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I. Process 

 
The bulk of the research conducted for this study was in the form of semi-structured interviews 
that the Project Manager held both with superintendents of Berkshire districts, as well as high 
school principals. All superintendents contacted agreed to be interviewed; in addition the 
principals of six county high schools were also interviewed (Appendix A).  
 
The Project Manager as well as some Task Force members attended meetings of various groups, 
including the Superintendents Roundtable, Berkshire Municipal Managers Association (BMMA, 
April 2) and the Select Board Association dinner (April 25). Each member of the Berkshire 
delegation had communication, and most has individual meetings with one or more members of 
the Task Force, with reference to both funding for the upcoming fiscal year, and to discuss 
progress as well as parallel efforts in planning, regional transportation, and other initiatives 
related to the mission of the BETF. The Project Manager provided a progress report to the full 
Task Force at both the May 11 and June 15 meetings, and met with Task Force leadership 
regularly through the spring. 
 
While Task Force members were (rightfully) interested in trying to compare historic academic 
programming to current day academic programming at the high school level, this was not 
possible to do I any meaningful way. Public high schools are not required to retain records that 
would allow for reconstruction of course offerings and enrollments year to year. Therefore this 
study is reliant on largely anecdotal information in order to make some general statements about 
the comparative breadth and depth of offerings. It should be noted that almost all high schools 
reported having to do “something” to address declining student numbers while trying to maintain 
and even at times increase the scope of their offerings. The strategies have varied, but it is safe to 
say that access to a broad selection of courses, particularly upper level, advanced, and specialty 
courses, is challenging in several of the county’s high schools.  
 
The Project Manager also reviewed several other reports related to the major areas of research 
pursued in this study. Two in particular are well-aligned with the needs and opportunities 
identified by the Task Force and in this research: a 2018 study on rural school districts, and a 
2017 state auditor study on regional school districts. The two subjects, of course, overlap, as do 
the findings of these studies, which are summarized later. The recommendations of a consultant 
group on the proposed Clarksburg-Stamford school district creation also provided some 
information.  
 
Finally, a couple of smaller works provided some information and insights; a compilation of 
Spring 2019 collaborative efforts in Berkshire County, assembled by Bill Ballen, Executive 
Secretary of the Berkshire Superintendents Roundtable; and a “Massachusetts Rural Schools 
Share Services Proposal,” submitted by Michael Buoniconti on behalf of the Massachusetts 
Rural Schools Coalition.  
 
Other studies that contain potentially useful suggestions as well as background data are the 
Berkshire Blueprint 2.0 and the C4 Initiative report on a vision for arts education in Berkshire 
County. A recommendation is that future work by the Task Force to refine consolidation or 
single district designs, includes analysis of these reports.  



 

 
 

II. Summary of Major Findings 
 
There is appetite for joint programming and understanding different strategies to ensure and 
manage quality educational opportunities. 
 

Several superintendents and principals expressed interest in Early College and  
maintaining or expanding dual enrollment.  
 
Several districts want to expand AP offerings. How to do so is sometimes an issue given  
student numbers and available teacher expertise.  

 
Districts are interested in ways to provide more types of educational opportunities, such 
as social emotional learning and setting up focused special education settings to prevent 
out of district or out of county placements. 
 
Shared courses, programs, using common facilities, personnel, online courses, etc. 

 
Transportation costs and logistics are an issue across many districts. Ameliorating transportation 
issues would both strengthen services and save money.  
 
There is consistent interest in exploring areas for more or extended shared services. It is safe to 
predict, and indeed we have already seen, that these conversations will continue and agreements 
will move forward regardless of decisions about district consolidations. While there are 
significant overlap areas of interest, districts interested in the same kinds of service 
collaborations may not be contiguous, and there is not a clear preference as to how to administer 
or arrange sharing that would be more complex than signing agreements. For example, some 
districts want to work with existing educational collaboratives; others might want to form a new 
collaborative or arrange for branch services closer to them.  
 
There is some interest in expansion of promising practices and pilots. For example, the North 
Berkshire Academy (NBA), a substantially separate setting for students who need higher levels 
of support to be successful. With the changeover from out of county collaborative to NAPS 
administration of the Academy for the next school year, there is potential to evaluate the opening 
of similar academies in other areas of the county and to use the NBA as a model for such 
initiatives.  
 
While building closures may occur for various reasons including declining student populations, 
closing buildings is not a strategy that is necessarily in the best interests of educational quality. 
Further, centralizing services alone may realize no significant savings; see, for example, the 
conclusion of the Public Consulting Group study of the Clarksburg-Stamford merger (2019), 
which costed out several options and found merging the two elementary schools into another 
district with the current grades intact would not result in savings and might in fact increase 
administrative costs (p. 6).  
 
  



 

 
 

III. Discussion 
 
The venture mentioned or addressed in answer to a specific question, in the most interviews - 
eight districts - was Early College and dual enrollment. Most high schools have dual 
enrollment or a Commonwealth Dual Enrollment Program (CDEP), and several are looking to 
increase it, and/or to partner directly with area colleges. Most of those interviewed did not know 
much about the Commonwealth’s Early College designation. One district prefers to broaden AP 
course access over offering any or more community college courses. 
 
Assessment: The Project Manager earlier produced a white paper summarizing research on Early 
College models which indicates they are particularly successful for under-represented students. 
Given that as well as the widespread interest in learning more about the model and expanding 
dual enrollment access, the region’s districts should examine how to accelerate building these 
programs.  
  
Not surprisingly, transportation emerged as a concern in six districts. In most cases this was a 
global concern, though some focus also came up in the areas of transport to vocational 
placement, for homeless and foster children, SPED transportation, and pre-kindergarten 
transportation. 
 
Shared services were mentioned by six districts, ranging from current examples to ideas for new 
or extended sharing. Many districts have sought to create economies of scale through sharing 
positions and services, including shared positions between districts, shared positions between the 
municipality and the district, and shared special education, transportation and food services 
programs.  
 
Technical services and technology in education were both frequently mentioned as possibilities 
for sharing (there is one shared technology coordinator mentioned). Business services, including 
purchasing, HR and payroll, were mentioned in four cases. There is some current food services 
sharing, though as we know a recent effort to extend an existing shared food service fell through.  
 
One district suggested a model of sharing instructional leaders in major disciplinary areas – 
ELA, math, social studies. There is a discussion going on in two districts about sharing a 
buildings and grounds manager. 
 
Please see the summary chart in Appendix B. for some examples. 
 
Assessment: Business services sharing is a place for focused conversation, perhaps involving 
extensions to municipal managers. Technical services seems like a logical place to share and 
perhaps reduce costs of infrastructure as well as leverage expertise. One question is whether the 
state can support any needed MOUs beyond standard shared services agreements if sharing is not 
through an existing or new educational collaborative. See also the proposal from the 
Massachusetts Rural Schools Coalition that seeks support for the pilot of a shared services 
center, modeled on similar centers in Arkansas and Oklahoma. 
 
Professional development emerged as a potential collaborative area in six districts. This is a 
mixed area in terms of how to form up a common direction, as one or two of the larger districts 



 

 
 

are already inviting others in, while other districts are concerned with finding or producing more 
local provision of professional development, specific focus on educator preparation, or specific 
areas for PD such as tiered instruction.  
 
As noted in the Spring 2019 compilation of collaborative efforts, county districts via the 
Superintendents Roundtable have collaborated on several initiatives including county-wide 
Professional Development Day in November; creation of twelve Professional Learning Networks 
(PLNs) for job-alike groups; STEM activities; a county-wide program on Tolerance and Bigotry 
(World of Difference Program in conjunction with the Anti-Defamation League and the Jewish 
Federation); mentor training programs; collaborative employment and recruitment development 
(Teach Berkshires Initiative thru 1Berkshire); and a licensure preparation Leadership Cohort, 
organized together with MCLA, designed to recruit and prepare educators for administrative 
positions in the region. 
 
Assessment: Many districts would like to do more in this area, however the range of identified 
needs and wants is wide. A mediated discussion about specific needs, involving districts, the 
local colleges and sponsoring organizations that offer approved educator preparation programs, 
and other potential providers might be a logical next step.  
 
Special education emerged in five district conversations. Some clusters of districts are trying to 
collaborate now. The range of needs is broad, from day programs to transportation to support 
services. Physical disabilities as well as learning and developmental disabilities were identified 
as areas of extended or new program need. While some districts have succeeded in keeping 
students needing services in-district, this is not possible across the board given the availability 
and distribution of services and expertise currently in the region.   
 
Assessment: This is a complex area but there would be great returns if collaborations could be 
organized and certain expenses, such as transportation, could be shared. Perhaps a meeting or 
meetings of special education directors to inventory needs would be the next step.  
 
Five districts discussed needed more or additional social emotional learning resources. Again 
there was a range of expressed needs, including for a behavior program, cross-grade classrooms, 
and more social work services. In some cases, lack of these resources means out of district 
placements for students.  
 
Assessment: This is an area that would benefit from a focused discussion by district personnel 
who can attest to current and projected needs. Regionalized access to classrooms or services 
could potentially be coordinated, perhaps with freestanding shared services agreements to start.  
 
Five districts mentioned or responded to questions about use of online education. The purposes 
of or plans for exploring online education varied from provision of more AP courses or variety of 
advanced coursework, to dropout prevention. Districts use a variety of providers including 
Virtual High School and Edunuity.  
 
Assessment: The current project produced a white paper summarizing research on online 
learning in the high school which indicates it is effective for academically able, self-motived 
students wishing to take advanced courses or access a variety of electives, and less effective for 



 

 
 

uses such as remediation or credit recovery. Given this, a shared services or planning model 
focus on opportunities for growing or replacing lost AP course, advanced elective, and related 
opportunities would be a worthwhile step. 
 
A majority of the districts discussed some aspect of offering or attempting to expand advanced 
coursework and options for academically advanced students. Three districts would like to 
provide more AP courses with specific courses often mentioned to extend opportunities or 
revitalize offerings. Two districts mentioned that they had lost electives over time. To provide a 
range of advanced study opportunities in low or declining enrollment situations, several high 
schools have for some time combined AP and Honors sections. In one case, a high school has 
made the decision to end its Honors programs and move available resources to offering 
(maintaining) AP courses. At least one high school is working with local colleges to offer 
opportunities for students to spend their senior years at a college.  
 
Assessment: The broad area of AP courses, honors programs, and breadth of electives offers a 
potentially rich area for collaboration. Some districts are trying to maintain what they have; a 
few are trying to expand; and many are already collapsing or combining AP and Honors sections, 
rotating advanced courses, or employing similar strategies to maintain offerings. A combination 
of shared instruction, online or hybrid courses, dual enrollment, and other innovations and 
extensions of existing efforts could be effective in regrowing as well as establishing new 
advanced offerings.  
 
Four districts brought up vocational programs and CTE. As previous studies and some districts 
have already identified, vocational and technical opportunities in South County are relatively few 
and unevenly distributed. In the absence of a shared plan individual districts are attempting to 
extend offerings or plan to do so. Some high schools are looking for additional cooperative or 
internship opportunities related to CTE programming. In addition, some schools have either 
eliminated shops or related electives, which reduced opportunities in those districts.  
 
Assessment: Vocational and CTE opportunities in some districts have been reduced, with some 
limited regrowth, and are unevenly distributed, particularly in South County. Students who can 
arrange the transportation to do so may choose to travel to the existing programs at Taconic and 
McCann, if they are able to earn a seat, and sometimes out of county, particularly to Smith 
Vocational in Northampton. A regionalized set of interventions or planning to add to or create 
new programs and offerings should be explored, perhaps with state assistance or incentives.  
 
There were four districts that expressed interest in exploring programs for English Language 
Learners (ELLs). While emergent in some parts of the county, a little coordination could boost 
current efforts and near-term needs – PPS, for example, thinks one full-time coordinator could 
provide the services needed.  
 
Common scheduling was discussed by four districts. Like transportation, lack of a shared or 
extended schedule prevents opportunities for collaboration and inhibits growth of internship and 
after-school, off-site activities that could enrich both curricular and co-curricular pathways.  
  
Four districts discussed the North Berkshire Academy, including NAPS which outlined its 
plans for expanding the reach of the NBA, and three districts that wanted to know more about the 



 

 
 

model with an eye toward replication. The Task Force received an update at its June 15 meeting 
that might be made available to all districts via superintendents for further review.  
 
Three districts mentioned wanting to extend or maintain internships and similar experiences 
which sometimes reflected that coordination positions had been lost, and transportation and 
scheduling issues in some cases that limited or prevented the taking up of some opportunities.  
 
Two districts each mentioned increasing space in preK and needing more remedial courses. 
 
Single mentions of desired programs: for the gifted/talented; project-based learning; family 
case management; after school programs; mental health services in North County; 
regrowing STEM offerings; more life skills staff; alternative programming/dropout 
prevention; bring back lower levels math, ELA. 
 
From the collaborations compilation by Bill Ballen: Superintendents have regularly submitted 
grant applications in collaboration with other districts, institutions of higher education, and 
community agencies. For example, the Charter School Dissemination Grant received by BART 
Charter School which partnered with ACRSD and NAPS regarding mathematics instruction 
practices; a Nellie Mae Foundation Grant shared by NAPS, ACRSD, NBSU, and PPS together 
with the District Management Group; and a state-sponsored PreK Expansion Grant that NAPS 
collaborated on with Childcare of the Berkshires. 
 
An important area for collaboration, in some cases necessitated by declining school populations, 
is in athletics. Several districts have executed or are contemplating cooperative sports teams in 
order to provide safe and robust programs to students. Please see the chart in Appendix [  ] for a 
detailed list.  
 
Other studies reviewed: The 2017 State Auditor’s report, Supporting Student and Community 
Success: Updating the Structure and Finance of Massachusetts Regional School Districts 
(hereinafter Supporting School and Community Success) flagged as the tow largest concerns for 
the commonwealth’s regional school districts (RSDs) as transportation, including the 
requirement that transportation be provided in all grades; and declining enrollments, particularly 
acute in more rural districts (p. 2).  
 
The report also addressed the issues with the current Foundation Budget formula as they 
impacted RSDs. The report noted the common issues of underestimation and underfunding of 
special education services and employee benefits; and potential underfunding of charter school 
tuition reimbursements. Other Issues specific to RSDs included geographic distances limiting 
attempts to realize economies of scale; governance structure issues; allotment issues in 
budgeting; and imbalances in choice impacts, with RSDs as a group receiving more students that 
they lose through choice (Supporting School and Community Success, pp. 1-2).  
 
The measures the report documented that were taken by RSDs to combat the financial constraints 
they face are familiar to many district leaders in the Berkshires, and included cuts or holds to 
curricular and co-curricular programs, including advanced courses, electives, sports, and 
technology (Supporting School and Community Success, p. 2).  
 



 

 
 

The findings and recommendations of the report spanned several areas. The report advised 
attention to the structural issues in funding, including fully funding regional transportation, or at 
least setting a consistent level of reimbursement to allow better planning; promoting bus contract 
competition; consider efficiency-sharing stipends to help cut transportation costs; providing 
planning grants for larger regionalization efforts; and MSBA guidance on how it determines 
whether to seek recapture of grants to districts that close facilities which received their funding.  
 
The report recommended simplifying the budgeting process for RSDs of three or more members, 
to approve budgets based on population, and to allow DESE to pilot a program or programs to 
allow single tax rates across all member towns. The report authors advocated implementing the 
Foundation Budget Review Commission recommendations. Finally, the report recommended 
revising inter-district choice and tuition-in arrangements (Supporting School and Community 
Success, p. 4). 
 
The 2018 DESE report, Fiscal Conditions in Rural School Districts (hereinafter Fiscal 
Conditions), was prepared in response to a directive of Chapter 47 of the Acts of 2017 [?], which 
called for a feasibility study to establish a rural school aid formula. The study examined student 
enrollment trends, staffing, spending, and the various mechanisms of supporting publish schools 
including local aid, school choice, and charter school tuitions.  
 
This report did not delve into or mention CBAs, pension obligations, or the projected impact of 
accountability changes under ESSA or state authority. The focus on operational costs also 
forestalls discussion of capital costs and bonding.  
 
While there is no standing definition of what constitutes a rural school district, the report used 
measures such as lower student density, fewer20015 than 21 students per square mile (less than 
one third of the state average). The study excluded regional vocational and agricultural districts, 
and any districts classified as suburban by the National Center for Education Statistics. Ability to 
pay, that is a measure of socioeconomic status or wealth of a district, was not considered (Fiscal 
Conditions p. 2).  
 
Using these criteria, DESE identified 54 districts (at the time) that they classified as rural. 
Thirteen of these are included in the boundaries of Berkshire County, though note some are part 
of school unions and three (Lanesborough. Mt Greylock, and Williamstown) subsequently 
regionalized. [give complete list in footnote] 
 
Findings included the following (Fiscal Conditions p. 1): 
 

- Rural district enrollment has declined over the last decade, while remaining flat in the 
state as a whole. 

- Rural districts employ more teachers and paraprofessionals per 100 students than other 
district types. 

- Total budget spending grew faster in non-rural districts, but per-pupil average spending 
grew in rurals, due to a combination of declining student populations and rising costs.  

- Rural districts spend 50 percent more on transportation than other districts.  
- Several elements in Chapter 70 stabilize spending in rural districts. 



 

 
 

- In the face of population decline, some rural districts are relying more on choice as a 
revenue source. 

 
Some of the characteristics of rural districts described in this study would apply generally to 
most or even all of the districts in Berkshire County. For example, the explanation of the larger 
relative number of teachers and paras employed is that “Rural districts generally have smaller 
numbers of students in each grade level and maintain a fixed number of staff to support a class at 
each grade level” (Fiscal Conditions, p. 3). The explanation for why the proportion of paras to 
students is higher in rural districts may be because they “employ more paraprofessionals . . . 
because they operate smaller schools that require them to hire more staff than they might 
otherwise need if they served their students in fewer buildings” (Fiscal Conditions, pp. 3-4).  
 
The report shows that while per pupil costs are higher historically in rural districts, which may 
reflect some of the staffing and transportation factors discussed elsewhere, the gap between rural 
and non-rural per pupil spending is opening up and perhaps accelerating. In particular the growth 
in insurance spending stands out: between 2008 and 2016 per pupil spending rose 50.7 percent in 
this category, compared to 25.5 percent in the rest of the districts (Fiscal Conditions, p. 6). 
Not surprisingly, the issues of transportation costs are analyzed as a function of both smaller 
numbers of students being bussed over longer distances, amplifying the costs to rural districts. 
Rural districts at the time of the report spent almost 50% more to transport students than their 
non-rural counterparts. And while regional districts receive reimbursement for transportation of 
approximately 73% of costs, municipal district reimbursement was eliminated in FY2004 (Fiscal 
Conditions, p. 10).  
 
The discussion of local aid summarizes the formula as it was in 2016-2017, student enrollment 
multiplied by inflation-adjusted rates and a further wage factor adjustment. Statewide foundation 
enrollment was flat over the decade preceding the report, but declined 16 percent in the rural 
districts examined. In an accompanying table, of the nine districts with the largest foundation 
enrollment declines, five were Berkshires districts (Central Berkshires, Clarksburg, 
Lanesborough, Richmond, Savoy) (Fiscal Conditions, p. 11).  
 
The report also notes that the foundation budget “model school budget” was developed in the 
1990s and uses certain assumptions regarding staffing and salary. Changes in the application of 
the Wage Adjustment Factor starting in 2004, means it has had a stabilizing effect in rural 
districts but is not generating new aid increases given enrollment declines (Fiscal Conditions, p. 
12). Hold harmless aid is generating a greater percentage of overall aid in rural districts’ budgets 
than in the state as a whole, 13 percent versus four percent in 2017 (Fiscal Conditions, p. 13). 
Finally, as the report notes, in most years there is also distribution of minimum per pupil aid.  
 
School choice, as the report points out, has risen steadily over time and shows higher 
participation rates in west, central and southeast counties, particularly in areas where the 54 rural 
districts profiled are located. Choice students make up 13 percent of enrollment in rural districts 
versus two percent in other districts (Fiscal Conditions, p. 14). Rural districts are also receiving 
more in choice revenue than they are paying in tuition, but “it is unclear whether the net revenues 
are covering the cost of educating the students that they accepted” (Fiscal Conditions, p. 15). As 
the report observes, too, “School choice has created a situation where districts are competing 
with one another over an ever diminishing population of students” (Fiscal Conditions, p. 16).  



 

 
 

The major solution offered in this report to solving the funding issues of rural districts is to “find 
efficiencies that will put these districts on a more sustainable footing so that they can meet the 
needs of their students” (Fiscal Conditions, p. 1); later in the report this is coupled with a choice 
to potentially direct additional funding to rural districts (p. 17). Other potential strategies 
discussed were to change the Chapter 70 formula, update transportation reimbursement formula, 
and provide data tools to districts (p. 17). Mentioned briefly is “sparsity aid,” and as we know, 
this is now launched and affecting districts in Berkshire County.  
 
In evaluating changes to Chapter 70 aid, the report projects that implementing the 2015 
Foundation Budget Review Committee recommendations would have limited impact on the 54 
districts profiled given their hold harmless aid amounts. Minimum aid increases or continuity 
would have little impact. Some adjustment to regional transportation reimbursement, and/or 
extending reimbursement to some or all municipal districts, could have a greater impact 
depending on the models adopted (Fiscal Conditions, p. 18).  
 
The report mentions other models for regional solutions, including the work of the Task Force, 
and notes the difference between consolidating districts and consolidating schools. The study 
also mentions the work of DESE’s Regional Governance Office and the fact that regionalization 
has increased both in terms of the number of RSDs, the expansion from secondary to full preK-
12, and the additional of towns to existing RSDs (Fiscal Conditions, p. 19).  
 
Some regional incentives are described, including efficiency and regionalization grants; data 
tools that allow modeling of regionalization designs; and reformulation of the regional bonus aid 
currently provided on a per student basis to assist new regional school districts (Fiscal 
Conditions, p. 21).  
 
This report also mentions Supporting School and Community Success as making a wider set of 
recommendations, including more aid for regionals, increasing the transportation reimbursement 
rate, updating regional agreements, and implementing the Foundation Budget Review 
Commission recommendations of 2015 (Fiscal Conditions, p. 2).  
 
Both of these reports support and to some degree provide documentation of the same conditions 
and concerns as the current report does. Recent legislative actions in the current (2018-2020) 
legislative session may lead to progress on some or all of the recommendations made in the State 
Auditor’s report and some of the models suggested in Fiscal Conditions.  
 

IV. Recommendations and Next Steps 
 
 These recommendations are grouped into a priori steps; conceptual framework building 
blocks; and strategies. The a priori items may be necessary to make significant progress in one or 
more of the areas described earlier in this report. The conceptual framework items are needed to 
fill out or amplify the work done for this report.  
 
A priori items 
 

1) Monitor and participate in the transportation commission work, scheduled to wrap up in 
October, 2019. Transportation emerged again and again as a major concern and important 



 

 
 

cost center in managing budgets. Access to certain opportunities, let alone services, is 
curtailed or unavailable given current transportation conditions.  

2) Many models and programs assume students living in poverty are eligible for and 
receiving services through other agencies. This is not always the case with rural students, 
whose families may not have ready access to services or do not want to be identified as in 
need of them. Over time, more Berkshire school districts have met the criteria for 
Community Eligibility Provision. Creating pilots or conditions for more creative 
combining of available services would assist in consolidation as well as provide better 
service alignment for students who need supports from multiple sources.  

3) The ability to think and then take action on a more flexible, creative basis regarding 
Chapter 70 funding will determine whether some of the pilot and programs that emerged 
through this research can be pursued by districts or collaborations of districts.  

 
Conceptual framework 
 

1) Paint a picture of the advantages and opportunities of a single district. This is one of our 
biggest challenges in engaging with and engendering support from the wider community.  

2) Look at how to present gaining and maintaining equity as a key proposition in this work. 
Connect to data and anecdotal information. This is another element of “painting the 
picture” or telling a compelling story that will help people be excited about the positive 
outcomes of a single (or several larger) district(s).  

3) Identify and execute one large initiative or project to help build trust and a culture of 
deeper collaboration. Note that some of these may be fundable through state or private 
grants: 

o Shared summer enrichment program 
o Early College for all/Dual Enrollment for all 
o Build-out of Professional Learning Networks - regional professional development 
o Special/shared programs for distinct groups of students, such as S/E classrooms,  

substantially separate special needs settings, etc. Could be done in partnership 
with appropriate PLNs as well as districts 

o Large pooled resource sharing, perhaps tech support or business services – service 
suite, not full collaborative? 

o Scheduling – bell schedule alignment 
4) Identify cross-sector issues and potential collaboration 

o Update on last mile internet access – see Larry Parnass stories of 2017 in the 
Berkshire Eagle 

o Municipal and school administrative services overlaps and potential synergies 
o State services that could be aligned, such as OT, PT, speech, transitions for 

students with IEPs or 504 plans 
5) Assistive role – theory of action of the Task Force has largely been to encourage the 

evolution of consolidations among willing participants, and looking for resources 
(funding) for pilots or bridge aid for collaborative efforts. Should this being to move to 
more of a directive or implementation role? 

6) Connect this work to other evaluations and proposals for regional development that 
involve schooling, such as the Berkshire Blueprint 2.0 and the Report of the Creative 
Compact for Collective Impact (C4) Initiative. 

 



 

 
 

Strategies 
 

1) Student voice – Discussed several times at Task Force meetings. Use of DESE’s VOCAL 
survey results, which districts would need to agree to make available, is an option in 
doing this. The Task Force does need to figure out how to tap the experiences, ideas and 
opinions of young people.  

2) Revisit stakeholders and groups with updates and suggestions. Publicize successes and 
best practices in the region.  

3) Continue modeling and projection work linked to areas that districts have expressed an 
interest in exploring. In addition to the areas identified in this report: 

o DESE – EPIM student-faculty contact 
o Longer school day/longer school year 
o Creation or amplification of programs related to vocational areas that could grow 

e.g. data management, call centers, hospitality (BMMA) 
4) Identify areas where regulatory or statutory support or changes may be needed 

o Regional transport sharing and funding 
o MSBA practices and reimbursement for renovation vs. new construction 
o Re-use, shared use of school buildings and other facilities 
o Fully funded reimbursements for special education, other programs, or wider 

authority and incentives to share services 
  



 

 
 

 
Appendix A: Interviews Conducted 
 
Peter Dillon, BHRSD and Shaker Mtn Union  
Kim Merrick and Bob Vaughan, Lenox   
Barb Malkas and Mayor Bernard, NAPS   
John Franzoni, NBSU      
Jake Eberwein and team, Lee and Tyringham    
Jake McCandless and team, PPS     
Kim Grady, Mt. Greylock     
John Vosburgh Adams-Cheshire    
Laurie Casna, CBRSD     
Beth Regulbuto, SBRSD     
 
Tim Callahan and Cathy Morgan, Drury     
Henry Duval and Anne Marie Mutz, PHS     
Gregg Brighenti and Dan Cordy (guidance), Lee High School    
Mike Powell, Monument – Telephone call and email followup 
Matt Bishop, Taconic     
Colleen Byrd and staff, Hoosac Valley    
 
 
 
  



 

 
 

Appendix B: Shared Positions and Services 
 
 

Shared Positions and Services 

Examples - Shared positions between districts Superintendent, business administrator, 
director of pupil services, technology director, 
school adjustment counselor, nurse, special 
services (OT, PT, ST), enrichment teachers 
(music and foreign language), psychologist, 
administrative assistants, 

Shared positions with the local municipalities Human resources director, buildings and 
grounds, facilities, technology services 

Shared services in Special Education, 
Transportation, and Food Services 

North Berkshire Academy: Substantially 
separate program shared between NAPS, 
NBSU, ACRD, MGRSD, and CBRSD. 
 
Shared Food Services Agreement between 
NAPS and Savoy and BART. 
 
Shared transportation services between PPS 
and ACRSD: shared special bus routes among 
districts as needed for special education and 
homeless transportation. 

 
Source: William Ballen, Executive Secretary, Berkshire Superintendents Roundtable 
Collaboration Summary, Spring 2019. 
  



 

 
 

Appendix C: Shared Athletics 
 
 
Cooperative Sports in Berkshire County as of Spring 2019 

Football (BHRSD) (Lee, Lenox) Drury and Mt Greylock combining programs  

Hockey (NAPS, CBRSD, MGRSD, ACRSD) (PHS, THS, WRHS) (BHRSD, Lee, Lenox, Mt. 
Everett) 

Lacrosse (ACRSD, NAPS) (Lee, Lenox) 

Ski (Hoosac Valley, Lenox, NAPS) 

Soccer (exploring cooperative team between Lenox and Lee) 

Swimming (BHRSD, Lee, Lenox, Mt Everett) 

Track and Cross Country  (NAPS, McCann) (Lee, Lenox) 

Wrestling (WRHS, THS, PHS) 
 
Source: William Ballen, Executive Secretary, Berkshire Superintendents Roundtable 
Collaboration Summary, Spring 2019; edits provided by Bob Vaughan. 
  



 

 
 

Appendix D: Ideas and Suggestions 
 
Gather schedules, look across districts 
 
Different schools have program for different SPED areas 
  SPED collaborations could take 18 months to approve and launch 
Each district pick a magnet focus 
Use learning labs for non-developmental courses, new learning experiences 
 
Weighted school assessment (taxation) 
 
Regular meetings of guidance counselors 
Regular meetings of tech coordinators 
 
IDEA, OT, PT, speech all through different channels, any way to address? 
 
Rectify access to managers, share space in sharing positions 
 
Start with non-threatening collaborations 
  Look at out of district placement as a collaboration area 
  Shared PreK – access, home visits, social and academic prep, transitions 
  More partners such as the colleges, 1Berkshire 
  Teen parenting program (lost from PPS) 
 
Deal with initial outlays for collaboratives 
 
Presence of choice correlates with better education outcomes; but eliminating choice would  
  benefit budgets 
 
Family care management - collaborative care model 
 
If all districts adopted Power School, could probably run data with one additional FTE 
  Course planning module in Power School allows for pathways, post-secondary planning 
 
JV sports sharing 
 
If McCann, Taconic opened their facilities, would flex schedule to allow students to go  
Evening, health/CNA programs, other high needs, with BCC and MCLA 
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