mary Brolin and Kristin Hilberg (Boxborough)
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Work Plan and Responsibilities
 Began meeting in October and bi‐weekly since then

 Identified issues:

 Demographics 

 Educational impacts such as class size, maintenance of 
academic programs and independence

 Impact on administrative expenses

 Political issues such as control and representation

 Financial implications

 Assumption of existing debt, buy‐in, other governance 
issues
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Work Plan and Responsibilities
 Developed point person responsibilities

 Administrative (Xuan)

 Demographics (Peter)

 Educational (Adria)

 Governance (Mac)

 Financial (Mary & Peter)

 Political/Outreach (Kristin)

 Individual work plans by topic, then integrated into an 
overall work plan

 Goal was to inform RSC and public about potential for full 
regionalization for “Sense of Town Meeting” votes this 
spring 
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Work Plan
 Task 1: Characterize current operating environment in all 
three districts

 Task 2: External survey of established pre‐K to 12 districts
 Task 3: Brainstorm governance issues
 Task 4: Develop/characterize organization and impacts 
under full pre‐K to 12 regionalization

 Task 5: Brainstorm on administrative impacts
 Task 6: Brainstorm on educational impacts
 Task 7: Develop financial model of full regionalization and 
comparative impacts

 Task 8: Brainstorm on financial model and impacts
 Task 9: Feedback from stakeholders
 Task 10: Make final recommendations
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Governance Issues
 Budget/Assessments

 Percentage of towns' budgets to schools

 Allocation of transportation costs

 Current debt
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Governance Issues
 Regional Buy‐In:

 Current buildings

 Debt

 Construction/Renovation Costs

 Each town responsible for town buildings

 Boxborough 5% discount

10

Governance Issues
 Current Equipment & Technology

 Education equipment & technology

 Technology infrastructure

 Transition and Regional School Committees

 Transitional Regional School Committee election 
process

 Regional School Committee: "one man, one vote"
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Governance Issues
 Location of Students

 Guarantee of hometown school
 Special Education

 Special educational & extra‐curricular programs

 Parent options
 Equal access in Acton

 Transportation responsibility

 Facilities
 Own or lease

 Community Education
 Integration of Boxborough programs
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Analysis of Educational Impacts
 Interviewed administrators, teachers, union 
representatives

 Perceived benefits of regionalization:

 Greater efficiency in obtaining resources  (e.g., 
textbooks)

 Shared curriculum efforts will reach more students

 Enhanced professional development opportunities

 Expanded collaboration with administrative and 
instructional personnel

 Greater efficiency and enhanced services for special 
education in both towns

13

Analysis of Educational Impacts
 “Hesitations” with regard to regionalization:

 Impact on individual school identities

 Longer distances by bus to school for some

 Possible changes to Blanchard’s music, chorus, band 
programs

 Possible changes in class sizes and number of 
specialists 

 Implications for contractual changes

14

Administrative: Current Structure
 Full regionalization will simplify governance and 
structure
 Currently three school districts with three school 
committees

 Distinct student record, human resource, and financial 
management systems

 Duplicative regulatory reporting effort

15

Administrative: Full Regionalization
 Full Regionalization enables better service 
delivery in a more cost effective manner
 Streamlined operations and organization

 More coherent learning experience for students

 More transparent financial reporting

 More consistent benefit management for employees

 Simplified inter‐governmental relationship

 Improved parent‐guardian interaction with schools

16

Administrative: Study Process
 Met with both superintendents to review current 
administrative structures

 Interviewed all department heads at district level

 Examined impact on elementary schools at building level

 Reviewed interview results with two superintendents 
together to receive further feedback

 Surveyed other regional school district organization 
structures

 Brainstormed with members of study committee

17

Administrative: Study Outcome

18

Summary of Impacts and Potential Savings with Full 
Regional Organization:

Estimated savings = $150,000 

Department Add FTE Lose FTE Net FTE
Superintendent -                (2.40)           (2.40)           
Curriculum 1.00              (0.20)           0.80            
Finance* 0.25              (1.50)           (1.25)           
Pupil Services 0.40              (0.50)           (0.10)           
Educational Technology 0.50              -             0.50            
Municipal Staff -                (1.00)           (1.00)           
Elementary Staff Support 1.50              -             1.50            
Transportation
Community Education

TOTAL 3.65              (5.60)           (1.95)           

* Budget analyst position included in FY13 and therefore not included here

Contract savings nets out against additional bus lease costs

Integration of Boxborough w ith Acton could save 1 FTE
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Political/Outreach Activities
 Goal

 To inform people of the charge of the ABRSDSC

 To understand general opinions, questions and 
concerns

 To listen with a “neutral ear”

 Activities to Date

 Informal presentations and discussions with school 
organizations (PTO, PTF)

 Informational guest article in The Beacon and school 
newsletters

 Conversations with individual stakeholders:  parents, 
residents without kids in school, kids, etc. 19

Political/Outreach Activities
What We Learned – Lots Lots of Questions:

 Educational impacts

 Administrative impacts

 Mechanics of school placements for students

 Transportation…time, cost, efficiency

 Budget dynamics, fundraising

 Perceived loss of control to the Region

 Loss of local school control, loss of identity

 Financial issues regarding the split

 Perception that opening the agreement means opening 
“everything”

20

Political/Outreach Activities
 And If We Move Forward….

 Public education and outreach will be key to an 
informed vote at Town Meetings

 Attention to detail and facts vs. emotions

 All formats must be tapped

 Published:  Patch, Beacon, Newsletters

 Personal: guest speakers at meetings (schools and town)

21

Financial Analysis and Preliminary 
Results

 Analyzed two cases: “Base Case” – status quo

“Full Regionalization:” pre‐K thru 12

 Difference between the two reflects potential savings

 Developed 5 year projections of budgets and revenues

 Analyzed FY11 and FY12 budget and revenue data; used 
FY13 as starting point for comparative analysis

 Base Case follows budgets and expected revenue 
amounts and calculates costs to Acton and Boxborough

22

Financial Analysis and Preliminary 
Results

 In the Regionalization case, we:

 Identified savings from changed administrative structure 
(~$150,000)

 Identified additional revenues from state reimbursement of 
transportation costs (~$520,000)

 Projected a shift of APS retirees’ HI costs from APS budget to 
municipal budget as required by law (~$530,000)

 Identified savings in Acton municipal and Boxborough 
municipal budgets of certain administrative costs (~$60,000)

 Projected a decline in Boxborough choice revenue as 
program is assumed to be phased out over seven years 
(~$25,000/yr.)

 Projected no change in current academic environment –
possible additional savings from classroom reductions 23

Financial Analysis and Preliminary 
Results

 Preliminary results have identified cost savings and 
potential additional revenue of approximately $695,000 
per year in the full regionalization case

 Further shift toward Acton of total enrollment (84% vs. 
82% using three year average)

 Under current agreement regionalization leads to 
higher costs in Acton, very significant savings in 
Boxborough

 Based on our preliminary conclusions, if both 
communities are to participate in savings, some 
adjustment to the regional agreement would be 
necessary

24
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Issues for Discussion
 Is ~ $700,000 in “benefits” worth going forward?

 How to restructure the regional agreement to permit 
both towns to share in savings?

 Are likely educational benefits and administrative 
efficiencies worth going forward?

 How to overcome concerns expressed in both towns 
regarding loss of school identity, loss of control, other 
issues?

 Is there enough time to provide the required public 
outreach over the next two months?

25

Next Steps
 Seek Regional School Committee feedback and 
direction this evening

 Continue to evaluate salary/contract implications

 Assess savings from possible classrooms reductions

 Obtain public input and feedback

 Develop committee recommendations

 Ask for sense of Town Meeting?

26



Memo    
To:  Steve Mills 

From:  John Petersen 

CC:  Don Aicardi, Acton-Boxborough Regional School Committee 

Date:  January 26, 2012 

Subject: ABRSC Consideration of OPEB liabilities 

The Segal company has recently completed a report “Actuarial Valuation and Review of Other Postemployment 
Benefits (OPEB) as of December 31, 2010 (issued 10/18/11). The report establishes that the Acton-Boxborough 
Regional School District has a significant liability associated with post-employment benefits primarily related to 
retiree health care. The Town of Acton has a similar liability and has scheduled a discussion of this issue for Acton 
Town meeting in April. I think the Regional School Committee should plan OPEB discussions prior to town meeting 
so that the opinion and plans (if any) of the SC are established by that time. 
 
I propose that we schedule our discussion in three phases: 
 

1. Briefing by the Director of Finance on ABRSD OPEB liability – meeting of Feb 2nd  
No action to be taken, informational only 

 
2. Proposal to establish an OPEB account – meeting of March 1st  

Potential RSC vote to establish an OPEB account 
 

3. Funding the OPEB account – tbd, contingent on #2 
Prior to close of FY12 

  
Please let me know if you agree so that we can plan the upcoming School Committee meetings based on this 
schedule. 
 













































































































































































































































































Town of ActonTown of Acton

Health Insurance Working Group

January 30, 2012



The Genesis of the The Genesis of the 
 Health Insurance Working GroupHealth Insurance Working Group

• The Board of Selectmen agreed on November 
21, 2011 to postpone a Chapter 69 vote until 
February 6, 2012
• Allows union representatives to discuss informally a 

plan design that would achieve $600,000 in savings 

• Health Insurance Working Group (HIWG) met for 
the first time on December 7, 2011

• The HIWG has met weekly since December 7, 
2011.



All at One TableAll at One Table

Union RepresentativesUnion Representatives

Dayle McGillivary Highway/Municipal

Tom Rogers Superiors

Chris Prehl Patrol

Kevin Antonelli Dispatchers

Ken Carroll Fire

Ty Payson Custodial 

Ruth Cvitkovich Office Support

Marc Lewis Teachers

Administrative RepresentativesAdministrative Representatives

Steven Ledoux Town Manager

Janet Adachi Board of Selectmen

Marianne Fleckner Human Resources

Marie Altieri Human Resources

Kim McOsker School Committee

Lauren Rosenzweig- 
Morton

HIWG Facilitator

Retiree RepresentativesRetiree Representatives

Malcolm Macgregor Retiree Representative



Process of the HIWGProcess of the HIWG
• HIWG invited BC/BS, HPHC, Tufts and HIT in order to 

educate themselves on various aspects of health 
insurance plan design such as the financial impact on:
• Decrements (ex. OV $15  $20; -1.3%)

• Utilization of medical services

• Prescription drug usage

• HIWG created plan designs that best fit the needs of 
Town and School employees while shifting costs to 
achieve savings
• Reasonable prescription drug plan

• Reasonable co-pays

• HIWG requested The Segal Company calculate projected 
cost savings of the most popular plan design



Results of the HIWG:Results of the HIWG:
• After many hours of careful and thoughtful deliberation, 

ALL eight Unions came to…

UNANIMITY!
• Many members of the HIWG commented this was the first 

time that all Unions, both Town and School, 
collaboratively and voluntarily came to the table to 
accomplish such a monumental task

• This is unprecedented for the Town of Acton



Life TodayLife Today



Unified Plan Design:Unified Plan Design:

HMOs MHP/PPO

Town/Employee Split 75% / 25% 50% / 50%

OV $20 $20

Specialist $35 $35

RX – 30 Day $10/25/40 $10/25/40

RX Mail Order – 90 Day $20/50/80 $20/50/80

Preventive Care $0 $0

Emergency Room $100 $100

Hospital $200 $200

Day Surgery $100 $100

High Tech Imaging $100 $100



Plan DetailsPlan Details

• Unions request the proposed plan design be in place for the next 3 
fiscal years (FY13, 14 & 15)

• Estimated first year savings is $486,000, growing to $836,000 after 
mitigation

• Additional savings of $394,000 could be realized in the first year if 
the AB Regional School District adopts the plan

• Total savings after mitigation Town and Region:  $1.2M

33--year mitigation plan for 75/25 split changeyear mitigation plan for 75/25 split change

Fiscal 
Year

Mitigation Plan Savings

FY 13 10% of Insurance Premium $0

FY 14 $1200 (family) / $500 (individual) $163,000

FY 15 $600 (family) / $300 (individual) $264,000

FY 16+ No Mitigation $350,000



Nominal Annual SavingsNominal Annual Savings
Plan Design 
Savings

Mitigation 
Savings

Total 
Savings

FY 13 $486,000 $0 $486,000

FY 14 $486,000 $163,000 $649,000

FY 15 $486,000 $264,000 $750,000

FY 16+ $486,000 $350,000 $836,000



Nominal Cumulative SavingsNominal Cumulative Savings



Examples of ChangesExamples of Changes
 PatrolPatrol

Ex: BC/BS HMO Current Plan Proposed Plan

Town/Employee Split 85%/15% 75%/25%

OV $5 $20

Specialist $5 $35

RX – 30 Day $5/10/25 $10/25/40

RX Mail Order – 90 Day $5/10/25 $20/50/80

Preventive Care $0 $0

Emergency Room $30 $100

Hospital $0 $200

Day Surgery $0 $100

High Tech Imaging $0 $100



Examples of ChangesExamples of Changes
 Superiors/FireSuperiors/Fire

Ex: BC/BS HMO Current Plan Proposed Plan

Town/Employee Split 85%/15% 75%/25%

OV $20 $20

Specialist $20 $35

RX – 30 Day $10/25/40 $10/25/40

RX Mail Order – 90 Day $20/50/120 $20/50/80

Preventive Care $0 $0

Emergency Room $75 $100

Hospital $0 $200

Day Surgery $0 $100

High Tech Imaging $0 $100



Examples of ChangesExamples of Changes
 TeachersTeachers

Ex: BC/BS HMO Current Plan Proposed Plan

Town/Employee Split 75%/25% 75%/25%

OV $15 $20

Specialist $15 $35

RX – 30 Day $10/15/25 $10/25/40

RX Mail Order – 90 Day $10/15/25 $20/50/80

Preventive Care $0 $0

Emergency Room $30 $100

Hospital $0 $200

Day Surgery $0 $100

High Tech Imaging $0 $100



Next StepsNext Steps

The implementation of the HIWG proposal in time for open 
enrollment in April will require:

1. Board of Selectmen approval tonight

2. Regional School Committee approval at its February 2nd 

meeting  

3. Ratification by all 8 units. HIWG representatives have 
committed to ratification by February 10th

4. Approved plan submitted to HIT for vendor underwriting

Budgets can be adjusted in time for Town Meeting



How Do Bargaining Tactics Compare? How Do Bargaining Tactics Compare? 
1. Informal Group ratifies changes through Chapter 150E 

(HIWG Process)
• All units have an equal voice and vote

2. Section 19 of Chapter 32B 
Creates coalition bargaining among Town and APS Unions 

• Units have weighted votes based on membership 
• 70% vote is required
• No negotiation deadline
• Would likely recommend this same design plan and 75/25

3. Chapter 69 of the Acts of 2011 
PEC created among Town and APS Unions

• Units have weighted votes based on membership
• Majority vote is required
• 30-day negotiation deadline
• Can not consider 75/25 split  
• Fire, School Office Support, School Custodial and Teachers’ 

Unions delayed until at least FY ‘14



How Do the Savings Compare?How Do the Savings Compare?

Fiscal YearFiscal Year GICGIC--Like Plan DesignLike Plan Design
Savings (Ch 69)Savings (Ch 69)

Proposed Plan DesignProposed Plan Design
Savings (HIWG)Savings (HIWG)

FY 13 $250,000 $486,000

FY 14 $600,000 $649,000

FY 15 $600,000 $750,000

FY 16 $600,000 $836,000

FY 17 $600,000 $836,000

5-Year Cumulative 
Savings

$2,650,000 $3,557,000

Average Annual 
Savings

$530,000 $711,400

*AB Regional School District’s adoption will add $394,000 to each of 
these years under the proposed plan



Value of a Unified ApproachValue of a Unified Approach

• Effective July 1, 2012, all town and school 
employees will have the same health insurance 
plan design and the same cost sharing

• Exceeds savings of GIC-like plan design 
(compared to Tufts Navigator) 

• Saves payroll and HR management of multiple 
plan designs, multiple accounts, deductions, etc.

• Promotes employee goodwill





Backup SlidesBackup Slides



Net Present Value (NPV)Net Present Value (NPV)
 at 2% Per Yearat 2% Per Year
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APS & AB School District Goals: District-wide K-12    
 

 
S.M.A.R.T. Goals 2011-2012 
1/27/12                        

JT SC Voted to Accept 10/6/11 
Mid year update:  2/12 
Final Update:        6/12 
 

S   pecific 

M easurable 

A  ttainable 

R elated to Student Academic Outcomes 

T ime-bound 
 
 
Goal #1.   
District-wide:  Supporting High 
Quality Instruction in every school, 
every classroom, every day 

      

Statement of Purpose Strategies 
 

Timeline: 
Date task 

will be 
completed 

Lead Parties Measurable Outcomes February Update  

All schools in Acton and Acton-Boxborough 
provide learning environments in which 
students are empowered to apply what 
they’ve learned, to think critically, to 
communicate their ideas and to assess their 
learning. These skills and the content 
standards are taught through a variety of 
instructional materials and strategies. To 
those ends, we are committed to assessing 
the alignment of standards, articulating 
effective instructional practices, and 
providing our staff with a vibrant 
professional development program. In 
addition, developing a district-wide 
curricular plan creates an opportunity for 
coordinated intra- and inter- district efforts 
and curricular discussions. 

1. Identify/create learning goals and tools 
for all grades and disciplines. 

2. Implement priority outcomes of the 
2011 Summer Leadership Institute, 
“It’s Still All About Instruction: How Do 
We Know Students Are Learning?” 

3. Revise Professional Development 
Program 

4. Evaluate new MA ELA and Literacy 
Framework in light of Literacy goals 
 

By June 
2012 

Superintendent
, Director of 
Curriculum and 
Assessment 

1. Documentation of goals and tools 
2. Implementation 

 Completion of Data Bank for Teacher-to-Teacher 
Program  

 Collaborative Learning Team Protocols Training 
3. Documents outlining the proposed changes 
4. Where needed, additions or changes to the Acton/AB 

curriculum  
 
 

 

Outcome 1. Documentation of 
goals and tools 

 PD Day to focus on 
learning goals, formative 
assessment and 
collaboration of teachers 

 Structures created to work 
towards goal (Collaborative 
Work Groups/ JH and HS 
late starts and early 
releases) 

 Two Grade Level meetings 
for mathematics and ELA 

 Special Education teachers 
attend grade level 
meetings and department 
meetings 
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  Teaching and Learning 
Website for communication 

Outcome 2. Implementation of 
2011 Summer Leadership 
Institute 

 Program for Data Bank 
being created by ABRHS 
student 

 30 educators trained by 
NSRF 

Outcome 3. Documents 
Outlining PL Re-vision 
 Sub-committees working 

for May/June sharing 
Outcome 4. Possible changes 
to ELA Curriculum 
 Ongoing department and 

district grade level 
meetings 

 
 
Goal #2.    
Pupil Services - Program 
Development and Fiscal 
Accountability 
 

      

Statement of Purpose 
 

Strategies 
 

Timeline: 
Date task 

will be 
completed 

Lead Parties Measurable Outcomes   

To address organizational and fiscal 
requirements that best meet changes in our 
student body, specifically, by reviewing 
Pupil Services needs and costs, making 
reductions, potentially identifying new 
sources of revenue, while maintaining 
sound educational programming. 
 

a. Analyze current CASE (ODP) 
transportation costs and initiate 
metrics to assess efficiencies. 

b. Develop programs (new and 
expansion thereof) which will reduce 
costs. 

c. Support in-district specialized 
programs that offer equivalent 
services to OOD. 

d. Develop/expand regular education 
service delivery to students at risk. 

e. Coordinate professional development 
in regular and special education. 

f. Examine cost saving strategies and 
program enhancements, including 
assistive technology and summer 
programming for special needs 
students. 

g. Systemic charting of building based 

By June 
2012 

Superintendent
, Director of 
Pupil Services, 
Building 
Principals, 
Director of 
Finance, 
Director of 
Personnel 

1. Detailed analysis and plan for save costing methods in 
transportation. 

2. Direct reduction in costs, specifically in out-of-district tuitions and 
indirect costs related to rate and frequency of referral. 

3. Increased OOD transitions to in-district settings, thereby reducing 
costs. 

4. Viable summer programs that will address social/emotional 
needs of at risk students in an integrative setting.  

5. Reduced rate and frequency of referral to special education. 
6. As evidenced by parent workshops on development and peer 

conflict, increased school/home partnerships and satisfaction. 
 
 
 
 
 

 Co-presented analysis & 
costs of CASE services to 
school committee. 

 Monitored 5-year trend 
analysis for OOD fiscal 
reduction; offered 
successful strategies to 
buildings for successful 
student return through 
design of continuum 
services. 

 Implemented transition 
strategies leading to a 3-5 
student return to in district 
per annum. Designed & 
equalized services at the 
elementary. 

 Initiated program design 
for ESY summer 
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personnel and programmatic needs. programming; collaborated 
with Community ED and 
Sped PAC to develop a 
cost-effective proposal, 
thereby reducing costs for 
higher prototypes of 
service delivery. 

 Emphasized teacher 
focused Professional 
Development; consistently 
monitored CSTs/SSTs; set 
high standards for 
supervision (feedback on 
evaluation & teacher 
performance for Pupil 
Services staff).  

 Collaborated with PAC 
(e.g., ESY proposal, parent 
handbook, budget process, 
etc.), thereby increasing 
trust & partnership. 
Launched preliminary 
ideas for 5-year parent 
satisfaction survey (June 
2012) 

 
 
Goal #3. 
Review and Refine the District’s 
Financial Plan to Meet Federal, State 
and local funding sources, while 
meeting the needs of all students. 
 

      

Statement of Purpose 
 

Strategies 
 

Timeline: 
Date task 

will be 
completed 

Lead Parties Measurable Outcomes   

The community places a high value on the 
preservation of an excellent education for its 
students and highly involved citizenry.  In 
light of the current economic picture, 
identifying new sources of revenue, 
reviewing personnel needs and costs, as 
well as actively engaging in community 
forums and discussions will be required to 
manage what can only be described as a 
fiscal crisis for our schools. State revenues 
will be volatile due to the continuing 
recession and this will continue to be 

a. Define budget assumptions for FY13. 
Prepare budget calendar. 

b. Identify specific FY13 budget 
projections. 

c. Re-evaluate school choice 
opportunities. 

d. Continue an active partnership with 
the Acton Leadership Group (ALG) 
and the Boxborough Leadership 
Forum (BLF). 

e. Facilitate a process that seeks input 
from the community, district staff and 

Ongoing 
through the 
fiscal year 

Superintendent
, Director of 
Finance 

1. Prioritize personnel needs and costs as well as 
curriculum/program needs. 

2. Consider structural re-organization and/or cost cutting or cost 
savings options for district personnel and programs 

3. Reduce the price per kilowatt of electricity by 5% for budget 
savings. 

4. Visit each school to learn how to maximize dollars in order to 
meet instructional goals.  

5. Prepare balanced budgets for approval by both town meetings 
that promote instructional goals. 

6. Perform quarterly review of budget status throughout the fiscal 
year for the School Committee. 

 Authored ALG spreadsheet 
and defined FY13 Budget 
Assumptions 

 Prepared and executed 
Budget Calendar for FY13 

 Concluded use of ARRA 
funds and plan to use 
EdJOBS money in FY13 
budget 

 Presented detailed budget 
proposals at four School 
Committee meetings and 
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monitored throughout the FY13 budget 
season. 

faculty, Board of Selectmen, and the 
Finance Committees of Acton and 
Boxborough. 

f. Identify long-range needs and 
develop a rational capital 
management program.  

g. Monitor and evaluate use of ARRA 
funds, Chapter 70 and IDEA related. 

 

7. Provide monthly FY12 status data directly to cabinet and admin 
council members 

8. Perform complete review of Finance team staff performance and 
assignments 

9. Provide plan to make effective use of federal EdJobs during the 
upcoming FY13 budget season 

 

Finance Committee 
meeting in December and 
January 

 Will complete FY13 budget 
process in 2 weeks 

 
Goal #4. 
Hire and retain high-quality Faculty 
and Staff 
 

      

Statement of Purpose 
 

Strategies 
 

Timeline: 
Date task 

will be 
completed 

Lead Parties Measurable Outcomes   

We actively promote collaborative 
relationships among staff and administration 
and the community.  In addition, we are 
committed to initiating working partnerships 
with the Town, the business community, 
neighboring school districts, and 
organizations.  Within this partnership, we 
view the classroom as the heart of the 
school system.  To provide an appropriate 
learning environment in the classroom, we 
are committed to recruiting and retaining 
outstanding teachers, and providing those 
teachers with supervisory and evaluation 
procedures that are collegial, supportive 
and accountable. 

a. Ensure that faculty and staff are of 
highest quality and are mentored, 
supervised, and supported to provide 
high quality instruction in every 
classroom every period of every day. 

b. Continue to mentor and support a 
strong and effective leadership team 
as the most of our principals and 
central office administrators complete 
their first few years in our districts.   

c. Lead Educator Evaluation task force 
to review the Massachusetts 
Standards for Educator Evaluation 
and recommend timelines and tools 
to implement at APS/AB for 2012-
2013 school year.  

d. Facilitate negotiation of contract 
language changes for teacher 
evaluation.  

e. Reduce duplication of work/systems 
and reduce use of paper through 
improved automation of electronic 
programs. 

By June 
2012 

Superintendent
, Director of 
Personnel 

1. Continue to maintain 100% highly qualified professional teaching 
staff as determined by the DESE through NCLB. 

2. Ongoing support and mentoring of new administrators that were 
hired and began new roles over the last few years.  

3. Survey staff in all schools to evaluate the efficacy of Principals 
and Central Office Administrators. 

4. Recommend timelines and tools for new educator evaluation 
system. 

5. Successfully negotiate new contract language for new educator 
evaluation system. 

6. Each school, department, grade level, and discipline, create 
learning goals to show student learning over time and tools to 
measure student growth.  Incorporate these multiple measures of 
student growth into new evaluation system.  

7. Continue to automate human resources functions including 
automation of substitute placement; electronic pre-paying of 
school lunch; 70% reduction of use of paper for contracts and 
other HR documentation through effective use of school website. 

 The Educator Evaluation 
Task Force has met 
regularly to review and 
adapt these models to APS 
and AB with a plan to pilot 
in Sept 2012, completely 
changing the process by 
which we evaluate 
teachers and 
administrators. 

 Health Insurance Working 
Group has completed the 
process to move more than 
one million dollars of plan 
design costs to the 
employees. 

 

 
Goal #5. 
Continue the established supporting 
role for the Facilities Department 
integrating into curriculum 
development energy conservation 
and education as well as contining 
the planning and development of 
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facilities that support outstanding 
instruction. 
 

Statement of Purpose 
 

Strategies 
 

Timeline: 
Date task 

will be 
completed 

Lead Parties Measurable Outcomes   

Utilize the Facilities Department and 
resources to continue to integrate in the 
Districts’ over arching goal of supporting 
high level instruction, excellence in 
curriculum development, and a complete 
high level educational experience for all 
stakeholders. 
 
 
 
 

a. Continue energy conservation and 
education curriculum supporting all 
schools and grade levels. 

b. Plan, advocate for, and design 
multiuse athletic facility.. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To be 
completed 
by June 
2012 

Superintendent
, Director of 
Facilities 

1. Reduction in overall district energy consumption by 3% across 
APS / ABRSD from FY11 consumption baseline. 

2. By June 2012 have in place a plan and design of a multiuse 
athletic facility  ready for July/August construction. 

 

 Lower Fields Project 
proceeding on schedule 

 Current energy use 
trending approximately 5% 
decrease from previous 
year 

 

 

 
Goal #6.   
Create a teaching and learning 
environment that fosters 
opportunities for students to use 
technology in sophisticated ways to 
enhance learning 
 

      

Statement of Purpose Strategies 
 

Timeline: 
Date task 

will be 
completed 

Lead Parties Measurable Outcomes   

The district recognizes and values the 
importance of technology in our schools and 
administrative offices.  The Educational 
Technology (EdTECH) department will build 
the foundation, vision, and district capacity 
needed to leverage the power of technology 
as a tool to enhance instruction, engage 
student learning, improve operational 
efficiencies, and inform decision making.  
 

A. Increase access to technology for all 
students  

B. Investigate and address issues that may 
constrain the participation of students 
who are economically disadvantaged, 
students with special needs, ELE, etc.  

C. Determine what resources are necessary 
for students to fully meet designated 
learning outcomes  

D. Identify appropriate staffing levels  
E. Ensure all students learn Technology Skills  
F.  Ensure that every student has an 

opportunity to participate in at least one 
online learning environment before 
graduation  

 Superintendent
,    Director of 
Technology 

–Complete Network Analysis to determine baseline bandwidth 
statistics.  
--Complete 2 Wireless “stress  test” – analyze results 
--BYOT (Bring-Your-Own Technology) Feasibility Study Group 
created, meet monthly. Will create recommendations for future needs. 
--100% of ABRHS students using Email 
--Have 25% of ABRHS staff using Google Apps for Ed as a learning 
tool/platform 
--Create ABRHS Student Tech Helpdesk 
--Create and facilitate tech-focused PD workshops aligned with tech 
initiatives and district goals 
--Update District Website 

 Network monitoring in 
place, complete 
documentation report 
expected in February from 
our vendor 

 BYOT – HS staff members 
are identified, however 
infrastructure is not ready 
to support.  We updated 
firmware of our 3 Aruba 
controllers and now have 
the ability to reconfigure 
access control lists to be 
role-based and designated 
by groups, continue to 
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G Increase student-teacher interaction. work on this setup. 
 100% of our ABRHS 

students use email 
 50% of ABRHS staff 

members are using 
ABSchools  

 8 student volunteers 
volunteer once a month 
supporting the ABschools 
initiative  

 We have been providing 
ongoing profession 
learning opportunities 
based on a numerous 
technology initiatives with 
positive teacher feedback.  
See training calendar at: 
http://ab.mec.edu/departm
ents/technology/pro_devel
opment.shtml 

 District web site is on hold 
until we have a better 
understanding of where we 
are in the regionalization 
process 

 
 
Goal #7.   
Community Education: Improve Use 
of Facilities Reservation Process 
 

      

Statement of Purpose 
 

Strategies Timeline: 
Date task 

will be 
completed 

Lead Parties Measurable Outcomes   

As a small business, A-B Community 
Education must always improve customer 
service.  Since all Extended Day students 
are APS students, much of the information 
we currently seek on paper forms 
(Emergency Card, Pick Up Release Form, 
Photographic Release) may already be 
available in PowerSchool or could be 
obtained from parents by adding a field or 
two to PowerSchool.  Parents would 
essentially provide our information when 
they update their Powerschool entries, 
eliminating the need to fill out several of the 
Comm. Ed. forms.  The Extended Day 

      Community Ed. will seek modifications to 
PowerSchool so that it captures 
necessary data. 

Registration 
for 2012-
2013 school 
year begins 
in January, 
2012.  
Modifications 
to 
PowerSchool 
will need to 
be in place 
by that time. 

Superintendent
, Director of 
Community 
Education, 
Extended Day 
Coordinator, 
PowerSchool 
Administrator 

Community Education intends to eliminate several forms and save 
people’s  time and effort for the 2012-2013 registration process. 
 

 Community Ed. Extended 
Day worked with 
Powerschool Administrator 
to create custom reports 
that produce attendance 
sheets, class rosters, and 
enrollment totals.  School 
secretaries appreciate the 
ability to instantly find out 
which XD program their 
students attend (since 
some may stay in the 
building and others go to 
the Admin. Building 
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registration process will be much more 
convenient for the parents of the 377+/- 
students who attend our programs at the 
Administration Building, Conant School, 
Gates School and McCarthy-Towne School.   

program).  Now re-
enrolling current families 
for the 2012-2013 school 
year and have created pre-
populated registration 
forms for parents with 
information drawn from 
Powerschool, saving time 
and minimizing errors with 
data entry.   

 New online forms have 
eliminated multiple 
registration forms formerly 
filled out by hand. 

 Going beyond our Goal, 
student data is now being 
exported from 
Powerschool to 
Quickbooks to be used in 
our new invoice system, 
allowing us to email 
monthly invoices to parents 
and create itemized 
statements. 
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