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[bookmark: _Hlk40937737][bookmark: _Toc104552856]In accordance with Massachusetts state law, the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) contracted with the American Institutes for Research® (AIR®) to conduct a comprehensive review of North Berkshire School Union (hereafter, NBSU) in May 2026. Data collection activities associated with the review included interviews, focus groups, and document reviews and were designed to understand how districts operate in support of continuous improvement efforts. The review focused on the six standards (and related indicators) that DESE has identified as being important components of district effectiveness. The resulting report provides an in-depth look at district systems, policies, and practices and includes recommendations to promote systemic improvements and advance equitable student outcomes and experiences.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  DESE’s District Standards and Indicators are at https://www.doe.mass.edu/accountability/district-review/district-standards-indicators.docx.] 

In addition, to collect data on instructional practices, two observers, who focused primarily on instruction in the classroom, visited NBSU during the week of May 18. The observers conducted 28 observations in a sample of classrooms across grade levels, focused primarily on literacy, English language arts (ELA), and mathematics. The Teachstone Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) protocol, developed by the Center for Advanced Study of Teaching and Learning at the University of Virginia,[footnoteRef:3] guided all classroom observations in the district. These observations used the three grade-band levels of the CLASS protocols: Pre-K-3, Upper Elementary (4-5), and Secondary (6‑12). [3:  For more information on the Teachstone CLASS protocol, visit https://teachstone.com/class/.] 

Leadership and Governance
NBSU’s leadership and governance structures reflect the complexity of a superintendency union that supports four school districts across five towns while relying on shared services and collaborative decision-making. School committee members and central office staff described strong, collaborative relationships between Superintendent Franzoni and both the town and joint school committees that are characterized by open communication, responsiveness, and mutual trust. The strength of these relationships extends unionwide, as across NBSU, stakeholders described a positive and supportive culture marked by strong relationships among educators, school leaders, central office staff, and committee members. NBSU leaders also demonstrate a commitment to strategic decision-making and long-term planning by developing initiatives, such as the North Berkshire Regionalization Study, while balancing the diverse priorities and concerns of member towns. The superintendent also establishes clear expectations for school leaders to align school improvement efforts with the union’s strategic plan, helping to strengthen coherence between unionwide priorities, school improvement initiatives, and staff professional practice goals. Superintendent Franzoni fosters further collaboration among stakeholders by advocating for rural aid and encouraging collective action to expand opportunities for students. 
To build on its existing strengths, NBSU has opportunities to strengthen several aspects of its governance practices, stakeholder engagement, and leadership infrastructure. The joint school committee can improve its superintendent evaluation process by incorporating broader participation from committee members and consistently communicating evaluation outcomes and recommendations to the full committee. NBSU can also improve stakeholder engagement by publicly posting meeting information for school and parent advisory groups, seeking input from school staff when determining the union’s strategic initiatives, and establishing proactive systems to solicit feedback from families, staff, and students on unionwide decisions. Additional growth areas include identifying clear, measurable performance indicators within the strategic plan and school improvement plans, ensuring that each school maintains a current and comprehensive school improvement plan, and establishing systems to monitor progress toward strategic objectives, including defined central office protocols to support principals in tracking and responding to performance data. Given recent leadership turnover across multiple roles, stakeholders also noted the importance of developing clear documentation and protocols that define leadership roles and responsibilities across the union, including the specific roles of principals within the superintendency union structure. 
Curriculum and Instruction
The assistant superintendent oversees curriculum and instruction throughout NBSU, but principals are the instructional leaders of their districts. While central office leadership noted that there is a broad instructional vision, the vision is not consistently articulated across the union, and principals’ understanding of this vision varied. Because of the small student population in each of the schools and the breadth of the principals’ responsibilities, there are no school-level instructional leadership teams. School leaders frequently observe teachers and provide them with feedback to improve their practice; however, there is no process or protocol used to formally monitor instruction throughout the superintendency union. NBSU does not have a consistent process and timeline for curriculum review cycles that incorporate resources like CURATE and EdReports. However, across all districts, most of the math and ELA curricula adopted either meet or partially meet expectations on EdReports. 

Throughout the superintendency union, general education teachers and special education teachers collaborate to provide support to students with disabilities. In addition, while NBSU has a small English Learner (EL) population, all staff is SEI-endorsed and a staff member is currently in the process of becoming certified to support ELs. Teachers from across the union agreed that their schools provide a safe and supportive learning environment in which all students can engage in academic content. Students generally agreed, explaining that opportunities for one-on-one connections with teachers contribute to the supportive learning environment. However, classroom observations and student focus group data suggest that implementing instructional practices that encourage higher-order thinking and student-centered dialogue is an area for growth.
Assessment
NBSU has established a strong foundation for data collection and use by consistently administering common benchmark assessments across all districts and grade levels. Although principals retain autonomy over assessment decisions, all districts administer DIBELS, i-Ready ELA, and i-Ready Math on a shared schedule, creating a common set of academic data that educators use to monitor student learning and inform instructional decisions. This consistency is a strength for the superintendency union, particularly given the high degree of autonomy across member districts. Staff across NBSU described a shift toward using data to validate observations and drive instructional decision-making, and educators have regular opportunities to collaborate around student data through common planning time, professional development, data chats, and student support team meetings. These structures support teachers across districts in routinely reviewing and using data to refine instruction and interventions. NBSU has also established expectations for frequent communication between school staff, families, and students. Both NBSU districts serving grades 6-8 engage students in reviewing their own performance and setting goals with systems that promote student reflection, ownership of learning, and participation in discussions about academic progress. 
At the same time, several areas for growth emerged within NBSU’s data systems and practices. Central office leaders identified the need to strengthen the use of disaggregated data to better understand outcomes for historically underserved student groups. While central office staff periodically review data by disability status and other student characteristics, school-based staff do not consistently engage in this level of analysis, limiting opportunities to identify and address trends. In addition, although leaders use data to establish strategic priorities, they do not consistently monitor progress toward those goals or make adjustments based on evidence throughout the year. Expanding disaggregated data analysis, deliberately connecting data review to strategic priorities, and establishing greater consistency in grading practices may further enhance NBSU’s ability to leverage data in support of equitable student outcomes. 
Human Resources and Professional Development
The central office business administrator, principals, and town officials are collectively responsible for carrying out HR functions for NBSU. However, school staff were unclear when human resources related inquiries should be directed to town officials or the central office, and in at least one district, clear HR policies and procedures were not in place. Although the central office is in the process of building out a repository of HR policies, continuing to establish these policies and procedures unionwide, including processes for addressing staff inquiries, remains an area for growth. In NBSU, joint school committee members are responsible for hiring central office staff, the central office staff is responsible for hiring principals, and principals are responsible for hiring school-based staff. The hiring process at each school is a collaborative approach that involves convening a hiring committee with representation from job-alike roles or staff the new hire will be working closely with. Despite this process being relatively similar across schools, the hiring process is not formalized, and school leaders reported receiving little guidance from central office on hiring practices.
Teachers receive professional development through optional unionwide offerings, school-based professional learning, and self-directed opportunities. Reimbursement is provided for opportunities sought out by individual teachers, and NBSU also has partnerships with Berk 12 and the Massachusetts Partnership for Youth which allows teachers to participate in virtual and in-person professional development courses and sessions. However, opportunities for collaboration time vary across the districts, and there are not cross-district collaborative planning opportunities that would enable teachers to meet with grade-level peers. Each school in NBSU has a mentorship program for new teachers, and the central office has supported noninstructional staff new to their roles or to the district. However, ensuring that administrator evaluations are completed consistently in accordance with state requirements remains an area for growth.
Student Support
At each school, there are nonacademic interventions and supports available, such as social emotional lessons, individual and group counseling, and behavior plans. NBSU also has formed community partnerships to provide a variety of support to students and families, including with Optimal Healing and Youth Villages which offer mental health services, local food pantries and family resource centers, and recreational organizations. However, nonacademic interventions were not always clearly defined or understood by tier. For example, there was disagreement regarding whether social emotional lessons are Tier 1 support or Tier 2 intervention. In addition, while some schools have a school-wide behavioral system, other schools do not have strong systems in place. Respondents also had mixed views regarding whether expectations are clear and consistently enforced to effectively address student misbehavior. Students at some schools have opportunities to exercise leadership and provide feedback, such as through student led conferences or participation in school committee meetings, but these opportunities are not available at all schools, and some students expressed a desire for greater opportunities to provide feedback.
Across the union, schools have implemented strategies to promote student attendance, including attendance awards and consistent communication with families regarding the importance of attending school. More generally, communication with families is a strategic priority in NBSU. While there are strategies in place to facilitate schoolwide communication to families, such as principal newsletters, respondents indicated room for growth in improving the consistency of communication between teachers and parents. NBSU plans to address this self-identified area for improvement by implementing a new communication tool in August of 2026. 
NBSU has a structured, unionwide MTSS process, and the central office have provided guidance and tools to support implementation, including an outline of the referral process, a menu of suggested accommodations, and student success plan templates. While there are some variations across schools in the frequency of student support team meetings and its makeup, the MTSS process is followed relatively consistently across schools. This process includes identifying students for support based on data reviews and observations, implementing and documenting Tier 1 strategies, developing Tier 2 and Tier 3 student success plans when needed, and monitoring student progress to adjust supports. 
Financial and Asset Management
In NBSU, the business administrator, the information technology director, school leaders, and the towns all play a role in carrying out the business and operational functions of the districts. The business administrator is responsible for budgeting, overseeing warrants and payroll, monitoring expenditures, and grant management; town officials are responsible for processing payroll and benefits for district staff in their town and paying out warrants. Each town is also responsible for funding a portion of shared expenses, which includes salaries, supplies, and services for the central office. There is a North Berkshire School Union Agreement that outlines the apportionments; however, this agreement has not been recently updated – though a working group has been formed to update the apportionment formula – and does not outline the division of responsibilities between the districts and the towns. In addition, record reconciliation between the school records and town records has been a challenge, especially in districts where there has been recent turnover of town staff; this has made it difficult for NBSU to meet end-of-year reporting deadlines for every district. The central office has stronger relationships and more frequent communication with some towns (i.e., Clarksburg, Rowe) than others (i.e., Florida, Savoy), and central office staff noted that communication can sometimes be difficult because most town staff work part-time, irregular hours. 
Generally, the towns in NBSU have limited financial resources, and increases in fixed costs (such as transportation and healthcare) and decreased rural school aid provided by the state have made it challenging for all schools to maintain a level service budget. The central office aims to address financial concerns by exploring the long-term financial sustainability of the superintendency union structure and by supplementing the districts’ operating budget in the short-term; strategies to supplement operating budgets include grant-seeking, establishing additional tuition agreements, and forming partnerships to support district services. Although each school has its own budget, there is a unionwide budget development process led by the business administrator that incorporates principal and school committee input. Data-driven decision making is also a key component of the budget process, with central office and principals reviewing data such as student achievement, class sizes, enrollment, historical spending, and service usage (i.e., National Grid gas usage, copier usage). However, budget documents are not publicly available for most districts, which is an area for growth. In addition, school financial records do not undergo the required yearly independent audit, an issue the districts must rectify. 
The degree to which each town is involved in its district’s budget process, capital planning process, and maintaining school buildings and grounds varies widely. While some town representatives expressed satisfaction with their level of involvement, others indicated a desire for more opportunities to provide input into the budget development process. The capital planning process is different for each district, and processes in some districts were unclear and/or did not include the creation of a multiyear capital improvement plan. Similarly, staff in some districts were unsure if an inventory to track and manage capital assets and their replacement timelines existed and were unsure who would be responsible for maintaining such an inventory if it existed.
[bookmark: _Toc233544401]North Berkshire School Union: District Review Overview
[bookmark: _Toc273777149][bookmark: _Toc277066412][bookmark: _Toc338665638]Purpose
Conducted under Chapter 15, Section 55A of the Massachusetts General Laws, comprehensive district reviews support local school districts in establishing or strengthening a cycle of continuous improvement. Reviews carefully consider the effectiveness of systemwide functions, referring to the six district standards used by DESE: (a) Leadership and Governance, (b) Curriculum and Instruction, (c) Assessment, (d) Human Resources and Professional Development, (e) Student Support, and (f) Financial and Asset Management. Reviews provide the state, district leaders, and the public with an in-depth look into the systems, structures, and practices of a district and how they affect student experiences and opportunities. District reviews provide information and recommendations to support districts in implementing systemic improvements and advance equitable student outcomes and experiences.
[bookmark: _Toc273777151][bookmark: _Toc277066413][bookmark: _Toc338665639]Methodology
A district review team comprising AIR staff members and subcontractors, with expertise in each district standard, reviewed documentation and extant data prior to conducting an on-site visit. On-site data collection included team members conducting interviews and focus group sessions with a wide range of stakeholders, including municipal staff, school committee members, teachers’ association representatives, district and school administrators, teachers, students, and students’ families. Reviewers also conducted focus groups and virtual interviews as needed. Information about review activities and the site visit schedule is in Appendix A. Team members also observed classroom instruction and collected data using the CLASS protocol. The Districtwide Instructional Observation Report, the result from these classroom observations, is in Appendix B.
Following the site visit, all interview and focus group data were transcribed using automated transcription. The transcripts were then coded using both deterministic coding, based on the protocol questions, and natural language processing models. Team members analyze the coded data to develop a set of objective findings. The team lead and multiple quality assurance reviewers, including DESE staff, then reviewed the initial draft of the report. DESE staff first provided recommendations for the district, based on the findings of strengths and areas of growth identified, and then AIR finalized and submitted the report to DESE. DESE previewed the report and then sent it to the district for factual review before publishing it on the DESE website. DESE also provided additional resources to support implementation of DESE’s District Standards and Indicators, summarized in Appendix C.
Site Visit
The site visit to NBSU, a superintendency union of four districts, occurred during the weeks of May 18, 2026 and May 25, 2026. The site visit included 23 hours of interviews and focus groups with approximately 57 stakeholders, including school committee members, town representatives, union administrators, school staff, students, students’ families, and teachers’ association representatives. The review team conducted two teacher focus groups with six elementary school teachers and four middle school teachers; two focus groups with 16 middle school students; and one family focus group with six parents (representing two of the four districts; parents from all districts were invited). Data collection also included distributing a questionnaire to district leaders and principals to gather information about district and school processes and operations. Respondents in NBSU completed the district questionnaire and four of four principal questionnaires.
The site team also conducted 28 observations of classroom instruction in four schools. Certified team members conducted instructional observations using the Teachstone CLASS protocol. During these observations, they also monitored classrooms for the use of high-quality instructional materials (HQIM), as rated on CUrriculum RAtings by TEachers (CURATE)[footnoteRef:4] or EdReports. [4:  CURATE: CUrriculum RAtings by TEachers. See https://www.doe.mass.edu/instruction/curate.] 

District Profile
[bookmark: _Leadership_and_Governance][bookmark: _Toc101446227][bookmark: _Toc350870261]NBSU is a superintendency union that consists of four districts, each with one school, that serve students primarily in five towns, although each school also enrolls a portion of students from additional towns through school choice. Rowe Elementary serves students in grades PK-6 who come from the town of Rowe; Emma L. Miller Elementary serves students in grades PK-6 who come from the town of Savoy; Abbott Memorial School serves students in grades PK-8 who come from the towns of Florida and Monroe; and Clarksburg Elementary serves students in grades PK-8 who come from the town of Clarksburg.
The five towns comprising NBSU are located in northwestern Massachusetts between the towns of Williamstown and Heath. Each town in the union shares a border with the town of Florida, and four of the towns (Clarksburg, Florida, Monroe, and Rowe) border the state of Vermont. The population and median income from 2020 to 2024 (depending on when each community was surveyed) for each of the towns according to census data are as follows:
Clarksburg: population: 1,657 residents; median income of $77,143
Florida: population: 694 residents; median income of $86,875
Monroe: population: 118 residents, median income is not available
Rowe: population: 424 residents; median income of $69,583
Savoy: population: 645 residents; median income of $61,328
The available median incomes are below the state median income of $103,960, based on 2024 data from the Census Bureau.
The superintendent of NBSU is John Franzoni, who was appointed in July 2018. Five school committees, each with three members, govern Clarksburg, Florida, Monroe, Rowe, and Savoy. The superintendency union convenes a joint school committee comprising all 15 members of the town school committees. Members are elected to their town school committees for three-year terms.
In the 2025-2026 school year, NBSU served 366 students across its 4 schools. Total enrollment has decreased by 65 students since the 2021-2022 school year. Table 1 provides an overview of student enrollment by school for the 2025-2026 school year.
Table 1. Schools, Type, Grades Served, and Enrollment, 2025-2026
	District
	School
	Type
	Grades served
	Enrollment

	Rowe
	Rowe Elementary School
	Elementary
	PK-6
	51

	Savoy
	Emma L. Miller Elementary School
	Elementary
	PK-6
	36

	Florida
	Abbott Memorial School
	Elementary
	PK-8
	68

	Clarksburg
	Clarksburg Elementary
	Elementary
	PK-8
	211

	Totals
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	366


Figure 1 shows the distribution of NBSU’s students by race/ethnicity; the majority (91 percent) of students are White. Figure 2 shows student make-up for selected populations as compared with state averages. In the 2025-2026 school year, 0.0 percent spoke a first language other than English, and 0.0 percent were English Learners. Full enrollment figures compared with the state are in Tables D1 and D2 in Appendix D. Appendix D also provides additional information about district enrollment, student attendance, and expenditures.
Figure 1. Distribution of Students, by Race/Ethnicity (2025-2026)

Figure 2. Distribution of Students, by Selected Populations (2025-2026)

Figure 3 shows the percentage of NBSU’s students meeting or exceeding expectations on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) as compared with the statewide percentage of students meeting or exceeding expectations on MCAS. In 2025, the percentage of students meeting or exceeding expectations was lower for Savoy, Florida, and Clarksburg in grades 3-8 (ELA and mathematics) than for the state. The percentage of students meeting or exceeding expectations was higher for Rowe and Florida in grades 5 and 8 (science) and for Rowe in grades 3-8 ELA and mathematics than for the state.
Figure 3. Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations, MCAS, 2025

· Note. Results of the Grade 5 science MCAS test were not available for Savoy. Achievement level percentages are not calculated for groups with fewer than 10 students.

Figure 4 shows the percentage of high needs students at NBSU who met or exceeded expectations on the MCAS as compared with the statewide percentage of high needs students who met or exceeded expectations on MCAS. High needs students comprise 50.3 percent of NBSU population in 2025-2026.
The percentage of high needs students who met or exceeded expectations on the 2025 MCAS assessments for grades 3-8 (ELA) was higher for Florida and Rowe by 9 to 12 percentage points than for the state.
The percentage of high needs students who met or exceeded expectations on the 2025 MCAS assessments for grades 3-8 (mathematics) was higher for Rowe by 22 percentage points than for the state.
The percentage of high needs students for grades 3-8 (ELA and mathematics) in Clarksburg was the same as the state average.
The percentage of high needs students who met or exceeded expectations on the 2025 MCAS assessments for grades 5 and 8 (science) was higher for Clarksburg by 9 percentage points than for the state average.
Figure 4. Percentage of High Needs Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations, MCAS, 2025

Note. For Savoy: MCAS test results in all subjects for high needs students were not available. For Rowe and Florida: MCAS test results for grades 5 and 8 science for high needs students were not available. Achievement level percentages are not calculated for groups with fewer than 10 students.
In 2025 statewide accountability results, the districts of Rowe, Florida, and Clarksburg were identified as not requiring assistance or intervention. The district of Rowe and its sole school made substantial progress toward targets. The district of Florida and its sole school made moderate progress toward targets. The district of Clarksburg made limited or no progress toward targets, although its sole school made moderate progress toward targets. For Savoy, there was insufficient data to provide an accountability classification for the district or its school.
In fiscal year 2024, the total in-district per-pupil expenditure for Clarksburg was $15,079, which was $14,912 less than districts with similar demographics ($29,991); total in-district per-pupil expenditure for Florida was $23,175, which was $1,991 less than similar districts ($25,166); total in-district per-pupil expenditure for Rowe was $34,298, which $3,347 more than similar districts ($30,951); and total in-district per-pupil expenditure for Savoy was $23,100, which was $14,634 less than similar districts ($37,734).[footnoteRef:5] Total in-district per-pupil expenditures in fiscal year 2024 compared with districts of similar wealth were $9,653 less in Clarksburg ($24,732); $760 less in Florida ($23,935); $1,908 less in Rowe ($36,206); and $540 less in Savoy ($23,604). In-district per-pupil expenditures compared with the average state spending per pupil of $22,408: $7,329 less for Clarksburg; $767 less for Florida; $11,890 more for Rowe; and $692 less for Savoy. Actual net school spending was greater than what is required by the Chapter 70 state education aid program in each district in the union, as shown in Table D5 in Appendix D. [5:  Districts with similar demographics and similar wealth are based on Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) (retrieved February 2025).] 

Classroom Observations
Two observers, who focused primarily on instruction in the classrooms, visited NBSU during the week of May 18, 2026. The observers conducted 28 observations in a sample of classrooms across grade levels, focused on literacy, ELA, and mathematics. The observers used the CLASS protocol to guide all classroom observations in the district and used the three grade-band levels of CLASS protocols: PK-3, Upper Elementary (4-5), and Secondary (6-12).
The PK-3 protocol includes 10 classroom dimensions related to 3 domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support. The Upper Elementary and Secondary protocols include 11 classroom dimensions related to 3 domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support, in addition to Student Engagement. The three domains observed at all levels broadly are defined as follows:
Emotional Support. Describes the social-emotional functioning of the classroom, including teacher-student relationships and responsiveness to social-emotional needs.
Classroom Organization. Describes the management of students’ behavior, time, and attention in the classroom.
Instructional Support. Describes the efforts to support cognitive and language development, including cognitive demand of the assigned tasks, the focus on higher‑order thinking skills, and the use of process-oriented feedback.
The observers conducted classroom visits and rated each dimension (including Student Engagement) on a scale from 1 to 7. A rating of 1 or 2 (low range) indicates that the dimension was never or rarely evident during the visit. A rating of 3, 4, or 5 (middle range) indicates that the dimension was evident but not exhibited consistently or in a way that included all students. A rating of 6 or 7 (high range) indicates that the dimension was reflected in all or most classroom activities and in a way that included all or most students.
In NBSU, ratings are provided across two grade bands: PK-5 and 6-8. For each grade band, ratings are provided across the overarching domains, as well as at individual dimensions within those domains. Figure 5 shows average ratings, by domain, for each grade band. The full report of findings from observations conducted in NBSU is in Appendix B, and summary results are in Tables 17 and 18 in this appendix.
Figure 5. NBSU CLASS Domain Averages by Grade Band

Overall, in the PK-5 grade band, instructional observations suggest generally strong evidence of Classroom Organization; moderately strong evidence of Emotional Support and Student Engagement (Grades 4-5) and mixed evidence of consistently rigorous Instructional Support. In the 6-8 grade band, instructional observations provide evidence of consistently strong Classroom Organization and mixed evidence of consistently strong Emotional Support, Student Engagement, and rigorous Instructional Support.
[bookmark: _Toc233544402]Leadership and Governance
This section examines the extent to which school committees, district leaders, school leaders, and advisory council members work collaboratively and strategically to promote high-quality teaching and learning that is (a) antiracist, inclusive, multilingual, and multicultural; (b) values and affirms each student and their families; and (c) creates equitable opportunities and experiences for all students, particularly those who have been historically underserved. It also looks at the extent to which districts establish, implement, and evaluate policies, plans, procedures, systems, and budgets by focusing on achieving districtwide strategic objectives. This occurs in part through equitable and effective use of resources, which ultimately lead to high-quality teaching and learning for all students.
Table 2 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in leadership and governance in NBSU.
Table 2. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Leadership and Governance Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Leadership and Governing Structures
	There are strong working relationships between Superintendent Franzoni and the school committees.
NBSU leaders engage in strategic decision-making and long-term planning while balancing the values and concerns of NBSU’s stakeholders.
	Including widespread input from school committee members in the superintendent’s evaluation and communicating the outcome of the review to committee members
Publicly posting meeting information to support stakeholder engagement

	Strategic Planning, Implementation, and Monitoring
	The superintendent sets clear expectations for school leaders to align their SIPs with the union strategic plan, and school improvement initiatives align with teachers’ professional practice goals.

	Directly soliciting teachers’ input into NBSU’s strategic initiatives
Developing or updating SIPs for each school in the union
Identifying clear performance measures in the union strategic plan and SIPs
Establishing systems to support central office and school leaders in monitoring progress toward strategic objectives

	District Culture
	Superintendent Franzoni fosters collaboration among stakeholders to advance opportunities for students by advocating for rural aid.
NBSU maintains a positive working environment characterized by collaboration and supportive staff relationships.
	Developing documentation that clearly outlines leaders’ responsibilities
Establishing systems to actively solicit stakeholder input on union decisions


[bookmark: _School_Committee_Governance][bookmark: _Leadership_and_Governing]Leadership and Governing Structures
Superintendent John Franzoni leads NBSU and is supported by a superintendency union office (hereafter, central office), that includes an assistant superintendent of student services/curriculum, an information technology director, a business administrator, and two administrative assistants. Superintendent Franzoni and central office oversee four school districts, report to five town school committees and one joint school committee, and work with officials from five towns (i.e., Clarksburg, Florida, Monroe, Rowe, and Savoy). NBSU leaders reported minimal involvement with the Monroe School Committee and municipal officials because Monroe does not have its own school; rather, the town has a tuition agreement to send its students to Florida. All five towns share costs for central office expenses and support staff who work across schools. However, each school operates as an independent school district.
[bookmark: _District_and_School][bookmark: _Strategic_Planning,_Implementation,]According to central office staff and school committee members, each of the member towns convenes its own three-member school committee, and all members of the town school committees also serve on a 15-person joint school committee (referred to as the “super committee” within NBSU) that convenes three times per year. School committee members described that the responsibilities of the joint committee include hiring central office staff (see Staffing), evaluating the superintendent, and creating and revising policies and contracts that apply to the entire superintendency union (i.e., a superintendency union agreement that outlines apportionment across towns for shared NBSU costs). In contrast, the individual town school committees are responsible for approving and overseeing their own school budget, negotiating contracts with the teachers’ association for their respective school, and creating and revising school-level policies (e.g., attendance policies or dress codes).
Representatives of the joint school committee described that two members are responsible for completing the superintendent’s annual evaluation. Superintendent Franzoni added that before he entered the role in 2018, the joint committee had not conducted evaluations of the superintendent as a group. He reported an attempt to put together a superintendent evaluation subcommittee, and the result was that the chairs of the Florida and Savoy school committees volunteered to complete his annual evaluation. School committee members reported that the two evaluators review Superintendent Franzoni’s goals and evidence of progress to determine appropriate ratings that follow the Massachusetts Model System for Educator Evaluation. Some school committee members reported that all joint committee members are welcome to participate in each year’s evaluation, but typically only the two chairs take on that responsibility. One school committee member reported that “not all of us are involved in [the evaluation]. I think if we wanted to be, we could ask and that would be allowed . . . but I have never been asked personally if I have any feedback for it.” Focus group discussions and a review of joint school committee meeting minutes also indicate that the outcomes of the superintendent’s evaluation and recommendations are not consistently communicated to the joint committee. The superintendent described the process for his performance review as “pretty limited.” An area of growth for the joint school committee is to include widespread input from committee members in the superintendent’s annual performance review and to consistently communicate the outcome of the review to committee members. 
According to school committee members, individual town school committees review spending toward their school’s budget during monthly meetings at which the business administrator provides line-item updates on spending (see Budgeting and Budget Process). One member stated that “we have a lot of guidance from the [central] office on our budget,” to which multiple committee members agreed. They reported that the principals and central office staff provide reports on MCAS data and enrollment to guide budget decisions.
School committee members reported creating and revising district policies as needed during their monthly meetings. Discussions with school committee members and a review of town school committee meeting minutes indicate that the committees recently reviewed policies on dress codes, student handbooks, residency, and attendance.
With respect to collective bargaining negotiations, three town committees—Clarksburg, Florida, and Savoy—renegotiated contracts with their respective teachers’ associations in the past two years; the Rowe agreement is up for renegotiation this year. Members of the different teachers’ association reported generally amicable relationships with their respective school committees, although one association member noted that recent negotiations became “adversarial” (see District Culture).
Central office leaders and school committee members reported strong, collaborative working relationships between school committee members and Superintendent Franzoni. The superintendent described his relationship with the school committees as “very good, very positive,” and emphasized the importance of keeping members informed of events and updates relevant to their schools. Similarly, one school committee member described Superintendent Franzoni as “an excellent leader, a wonderful communicator,” and members noted that he regularly shares pertinent information with committee members and answers individual questions. One school committee member stated, “I’m never blindsided by anything. It’s always all the information, and even more information.” Committee members highlighted that the superintendent is always responsive and maintains open, two‑way communication. The strong working relationship between Superintendent Franzoni and school committees is a strength of NBSU.
Central office leaders and school committee members also reported effective working relationships between joint committee members, although they also noted some complexities. Committee members and central office leaders described that each committee’s main priority is their own students, yet they share a universal commitment to support all students through their shared union resources. As one leader noted about compromise to the union agreement:
It was pretty stressful in the two meetings that we had. . . . We had a subcommittee meeting that I think was still cordial, but it was getting to the point where you can see them all digging in because they are all individual districts.
Committee members noted that although the joint committee members have competing priorities (e.g., how shared costs are apportioned) because they represent different districts, they maintain respectful and effective relationships. One committee member stated:
If there’s policies or motions or anything like that and someone may have a different opinion of it, we’re able to voice that opinion in a respectful way, have the meeting, and then it’s done. It’s not dragged [out].
Superintendent Franzoni also highlighted the role of the central office in managing relationships between joint committee members: “That’s what our office does. We really try to smooth over their relationship when it comes to a time when they’re feeling like they’re not being treated equally.”
As noted above, the district’s administrative leadership team consists of Superintendent Franzoni, assistant superintendent, the business administrator, director of information technology, and the four school principals. The administrative team meets approximately monthly, although they sometimes meet less frequently due to scheduling constraints; the team focuses primarily on resource allocation, operations, and program implementation. According to discussions with NBSU leaders and a review of team meeting agendas, recent topics addressed in these leadership meetings included updating family communication systems, developing assessment calendars, and Student Opportunity Act progress reporting.
Members of the administrative leadership team also emphasized the team’s focus on the financial and strategic trajectory for each of the schools, which has culminated in the decision to participate in a Northern Berkshire Regionalization Study. The regionalization study will explore the pros and cons of regionalizing education services for grades 6-12 across NBSU, Hoosac Valley Regional School District, Mount Greylock Regional School District, and North Adams Public Schools. The superintendent reported that NBSU chose to conduct the regionalization study after reflecting on the available resources for junior high school students within NBSU and in response to decreasing graduating class sizes in the high schools that NBSU students feed into (i.e., Hoosac Valley High School and Drury High School in North Adams). Superintendent Franzoni acknowledged concerns regarding the regionalization study among the NBSU towns, while noting the importance of exploring new avenues to best support students:
All of my districts are always very leery about being taken over by a larger district. We know that we have to work together and collaborate more on a variety of things in our schools, because we can’t necessarily provide them ourselves anymore . . . [Towns] have shown it’s important to for them to maintain and stay open as an individual school district. We’ve just said to them that we need to look at modifying that . . . We feel like with the changing needs in education, especially for those older kids, we can provide a better educational opportunity for them if we combine our resources.
Consistent with the superintendent’s perception, NBSU community members shared mixed opinions regarding regionalization and noted the importance of maintaining autonomy at the school and town levels. At the recommendation of the superintendent and the administrative leadership team, the joint school committee unanimously voted to approve the regionalization study in its September 2025 meeting. Not all member towns are required to participate; Rowe, for example, is not involved in the study, since its middle and secondary-aged students pay tuition into the Mohawk Trail Regional School District. At the time of this review, the four entities involved in the regionalization study have formed a steering committee, which includes representation from each entity’s participating towns, and are reviewing proposals from consultants interested in conducting the study. The way in which NBSU’s leaders engage in strategic decision-making and long-term planning while balancing the values and concerns of stakeholders is a strength of the superintendency union. 
Members of the administrative leadership team reported that when making decisions about scheduling, programming, and staffing, the building principals maintain autonomy while the central office staff plays a more advisory role. Central office staff described presenting principals with data (e.g., MCAS, attendance, enrollment) during monthly administrator meetings and making recommendations for changes, although principals decide whether to implement those recommendations. NBSU staff did note, however, some efforts to align implementation unionwide in the areas of Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) processes, assessment strategies, and family communication systems. One town representative described the relationship between central office staff and building principals: “Each school has a lot of independence, but the superintendent and other [central office] staff is that connective tissue between all of them.”
School leaders across the superintendency union reported they do not convene building-based instructional leadership teams because of the small size of building workforces. One school has a dean of students and another has a vice principal, but leaders in these schools did not describe regular meetings with these staff members to drive school decision making. In the absence of school-based leadership teams, and because three of four principals were new to either NBSU or their roles in 2025-2026 (see District Culture), NBSU has developed a structure for principals across the union to meet and provide each other support (see Professional Learning). The four building principals meet with the assistant superintendent every other week to discuss upcoming focus areas. One school leader noted the importance of these meetings in the absence of other school leadership supports:
I think it’s so important that we do have those principal groups on Friday. You might not have a curriculum director, you might not have this financial person, but we can reach out to each other and say, “Okay, what did you learn? Have you experienced this? How would you handle this?”
School leaders also highlighted the usefulness of these supports in the context of NBSU being a collection of small school districts; because of the small size of the schools, principals may have several additional responsibilities. The Rowe principal is also a part-time adjustment counselor for his school, and the Savoy principal has a teaching load at her school. School leaders may also take on other responsibilities throughout the day, including addressing maintenance or custodial concerns and serving lunches. In addition to monthly administrator meetings and biweekly principal meetings, all schools convene their equivalent of a student support team (SST), and three of four school leaders reported convening a data team (quarterly or as needed).
Central office and school leaders reported that NBSU and its districts have established representative school and parent advisory councils, including school councils, parent-teacher groups (PTGs), and a Special Education Parent Advisory Council (SEPAC). Only one school leader reported convening a school council (comprising principals, teachers, nonacademic support staff, and parents), and this leader reported that the school council provides feedback on the annual school improvement plan (SIP). All school leaders reported convening a PTG; in focus groups, one family member who belongs to a school’s PTG reported that principals are “pretty involved” in these meetings. However, information about school councils and PTGs is not consistently available on the NBSU or school websites. The NBSU website has a page dedicated to information about the SEPAC, resources for family members, and information to subscribe to the SEPAC newsletter. However, meeting dates are not posted publicly and publicly posted meeting minutes have not been updated since 2024. Although conversations with stakeholders and the superintendency union website provide some evidence that NBSU and its schools convene required school and parent advisory councils, publicly posting meeting information to support stakeholder engagement is an area for growth.
Strategic Planning, Implementation, and Monitoring
As written in the 2024-26 NBSU Strategic Plan, the vision of the superintendency union is:
The districts in the North Berkshire School Union will work together and collaborate with families to provide rigorous educational programs for all students that promote continuous academic and social-emotional growth to empower and enable students to achieve their individual potential while preparing them for future success and independence.
In support of its mission, NBSU developed a unionwide strategic plan to guide its work. The strategic plan identifies four core values of the union and shows how each strategic objective aligns to the core values. The four strategic objectives of the current plan are:
Build and maintain a culture where all students are welcomed and valued in order to promote daily attendance to maximize student learning and growth.
Utilize equitable instructional practices and strategies that promote engagement to meet the needs of all learners.
Incorporate curriculum and strategies that support healthy social-emotional skills and to foster the habits students need to achieve optimal personal and educational growth.
Implement systems for effective two-way communication within all districts to actively engage all stakeholders in the educational progress of all students through the development of meaningful dialogue and trust.
For each objective, the plan includes three strategic initiatives outlining the action steps the union will take to support the objective. The superintendent reported that the administrative team identifies the overarching objectives for the superintendency union during the team’s annual summer leadership retreat. Leaders consider data such as MCAS performance, benchmark assessments, and attendance rates to determine these goals. NBSU leaders reported that they also consider staff feedback when developing the plan. For example, Superintendent Franzoni reported that teachers have requested additional opportunities for professional development, and the current strategic plan includes initiatives around providing staff with professional learning on the topics of social-emotional education and holding difficult conversations with families. However, school staff reported minimal direct involvement with developing the union strategic plan. One teacher noted, “I don’t feel like we had much input. I think it’s more like an administrative meeting that decides those [union] pieces.” Directly soliciting teachers’ input into NBSU’s strategic initiatives is an area for growth for the superintendency union.
At the school level, three of four school leaders reported having a SIP. As noted in Leadership and Governance Structures, three of four principals are new to their roles in the 2025-2026 school year. Two of the new principals reported that they received a SIP from the previous administrator, and one reported that their school does not currently have a SIP. None of the incoming principals have yet had the chance to develop their own plan for their building, and the superintendent reported that the development of SIPs is a “work in progress” due to the administrative turnover. Therefore, developing or updating SIPs for each school in the union is an area for growth. 
Although not all schools have an active SIP, NBSU does maintain clear expectations for school leaders to align their plans to the union’s strategic plan. As Superintendent Franzoni explained:
We ask [the principals] to go into their schools and take these overarching strategies and individualize them for their school as part of their improvement plan. . . . The schools can put their own individual needs under that—how they’re going to approach that, how they’re going to use that information to help their school.
School leaders corroborated the expectation to align their strategic plans with the unionwide plan. A review of the available SIPs shows that the plans share objectives around family communication, instructional practices, and social-emotional learning. In addition, school leaders shared that they aim to have their staff’s professional practice goals align with the initiatives in the SIP. Teachers at one school, for example, stated that the entire staff shares a goal around two-way family communication. Similarly, one of the new principals reported that their goal for the upcoming SIP development cycle is “to have the teachers be able to model their classroom goals off of something . . . so that my building goals are aligned with what classrooms are doing.” It is a strength of NBSU that the superintendent sets clear expectations for school leaders to align their SIPs with the union strategic plan, and that school improvement initiatives align with teachers’ professional practice goals.
According to school leaders and teachers, the level of stakeholder engagement in creating SIPs varies by district. School leaders from two schools reported that either their school council or PTG provides feedback on the SIP, while two schools did not provide evidence that families are involved in the process. While family members did not specifically reference providing input on SIPs, they noted opportunities to provide input on schoolwide initiatives and improvement efforts (see Family and Community Partnerships). At one school, teachers reported that the staff collaboratively determines focus areas for the SIP during faculty meetings. One teacher noted that these conversations emphasize “what our individual roles are in helping a plan move forward.” At other NBSU schools, staff reported that, historically, they have not been included in the process to develop SIPs. However, a staff member at one school reported that this has improved under new building leadership, stating that there is already “more transparency and openness” around the process. Similarly, all new administrators reported that it is a priority to engage stakeholders in developing their new SIPs, and they noted that shared ownership of the plans will increase staff buy-in.
A review of NBSU’s current strategic plan and SIPs shows that the plans do not consistently identify clear performance measures through which leaders can assess progress toward improvement. In the NBSU strategic plan, for example, an initiative for Strategic Objective 1 states leaders will track and analyze attendance data during monthly administrator meetings. However, other objectives refer to broad action steps with no clearly defined measures to assess progress toward the objective (e.g., “provide professional learning opportunities,” “identify high-leverage practices,” or “implement an SEL screener”). One school leader identified this as an area for improvement and stated that their new SIP will include specific, measurable goals with articulated timeframes. Identifying clear performance measures in the union strategic plan and SIPs is an area for growth.
Consistent with the lack of clear performance measures, central office and school leaders reported there are minimal formal structures to monitor progress toward improvement objectives. Leaders do analyze data during monthly administrator meetings, and school leaders reported conducting daily informal classroom observations; however, they suggested that these structures are in place to inform instructional adjustments rather than to intentionally assess progress toward strategic goals. One administrator suggested that leaders are not “stepping [back] to make sure it’s aligned with a higher objective or goal,” adding, “I’m not sure we’re doing a great job with [monitoring progress toward goals].” Superintendent Franzoni also stated that central office leaders would like to monitor progress by conducting classroom observations with school leaders, but he noted that it has been challenging to find time for these walkthroughs due to the numerous roles that principals play within their schools (see Leadership and Governance Structures). Even so, the superintendent noted the need for additional progress monitoring systems across NBSU:
We know that we have to have a little better, I would say, oversight from our office to review that with the principals individually. . . . I think that’s part of our mentoring plan—that we have to be even more consistent with ourselves with meeting with our principals to discuss those types of priorities during the year to make sure that they are following through, because we know that they can get caught up in other areas, because they have to. We need to make sure that we’re taking the time to meet with them to make sure that they are hitting the key points they need to hit.
Establishing systems to support central office and school leaders in monitoring progress toward strategic objectives is an area of growth for NBSU.
[bookmark: _District_and_School_1][bookmark: _District_Culture]Despite a lack of formal progress monitoring systems, some school leaders do report available performance metrics to stakeholders. A review of school committee meeting minutes shows that each meeting agenda includes a Principals Report. Central office leaders reported that as the instructional leaders of their districts, these reports are more robust than traditional principal involvement in other districts. Some school committee members reported that principals directly connect updates to the school’s strategic priorities. For example, one school leader presents changes to attendance data and relates it to the school’s strategic initiative around attendance. However, other school committee members stated that the Principal Report focuses more on day-to-day operations, with one member saying that the reports are not on any “specific results of any of [the principal’s] goals. That’s between the principal and the teachers.”
District Culture
According to discussions with NBSU and town staff, Superintendent Franzoni fosters collaboration to improve opportunities and outcomes for all students, particularly around the topic of rural school aid provided by the state. Across focus groups, stakeholders consistently noted that all districts and towns within NBSU operate on constrained budgets, have limited resources, and have made cuts to staffing or programming (see Budgeting and Budget Process). To address this, school officials reported that Superintendent Franzoni has been an advocate for an increase in rural aid to improve opportunities for NBSU’s students, and he has encouraged other school and town officials to do the same. School committee members, for example, reported that Superintendent Franzoni constantly notifies them of upcoming state events and encourages them to participate on behalf of NBSU. Another school committee member shared that the superintendent “asks us to be proponents for rural aid, to write our governor. He’s pretty vocal about that and really works hard to get us to work together for things for the union.” This collaboration to support the union extends to school staff and students as well. In Clarksburg, Grade 8 students recently completed a class assignment in which they wrote letters to the governor in support of rural aid. One school official summarized that the superintendent “does an excellent job in terms of reaching out to the public about engendering public support for the schools. . . . He’s very good about getting the community active and trying to get that support.” It is a strength of NBSU that Superintendent Franzoni fosters collaboration among stakeholders to advance opportunities for students by advocating for rural aid.
Across NBSU, there is a positive working environment characterized by collaboration and supportive staff relationships, which is a strength of the union. One school leader explained they have felt supported in their role by the central office while still being respected as the leader of the building. Similarly, teachers and school leaders reported that principals frequently check in with staff and solicit their input on a range of topics, which contributes to teachers feeling valued and supported. One teacher explained,
It’s like [at the beginning of each staff meeting], “How are you feeling? How’s it going?” You know, do we need to look into other things? . . . And we all feel that we are heard and seen. And we’re all involved in everything that goes on because there’s not a lot of other adults in the building. And, so, we all have to be a team.
Similarly, one school leader noted, “It’s such a small school here. Anything that happens here, I almost never make a decision without talking to the team and discussing with the team.” Another school leader reported that they have high staff attendance, and attributed this to the positive school culture: “There is something unique about how this staff approaches each other and approaches the student work that has to happen, and their commitment to all of it. I think that they feel valued and they feel heard.” Teachers reported similarly strong relationships among each other. One explained it is “because we’re in the small schools, and we all know each other and we all trust each other.” Another teacher noted “We’re always here for each other.” One teacher explained that because of these strong, supportive relationships: “You’re never alone in your job. . . . It’s a really nice feeling.” Teachers and school leaders also described NBSU as a tight-knit family and reported that they enjoy working at their school.
Central office, school, and town respondents generally reported strong working relationships among central office leaders, school leaders, municipal officials, and the teachers’ associations, although they did note some exceptions. As noted in Leadership and Governance Structures, each school committee is responsible for negotiating contracts with its respective teachers’ association. Most association members reported that contract negotiations with their school committees have been amicable, although members from one association reported that their most recent negotiation became contentious. Members of this teachers’ association noted that the school committee was not negotiating in good faith and that the parties eventually stopped negotiating in-person because of the “adversarial” relationship that formed. They also reported that the disrespect they felt from the negotiation process impacted the relationship with the school committee going forward: teachers no longer attend school committee meetings. In contrast, teacher association representatives across all four districts agreed that they have strong working relationships with the central office and their school leaders, characterized by open communication. One representative explained, “We have great leaders and administrators that we can go to and speak freely about concerns,” and another noted that the superintendent has “an open-door policy.” 
Most town officials reported similarly strong, collaborative relationships with their respective school committee and with central office leaders, although this was not consistent across all towns. Superintendent Franzoni and school committee members both reported that their level of involvement with town officials varies; in some towns, they contact town officials at least monthly, while in others they only meet as needed. Most town officials reported they are satisfied with the level of communication they receive from school and central office leaders. One town official noted that past NBSU, school committee, and town leaders were not collaborative and noted that communication is “getting much better” under different leadership. In contrast, one official stated that “the communications can be opened up a little more.” Superintendent Franzoni highlighted that it can be challenging to maintain consistent communication with town officials, given that many officials are only part-time.
Some town officials also reported that their town has a verbal agreement or shared understanding with NBSU that speaks to the division of responsibilities between the two parties, but these are not formalized. In focus groups, NBSU leaders and town officials were generally consistent in describing how responsibilities are divided for most towns, although they were less consistent in one town, and there have been some challenges with employee pay and benefits across towns (see Human Resources Infrastructure, Policies, and Practices). Town officials reported that they generally trust central office and school leaders to make decisions around programming and staffing, with one official stating “they’re more the experts; they know what needs to happen.” Town and central office leaders also emphasized a shared commitment to supporting NBSU’s schools. One town official stated: “People are trying to come together as a team and work together, too, because we all have the same end goal and we all want to see the same result.” A school committee member shared that, by holding joint town school committee and financial committee meetings around budget season, “our town is really all working together for the common goal of the education of our students.”
NBSU stakeholders shared that leadership turnover across town, central office, and school positions has made it more challenging to sustain unionwide initiatives. Stakeholders reported turnover among town administrator and treasurer positions in several towns within the past few years. In addition, the Savoy school committee, which should have three members, operated with only two members for several years. It currently only has one elected member for the 2026-2027 school year, as the other member chose not to run for re-election due to increased work commitments. One central office leader stated, “It’s been a challenge, recently, to maintain three-person committees in a few of the towns. . . . It’s been difficult to replace people when they leave recently.” Superintendent Franzoni also reported that NBSU has had frequent turnover in the business administrator position because individuals often leave to accept positions with more competitive salaries elsewhere. For most of the 2025-2026 school year (until February 2026, when a new business administrator was hired), various central office staff had to pitch in to fulfill the responsibilities of a business administrator, which was in addition to their main role responsibilities.
Most notably, because three out of four of NBSU’s principals did not return to their roles following the 2024-2025 school year (two retired, and one accepted a position in another district), NBSU hired three new principals for the current school year. Although the district implemented a mentorship structure to support the new principals (see Professional Learning), central office and school staff identified challenges with maintaining operations in the wake of this turnover. For example, central office leaders highlighted that in small, rural schools, principals often need to take on additional responsibilities that would not typically be part of their purview in a larger school, such as addressing maintenance needs. One leader shared, “You can watch [the principals] sort of see that they had no idea that things were in their realm that are in their realm. And there’s a lot of conversations around roles and clarifying things.” Central office leaders stated that when principals are unaware of their responsibilities, required tasks do not get completed., with one stating “the ball bounces, and it drops.” According to central office leaders, NBSU has not developed any comprehensive resources or protocols from which school leaders can learn their various responsibilities, and central office leaders reported a general perception that principals’ responsibilities are not clear to them. Consistent with this, school leaders shared that they had minimal resources available to them when starting in their new positions and reported confusion on the division of responsibilities. Two school leaders each reported that a goal of their tenure is to develop resources for future incoming principals. One school leader shared:
Typically, thinking of policies and protocols and handbooks, it’s always really nice to be able to go back to the document and, “Here it is,” right? So, I think in [my school], needing to develop more of a system like that and starting to have an outline for it, so if I left and a new principal came in, they could see everything that I’ve had to learn just on the fly.
Developing documentation that clearly outlines leaders’ responsibilities to maintain consistency in the event of turnover is an area of growth for NBSU.
Central office leaders and school staff agreed that family communication is a strategic priority of the union, but conversations with families and staff suggest that NBSU does not proactively solicit stakeholder input on unionwide decision making. Across focus groups, stakeholders shared that central office leaders are receptive to input on unionwide decisions. Teachers and families noted, for example, that all school committee meetings are open to the public and include time for public comment. However, they noted minimal occasions in which central office leaders seek out feedback. One teacher said of the superintendent, “He’s certainly open if we bring something to him. I don’t necessarily always feel like he’s seeking it.” Consistent with this, families reported that there are no formal structures, such as student government, for students to provide input on school and union decisions. One parent noted, however, “If there’s something a student wants to speak up about, it’s kind of like an open-door policy.” In addition, families reported that they have had occasional opportunities to provide input on unionwide matters through surveys. However, one parent described these opportunities as “nothing significant.” Although NBSU is open to receiving feedback, establishing systems to actively solicit stakeholder input on union decisions is an area for growth. 
In contrast, teachers and families reported consistent opportunities to provide input into school-based decisions. For teachers, these opportunities include informal check-ins with the principal, faculty meetings, surveys, or email requests, and for families they include surveys, emails, and PTG meetings (see Family and Community Partnerships).
Recommendations
The joint school committee should revise its process for completing the superintendent evaluation to include input from all committee members and ensure that evaluation outcomes are consistently communicated to all committee members. 
The union should publicly post and regularly update meeting schedules and minutes on its website for its SEPAC and school councils. 
The union should directly solicit teachers’ feedback when determining and implementing its strategic initiatives.  
The union should work with its principals to ensure that each school has an updated SIP in place. 
The union should strengthen its strategic planning by embedding performance measures in both the union strategic plan and each SIP. 
Once performance measures are identified, the central office should develop a formal system and protocols for supporting principals with monitoring progress toward these measures. 
The union should work with its existing principals to develop written guidance outlining the specific roles and responsibilities of school leaders within the superintendency union.
The union should design and implement systems to proactively solicit stakeholder feedback regarding union-level decision-making. 
For related resources, see Appendix C.

[bookmark: _Curriculum_and_Instruction][bookmark: _Toc101446228][bookmark: _Toc233544403]Curriculum and Instruction
This section examines the extent to which district leaders have established a shared instructional vision that is anchored in culturally and linguistically sustaining practices and guides all curricular and instructional decisions toward equitable outcomes for all students. This section also focuses on the extent to which the district pairs high-quality curriculum and instructional materials and high expectations for all students with individualized supports, so that every student can engage in deeper learning and develop the knowledge and skills that will prepare them to succeed in college and/or the workplace.
Table 3 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in curriculum and instruction.
Table 3. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Curriculum and Instruction Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Instructional Leadership
	N/A
	Clarifying whether there is a unionwide instructional vision, what it is, and articulating how it informs each district’s instructional practices
Developing a process for formally monitoring instruction throughout the union

	Curriculum and Instructional Materials
	Most of the math and ELA curricula adopted across the districts meet or partially meet expectations on EdReports.
	Formalizing consistent processes and timelines for curriculum review cycles across the union that incorporate resources like EdReports and CURATE

	Equitable Practices and Access
	NBSU’s general education teachers and special educators collaborate to provide support to students with disabilities.
	N/A

	Effective Instruction and Curricular Implementation
	N/A
	Implementing instructional practices that encourage higher-order thinking and student-centered dialogue


[bookmark: _Curriculum_Selection_and][bookmark: _Instructional_Leadership]Instructional Leadership
[bookmark: _Classroom_Instruction]The assistant superintendent is responsible for overseeing curriculum and instruction in the union; however, principals are the instructional leaders of their districts and central office staff noted that the assistant superintendent primarily acts in an “advisory role.” NBSU’s vision in its strategic plan includes a commitment to “provide rigorous educational programs for all students” and a strategic objective to “utilize equitable instructional practices and strategies that promote student engagement to meet the needs of all learners.” However, the strategic plan does not outline specific equitable instructional practices that teachers are expected to use. Instead, according to one central office leader, this vision then “filters down to the school level for [districts] to think about where they fit within that overarching plan.” As a result, the superintendent described the unionwide instructional vision as “a little fractured.” 
School leaders provided mixed perspectives about the existence of a unionwide instructional vision. One said the superintendency union has developed an instructional vision, one said it has developed a vision but has not clearly communicated it to all principals, and two said the vision is school-based. In Clarksburg, one respondent noted their school-based instructional vision includes a focus on providing all students with rigorous learning opportunities through standards-aligned curriculum and differentiated instruction, and it encouraged a small-group instructional model. In Florida, a respondent explained that their school-based instructional vision emphasizes providing rigorous learning opportunities through multiple modes of instruction to engage and meet the needs of all students; however, there is no specified or primary instructional model. In contrast, other school leaders shared that there is a broad instructional vision at the union level. One school leader described the unionwide instructional vision as the message communicated from the superintendent and assistant superintendent, explaining that “they want our schools to be as high performing as we can get them.” This school leader reported that in addition to this broader unionwide message, Rowe has a school-based instructional model that encourages project-based and outdoor learning. Another respondent reported that the unionwide instructional vision is centered on implementing universal design for learning, although the vision may not have yet been articulated to new principals, but will be a topic for future discussion. Clarifying whether there is a unionwide instructional vision, what it is, and articulating how it informs each district’s instructional practices is an area for growth.
Superintendent Franzoni, school leaders, and the assistant superintendent reported the union does not have systems in place to implement, monitor, and continuously improve on instruction and related initiatives. There is no union-level instructional leadership team, although the principals meet monthly with the superintendent, the assistant superintendent, business manager, and IT director, and occasionally these meetings cover curriculum and instruction-related topics. However, one central office leader reported that it can be challenging for the central office to focus on curriculum and instruction in a way that “does [it] justice” given the breadth of responsibilities of the assistant superintendent. For example, this leader reported that “we’re not doing learning walks the way we need to do them” to monitor instruction. This leader explained that if there was a full-time person focused solely on curriculum and instruction, the central office “could really dig into [curriculum and instruction] and be more proactive.”
Because of the small student population in each of the schools and the breadth of the principals’ responsibilities, there are no school-level instructional leadership teams. School leaders frequently observe teachers and provide them with feedback to improve their practice (see Professional Learning), although they do not use a formal walkthrough tool to monitor specific aspects of instruction. However, in one school, an external consultant conducted observations to monitor curriculum implementation (see Effective Instruction and Curricular Implementation). Developing a process for formally monitoring instruction throughout the union is an area for growth.
[bookmark: _Curriculum_and_Instructional]Curriculum and Instructional Materials
[bookmark: _Hlk107059285]Central office leaders reported that there is no unionwide process for curriculum review and selection; rather, principals lead curriculum review and selection for their schools and consequently the process varies by district. Although the process varies, teachers and school leaders described that student data (e.g., i-Ready and Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills [DIBELS] assessments) and teacher feedback were often the impetus for selecting new curricula in individual districts. For example, one central office leader explained that curriculum pilots often occur “organically” when a teacher expresses a desire to try a certain curricular resource. One school leader noted that they decided to pilot new curricula after “looking at our data and . . . finding some missing pieces.” However, school leaders and teachers reported that there is not a set timeline when curricular materials are reviewed. When asked about whether there is a curriculum review cycle, one school leader shared that going through this district review encouraged them to revisit the CURATE and EdReports ratings for their school’s curricula, and discovered that not all curricula still meet all standards. Therefore, they would like to implement a formal curriculum review cycle moving forward. Similarly, another leader noted that while there is no formal process for reviewing curricula, “we should be reviewing.”
In addition, when the decision is made to review and select new curricula, the process for this varies across districts and is not formalized. One central office leader described that there is “lots of teacher voice” involved in curriculum decisions. Regarding new curriculum selection, principals considered teacher input at most of the schools; however, the extent of teacher input varied across and at times within schools. Although curricula are not selected at the central office level, three of the four districts have adopted Wit & Wisdom for ELA over the past six years. In one district, a committee met six years ago over the summer to look at a variety of curricula before selecting Wit & Wisdom. In another district, the principal and teachers started the curriculum selection process three years ago by reviewing CURATE before selecting samples from different curricula companies and deciding on Wit & Wisdom. In the third district, Wit & Wisdom was adopted this year after being piloted by two teachers last year. In the fourth district, some teachers reported having complete autonomy over curriculum selection for the class they teach, while others shared that they have not consistently had the opportunity to provide input in the curriculum selection process. However, teachers in this district noted that they requested training on the Orton-Gillingham approach, which the district paid for four teachers to attend. For math, all districts have adopted a different curriculum within the past 10 years. In some districts, the selection process mirrored the ELA curriculum selection process, while in others the math curriculum was decided by the principal with minimal teacher input. Formalizing consistent processes and timelines for curriculum review cycles across the union that incorporate resources like EdReports and CURATE is an area for growth.
Table 4 summarizes the status of all curricula used in each NBSU district. NBSU relies on a mix of adopted curriculum packages and teacher-developed materials, depending primarily on subject area. Most of the math and ELA curricula adopted across the districts meet or partially meet expectations on EdReports, which is a strength of NBSU. For science, teachers described creating their own curriculum and using curriculum packages, such as Mystery Science, as supplemental resources. For social studies, most teachers created their own curriculum; however, teachers from three of the four districts noted that some grades use Social Studies Alive!, and one teacher is piloting Investigating History. Teachers noted that they can request funding to purchase resources in subjects when there are no adopted curriculum packages or they can purchase the resources directly themselves.
Table 4. Summary of Districtwide Curricula Being Used
	District(s)
	Grade Level(s)
	Subject
	Curriculum
	Type
	CURATE Rating
	EdReports Rating

	Rowe
	K-2
	ELA
	Appleseeds
	Supplemental
	NR
	NR

	Rowe, Clarksburg, Savoy
	K-8
	ELA
	Wit & Wisdom (2016)
	Comprehensive
	NR
	ME

	Rowe
	K-6
	Mathematics
	Illustrative Math
	Comprehensive
	PM
	ME

	Rowe
	K-6
	Science
	Teacher-Created Resources
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Rowe
	K-6
	History/Social Studies
	Teacher-Created Resources
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Clarksburg
	PK
	ELA
	Learning Without Tears (2021)
	Supplemental
	NR
	NR

	Clarksburg, Florida
	PK
	ELA
	Lively Letters
	Supplemental
	NR
	NR

	Clarksburg,
Florida
	PK-1
	ELA
	Heggerty (2022)
	Supplemental
	NR
	PM

	Clarksburg
	K-1
	ELA
	UFLI Foundations (2022)
	Supplemental
	NR
	ME

	Clarksburg, Savoy
	K-3
	ELA
	Wilson Fundations (2012)
	Supplemental
	NR
	PM

	Clarksburg
	K-8
	Mathematics
	Eureka Math (2015)
	Comprehensive
	NR
	PM

	Clarksburg
	K-5
	Science
	Mystery Science
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Clarksburg
	K-5
	Science
	Teacher-Created Resources
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Clarksburg
	6-8
	Science
	OpenSciEd (2022)
	Comprehensive
	ME
	ME

	Clarksburg
	K-5
	History/Social Studies
	Teacher-Created Resources
	Supplemental
	NR
	NR

	Clarksburg
	4, 6-8
	History/Social Studies
	History Alive! (2003)
	Comprehensive
	NR
	NR

	Clarksburg
	5
	History/Social Studies
	Social Studies Alive!
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Savoy
	K-6
	Mathematics
	Sadlier Progress in Math
	Comprehensive
	NR
	NR

	Savoy
	K-5
	Science
	Teacher-Created Resources
	Supplemental
	NR
	NR

	Savoy
	K-5
	History/Social Studies
	Teacher-Created Resources
	Supplemental
	NR
	NR

	Savoy
	5
	History/Social Studies
	Social Studies Alive! 
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Florida
	K-5
	ELA
	myView Literacy
	Not Reported
	NR
	ME

	Florida
	6-8
	ELA
	CommonLit 360 6-8
	Not Reported
	NR
	ME

	Florida
	K-8
	Math
	i-Ready Classroom Mathematics
	Not Reported
	ME
	ME

	Florida
	K-5
	Science
	Mystery Science
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Florida
	6-8
	Science
	Kesler
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Florida
	K-8
	History/Social Studies
	Teacher-Created Resources
	Supplemental
	NR
	NR

	Florida
	4
	History/Social Studies
	Social Studies Alive! 
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR

	Florida
	6-8
	History/Social Studies
	Investigating History
	Not Reported
	NR
	NR


Note: CURATE = CUrriculum RAtings by TEachers; ME = Meets Expectations; NR = Not Rated; PM = Partially Meets Expectations.  Investigating History and Appleseeds are DESE-developed or -informed.
[bookmark: _Student_Access_to][bookmark: _Equitable_Practices_and]Teachers and school leaders had mixed perspectives on the extent to which current instructional materials meet students’ needs. Several teachers and school leaders reported that, generally, the curricula they use are aligned to the standards. Teachers also highlighted specific strengths of some of the curricular materials. For example, teachers described Wit & Wisdom and Eureka as rigorous and OpenSciEd and Kesler Science as interactive. One teacher noted that they are beginning to see positive impacts of Wit & Wisdom on students, including more consistent use of academic vocabulary. One teacher reported that they “really like the writing instruction [in CommonLit 360]. . . . It really breaks down how to write a paragraph, what components a paragraph must have, try to break them out of a paragraph needs to be between three and five sentences.”
At the same time, teachers reported that across several different curricula—including Wit & Wisdom, i-Ready Mathematics, Eureka, and CommonLit 360—it is challenging to cover all the material. One teacher commented about Wit & Wisdom, “There’s not enough time to do everything. . . . If you are following it to the script, it’s not possible to complete everything, so from using it over the years, we’ve pulled out certain things or combined things.” Relatedly, some students expressed challenges with the pacing of Wit & Wisdom; one student explained that their teacher follows a set curriculum that is so fast-paced that it can be difficult for students to keep up with the workload. For the i-Ready math and Eureka programs, teachers reported that while several different strategies are shown for each skill, there is neither enough time to cover each strategy nor allow students to master a strategy before moving on to the next one. Teachers at one school noted that they have worked collaboratively to modify the curriculum by choosing which strategies to teach. Meanwhile, another teacher noted, “It’s kind of hard for teachers to know what [strategies] to cut out, what works best for students, so I would say that could be one of the biggest struggles with that curriculum.”
In addition, for some curricula, teachers reported a need to use supplemental materials because components are missing in the curriculum. For example, school leaders and teachers noted that Wit & Wisdom does not have a phonics component, so it is necessary to supplement with materials that provide explicit phonics instruction (i.e., Clarksburg uses Heggerty and Fundations; Savoy uses Fundations; Rowe uses Appleseeds). Teachers also reported using supplementary materials alongside MyView to support writing instruction (e.g., Collins Writing Program, Framing Your Thoughts, Project Read). Another teacher noted that Kesler Science is missing a reading component, so they typically use supplemental materials to support science reading. School leaders also noted that not all curricula include multiple modes of learning, so teachers may need to create materials to differentiate curriculum to meet the needs of all students. For example, one school leader noted that their teachers created their own audio or video recordings of reading materials to ensure greater accessibility for students.
Relatedly, although students described reading a range of texts, including Animal Farm, The Giver, The War That Saved My Life, and Ramayana: The Divine Loophole, they had differing views on whether the diverse perspectives included in these texts seemed relevant to their lives. While some students noted that the texts they read in class do not feel relevant to their lives, other students appreciated the opportunity to learn about people and places different from themselves. As one student shared:
A lot of the fiction books that we read are about . . . people that have gone through a lot of struggles in their lives. And it’s definitely important to understand those, but I feel like we’re not necessarily a part of those groups.
In Rowe, there is an annual cultural study program that, according to Rowe’s family handbook, is “related to the content of study in each grade and provides an opportunity to compare and contrast our culture with that of the chosen country.” In addition to learning about other cultures, students in one district shared that they also covered content related to their local context. One student mentioned that they found it “cool” to learn about the Hoosac Tunnel, and another noted that it was “nice learning about the history of the place we live in.” In Rowe, according to a school leader and the Rowe website, students in grades 3 and 4 participate in daily “forest choice time” in their outdoor classroom.
Principals primarily decide how to provide professional learning to support educators in implementing HQIM, and it is then implemented at the district level. Teachers had mixed opinions on whether the professional development experiences adequately supported them in implementing the curricula. In one district, one teacher noted that the i-Ready training they received was “more of an overview,” and they did not receive professional development for the reading program. In another district, teachers received training from other teachers who had already implemented the curriculum in a different NBSU district. Other teachers described using weekly collaboration time to discuss pacing and implementing new curriculum, including how to modify approaches to address student needs.
In addition, school leaders and teachers had mixed opinions on the availability of opportunities to vertically align curriculum. One central office leader noted that, like with the curriculum selection process, “there's a lot of reliance on the principal to be able to do work with teachers to look at alignment vertically.” In one district, school leaders noted that curriculum maps for science and social studies, for example, were created in 2018 and need to be revisited and updated in the coming years. Similarly, another school leader noted that curriculum maps exist in their district but are “outdated.” Teachers explained that they have previously taken time for vertical planning, but that has not happened over the past few years. In contrast, a school leader in a different district reported that teachers began creating curriculum maps during their common planning time this year to ensure vertical and horizontal alignment. Teachers noted that curriculum in some classes may be vertically aligned despite the lack of structured planning time. For example, Wit & Wisdom, which has been adopted by three districts, covers all grade levels offered and is therefore vertically aligned across grades. For the middle school level, teachers noted vertical alignment happens naturally because there is one teacher per subject for grades 6-8 at both grades K-8 schools. In addition, one teacher noted that vertical planning happens through informal conversations between teachers. This teacher noted that they will share with the next grade level teacher, for example, that “[the students] struggled with this,” or “I didn’t get to finish that unit because time ran out.”
Equitable Practices and Access
NBSU has a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) in place unionwide that outlines general accommodations and instructional practices to support students’ academic, social-emotional, and behavioral needs. In addition, this document contains a description of staff responsibilities in implementing the DCAP separated by role (i.e., principal, classroom teacher, support staff, and parents/guardians). Teachers may select from the menu of accommodations outlined in the DCAP when creating a Tier 1 student support plan (see Multi-Tiered Systems of Support); and Clarksburg has additional resources, such as Great Leaps and Project Read, for small-group Tier 1 instructional support. According to the DCAP, the effectiveness of this document should be evaluated annually with teacher, parent, and student feedback.
Central office leaders and teachers shared that academic, behavioral, and social-emotional interventions are all considered part of the unionwide tiered systems of support, which is used to identify students who need assistance (see Multi-Tiered Systems of Support). 
Central office and school leaders reported that several academic interventions are consistently available across the union, although there is some variation in the specific intervention materials offered based on school size, structure, and principal selection. For example, school staff explained that because Clarksburg is a larger school with larger class sizes, it has more purchased programs to provide intervention to students. Meanwhile, smaller schools such as Savoy use double doses of the curriculum or modified lessons in small-group instruction as a tiered intervention. Despite these differences, one central office leader explained that across the union, “There’s a variety . . . of different resources that people can access and use depending on what the need is for the intervention.” This leader reported that resources used frequently across the union (though not necessarily at every single school) include Orton-Gillingham and Fundations to support academic needs in ELA at the elementary level, and i-Ready to support math and ELA needs across elementary and junior high grades. Similarly, one teacher explained that the districts use “most of the same [interventions] . . . we might use i-Ready fluency passages or they use OG here because we have some people trained in Orton-Gillingham. It just depends on the people that provide the services and what they are trained in.” One central office leader and a teacher noted that, however, intervention materials are more limited in math.
School leaders reported that the following academic interventions are available in ELA and mathematics:
Clarksburg:
Tier 2 ELA: small-group targeted skill instruction, fluency practice, reading and phonics intervention including University of Florida Literacy Institute and comprehension (i.e., reading trade books and practicing inference making with interventionist).
Tier 2 Math: Small-group targeted skill instruction, fluency practice, test preparation.
Tiers 2 and 3 Math: Direct instruction on focused skills including Team-Accelerated Instruction.
Florida:
Tier not specified ELA: Orton-Gillingham.
Tier 2 ELA: reading interventionist, i-Ready fluency passages.
Tier 3 ELA: Special education instruction.
Tier 3 Math: special education instruction.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Florida school leaders identified special education instruction as the available Tier 3 intervention in ELA and math, but special education instruction should not be conflated with Tier 3 intervention (which should be provided to any student that needs it, not solely to students with disabilities). Florida may have available Tier 3 interventions, but school staff did not identify them.] 

Rowe:
Tier 2 ELA: Lexia and i-Ready.
Tiers 2 and 3 ELA: Orton-Gillingham and Wilson Fundation.
Tier 2 Math: i-Ready.
Savoy:
Tier not specified ELA: Double dose of curriculum, Orton-Gillingham.
Tiers 2 and 3 ELA: Wilson Fundation.
In addition to variation in the specific interventions offered by the districts, there is also variation in how interventions are delivered. School staff reported that when and where academic interventions happen vary by school. Because of the small size of each school, tiered interventions may be delivered alongside, or during the same time, as specially designed instruction. In Clarksburg and Savoy, interventions are often provided during small-group rotations; in Rowe and Florida, interventionists may pull students out of the classroom (with parental permission) for Tiers 2 and 3 support. While scheduling pull-out interventions or services for students with disabilities varies between districts, one student services provider shared that they try to pull students for services while the student would otherwise be doing independent work in their classrooms. At another school, one teacher noted: “They try to pull during the part of the [academic] block that is [not whole-group instruction], so they’ll pull during part of the reading block, not the whole block.” A student services staff member shared that for push-in support, they will intentionally group students so that “students who possibly may need that extra intervention can be grouped with students on an IEP [individualized education program] and get that extra support.”
According to student support staff, there are benefits and challenges to the small school environment for providing tiered intervention and services for students with disabilities. One staff member noted: “The smaller [the school] gets, the better you can support [students’] individualistic needs.” However, another staff member shared that scheduling services for students can be difficult. As one staff member noted: “It can be challenging to, when you’re in a small school and everybody has the same subject at the same time, to pull kids at the right time with the right grouping.” Relatedly, a school leader reported that they plan to change their schedule next year to make it easier for interventionists and special education teachers to pull students for services. Students reported that the primary way they receive extra help is by asking their teacher or peers in class. Students at one school noted that, except for one teacher, extra help after school is not typically offered. In contrast, a school committee member reported that, in their district, teachers and aides “stay after school constantly, beyond what they need to.”
All academic classrooms in the union operate under a full inclusion model, guaranteeing that students with disabilities learn alongside their peers, with additional pull-out and push-in supports provided as specified on an IEP. As indicated by state-reported data in 2024, each district’s rate of 0 percent of students with IEPs in substantially separate settings is considerably below the state average (12.9 percent) and the state target of 13.3 percent. School committee members noted that this inclusion model has been an initiative of the assistant superintendent and has been beneficial for ensuring students with different learning needs do not feel alienated. They also noted that implementation of this inclusion model is well supported through professional development that has been offered to general education teachers on supporting students with disabilities and by paraprofessionals in the classroom. As part of this model, there may be classroom lessons that incorporate specially designed instruction. A school committee member explained that the assistant superintendent has emphasized that “if there’s a student that needs the service, all the kids could actually benefit from it.” Another school committee member noted an example of a time when all students in a class were provided with occupational therapy support, saying, “That was wonderful because all of those kids can benefit from the lessons.” Another school committee member commented that, between teacher support, interventionists, and aides, their school “does really well [supporting students] with what we have.”
NBSU’s general education teachers and special educators collaborate to provide support to students with disabilities, which is a strength of the superintendency union. School staff reported that they use data, including progress monitoring data, benchmark assessments, and student work samples, to specially design instruction for students with disabilities to ensure appropriate services for all students. One school leader explained that special education teachers plan and monitor instruction for students with disabilities through “regular collaboration” between the classroom teacher and special educator (see Professional Learning). A school leader noted: “We have lots of opportunities to come together and talk about the curriculum, talk about the instruction, and ask questions or ask for support, and check in to make sure that things are appropriate and working effectively.” Similarly, a school support staff member noted that across schools, general education and special education teachers work together to differentiate and modify the core curriculum to meet the needs of students as well as to discuss when programming provided in pull-out services could be incorporated into classroom instruction. NBSU also has an occupational therapist and a speech pathologist who provide specialized support.
However, one central office leader reported that using data disaggregation by student subgroup to address achievement gaps for students with disabilities is not yet happening at the school level (see Data Use and Culture). One central office leader has started this process, explaining: “There's moments where we see those gaps [between students with disabilities and their peers] close here and there, but overall, that’s an area of need for all of our schools.” This leader noted that their next step in the process of intentionally building in disaggregated data analysis is “putting that in front of teachers more of, ‘Here’s your students with disabilities and here are the rest of your class. Let’s look at this and talk about this.’”
English Learners comprise less than one percent of the student population at NBSU. With the small English Learner population, NBSU does not currently have an English language teacher. However, according to a central office staff member, a reading interventionist is “working on her certification” to support the current English Learners in the union and any future English Learners. NBSU leadership indicated that to support English Learners, all teachers have received Sheltered English Immersion endorsements. In addition, the assistant superintendent participated in WIDA training and has a plan to consult with an English Learner teacher in North Adams if more English Learners enroll in NBSU districts.
There are various integrated arts opportunities for NBSU students. Across all four districts, students participate in music and physical education classes. Depending on the district, students also take health; Spanish; library; and science, technology, engineering, arts, and mathematics (STEAM). Families and students both shared that, in some districts, there is a lack of structure in integrated arts courses, particularly at the middle school level. One family member shared: “From some of the things that my [student] has said, it doesn’t seem like there’s . . . a lot of music happening.” In addition to these courses, Clarksburg and Florida students in grades 6-8 take part in My Career and Academic Plan (MyCAP) programming. These lessons are delivered to students during advisory sessions in both schools; the content focuses on helping students explore their interests and potential secondary pathways. As part of the MyCAP program, eighth graders can tour both Drury High School and McCann Technical School.
[bookmark: _Effective_Instruction_and]Effective Instruction and Curricular Implementation
Teachers from across the union agreed that their schools provide a safe and supportive learning environment in which all students can engage in academic content. Students generally agreed, explaining that opportunities for one-on-one connections with teachers contribute to the supportive learning environment. One student observed: “It's a lot easier to connect with [teachers and other students] since it's such a small school.” Classroom observation scores in the middle to high range for dimensions in the Emotional Support domain support these statements and indicate that safe and supportive learning environments are somewhat consistent. Teacher Sensitivity scores in the high range (6.1) highlight that teachers are generally aware of and responsive to student needs. Consistent with the high Teacher Sensitivity scores, in one district, students shared that their teachers are always willing to help. A student shared: “If you don’t understand something, you can always raise your hand and [a teacher] will help you.” Students also agreed that they receive the assistance needed when they ask for help. However, in another district, students’ experiences varied by subject. Students shared that while teachers effectively answer students’ questions in math and social studies, that experience is less common in science and ELA. For example, one student noted that “[my teacher will] explain something to me, and then I have an even bigger question because [they] kind of made it more complicated.”
During focus groups, students described variations in instructional practices across departments and districts. For example, in one district, students reported having some opportunities for discussion in math, science, and history classes, while in ELA they primarily work independently on their computers. In another district, students noted frequent group work, and one added that students are asked to explain their thinking “most of the time,” particularly in ELA and social studies. One student shared that their teacher reinforces that “there’s no wrong answer as long as you have an explanation for it.” Despite students reporting some strategies that foster critical thinking, Analysis and Inquiry was one of the lowest-rated instructional dimensions observed across all grade spans (grades 4-5: average ratings of 2.8; grades 6-8: 2.5). These findings suggest that students do not consistently engage in higher-order thinking tasks and that instruction is often delivered in a more rote manner, with limited opportunities for novel or open-ended tasks. Similarly, average scores for Instructional Dialogue (grades PK-3: 3.2) and Language Modeling (grades 4-5: 2.9; grades 6-8: 2.3) were in the low and low-middle ranges, indicating infrequent or inconsistent opportunities for students to respond to open-ended questions and engage in content-related discussions. Taken together, classroom observations and student focus group data suggest that implementing instructional practices that encourage higher-order thinking and student-centered dialogue is an area for growth for NBSU.
To support effective instruction, multiple teachers mentioned a professional development session with The Skillful Teacher on student engagement; however, it has been a few years since this session was offered. One teacher shared that “a lot of people here would love a refresher because we liked it so much.” Although some teachers reported that they have not recently received formal professional development related to instructional practices, one school leader shared that they remind teachers of instructional strategies in a weekly newsletter. In addition, school leaders and teachers noted that frequent collaboration between teachers is an important informal method of sharing instructional practices.
In addition, some students and families noted that there are inconsistent academic expectations for students across classes within schools. One family member described the difference as:
[There’s] one classroom where the expectations are the expectations that all of us [adults] probably had in school when we were going through middle school and high school. And then there’s another class where there’s more teaching geared toward where students are today and the needs of students.
In one district, families noted a similar difference in high expectations for students between early elementary and later elementary through junior high grades. One family member shared that they “don’t feel like there’s a lot of learning going on” in their student’s classroom this year, but they emphasized that this is a departure from previous years. Students in this district echoed these concerns. One student noted that, for math, they have had to “sidetrack a little bit to try and catch up on what [they] missed last year,” because their teacher last year did not cover all the necessary content. Even so, both students and families noted an improvement in math instruction this year due to, as one parent explained, their student’s new math teacher going “above and beyond” to help students catch up. Some students reported that their teachers consistently post objectives on the board or review them at the start of class while other students reported that this is not done consistently and that coursework is sometimes presented in a disorganized manner.
There are various methods through which NBSU schools encourage students to take ownership over their learning. In Clarksburg, there are student-led conferences, and in Florida students evaluate their own learning weekly. This weekly evaluation form includes a spot for students to identify something they want to work on the following week (see Assessment). However, Regard for Student Perspectives scores in the middle range (3.9) suggest that teachers are inflexible and rigid at times, but at other times they follow students’ lead and give them some choices and meaningful leadership opportunities.
As described in Curriculum and Instructional Materials, NBSU’s adoption of high-quality curricular materials varies across subject areas and grade spans. Similarly, the extent to which curricular materials are implemented with fidelity varies across and within schools. One central office leader shared that “the four different districts are in different places with [implementing HQIM] . . . we are close to a high level of implementing HQIM, [but] I’m not sure if the fidelity of using them is 100 percent there in all spaces.” Likewise, teachers described varying levels of implementing instructional materials with fidelity. One teacher noted that they are “pretty strict” with fidelity, yet another teacher shared that they “use whatever works for the students we have in front of us, but [we] try to be similar as we go through.” In some districts, school leaders shared that there has been an increased focus on implementing curricula with fidelity over the past few years. One school leader shared that they received curriculum selection and implementation support from a consultant with TNTP. After adopting new high-quality curricula, a school leader noted that their focus is now on implementing the curricula with “fidelity and integrity.” Across the districts, teachers were clearly using HQIM in 29 percent of all classrooms observed. These rates varied by grade level: teachers were clearly using HQIM in 36 percent of elementary (grades PK-5) classrooms observed and in 0 percent[footnoteRef:7] of middle school (grades 6-8) classrooms observed. These rates also varied by subject: teachers were clearly using HQIM in 42 percent of ELA lessons in classrooms observed and in 27 percent of mathematics lessons in classrooms observed. [7:  Of the middle school classrooms observed, HQIM were expected in three classrooms.] 

Recommendations
The union should clarify and articulate its instructional vision and ensure that the vision clearly guides instructional practices across its schools.
The union should establish a formal process for monitoring instruction that supports continuous improvement and reflects the unique context of its small schools.
The union should develop and implement a consistent union-wide system and corresponding calendar for reviewing and selecting high-quality instructional materials (according to CURATE or EdReports) across grade levels and content areas. 
The union should partner with its educators to incorporate student-centered instructional strategies and increase opportunities for challenging tasks throughout each lesson, such as asking questions that prompt higher-order thinking, highlighting real-world connections, providing meaningful feedback, and facilitating extended content-related dialogue.
For related resources, see Appendix C.

[bookmark: _Assessment][bookmark: _Toc101446229][bookmark: _Toc233544404]Assessment
This section examines the extent to which district leaders have established a shared instructional vision that is anchored in culturally and linguistically sustaining practices and guides all curricular and instructional decisions toward equitable outcomes for all students. This section also focuses on the extent to which the district pairs high-quality curriculum and instructional materials and high expectations for all students with individualized supports, so that every student can engage in deeper learning and develop the knowledge and skills that will prepare them to succeed in college and/or the workplace.
Table 5 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in assessment in NBSU.
Table 5. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Assessment Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Data Collection
	All districts have adopted and regularly administer standard benchmark assessments.
	N/A

	Data Use and Culture
	NBSU has adopted a culture of data use that is shared across central office leaders, school leaders, and school staff.
Across districts, there are structures in place for all educators to review student data to adjust instruction and interventions.
	Supporting principals and teachers in reviewing disaggregated student data
Aligning data review to strategic planning and continuous improvement efforts

	Sharing Data
	Both NBSU districts that enroll students in grades 6-8 have systems to engage these students in goal setting and data review.
	Establishing consistent, unionwide grading practices to which teachers adhere 


[bookmark: _Data_and_Assessment][bookmark: _Data_Collection]Data Collection
The assistant superintendent is responsible for providing recommendations to the districts regarding assessments, and principals are ultimately responsible for selecting which assessments to administer in their school. Although principals have autonomy over their school’s assessment strategy, NBSU has adopted standard benchmark assessments across all districts and grade levels. Across NBSU, schools administer DIBELS reading fluency, i-Ready ELA, and i-Ready Math assessments three times per year, and they administer monthly i-Ready growth checks for ELA and math. Each district has developed an assessment calendar that outlines the cadence of these assessments, but the calendars are not shared publicly. NBSU leaders reported that principals selected DIBELS and i-Ready intentionally to better align with state assessments and the standards and strategies taught in classes. As one central office leader described of the unionwide assessments,
We really tried to put a system in for each school that’s pretty consistent across all four—that would provide them with a schedule, and data, and the ability to tie that into our curriculum in an effective way to help us monitor the learning at our schools more effectively.
In contrast, one school leader reported that i-Ready could be better aligned to the standards and curriculum taught within the classrooms. The structure for educators to review benchmark assessment data varies by school, but all staff have opportunities to review data collaboratively during common planning times, data chats, or SST meetings (see Professional Learning). Throughout NBSU, educators emphasized that these standard benchmark assessments are crucial to their school’s MTSS framework. Educators reported using benchmark assessment data to inform Tier 1 instructional approaches, create and adjust groupings for small-group instruction, and refer students to the SSTs for targeted interventions. It is a strength of NBSU that all districts have adopted and regularly administer standard benchmark assessments.
NBSU selects its assessments using stakeholder input and uses assessment data to determine students’ academic support needs. Central office and school leaders reported that principals selected assessments in collaboration with each other and with input from teachers. In addition, the districts are responsive to feedback regarding their assessments. For example, central office staff stated that some schools decided to select a new early literacy screener (i.e., DIBELS) based on feedback from teachers and interventionists that the existing screener (i.e., i-Ready) did not provide sufficient data. In addition, staff across NBSU highlighted the importance of assessment data in providing students support through the MTSS process. Staff described using benchmark assessment results to identify students in need of academic intervention, prioritize supports for those students, and monitor student progress (see Multi-Tiered Systems of Support). Central office staff reported reviewing data disaggregated by disability status and low-income status at the superintendency union level, although school-based staff do not consistently review disaggregated data (see Data Use and Culture).
Across the union, all districts gather multiple types of academic data (including benchmark assessment data, MCAS, and curriculum assessments), and nonacademic data (including attendance and discipline data) to form a holistic picture of student needs. In addition to these common data sources, some districts administer additional assessments. For example, Clarksburg staff reported that they administer aimswebPlus; BRIGANCE (used by all NBSU schools); and Social, Academic, and Emotional Behavior Risk Screener (SAEBRS) assessments; meanwhile Florida staff reported that they administer Orton-Gillingham benchmark assessments. Districts also use assessment data in ways that are unique to their schools; for example, both Florida and Savoy use benchmark assessment data to identify priority skills for students, and they create individualized learning pathways using My Path. Table 6 outlines the assessments used in NBSU, as reported by district and school leaders.
Table 6. Assessments Used in NBSU
	Assessment
	District(s)
	Grade(s)
	Time of administration

	Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS)
	All
	K-8
	Fall, winter, and spring

	i-Ready ELA
	All
	K-8
	Fall, winter, and spring

	i-Ready Math
	All
	K-8
	Fall, winter, and spring

	MCAS
	All
	3-8
	Spring

	aimswebPlus Math Fluency
	Clarksburg
	K-8
	Not stated

	Social, Academic, and Emotional Behavior Risk Screener (SAEBRS)
	Clarksburg
	K-8
	Fall, winter, and spring

	BRIGANCE Early Childhood Screener
	Clarksburg
	PK
	Fall and spring

	Preschool Early Literacy Indicators (PELI)
	Clarksburg
	PK
	Not stated

	myView
	Florida
	Not stated
	Not stated

	Orton-Gillingham Benchmark
	Florida
	Not stated
	Not stated


NBSU does not administer a consistent screener across the districts to assess students’ social‑emotional needs, but staff reported other systems to monitor students’ needs. Clarksburg is the only district that uses a formal social-emotional screener; it administers SAEBRS three times per year. Teachers in Florida, Rowe, and Savoy reported that the small size of their schools, relative to others in the state, enables them to check in with students individually and assess social-emotional needs. Teachers at these schools also track students using behavioral data sheets. As one teacher described, “If there’s a behavior, we observe it, track it, write some data, and then meet with the school adjustment counselors and discuss our observations, and then collaborate in that way.” Most staff in Florida, Rowe, and Savoy agreed that this process is sufficient for identifying concerns. Others suggested that formal screeners may be effective in identifying students who may hide their struggles from staff, but they acknowledged that it would be challenging to find funding within the districts’ already constrained budgets to purchase a social-emotional screening tool.
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Document review and discussions with central office and school staff indicate that there is not currently a universal vision for data use across NBSU, although staff have a shared understanding of the importance of data collection. Central office staff described that each building principal has autonomy over the process for data use within their own school. The assistant superintendent offers recommendations for data use and provides data analysis training to building principals during monthly administrator meetings, but central office leaders do not enforce a specific vision for data use within the districts. Despite the lack of a unified vision, staff across districts have demonstrated a shared commitment to using student data to support the unionwide MTSS process. Central office staff also noted that, following their recommendations to principals, there has been an increase in the use of data at the school level in recent years. Staff reported that teachers previously relied on observational and embedded knowledge of their students, whereas now they embrace student data to substantiate or contradict their assumptions. One central office staff member noted:
There’s definitely been a change over the years of us using data systems where there [previously were none]. It was just trusting that we have these small spaces where everybody knows everybody and we all can speak to it. And I think we definitely have made a movement toward saying, “Yes, this can be true, and also, we should have some other pieces of data to go along with this.”
Teachers across districts also reported that although the expectations for data use were originally driven by administrators, educators now independently value the opportunity to review data. One educator stated that the support for data use is “coming from everybody.” NBSU has adopted a culture of data use that is shared across central office leaders, school leaders, and school staff, which is a strength of the superintendency union. 
According to staff across the union, educators regularly use classroom grades, attendance, benchmark data, IEPs, behavioral evaluations, and office referrals to evaluate students’ academic, social-emotional, and behavioral needs. Districts implement different structures for teachers to review data. Clarksburg, for example, holds grade-level data chats after each benchmarking period, and Savoy teachers meet independently with their special education teacher during their ‘extra specials’ prep time. Teachers generally reported opportunities for data review during common planning times, professional development, and SST meetings (see Professional Learning). Across all schools, educators reported that they have opportunities to review data with colleagues to inform instruction and interventions. As one teacher stated of these collaborative opportunities, “We’re looking at where the discrepancies are in the data and where we can improve. And we work together on that even though we’re from different [grade] levels.” For example, staff at one school reported using benchmark assessment data to adjust pacing of their lessons and to identify which students needed additional opportunities to use vocabulary in the classroom. In addition to using data to inform instructional practices, NBSU staff analyze data to drive changes to student supports, particularly within the MTSS process. Teachers use benchmark assessment data to inform small-group instruction, prioritize students in need of reading or mathematics interventions, and refer students to an SST. Within the MTSS process, school staff reported conducting progress monitoring cycles, which range from monthly to every eight weeks, depending on the district. During these cycles, they review data in accordance with the support plan, which may include DIBELS, i-Ready diagnostics, i-Ready growth checks, and student work samples (see Multi-Tiered Systems of Support). It is a strength of NBSU that, across districts, there are structures in place for all educators to review student data to adjust instruction and interventions.
Although educators across the superintendency union use student data, discussions with staff indicate that the districts do not regularly disaggregate data to support students from historically underserved populations. Staff reported that at the superintendency union level, leaders review data disaggregated primarily by disability status, although they occasionally disaggregate by low-income status, race/ethnicity, and high needs status. However, leaders indicated that school staff do not currently review disaggregated student data. They noted that educators are limited in their ability to disaggregate by multiple student groups because of the small size of the schools. They also acknowledged that the central office should support staff in disaggregating data for students with disabilities, which is the most prominent student subgroup. Central office staff self-identified that supporting principals and teachers in reviewing disaggregated student data is an area for growth for NBSU.
Central office and school leaders also suggested that NBSU does not consistently align data review to strategic planning and continuous improvement efforts. As noted in Leadership and Governance, central office and school leaders review data, primarily MCAS and attendance, during the summer leadership retreat to inform strategic objectives. However, conversations with leaders indicated that NBSU and its member districts do not regularly review data to monitor progress toward these objectives or make midyear adjustments as needed. At the superintendency union level, leaders review data, such as attendance rates, that are aligned with the strategic objectives during monthly administrator meetings. As one leader stated though, “We look at data as a whole, but we don’t always bring it back directly to the strategic plan.” Similarly, leaders shared that, at the school level, educators review data to inform classroom instructional practices, but school leaders do not regularly use data for strategic planning or monitoring. One leader explained of school-level data use: “I do think there’s a lot of work with data in terms of looking at it, analyzing it, and making decisions, but sometimes I think it’s like a day-to-day, versus when you can step back and do the 30,000 foot look.” Aligning data review to strategic planning and continuous improvement efforts is an area for growth for NBSU.
According to staff across NBSU, educators generally have access to relevant data and have the resources necessary to understand and analyze it. As noted in Data Collection, structures for data review vary by district, but all educators reported having dedicated collaborative planning time, preparation time, or professional development time during which they can review student data with their peers. Teachers stated that in the past they received training during professional development around data analysis but noted that this has not been offered recently. Even so, teachers across districts reported that they have the resources and knowledge needed to effectively review data. Most educators agreed that they have access to all data needed to support their students, but some noted that it would be beneficial to have an item-level analysis from benchmark assessments, which i-Ready does not provide.
Central office leaders also highlighted, given the small sample sizes within the districts, the importance of using data to analyze root causes rather than just reviewing overall trends. For example, the superintendent noted that Rowe was identified for state assistance following MCAS testing in 2022, but upon reviewing student-level data, leaders found that several students (6 of 36 students for ELA and 7 of 36 for mathematics, according to DESE accountability data) did not complete MCAS that year. Because of this level of review, leaders determined that it was necessary to address both classroom instruction and communication with families about the importance of completing standardized assessments. Central office leaders stated that, to identify consistent areas of need and design strategies to address those areas, educators must review both overall data trends and student-level data.
Sharing Data
NBSU primarily uses PowerSchool to share grades on assignments, overall course grades, and assessment scores with students and families. In addition, districts distribute progress reports, report cards, and benchmark assessment reports to families throughout the year. As part of the unionwide priority to consistently engage in two-way communication with families (see Family and Community Partnerships), teachers are expected to communicate with families frequently about student performance. NBSU staff across districts reported that the superintendent emphasizes that teachers should use various modes of communication to “meet [families] where they are.” Consistent with this, families reported hearing about student performance through several modes, including email, PowerSchool, messages on the Remind app, phone calls, and formal grade or assessment reports. Teachers across schools broadly reported that they are expected to regularly communicate with families. As one educator summarized:
The expectation is that you are communicating with families all the time, whether it’s in a progress report or report card or phone calls or a newsletter. I think it’s individualized. But the expectation is that you are communicating with parents, and open to receiving communication from parents, because we’re a team.
In practice, however, families reported that the frequency with which they receive communication about student performance varies both across and within districts. Some parents described the communication they receive from teachers as “very strong,” noting that they get regular weekly updates about their student. Others reported that they only hear from teachers when there is a behavioral concern about a student. In addition, one parent noted that, within the same school, they receive more frequent communication from one teacher than another teacher. These parent reports suggest that although the superintendency union emphasizes shared expectations regarding family communication, communication with families is not yet consistent across teachers.
Both NBSU districts that enroll students in grades 6-8, Clarksburg and Florida, have systems to engage these students in goal setting and data review, which is a strength. Across both schools, students reported that they can review their own grades and attendance on PowerSchool. In Florida, teachers distribute weekly reports to junior high school students, which include teacher comments on their individual work that week. These weekly reports require students to self-evaluate their performance from the previous week and identify a goal for the upcoming week. One student noted this was “a good method of self-reflection, because it’s one thing that we did good that week and one thing we want to do next week.” Clarksburg engages students by holding student-led conferences in the fall and spring. One students shared that, in these conferences, they are responsible for presenting “what we did this school year, things we need help on, and things we achieved.” Students maintain a binder of work samples from each course throughout the school year, and teachers select which work samples students present at the conferences. However, as one student noted, the work samples teachers choose are their “best pieces of work,” which they felt may not accurately convey their overall learning. Another student agreed, saying, “We know about [the work samples], we know how to explain them, therefore it makes it look better. . . . I feel like [the conferences] are not as honest as they could be.” In addition to student-led conferences, Clarksburg staff reported conducting informal interviews with students at the beginning of the school year and prior to any IEP meetings. Staff stated the purpose of these interviews was to have students self-identify what strengths they bring to the classroom and their academic interests.
According to staff and students, the consistency of grading systems within NBSU varies across districts. At the elementary level, teachers use standards-based grading practices, but, because of the small size of the schools, they do not have grade-level counterparts with whom to calibrate grading practices. At the junior high school level, practices vary by district; Florida presents numerical grades for students in grades 5-8; Clarksburg presents grades 6-8 students with both standards-based grading reports and numerical grades, which are used to determine honor roll placement. Florida staff reported that the two junior high school teachers follow an aligned grading system. School staff reported that Clarksburg maintains a school grading policy that outlines the standards-based grading scale, but grades 6-8 teachers do not otherwise align or calibrate their grading systems. Some students reported their grades are consistent across both teachers and grade levels, while others reported concerns with the consistency and clarity of grading practices. Students at one school shared that one of their teachers does not provide feedback or timely grades, does not clearly communicate which assignments will count toward their grades, and sometimes never reviews submitted assignments. One student explained:
It’s really hard to get motivated to do the work when you don’t get a grade back on it. So, then it’s like, “Well, I don’t really need to spend the whole day trying super hard on this if I’m not even going to get a grade back for it.”
Aside from this teacher, students generally reported that their teachers provide timely grades and meaningful feedback on assignments, but establishing consistent grading practices unionwide that teachers adhere to is an area for growth.
According to central office leaders, the director of IT is responsible for reviewing and monitoring the digital platforms that collect, store, and share student data to ensure ongoing compliance with student data privacy laws and regulations. In addition, central office staff reported that NBSU offers professional learning for staff around student data privacy law, policies, and best practices for safeguarding student information annually. School leaders agreed that the director of IT provided professional learning on this topic. The superintendency union maintains a Network Acceptable Use Policy and Student Data Privacy & Use Notice, both of which are accessible on the NBSU website and have been updated within the past two years.
Recommendations
The union should develop protocols to support principals and teachers in regularly reviewing disaggregated student subgroup data and action planning based on identified trends.
The union should explicitly connect and align its data review work to its strategic plan and use its existing data to monitor its progress toward strategic initiatives. 
The union should work with its principals to build upon school-level grading policies to develop unionwide grading expectations. 
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This section examines the extent to which the district has established systems, policies, and practices that allow administrators to effectively recruit, hire, onboard, and support a highly effective, diverse, and culturally responsive workforce. It also focuses on the systems and structures that the district uses to provide all educators with ongoing access to high-quality professional learning and actionable feedback, and establishes a culture that fosters collaboration, retention, recognition, and advancement.
Table 7 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in Human Resources (HR) and professional development in NBSU.
Table 7. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Human Resources and Professional Development Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Human Resources Infrastructure, Policies, and Practices
	N/A
	Continuing to establish clear HR policies and procedures unionwide, including processes related to addressing staff inquiries

	Staffing
	NBSU implements a collaborative approach to hiring.
	Formalizing hiring processes across the union to ensure consistency through staff transitions
Completing administrator evaluations in the year in which they are due 

	Professional Learning
	The NBSU central office provides support to staff new to their roles. 
	Providing consistent collaboration opportunities for teachers in all NBSU schools, both within and across schools
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The central office business administrator, principals, and town officials are collectively responsible for carrying out HR functions across the union. The business administrator is responsible for creating job descriptions and salary sheets, monitoring licensure, onboarding, and overseeing benefits and payroll. Because school staff are considered employees of their respective town (and central office staff are considered employees of the Town of Clarksburg), town officials are responsible for processing payroll and benefits for the staff in their town’s school. Principals are responsible for hiring within their district.
The central office maintains hard copies of employee records and shares pertinent files (necessary to process payroll and benefits) with each town. For example, some town representatives and a central office leader explained that typically NBSU does not provide towns with copies of credentials and licensures (which are verified by the business administrator) because it is not necessary for the towns to have this information. However, reports regarding whether each town maintains copies of the school employee personnel files that the central office shares were mixed. Some town representatives reported that hard copies of school personnel records are kept in a locked office or filing cabinet, and one representative noted that they are currently in the process of digitizing the files. However, another town representative reported that they do not keep school employee files.
To access information contained in personnel files, some town representatives (who noted maintaining school employee personnel files) reported that employees can visit or contact the town office to review their file. In one town, there is also an online portal on which staff can access health insurance information. A central office leader noted that staff may also contact the central office to review their personnel files; however, this leader also noted that the business administrator encourages employees to keep their own copies of records should files get lost during staff turnover, which had recently happened at the time of the onsite visit with a teacher’s transcript.
Superintendent Franzoni reported that because the towns oversee processing payroll and benefits, staff contact the town for questions related to these topics. Some town representatives reported that their town has a dedicated person to handle these inquiries (typically the treasurer), although one reported that they were unsure who would be responsible for these kinds of inquiries, given the recent turnover in their town’s office.
Furthermore, teachers’ association representatives agreed that it is not necessarily clear which HR-related inquiries should be directed to the school or to their town. One representative explained “It definitely has been confusing as to, when you have an issue, who you’re supposed to go to. If it’s a payroll issue, do you go to the [central] office? Do you have to talk to the town?” Similarly, another teacher noted that the division of responsibilities between the town and school as related to HR is “what I need clarity on.” Both teachers and town representatives noted instances in which staff were rerouted in their query because they did not initially contact the correct person. For example, one town representative explained that, although the town treasurer is responsible for handling inquiries related to benefits and payroll, staff typically reach out to the town administrator. In contrast, some town representatives believed that it was clear to staff who they should reach out to when making inquiries. Despite this, most teachers reported that they are quickly connected with the appropriate contact. One teacher explained,
It’s not like I have to connect to this person, who has to connect to that person, who has to. . . . It’s like, someone asks [their teacher association leader] a question about the benefits . . . and then either we clear it up with the principal or we go right to that town person and there’s the connect right away.
Most teachers reported that currently, town officials respond quickly to HR-related inquiries. One town representative noted: “If [staff] have any questions, they can come down, contact [the treasurer] via email, they never had any issues.” However, teacher association representatives also noted that in the past, receiving timely responses from town officials had been challenging because of staff turnover in town offices and the limited working hours of town staff. One teacher reported that this is still an issue in their town.
In one district, discussions with town representatives and teacher association representatives indicated that other HR procedures can lack clarity. One teacher association representative reported that there were not clear HR policies or procedures in place; for example, there have been issues ensuring accurate paychecks from the town because “sometimes the towns don’t exactly understand how a school works.” In another instance, a teacher noted that “the town could not figure out where to file [a teacher who also worked part time as a paraprofessional]’s paperwork and they missed some deadlines, and it was a mess, it was an absolute mess.” Similarly, a town representative described a situation in which it was unclear whether the central office or town should be assisting employees in completing life insurance forms.
Relatedly, a central office leader reported that the central office is currently in the process of building out a repository of current HR and financial policies. They noted that after the previous business administrator left their position, NBSU leadership identified a need for documented policies and procedures. This leader explained:
[The superintendent and assistant superintendent] have done a really good job creating policies and implementing policies and procedures because they had to learn how to do it while there was no one there . . . so there’s a good stock of policies and procedures that we’ve updated. . . . so that is a pet project [the assistant superintendent and superintendent] have been trucking along with and that [the business administrator] will continue with.
For example, an onboarding checklist was recently created. Nevertheless, continuing to establish clear HR policies and procedures unionwide, including processes related to addressing staff inquiries, is an area for growth.
Each collective bargaining agreement outlines a formal grievance process. While these processes vary slightly across different districts, they all include a multilevel approach with specified timelines. Teacher association representatives reported that across districts, staff seldom have grievances. One teacher association representative explained that issues that may arise in a larger district with larger class sizes do not arise in smaller districts. They also noted that, generally, there is an amicable environment. When issues do arise, teacher association representatives reported that they are typically resolved informally before being elevated to the level of a formal grievance. One representative explained, “We talk it out, and it’s never had to go to anything formal. . . . It’s more like a family structure, you have your little family meeting, and it’s usually figured out and solved.”
For more minor workplace challenges, such as frustration with schedules, teachers can talk to their head teacher or principal. One teacher association member explained, “Our principal has been really great about listening to any kind of issues that people have around dynamics” or other workplace challenges, and that “everything is addressed.”
Staffing
The superintendent explained that NBSU does not have a formal recruitment strategy because they seldom need to hire teachers and typically a large pool of candidates when there are open positions. Similarly, principals noted that they do not frequently need to hire staff because they have low turnover. Superintendent Franzoni also noted that NBSU prioritizes hiring from within, and several respondents noted many instances of this. For example, the assistant superintendent was previously the principal of Clarksburg, and the business administrator and principal of Clarksburg were previously teachers. However, school and central office leaders noted that recruitment for central office positions has been more challenging. The business administrator position has experienced frequent turnover and was vacant for about a year, with the superintendent explaining that qualified business administrators can typically get paid better elsewhere. Similarly, a school leader explained that although they had several qualified candidates apply for the Rowe principal position (before the current principal decided to apply), candidates felt the position was too far away. Ultimately, the union adjustment counselor applied and was hired for the position.
After an open position is identified, school and central office leaders work together to recruit candidates. School leaders reported that they typically write the post description and the central office sends out the post. However, one central office leader described creating postings as a collaborative conversation between school and central office leaders. Positions are typically posted to SchoolSpring and iBerkshires, which is a local news website with a job board section. One central office leader explained, “I would say they’re using a broad system of communication to get out [position postings] to as many people as possible.”
Hiring practices for nonbuilding-based staff differ based on the position. For example, school committee members are responsible for hiring central office positions. A central office leader explained that there is a representative from all five school committees on an interview panel that interviews and votes to hire candidates. While school staff do not sit on the interview panel, one school leader reported that their superintendent has asked for their input on the candidates. However, teachers reported that they do not typically have input on central office hiring. The central office is responsible for hiring principals and typically convenes a hiring committee, on which teachers and support staff reported participating. For specialist positions that are shared across NBSU (i.e., speech pathologist), each relevant principal and a representative from the central office (typically the assistant superintendent) are involved in interviewing candidates and deciding who to hire.
For building-based positions, principals lead the hiring process. Superintendent Franzoni explained that, in comparison with typical districts, most employment decisions do not originate from the superintendent or central office. Rather, NBSU has upheld a longstanding practice in which it provides principals with the autonomy to hire staff for their building. The superintendent further explained the towns prefer for the principals to have hiring authority, as building-based staff are ultimately employees of the town rather than the superintendency union. School leaders noted that they appreciate this autonomy, explaining that it has allowed them to effectively hire staff that meet the direction and climate of their school. However, school leaders reported that the central office does not provide much guidance on hiring practices, although they also noted that the central office provides support or feedback when it is sought. In contrast, a central office leader noted that there are standard interview questions and application requirements across the union. School and central office leaders noted that more formal guidance regarding hiring processes and practices is currently being developed by the central office to ensure that hiring practices are consistent across school leader transitions and across schools.
Nonetheless, each school follows a similar hiring process. School leaders described how they convene hiring committees to include representation from job-alike roles or staff that the new hire would be working closely with. For example, one school leader noted that for a second-grade teacher position, they would include an elementary teacher that has previously taught second grade. Another teacher explained, “I’ve always tried to have a wide span of people in the committee, anyone that’s going to work with the person, kind of representation at the classroom level, at the paraprofessional level, maybe at the specialist level.” One school leader noted that they may also include central office staff in their hiring committee. Teachers agreed that the hiring process is collaborative and that teachers are often invited to participate in hiring committees based on who will be working closely with the new hire. One teacher explained that the reasoning behind this is “to make sure that [teachers] feel like it’s a fit for [their] team.” Another teacher noted that it’s “nice to have that opportunity” to provide input on hiring decisions. A school leader reported that she trusts teachers’ opinions related to hiring. The union’s collaborative approach to hiring is a strength. Nevertheless, formalizing these processes across the union to ensure consistency through staff transitions remains an area for growth.
After new staff are hired, the towns and central office work together to onboard staff to complete the necessary paperwork to work in their district. While the towns serve as the employees of record, the central office assists with collecting forms, completing CORI checks, and verifying licensure. One school leader explained that previously, the town was responsible for collecting paperwork and completing CORI checks, but turnover in the town caused delays in this process; in response, the central office began collecting onboarding forms. A central office leader described that the business administrator serves as a “middleman” to ensure paperwork is completed because town staff typically have limited availability. A school leader noted, “I think we’re in a good place now where we do that paperwork and then the town gets their copies, but we’re able to move forward through it more quickly.” The central office has also created an onboarding checklist for new hires that outlines all the forms they must complete so the town can complete the onboarding process. One central office leader noted that they recently created an onboard policy to clarify responsibilities for each onboarding step. A town representative explained that their town treasurer is typically responsible for assisting new employees in completing their paperwork and setting up their benefits packages; conversely, another town representative did not believe their town was involved in onboarding paperwork.
According to teachers, staff new to NBSU are oriented to the school during their summer professional development days. A teacher also noted that if there are several new staff in one year, they may have additional professional development days, specifically for the new staff, prior to the schoolwide professional development.
Superintendent Franzoni is responsible for evaluating principals; the assistant superintendent is responsible for evaluating special education teachers; and principals are responsible for evaluating classroom teachers. Principals reported that the central office does not oversee the evaluation process but does remind principals during administrative leadership meetings to complete their evaluations. Another school leader reported that the veteran principal shared the documents and forms they use for evaluations with the three new principals at the beginning of the school year.
The respective collective bargaining agreements for Rowe and Clarksburg include a comprehensive outline of their educator evaluation process, including evidence and observation requirements, cycle definitions, the goal-setting process, plan outlines, rubric information, and timelines. The respective collective bargaining agreements for Savoy and Florida state that the evaluation process will be reviewed annually and conducted in accordance with the most recent DESE guidelines. Although the level of detail regarding the educator evaluation process outlined in collective bargaining agreements varies, teachers explained that there is a structured evaluation process that is similar across all schools. One school leader described that this process begins with teachers creating goals, often as a team in alignment with schoolwide initiatives. For example, in the 2025-26 school year, teachers in Savoy selected professional practice goals about communicating with families, which is a focus of both their school and the superintendency union. The assistant superintendent supports special education teachers in creating their goals, and, according to a school leader, Superintendent Franzoni supports principals with their goal setting. School leaders complete observations using DESE rubrics, and all evaluation documents are due shortly before the end of the school year.
School leaders reported that they upload teacher evaluation documents to Google Drive, and administrator records are preserved by hand. Table 8 shows findings from a review of these records.
Table 8. Summary of Educator Evaluation Records Review
	Category
	Component
	Teachers
	Administrators

	General
	Number of Evaluations Selected for Review
	10
	5

	General
	Summative Evaluation Available
	7/10
	1/5

	SMART Goals
	Included Student Learning SMART Goal
	6/7
	0/1

	SMART Goals
	Progress Toward Student Learning SMART Goal Evaluated
	6/7
	0/1

	SMART Goals
	Included Professional Practice SMART Goal
	6/7
	0/1

	SMART Goals
	Progress Toward Professional Practice SMART Goal Evaluated
	6/7
	0/1

	SMART Goals
	2-4 School or District Improvement SMART Goals (admin only)
	N/A
	0/1

	SMART Goals
	Progress Toward School Improvement SMART Goals Evaluated
	N/A
	0/1

	Evidence
	Included Multiple Sources of Evidence for Each Standard
	5/7
	0/1

	Ratings
	Included Ratings for Each Standard
	7/7
	1/1

	Ratings
	Included Overall Rating
	7/7
	1/1

	Feedback
	Contained Feedback on Each Standard
	7/7
	1/1

	Feedback
	Contained Positive Feedback
	7/7
	1/1

	Feedback
	Contained Constructive Feedback
	2/7
	0/1


Note. SMART = specific, measurable, achievable, realistic, and time-bound.
AIR selected 10 teacher evaluations due for a summative evaluation for the 2024-2025 school year across all four districts. Seven of the 10 teacher evaluations selected were available for review. All seven available teacher evaluations included ratings for each standard and an overall rating. In addition, six of seven included a student learning SMART goal with documented progress, and six of seven included a professional practice SMART goal with documented progress. Further, five of seven available teacher evaluations included multiple sources of evidence. All seven available teacher evaluations contained feedback on each standard, and all seven included positive written feedback. However, only two of seven included constructive feedback.
Consistent with this review, school leaders and teachers reported that there were challenges with how the evaluation process was conducted by previous principals, particularly in Florida and Clarksburg. One teacher explained:
[The principal last year], his evaluation process was just checking boxes. There was very little feedback . . . [new teachers] felt like they weren’t getting any type of either constructive or positive feedback from administration in order to improve their practice. And when they went to ask for it, it still wasn’t there.
One school leader reported that prior to their arrival in the district, the evaluation process “has just been a box to check,” and another school leader noted that the difference between summative and formative evaluations had not been made clear to teachers. Teachers in Florida and Clarksburg agreed that prior to this year, they either did not receive feedback or did not find the feedback helpful.
However, teachers across schools explained that the recent changes this school year in administration at their schools have resulted in a more thorough and beneficial evaluation process. For example, teachers across school agreed that feedback from their evaluations has been helpful this year. One teacher noted, “This year the feedback is definitely constructive in a way that I feel like supports my practice.” Another teacher explained, “I received a really good formal observation write-up. . . . And it was helpful, it let me know that I’m on the right track. . . . And it is nice when you have an administrator that thoughtfully gives you positive feedback and then also places to improve.” Multiple teachers also commented on how timely feedback has been this year, with one teacher noting they typically receive feedback later that day or the next day following an observation. Similarly, another teacher noted that documentation has improved under their current principal.
School leaders also reported efforts to make staff more comfortable with the evaluation process. For example, several school leaders reported conducting frequent informal observations (see Professional Learning), in part to make staff feel more comfortable with administrators being in their classroom, so that teachers do not feel nervous when they are formally observed. A reflection from one teacher suggested that this approach is bearing fruit; they noted that frequent observations from their principal “make[s] us more at ease . . . so when formal observations come up, the kids have seen her in there, it’s not something different, and so our evaluations are more relaxing.” One school leader also noted that they have created a cheat-sheet with evaluation information to support teachers. 
District records also show that administrator evaluations are completed using DESE forms. However, they are not consistently completed. In the 2024-2025 school year, five administrators were due for a summative evaluation, but only one evaluation was available for review. According to the superintendent, the other four administrator evaluations were not completed due to staff retiring, resigning, or changing positions. However, per the Massachusetts Model Evaluation System, retiring and resigning administrators remain subject to the same evaluation requirements as all other administrators. Therefore, completing all administrator evaluations in the year in which they are due is an area for growth.  
In NBSU, teachers are offered the opportunity to participate in formal and informal leadership roles. Most schools have a lead teacher, whose primary responsibility is to run the school when the principal is absent. In addition, teachers and school leaders noted that lead teachers may serve as a person to bounce ideas off or go to for support when faced with a challenge. However, this role is more formalized in some schools than in others. For example, some schools provide a stipend for this role while others do not. In addition, at one school, a teacher reported that there is a desire to clearly document and define the roles and the responsibilities of the lead teacher. This teacher explained,
Sometimes if one person is in a responsibility role for a long time, it’s just not recorded anywhere what they’re responsible for. It’s just like “I know what I need to do,” but then [for] the next person coming into that role, it’s not clear.
This teacher noted that their school is currently in the process of clarifying responsibilities, which has been helpful for ensuing everyone is “on the same page of what’s expected.” Teachers in some districts also described participating in curriculum review committees as an opportunity for leadership. However, teachers noted that in smaller schools, it is difficult for one person to take a greater leadership role than another, because there are so few teachers. For example, one teacher explained that on curriculum review committees, “sometimes it’s everybody because there’s only 10 people, so everybody’s involved.”
Most school and central office staff described a perception of little educator turnover across districts in the union and reported that the primary reason teachers leave their district is retirement. Teachers from multiple districts explained that small class sizes, strong communication with administrators, and good collaboration contribute to high teacher retention at their school. Similarly, a school leader noted, “To get a job [at this school, someone] literally has to retire or die . . . [staff] just stay here and they all have a lot of ownership and agency in what happens.” However, a few respondents noted challenges with teacher retention. For example, one teacher association representative reported that at their school, several new teachers left the district because they were not getting feedback on how to improve their practice in their evaluations. A central office leader also noted that more generally, pay can sometimes be a contributing factor to teachers leaving NBSU. Every district’s average employee salary is considerably lower than the state average, although pay scales vary across the districts (see Budgeting and Budget Process). A teacher association representative reported that there are no apparent proactive strategies to retain effective educators in their school, which they “would definitely like to see [the school implement] . . . to make sure that we retain good teachers.” Furthermore, state-reported data contradicts some respondents’ perceptions of consistently high educator retention rates in their district, although Superintendent Franzoni noted that it may be difficult to identify data trends in schools with such small populations. According to DESE data, in the 2024-2025 school year, Savoy had a teacher retention rate of 100 percent, Clarksburg had a teacher retention rate of 81.3 percent, and Rowe and Florida each had a teacher retention rate of 66.7 percent; in 2024-25, only Savoy had a teacher retention rate above the state average of 86.1 percent. Over the past five years (from the 2020-2021 to 2024-2025 school years), Savoy had an average teacher retention rate of 88.3 percent, Clarksburg had an average teacher retention rate of 88 percent, Rowe had an average teacher retention rate of 83.1 percent, and Florida had an average teacher retention rate of 82.1 percent. Compared with the average statewide teacher retention rate over the past five years (86.3 percent), Savoy and Clarksburg are above average while Rowe and Florida are below average.
School and central office leaders noted that it has been difficult to retain central office staff, particularly in the business administrator position. Over the past eight years, there have been four or five different business administrators. One central office leader attributed this turnover to pay, noting this position gets paid more elsewhere. Meanwhile, a school leader noted that “when you’re dealing with five districts and the towns aren’t helpful, it can become an overwhelming task for a business administrator.” Superintendent Franzoni agreed that it generally can be harder to retain central office staff compared with teachers because it is difficult for central office staff to work across five different towns that each keep five different, often limited, schedules.
Professional Learning
In NBSU, school leaders are typically responsible for conducting informal classroom observations and providing feedback to teachers. A central office leader explained that because they have not had someone focused on curriculum and instruction in NBSU until recently (when the assistant superintendent’s role expanded), principals became responsible for observations. A central office leader explained that teachers do often approach the assistant superintendent to request support; in those instances, she will observe the teacher, provide feedback, and discuss instructional strategies. However, this leader also explained that central office leaders do not proactively observe teachers (see Instructional Leadership).
Nonetheless, principals generally conduct informal observations frequently and provide feedback following these observations. Teachers and school leaders in three schools reported that school leaders are in teachers’ classrooms every day, although some noted each individual teacher may only be observed once per week. All school leaders agreed they aim to be in teacher classrooms frequently to make teachers more comfortable with having the principal in their classroom (see Staffing). However, school leaders reported that they do not have a walkthrough tool, although one noted they may use the evaluation observation form for an informal observation.
At most schools, school leaders and teachers agreed that principals usually provide helpful feedback following these observations, though the way in which feedback is provided varies somewhat across schools. For example, one school leader reported that they typically provide feedback after an informal observation through a discussion. This leader explained, “There’s some type of conversation that happens around what I saw, what I liked, the question I have, if there’s something that I am wondering could be a little bit different.” Similarly, one teacher noted, “There’s definitely follow-up with [the informal observations],” and explained that they often have a helpful conversation with their principal on instructional strategies. Another teacher reported that their principal, during informal observations, “is a really good resource and collaboration to troubleshoot problems or celebrate success or just make connections with the kids.” Teachers also noted they may request an informal observation when they would like feedback on something specific. School leaders and teachers noted that principals may provide feedback via email or sticky notes. However, teachers in one school noted that although their principal has been in their classroom several times, they do not typically receive feedback after these visits.
In NBSU, teachers receive professional development through a mix of unionwide professional development, school-based professional development, and self-directed opportunities. Central office leaders noted that they play a more limited role in planning professional development opportunities compared with principals. While in the past the central office has organized unionwide professional development (such as sessions offered by Polly Bath, the Skillful Teacher, Research for Better Teaching), this has not happened in several years. School leaders and teachers noted that it has been difficult to provide these unionwide opportunities in recent years due to limited physical space and difficulties coordinating school schedules. However, the assistant superintendent may organize and lead optional unionwide professional development sessions based on an identified need. Last year she led a professional development session available to all staff around supporting students with disabilities in their classroom, which was in direct response to assessment data that showed an achievement gap for students with disabilities. Teachers noted that this training was helpful, with one describing it as “fantastic.” Moving forward, the superintendent reported that they would like to offer unionwide professional development that brings all staff together in the summer.
Although professional development sessions organized by central office are limited, NBSU has partnerships with Berk 12 and Massachusetts Partnership for Youth (MPY) to support professional learning that all staff in NBSU can access. Berk 12 is an education resource for districts in Berkshire County that offers full-day, countywide professional development once a year to teachers, with both in-person and remote sessions. However, teachers reported that they have not found this professional development particularly helpful, and some reported that they no longer participate given its limited utility. One teacher explained that many sessions are designed by a specific school and therefore may only be relevant to that specific school’s context. A school leader concurred, explaining that it has been challenging for teachers to participate in the Berk 12 offerings because sessions may have limited slots and are often far away (sometimes up to an hour and a half drive). In contrast, one teacher noted that the Berk 12 sessions are more beneficial for specials teachers because they do not often get a chance to collaborate with others teaching the same subject.
MPY provides virtual professional development opportunities on topics such as social-emotional learning, special education, and school law. Teachers can select from a variety of courses and webinars, which allows them to earn professional development points. School and central office leaders noted that teachers at one school in particular are taking great advantage of these opportunities, and a teacher in this school reported earning 20 professional development points through the MPY.
Each school also has building-based professional development. A central office leader noted that although the assistant superintendent may suggest ideas for professional development to principals, and principals may occasionally solicit her input, they are ultimately responsible for deciding the direction of building-based professional learning. According to central office leaders, principals plan offerings based on identified needs or school initiatives. For example, when Clarksburg implemented student-led conferences, the principal led professional development on how to effectively facilitate them. School leaders also noted that when determining professional development offerings for the upcoming year, they often solicit feedback from teachers. One school leader explained that they will “let [teachers] help me decide [what professional development opportunities to offer], unless there’s something that I feel like we need to really focus on.” Some teachers also noted that their principal may solicit feedback via email or staff meeting, and is responsive when teachers express topics they are interested in learning more about. For example, one teacher explained that teachers can form book studies based on their interests.
A central office leader explained that because there are limited funds to bring in outside professional development providers, building-based professional development offerings are often principal directed. According to one central office leader, because principals typically must “home grow” professional learning and have different levels of comfort in doing so, professional learning “looks different in every building.” Generally, schools have at least one day before the start of the school year for professional development, and on average once per month during the school year. According to school leaders and teachers, some recent professional development topics have included i-Ready training (Florida and Savoy), implementing the mCLASS assessment (Rowe), Optimal Healing sessions (Clarksburg and Florida), Wit & Wisdom implementation (Rowe and Savoy), and data discussions (Florida and Savoy). Some teachers noted that these professional learning sessions have mostly been helpful, although some also had mixed opinions, particularly regarding the professional learning focused on curriculum implementation (see Effective Instruction and Curricular Implementation).
Central office and school leaders noted that building-based professional development is limited compared with other districts. The superintendent explained that “being so small, we are not able to always offer [professional development] within our own schools because we just don’t have the resources to do so.” As a result, some teachers and school leaders described professional development in their building as largely consisting of independent opportunities sought out by teachers. One teacher explained, “Our principal is very much, ‘You find something, you want to do it, we can make it work,’ but it is normally on us to find it.” For example, several teachers noted that their districts recently supported them in completing Orton-Gillingham training. Each school also provides tuition reimbursement, although reimbursement rates vary across schools. One teacher noted that at their school, the reimbursement rate is much lower than the average cost of a graduate-level course.
The NBSU central office does not provide guidance on how frequently collaborative planning should happen in each district, nor does it organize cross-school collaboration time. Furthermore, the structure and frequency of collaboration time vary widely across each school.
In Rowe, teachers have two periods of daily collaboration time: a 30-minute block for collaboration with all classroom teachers, and a 20-minute block divided by grade band (grades K-2 and 3-6). According to a school leader, this time may be used for data discussions and curriculum mapping.
In Clarksburg, teachers have 45 minutes of collaboration time after school once per week. Because there is only one teacher in each grade level, teachers typically collaborate in groups broken up by grade band (i.e., PK-2, 3-5, 6-8). One teacher explained:
It’s up to [our principal’s] discretion whether we’re collaborating with the next grade level, or a combination of grade levels, or on a certain topic; she kind of maps out the whole year of us and has a schedule and an agenda.
According to teachers and school leaders, the focus of collaboration time rotates, but some topics include curriculum implementation check-ins, modifying lessons to meet the needs of all students, and aligning instructional strategies.
According to teachers in Savoy, common planning time between classroom teachers happens on half-day professional development days or informally after school or during lunch. However, teachers noted that there is only one teacher per two grade levels, and therefore the common planning time that is built into their schedules is between each teacher and the special education teacher. These meetings, which occur once every three weeks, are used primarily for the MTSS process but may include aligning strategies to support students.
In Florida, a school leader and teachers reported that collaboration time is limited, with the primary opportunity for collaboration occurring during professional development days. Some teachers noted that they find informal time to collaborate, such as during lunch or after school. At the middle school level, teachers reported that they have common planning time with other middle-grade teachers every day. A school leader and teacher explained that more time for collaborative planning would be helpful, even without having peers that teach the same grade level. One teacher explained, “[Teachers] aren’t knocking on [the principal’s] door every day saying they need more time to plan with each other, but I think it’s always useful to have more time.”
Furthermore, some teachers and central office staff expressed a desire for cross- school collaboration. One teacher explained: “Everybody’s on an island [in their school], nobody else teaches the grade level or subject matter that any of us teach, so it would definitely be nice to do some planning with [other schools in the superintendency union].” Similarly, the superintendent explained that they would like to arrange grade-level collaborative planning time across schools, but it has been a challenge to do so. Providing consistent collaboration opportunities for teachers in all NBSU schools, both within and across schools, is an area for growth.
The central office has taken a more active role in promoting collaboration time between general education and special education teachers. A central office leader noted that collaboration time between special education teachers and general education teachers has been a priority of the assistant superintendent, and called it a “nonnegotiable.” Both central office and school staff explained that there is an expectation that general education and special education teachers meet weekly, formally or informally, to discuss accommodations, strategies to support students, and progress toward IEP goals. However, a central office leader also noted that staffing and coverage make it difficult for this to happen weekly, so frequency varies across schools. While teachers also noted variation across schools in how often general education and special education teachers meet—ranging from every day to once or twice per month—most agreed that they meet regularly, even if there is no formal time built into their schedule for this. However, one teacher noted related service providers are not always available to attend these meetings given their high caseloads.
To support teachers new to the profession, each district has a mentoring program. Across schools, mentors and mentees are expected to meet a certain number of hours in total throughout the school year. Teachers noted that this means mentors and mentees usually meet once per week. School leaders and teachers noted that sometimes the meetings focus on topics that the mentee would like to discuss, while for other meetings the mentor may have an agenda with something they would like to share. Meeting topics may include curriculum, lesson planning, communication, and classroom management. In Clarksburg, mentors and mentees also have two days, in addition to the schoolwide professional development days, to meet prior to the start of the school year to review logistics and school-specific information. School leaders articulated a goal to provide mentees with the opportunity to observe other teachers, though they noted this can be difficult given limited staffing.
At each school, there is typically only one person who has received mentor training, and therefore that person serves as the mentor for all new teachers. One school leader explained that although there has been some discussion about a unionwide mentor program that would allow teachers to be matched with a mentor based on similar grade-level, this has not yet happened. However, teachers also noted that new teachers are informally supported by others. For example, one teacher noted that their co-teacher was particularly helpful in supporting them when they were a new teacher. One teacher explained that “a huge benefit of this small school model, it’s very easy to make sure that a new teacher isn’t stranded doing their own thing, everyone’s a really strong community.”
In addition, the central office has organized mentorship support for noninstructional staff that are new to their roles or NBSU, including the new principals and business administrator. The assistant superintendent runs a biweekly principal meeting to acclimate the three new principals to their role or to NBSU, and support them with any challenges that arise. One school leader explained that the assistant superintendent typically creates the agenda for these meetings based on topics that are timely at that point in the school year (e.g., discussing report cards around the time they are due). School leaders also noted there is a shared agenda document with space for them to add agenda items prior to the meeting or anything they would like to discuss. One leader explained that these meetings provide a space for “open dialogue, round table discussions” to work through and solve challenges. Another respondent noted that the assistant superintendent has “a very tight relationship with all of them [principals] in terms of what do you need, talk it through.” The veteran principal has also been a source of guidance in these meetings, with a central office leader noting that because of her experience, “she is really helpful as a mentor.” One principal noted that these meetings have been “absolutely” beneficial in navigating their new role. The central office has also provided the recently hired business administrator—who was previously a teacher in NBSU but new to the role of business administrator—with a designated mentor. The mentor is a licensed business administrator in a nearby district and previously worked as the business administrator in NBSU. One central office leader noted that this mentor has been “a great asset” to the new business administrator. The support that the NBSU central office provides to staff new to their roles is a strength of the union.
Recommendations
The union should continue to develop and formalize HR policies and procedures, including processes for addressing staff inquiries, and communicate these procedures clearly to employees.
The union should engage its principals in developing a consistent process for hiring building-based staff.  
The union must align its administrator evaluation process with regulatory requirements to ensure that all evaluations (both formative and summative) are completed within the year in which they are due. 
The union should work with principals to develop a comprehensive approach to teacher collaboration that includes consistent, protected time for collaborations amongst colleagues within each school and opportunities for job-alike collaboration across the superintendency union. 
For related resources, see Appendix C.
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[bookmark: _Toc101446232]This section focuses on the extent to which the district supports the whole student by creating safe and supportive environments, meeting students’ health and wellbeing needs, and engaging all families. It also focuses on the extent to which these supports are built on a robust Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) that flexibly assesses and addresses each student’s academic, social-emotional, and behavioral strengths and needs.
Table 9 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in student support in NBSU.
Table 9. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Student Support Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Safe and Supportive School Climate and Culture
	The union implements strategies to promote student attendance across its districts.
	Establishing consistent and effective behavioral systems across the union 
Clearly defining nonacademic supports by tier to ensure a common understanding amongst staff
Establishing structures for students to provide feedback and exercise leadership across the union

	Health and Well‑being
	N/A
	N/A

	Family and Community Partnerships
	Schools have formed community partnerships to provide a variety of supports to students and families.
	Improving the consistency of communication between teachers and parents

	Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS)
	NBSU has a structured MTSS process with guidelines and tools to support implementation.
Schools follow the MTSS process relatively consistently.
	N/A


[bookmark: _Safe_and_Supportive]Safe and Supportive School Climate and Culture
According to central office leaders, the superintendency union has systems in place to promote safe school environments. NBSU leadership meets with the state police every summer (because not all towns have their own police force) to discuss safety planning for the schools, and according to a central office leader, there are also unionwide safety plans in place (e.g., emergency response plan, multi-hazard evacuation plan). School leaders also reported having conversations with central office leadership around safety protocols and drills. One central office leader noted that because not all towns have their own local police force, they collaborate with local police in nearby towns and state police to train staff on drills (e.g., active shooter drill) and respond to safety incidents. However, the superintendent identified a need to formalize the agreement outlining their partnership with the local police in North Adams (who support Clarksburg) to improve clarity about responsibilities for addressing safety incidents, which is “a concern because sometimes when there’s an issue in the school, to get a quick response for an issue at the school, it’s a little disjointed who is going to show up.”
In addition to physical safety, building and maintaining a culture in which all students and families are welcome and valued is one of NBSU’s strategic priorities. The superintendent explained that promoting family engagement is a key strategy for developing a sense of belonging across the union, and school staff highlighted the importance of student-teacher relationships. Both students and staff noted that there are generally strong relationships between students and teachers, particularly because each school is so small and teachers often have students for more than one year. One school leader noted, “Our whole team knows every kiddo in the building really well.” Similarly, one student explained, “The teachers definitely care about our well-being and how we’re doing”; another noted, “I talk with a bunch of my teachers all the time, they’re really nice people.” Parents also described the schools as “tight knit communities.” Most students reported generally feeling welcome at their schools, and classroom observation scores in the upper middle range for Positive Climate (grades PK-5: 5.9; grades 6-8: 5.5) indicate that most students experience classroom environments characterized by warmth and mutual respect, although this is somewhat inconsistent across classrooms. For example, some students noted that a few teachers are less welcoming than others and demonstrate favoritism. One student explained, “You have to be really badly behaved to have a bad relationship with a teacher, but I think maybe a little bit of favoriting goes on.” Some students also noted instances in which they felt disrespected by their teacher, such as when a teacher made comments about a student’s appearance, and when teachers raise their voice when speaking with students. Families noted that their children’s schools attempt to make every student feel welcome through anti-bullying conversations; however, some families also noted instances of sexism and racism at their child’s school. Overall, families had mixed opinions on the extent to which the schools are addressing this issue.
The superintendent reported that supporting students’ social-emotional learning has been another priority of NBSU. There are some similar strategies across schools to support social-emotional learning, although one central office leader noted that over the last few years, unionwide consistency has decreased. Unionwide, adjustment counselors lead classroom lessons on social and emotional competencies. Staff reported that teachers and the adjustment counselor collaborate with each other to identify lesson topics that would be most useful for each individual class; recent topics have included social skills, coping skills, and sportsmanship. For more targeted support, counselors also run lunch bunches and small-group sessions. Support staff reported that the Zones of Regulation framework is implemented across NBSU to build emotional self-regulation skills; it is primarily run by teachers with support from the occupational therapist. One teacher noted, “All the students are familiar with the Zones here through [the occupational therapist’s] posters, and all of the kids can tell you if they’re in the right zone, so I think that’s helpful.”
According to school staff, there is an expectation that the Second Step curriculum - which consists of lessons that build students’ competencies in behavior, belongingness, and readiness to learn - is used across the union (either by teachers or counselors) to support students’ social-emotional growth. While Second Step lessons are implemented consistently at some schools, this is not the case unionwide. At one school, a teacher explained that they used Second Step in the past, but other teachers “felt it was very contrived” and have opted to instead have classroom discussions around expectations and being supportive when necessary. Similarly, one student described Second Step as “pointless” and another called it “not a useful program.” They explained that topics that focus on large groups are not relevant to their school, and that if students reported difficulties with social-emotional skills when completing Second Step assignments, teachers would not follow up to offer students support.
Furthermore, central office and school staff reported that it can be a challenge for the adjustment counselors to adequately support all classrooms, given that there are only two counselors for the union (one split across three schools, and one who is both the principal and adjustment counselor for his school). Both central office and school staff noted that additional staffing for counselors would be beneficial to support students’ social-emotional needs. One school staff member explained:
It would be much more helpful to have somebody here full-time . . . those moments when you do need somebody, it would be nice if they were here, or to push in to work with [entire] classes [as a] group.”
Given the union’s limited financial resources, NBSU uses grant funding and community partnerships to support students’ social-emotional needs, according to school and central office staff.
According to central office leadership, there is not a unionwide expectation regarding behavioral systems; each principal has the autonomy to implement whichever behavioral system they choose. However, a central office leader noted that one consistency across the district is that behavioral expectations are outlined in each school’s student handbook and staff participate in de-escalation training every year. Otherwise, there is wide variation across schools in the behavioral systems implemented and their effectiveness.
Two schools have structured systems to manage student behavior. In Rowe, there is a responsive classroom model designed to reduce behavioral incidents, which includes daily morning meetings and recitation of the school promise. Clarksburg has a colored-card system to guide educators in responding to behavioral incidents when they occur. Students receive, or can request, a blue card if they need to step out of the classroom and take a break for emotional reasons or if they are slightly dysregulated. Students receive a yellow card indicating that they need to step out of the classroom and reset because they have been disruptive and unresponsive to redirection. Students receive a red card for substantial misbehavior, which indicates a student should go to the principal’s office. In Florida, teachers and a school leader reported that there is not a strong behavioral system in place. A school leader noted that they plan to put a behavioral system in place next year to ensure there are clear expectations and consistent consequences. Teachers noted that it has been difficult to develop a schoolwide system because Florida is a grades K-8 school. One teacher explained, “Do we have different standards and different rules for [grades PK-5 versus 6-8]? There’s been a lot of back-and-forth on that, so I don’t think we have a schoolwide behavioral program because of that.”
Overall, across school leaders and staff, there were mixed views on whether behavioral expectations are clear, reasonable, and consistently enforced. One school leader reported that schoolwide expectations are co-created with students at the beginning of each year, which then gets posted throughout the building and are frequently referred to. Some parents reported that at their children’s school, there are behavioral guidelines that parents and students sign at the beginning of the year, and that students are reminded of expectations throughout the year and held accountable if behavioral expectations are violated. However, other parents from multiple schools reported that behavioral expectations and consequences are inconsistent across teachers, which can be difficult for students to navigate. Most students agreed that it is generally clear how they should behave in school. Some students reported that these expectations are clear and consequences are applied consistently. One student explained, “[Staff] make sure that if they are aware of something that’s breaking the rules, they will react accordingly.” However, students at another school reported that expectations are not always reasonable (i.e., not being allowed to sit with legs crossed) or consistently enforced. For example, they noted that some teachers are more likely to send students out of the classroom than others, and that a teacher’s mood may affect how likely they are to send a student out of the classroom.
There were also mixed views on how effectively student misbehavior is addressed. One school leader noted that teachers are usually effective at addressing behavioral concerns in the classroom, using strategies such as reflection time and sensory breaks, resulting in students rarely being sent to the office, which is considered a “last resort.” However, students at one school noted that some teachers may be unaware of when students misbehave, and that students do not always receive consequences for misbehavior. One student suggested that some students may view being sent out of the classroom as “free time.” Some students also reported that even when consequences are imposed, they do not result in changes to the student’s behavior. For example, one student explained that misbehavior has been prevalent in one of their classes for the duration of the school year, which has made it challenging to learn, and classroom consequences did not result in students conforming with behavioral expectations. Another student noted, “the punishment isn’t harsh enough for what’s happening.” Taken together, feedback from students, staff, and families indicate that establishing consistent and effective behavioral systems across the union is an area for growth.
Strategies to support students’ behavioral needs also vary across schools. All schools have access to an adjustment counselor, and Clarksburg has a dean of students who supports behavioral needs. Clarksburg has also historically had a student support center, although staff noted that in the 2025-26 school year it has not functioned the way it has in the past because there is no longer a dedicated person to staff this room; that position was cut in the last budget cycle. Now, the dean and principal work together to provide the support previously offered by the support center. Two schools have received professional development on trauma-informed practices. There is also a Board Certified Behavior Analyst who supports students through practices such as making behavioral plans and accommodations; teachers at one school noted that the nurse supports students when they need a break.
There is also variation more generally with respect to the nonacademic interventions provided across schools, and in how those interventions are identified by tier; this is despite reports from central office and school leaders that these supports are considered part of their unionwide Multi-Tiered System of Support. Central office leaders did not specify any nonacademic interventions by tier that are in place across the union, and staff in Savoy did not report nonacademic interventions that are available by tier in their district. In the other three districts, reports on what constitutes their Tier 2 and Tier 3 nonacademic interventions varied. School leaders reported that in Rowe, individual and group counseling are offered as both Tier 2 and Tier 3 supports; in Florida, attendance intervention is offered as a Tier 2 and 3 support; in Clarksburg, lunch bunches, behavior plans (i.e., check-in/check-out), school adjustment counselor, and Child Requiring Assistance are offered as Tier 2 and 3 supports. Although school-based staff reported that reported that social-emotional lessons (including counselor-created and/or Second Step) and the Zones of Regulation are available unionwide, some staff identified these as Tier 1 supports, while others identified them as a Tier 2 intervention. Clearly defining nonacademic supports by tier to ensure a common understanding amongst staff is an area for growth. 
According to the NBSU strategic plan, promoting daily student attendance is a strategic initiative of the union. In Savoy, Rowe, and Clarksburg, the percentage of students who have missed more than 10 days of school has decreased from March 2025 to March 2026, while in Florida the percentage has slightly increased.
Table 10. Percentage of Students Absent 10 or More Days
	District
	March 2025
	March 2026

	Clarksburg
	14.0
	10.2

	Florida
	8.2
	11.5

	Rowe
	39.0
	22.8

	Savoy
	28.2
	10.3

	State
	24.0
	19.6


Source: DESE School and District Profiles.
School and central office leaders explained it can be challenging for families in rural districts to get their students to school, and that since the pandemic, parents are more likely to keep their children home when sick. To address absenteeism, school leaders implemented various strategies to improve student daily attendance. For example, Clarksburg and Florida implemented attendance awards, and Savoy gives “shout outs” to students with good attendance. In addition, the central office has supported principals in communicating the importance of student attendance to families by implementing new messaging systems (i.e., PowerSchool and Apptegy) unionwide that allow principals to easily message families about attendance concerns. Principals said they also discuss attendance data and strategies to promote student attendance in administrative leadership meetings. Similarly, a school leader reported they have frequent communication with parents about their individual child’s absences and include general reminders in weekly newsletters about the importance of student attendance, which have been key strategies for improving the attendance rate at their school. This school leader explained:
A lot of the families don’t realize that their kid has that many absences because they stayed out a day here, a day there, and then, all of a sudden, they’re at nine. And it’s like, “Oh my gosh,” right? And, so, I think [increasing parent awareness] has been the biggest strategy that I’ve employed here.
Consistent with this, parents reported that they receive “a lot” of communication about attendance, including monthly attendance reports from PowerSchool, emails when students win an attendance award, and notifications through several channels (i.e., email, phone call, and text) if their child misses a day of school. One parent noted that if their child has poor attendance, they receive a letter about the importance of attending school that highlights the impact absences have on curriculum implementation and a student’s ability to learn. The implementation of strategies to promote student attendance across the union is a strength. However, the superintendent also expressed a desire for greater central office oversight of strategies to promote attendance to ensure that there is consistent follow-through across schools.
Opportunities for students to provide feedback and engage in leadership roles vary across schools. For example, grade 8 students in Clarksburg had the opportunity to write letters to the Massachusetts legislature to advocate for rural aid for their school (see District Culture). Clarksburg students also lead conferences with their parents and teachers and can present to the school committee, which committee members noted happens three or four times per year. However, school committee members reported that there is no involvement from students in the other town committees. Parents said they did not know if there was an active school council or student government at the school their student attends but noted that the schools are open to hearing feedback from students. Some students reported that their feedback has been solicited by some teachers or school leaders. For example, one student noted a time their input was solicited through a class discussion on potential changes to the cafeteria’s offerings, which resulted in the addition of smoothies to the school menu. However, other students reported that their feedback is not frequently solicited, and when feedback is provided, it is not acted upon. Students noted that they would appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback and input on topics such as the quality of their education, curriculum, and instructional strategies such as group work. Establishing structures for students to provide feedback and exercise leadership across the union is an area for growth.
[bookmark: _Tiered_Systems_of][bookmark: _Health_and_Wellbeing]Health and Well-Being
NBSU offers health education and physical education to students, though opportunities vary across schools and grade levels. In all schools, students receive a full year of physical education in every grade, and a full year of health education in grades 7 and 8. Health education for students in grades PK-5 ranges from not available to available full-year, depending on the school; and for students in grade 6, the frequency of health education ranges from less than half a year to a full year. According to families, there are also opportunities in at least two districts to participate in short-term (i.e., four-week or five-week) sports programs after school, such as basketball, football, soccer, ski club, and Girls on the Run.
To support students’ mental health needs, NBSU has two adjustment counselors and a variety of community partnerships. The two adjustment counselors, in addition to supporting social-emotional learning (see Safe and Supportive School Climate and Culture), provide individual and group counseling and are responsible for connecting students with outside agencies when necessary. One respondent explained, “Being a clinical social worker, [it’s the adjustment counselor’s] role to ensure that our students are getting everything they need in and out of school.” NBSU has a partnership with Optimal Healing, a local mental health provider, which provides in-school therapy sessions for students in Clarksburg and Florida. One teacher noted that Optimal Healing services have been “a nice addition because we don’t have the student adjustment counselor every day.” Adjustment counselors have also identified partnerships to support students’ mental health needs, including with local mental healthcare providers and organizations such as Youth Villages (which offers in-home and residential behavioral and mental health services) and the Berkshire Health Systems (which provides a range of healthcare services, including for intensive mental healthcare). Central office and school staff noted that they would like to have additional adjustment counselors, if it were financially feasible, but they explained that these community partnerships help support students when NBSU resources cannot. Superintendent Franzoni explained:
It’s a challenge for us because we don’t have a full-time school adjustment counselor in all of our schools because of budgeting and need with the size of the school, so we really try to emphasize working with some outside agencies when we can.
Students are identified for mental health supports the same way in which they are identified for social-emotional support: through behavioral data tracking and, at one school, the SAEBERS screener (see Data Collection).
Families, students, and staff also noted that teachers play an important role in supporting students’ mental health. Teachers at some schools reported that they have received professional development from Optimal Healing on supporting students’ mental health. Similarly, one parent noted that “all of the teachers play a really good role in supporting the kids when they notice something is off, that’s my experience from having a super anxious ADHD child.” Another parent reported that when their child is having a bad day, the Clarksburg dean checks in with her child: “[She] plays a big role in making sure he’s doing well.” Students agreed that if they needed mental health support, there are several people at their school they would be comfortable reaching out to. One teacher explained, “We have multiple different people that all specialize in certain things, so we’re pretty good with that [nonacademic support].” Another student noted that in addition to the adjustment counselor, “teachers are also a great option if something happened to you because you see them every day.”
[bookmark: _Family_and_Community]Family and Community Partnerships
Consistent two-way communication with families is a strategic priority for NBSU. Superintendent Franzoni explained that communication with families has not always been a strength for the union, and while parent complaints are infrequent, they are usually a result of unclear or inconsistent communication. Currently, strategies used across the union to engage and communicate with families include weekly principal newsletters, encouraged participation in school events (e.g., literacy night, Back to School night, student conferences), principal participation in PTG meetings, and direct communication from teachers. The superintendent also noted that recent upgrades to the union’s website and the implementation of PowerSchool have improved NBSU’s ability to communicate with families.
School leaders noted that there has been strong schoolwide communication with families. For example, one school leader noted that data analytics indicate that 95 percent of parents read their weekly newsletter, and that there is overall a “strong collaboration with our families.” Parents agreed that their feedback has been solicited on schoolwide activities and improvement efforts. One parent explained, “[My student’s school] has always been really good about including parent input or community input on activities or anything that’s going on within the school.” Parents noted that this feedback is solicited through surveys and conversations with principals at PTG meetings, which principals regularly attend. Central office and school staff also noted that families have been invited to participate in curriculum selection committees and school councils. However, families noted fewer opportunities to provide input on unionwide initiatives. One family member explained that they can bring concerns to their school committee. However, another family member noted: “Occasionally there’s been a couple of emails here and there or a survey, but nothing significant.”
Furthermore, families and central office staff noted that direct communication between teachers and families has been less consistent. Staff across the union agreed that there is an expectation for teachers to communicate frequently with parents. School leaders explained that they encourage teachers to contact parents with positive feedback about their child to build relationships with parents and develop professional practice goals related to communication with families. While some school leaders and teachers reported that teachers frequently communicate with parents through a variety of methods (e.g., email, phone calls, letters), other teachers noted variation in communication to families. For instance, some teachers reported sending biweekly or weekly newsletters but other teachers reported that they do not send a newsletter. Relatedly, Superintendent Franzoni noted that communication between teachers and families is still “an area we have to improve on.” Parents generally agreed that levels of communication vary across teachers, although communication is more frequent in the younger grades. Parents noted that there are some teachers they hear from weekly, while others they have only heard from once or twice all school year. One parent reported, 
I would say my experience thus far from PK through second grade is very strong communication from the teachers. Regular updates, utilizing apps, letting us know when things are coming up that day, updates on curriculum, updates on behavior. It’s been strong thus far.
In contrast, another parent noted, “Frankly, I’ve just found communication to be very poor,” particularly in relation to student assignments. Other families also reported that the frequency with which they receive communication about their student’s performance varies (see Sharing Data). Improving the consistency of communication between teachers and parents is an area for growth for NBSU.
NBSU has planned to address this self-identified area for improvement by implementing a two-way communication feature through Apptegy in August 2026. The superintendent explained that this will allow teachers to communicate more consistently and effectively with their families through newsletters and two-way messaging. School and central office leaders also highlighted that implementation of Apptegy will promote consistency across the union, because not all schools are currently using the same communication platform, and provide a more secure way to communicate via instant messaging, which many families prefer. The superintendent explained that they expect all principals to participate in the roll-out of the new Apptegy features, noting that although they are often given a great deal of autonomy, sustaining efforts to improve communication is a “non-negotiable.” The superintendent plans to work with principals over the summer to ensure they are fully prepared to support teachers in using the new feature.
Across the union, schools have formed community partnerships to provide a variety of supports to students and families, which is a strength. School and central office leaders explained that community partnerships have been an important strategy for supporting student needs, given the union’s limited school resources. Although specific partnerships differ across schools based on student need and geography, respondents across schools reported that they frequently use community partnerships. One school leader explained,
[There are] many places that we partner with regularly [and] partner with occasionally. . . . There are a lot of adults that come to the building providing something, whether it is a monetary donation or a service, we definitely have connections to different groups.
Similarly, a parent reported that when a family needs support, “Everyone [in the community] chips in.” School staff reported that adjustment counselors maintain a list of community resources they can refer families to, with additional support in Clarksburg from the dean, who also connects families with wraparound services. Typically, adjustment counselors identify students and families for support (with assistance from the dean in Clarksburg). One staff respondent explained, “It's really just learning about the student, recognizing what they need, communicating with the family, and going from there.”
There are unionwide partnerships with Optimal Healing to provide mental health support (see Health and Well-Being), and Berk 12 and Massachusetts Partnership for Youth to provide staff with professional development (see Professional Learning). School staff noted several additional community organizations their school partners with to support healthcare needs, including local mental healthcare providers; Youth Villages, which offers in-home and residential behavioral and mental health services; the Berkshire Health Systems, which provides a range of healthcare services; and the Northern Berkshire Community Coalition, which provides substance abuse education.
Staff also described community partnerships to provide wraparound support to families and recreational opportunities to students. Some of these partnerships include (a) the Family Place, which is a resource center that provides support to parents, including rental assistance, heat assistance, and parenting classes; (b) local food pantries; (c) the Rowe Parks Department, which provides students the opportunity to learn in an outdoor classroom, participate in Story Walks (a program in which students walk through a nature trail and read laminated pages of a book posted along the route), and help to maintain park trails; (d) a snowmobiling organization that has provided donations (such as sleds) to the school; and (e) local fire and police departments for safety support. Parents reported that principals provide a list of resources in their weekly newsletter for families and that they feel well supported by these resources.
[bookmark: _Multi-Tiered_Systems_of]Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS)
NBSU has a structured MTSS process with guidelines and tools to support implementation, which is a strength of the union. According to central office and school staff, MTSS has been a unionwide focus over the past several years. The central office has developed MTSS guidance and tools to support each school in implementing its MTSS across academic, social-emotional, and behavioral domains. According to school and central office leaders, this guidance was developed in collaboration with teachers and school leaders to ensure staff buy-in. It includes an outline of the referral process, a menu of suggested accommodations for Tier 1 support, and student success plan templates. School staff reported that all these documents are housed on a dashboard so that they are easily accessible to everyone in the union. Staff noted that unionwide professional development on the MTSS process has promoted consistency across NBSU. One school staff member explained:
[All] teachers [and support staff] got a bunch of training about the MTSS process [from the assistant superintendent] and a review . . . so that everybody was kind of on the same page of “These are the steps that we need to take, and this is the data that we need to collect.”
School leaders also reported that guidance from central office has been clear and helpful in supporting MTSS implementation. In addition, Clarksburg hosts a unionwide information session on the MTSS process for parents at the beginning of each school year to promote a shared understanding of the process.
The process begins by identifying students who may need extra support. Central office and school staff reported that students are typically identified through teachers’ regular reviews of benchmarking data (see Data Collection) or their informal assessments and observations. Then, teachers document Tier 1 accommodations on a standardized template. These accommodations are defined by NBSU as strategies that modify the presentation, response, timing, or setting of instruction, such as the use of visuals or manipulatives and extended time. Teachers then implement the supports for students who would benefit from differentiated instruction. A central office leader explained that teachers “do things in response to what they are seeing, they make these decisions all throughout their day to meet a student’s needs, and the Tier 1 plan that we have in place is really the first place where they start to write all that down.” This leader also explained that teachers are expected to document the data that helped them initially identify a challenge and any conversations they had with parents or students regarding their concerns about this Tier 1 plan. School staff also noted that communication with the family is an important step in this process, with one respondent explaining: “We always make sure that we are in contact with the parent about concerns and what we’re going to do to provide the intervention or support.”
After implementing Tier 1 supports or accommodations for four to six weeks, teachers may submit a referral to the SST (note that the name of this team varies across schools), who collaboratively develop a Tier 2 or Tier 3 student success plan informed by a holistic review of the referred student’s data. Success plans include measurable goals and an action plan to support the student, and there are a range of academic (see Equitable Practices and Access) and nonacademic interventions (see Safe and Supportive School Climate and Culture) offered that may be included in a student’s action plan. Team make-up varies slightly by school, but teams typically include the principal, special education teacher, adjustment counselor, referring teacher, and, when relevant, a specialist. Teams then meet on a regular basis to monitor student progress toward the success plan goals using data such as i‑Ready and behavioral tracking data. If the student does not make progress after four to six weeks, the team may revisit their action plan or consult with the assistant superintendent if they believe a special education referral may be warranted.
A related strength of NBSU is that this MTSS process is followed relatively consistently across schools. Two school leaders reported that their school consistently follows MTSS guidance, and the other two reported that their school follows guidelines relatively consistently but with some variation. Relatedly, teachers and support staff at each school described that the MTSS process they implement is similar across schools. One school staff member explained that the assistant superintendent has “been really good at having consistency with the process and the forms across all the schools.” Similarly, a central office leader explained that, generally, the MTSS process “is happening in all of our buildings now consistently . . . everybody consistently is developing these plans and looking at data in terms of individual students and trying to make action plans.”
Although these accounts indicate general consistency, there is some variation across schools, particularly in team make-up and meeting frequency, to account for differences in school size. For example, Clarksburg and Florida both have classroom teachers on their SST in addition to the typical support team staff; and Clarksburg also has a dean of students and an interventionist that serves as the MTSS coordinator on their SST. Teachers explained because Savoy is such a small school, instead of having one larger SST, the special education teacher has individual meetings once every three weeks with each classroom teacher, and sometimes a specialist or adjustment counselor will join when available. Together, they review student data, student success plans, and monitor progress. A central office leader noted that some teams may meet every other week to monitor student progress while other teams regroup in four to six weeks at a minimum. There is also some variation in the data sources used for identifying students in need of support and to monitor progress. All schools reported using i-Ready, DIBELS, and classroom data, but some schools have additional formalized assessments they may use to identify students for support and monitor progress (see Data Collection).
Recommendations
The union should work with its principals and adjustment counselors to develop coherent behavior management systems that are consistent within each building, limit classroom disruptions, and support student wellbeing. 
The union should work with its principals to clarify which nonacademic supports are available to students in each school and identify the tier, within the broader multitiered system of support, at which these supports are provided.
The union should work with its principals to identify student leadership opportunities in each school and implement formal systems for soliciting student feedback on school- and union-level decision-making.
The union should set expectations and issue guidance for school staff around consistently engaging with families in meaningful ways. 
For related resources, see Appendix C.

[bookmark: _Financial_and_Asset][bookmark: _Toc233544407]Financial and Asset Management
This section focuses on the extent to which, through its policies, systems, and procedures, the district strategically allocates and uses funding and other resources in alignment with applicable laws to improve all students’ performances, opportunities, and outcomes. It also focuses on the ways in which the district collaborates with its partners to run daily operations, manage its assets, and develop long-term plans for sustainability.
Table 11 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in financial and asset management in NBSU.
Table 11. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Financial and Asset Management Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Business Office Staffing and Infrastructure
	N/A
	Updating the union agreement and formally documenting the division of responsibilities between the districts and the towns
Performing regular reconciliations of financial records to ensure accurate accounting and timely end-of-year reporting for all towns
Improving the consistency of finance-related communication between NBSU staff and town officials across the union to ensure strong relationships with every town 

	Budgeting and Budget Process
	To better financially support the districts in the shorter-term, Superintendent Franzoni has employed several strategies to supplement the districts’ operating budgets.
NSBU employs data-driven decision making in the budgeting process.
	Ensuring that budget documents are publicly available for every school in NBSU
Consistently incorporating town input into the budgeting process
Arranging for and undergoing a yearly independent audit of school financial records

	Operations
	N/A
	N/A

	Managing Capital Assets and Capital Planning
	N/A
	Implementing a system to track and manage capital assets across the superintendency union
Implementing clear and consistent capital planning processes, that include the creation of a multiyear capital improvement plan


[bookmark: _Budget_Documentation_and][bookmark: _Business_Office_Staffing]Business Office Staffing and Infrastructure
In NBSU, the business administrator, the information technology director, school leaders, and the towns all play a role in carrying out the business and operational functions of the districts. For all four schools in NBSU, the business administrator is responsible for budgeting, overseeing warrants and payroll, ensuring compliance with the tuition agreement between the Town of Florida and the Town of Monroe, monitoring expenditures, and grant management. The business administrator position had been vacant for a year prior to February 2026, when a new business administrator—who was previously a teacher and speech language pathologist in NBSU—was hired. As a result, other central office staff had been carrying out business functions, which are now being transitioned back to the business administrator as she becomes acclimated to her new role. To facilitate the transition, administrative staff are training the new business administrator in systems and processes, and she has been provided with a dedicated mentor that is a licensed business administrator in a neighboring district. In addition, she plans to take a business administrator course this upcoming summer. Central office staff reported that with this support, there is adequate experience and knowledge to carry out business functions of the office. Similarly, one school committee member noted that the new business administrator “really hit the ground running, she is doing great.”
Each town has different financial management responsibilities with respect to NBSU. In Clarksburg, Florida, Savoy, and Rowe, the towns are responsible for processing payroll and benefits for the district staff in their town. They are also responsible for paying out the warrants for services/purchases that are billed directly to each individual district; this is how most things are billed. For shared staff, the Town of Clarksburg serves as the employer of record and processes payroll so that shared employees receive a single paycheck; other towns then reimburse Clarksburg for their portion of the salary expenses. Clarksburg also typically holds shared grants across the union and disperses the funds to the other districts. The Town of Rowe handles the warrants for all the shared expenses and then bills the other towns for their portion of that expense. The superintendent explained that this division of responsibilities has been a key strategy for getting the towns to work together effectively. The division of responsibility between the towns and schools for maintenance and capital projects varies somewhat across schools (see Operations).
All towns are responsible for funding a portion of shared expenses, which include salaries, supplies, and services for the central office. Apportionment for shared expenses has typically been based on student enrollment. However, this year the joint school committee agreed to a one-year adjustment that reduced Clarksburg’s share by eight percentage points and increased all other towns’ share by two percentage points. This decision was made in response to feedback from a Clarksburg select board member that financial challenges in the town would make it difficult to pay the expenses, and that the current apportionment may not be representative of the actual distribution of shared resources. For example, one school committee member explained that although Clarksburg pays the highest proportion of expenses (because they have the highest student enrollment), the superintendent likely spends a similar amount of time addressing matters in each district.
While there is an official North Berkshire School Union Agreement that outlines the apportionments, (signed by each town’s school committee chair, acting on behalf of their town), the central office and school committee members reported that it has not recently been updated, and there is a need to do so. One central office leader called the current agreement “antiquated,” and noted that town representatives have requested changes to apportionments and voting rules. A working committee has been formed to review and update the apportionment determination formula, though it is unclear if the agreement will be reviewed in its entirety. Furthermore, there are currently no formal agreements in place with the individual districts and the towns that outline the division of responsibilities. One town representative expressed a desire to create such an agreement so that responsibilities are formally outlined. Updating the union agreement and formally documenting the division of responsibilities between the districts and the towns is an area for growth.
Similarly, NBSU is in the process of building a comprehensive, up-to-date set of financial policies alongside its efforts to update human resource policies (see Human Resources Infrastructure, Policies, and Practices); these policies will be applicable across the union, and town representatives confirmed that they do not have any of their own town-specific financial monitoring or budgeting policies related to NBSU.
Each district in NBSU uses the same financial management system as its respective town. Clarksburg and Rowe currently use QuickBooks, though Rowe plans to transition to VADAR on July 1, 2026; Florida and Savoy use VADAR. A central office leader and school committee members noted that, compared with QuickBooks, VADAR has more functionality, provides greater detail on spending, and makes budget reconciliation easier. One school committee member explained,
The business office can see in real time [the] transactions, what the town’s part is doing, and that helps for those reconciliations of each account, especially when there’s grants or there’s different funding coming in and we need to make sure we’re reporting it accurately.
However, a central office leader reported that it is ultimately up to the town, not its school district, to choose which financial management system to use; therefore, the business administrator has familiarized herself with both systems.
NBSU keeps paper and digital copies of financial records. A central office leader reported that districts usually submit paper copies of bills to the central office, and central office staff digitize and organize these records on a Google Drive. Copies of all warrants, bills, and receipts are also maintained by each town. However, central office leaders identified reconciliation of financial records between the towns and schools as a challenge, particularly in Rowe and Florida. Central office leaders and school committee members noted that turnover of town staff has contributed to this challenge, with one school committee member explaining that new staff are still familiarizing themselves with the data. One school leader noted that sometimes their town treasurer “moves things around and aren’t always taking it out of the same [revolving] accounts . . . [so] what we show on our ledger balance that we’ve put into the accounts and what is there is not what the town shows.” Central office leaders reported that challenges reconciling the budget have created a problem with meeting end-of-year reporting deadlines. One central office leader explained that reporting has been “pretty messy because you have to match what the town has [and] it’s hard to find errors and correct each other after so many months have passed.” More consistent reconciliation with each town, including establishing monthly meetings with each town accountant to perform reconciliations, is a goal of NBSU, according to central office leaders. One leader believed this was a shared goal between the towns, but “just hasn’t come to light yet.” Performing regular reconciliations of financial records to ensure accurate accounting and timely end-of-year reporting for all towns is an area for growth for NBSU.
The frequency of communication and strength of working relationships between each town and its district varies across the union. According to central office leaders, the business administrator meets regularly—weekly or biweekly—with town accountants to manage warrants. Aside from these meetings, the superintendent noted that there are no formal, standing meetings between NBSU and town officials, but rather communication occurs as needed. While one central office leader noted that there is “pretty good, open communication” across the towns (except Monroe), another noted that it there is more frequent communication with some towns (i.e., Clarksburg, Rowe) than with others (i.e., Florida, Savoy). Furthermore, central office leaders also noted that for most towns, it can be difficult for NBSU staff and town officials to communicate with each other because most town officials work part-time, and not necessarily on a typical business schedule. The superintendent explained, “We’ve been really emphasizing the need for better communication from our towns to us, because we’re here full-time.”
[bookmark: _Adequate_Budget][bookmark: _Budgeting_and_Budget]Generally, respondents reported stronger relationships in Clarksburg and Rowe. Some town representatives and school committee members reported that town officials in Clarksburg and Rowe meet or speak frequently with NBSU staff. Multiple respondents highlighted the recently improved relationship between Clarksburg and NBSU, with one school committee member pointing to the town’s recent support of capital projects (see Managing Capital Assets and Capital Planning) as evidence of this positive relationship. Similarly, a town representative reported that there is an open line of communication between the Clarksburg town administrator and Superintendent Franzoni, and that it’s a “very good working relationship.” Similarly in Rowe, a town representative reported that “there’s been great communication between the NBSU staff, the school committee, the finance committee, and the Board of Selectmen.” However, town representatives reported less frequent communication between NBSU and officials in Florida and Savoy. One town representative noted that although they receive emails from the superintendent, communication between the superintendent and principal and town officials could be “more user-friendly,” such as through more frequent phone calls. Another town representative reported that although they do not interact regularly with NBSU, the central office is responsive when a town representative reaches out and that, overall, the level of communication is appropriate. However, this respondent also expressed a desire for more proactive communication regarding certain topics, such as the one-year change in apportionment, and another town respondent noted that they would like more communication about the strategic plan. Improving the consistency of finance-related communication between NBSU staff and town officials across the union to ensure strong relationships with every town is an area for growth.
Budgeting and Budget Process
[bookmark: _Toc202360005]According to DESE data, all four districts exceeded the state’s net school spending requirements in fiscal year 2024. Table 12 provides the state-required net school spending for each of the four districts. Of the districts included in NBSU, the difference between what the state required of districts and actual spending is highest at Rowe at 182 percent and lowest in Savoy at 5 percent. Central office leaders explained that Rowe and Florida have commercial tax bases that support revenue generation, while Clarksburg and Savoy do not, which impacts the towns’ spending.  
Table 12. Fiscal Year 2024 Required and Actual Net School Spending for NBSU
	District
	Required net school spending
	Actual net school spending
	% over

	Clarksburg
	$2,564,219
	$2,904,390
	13.3

	Florida
	$985,108
	$1,501,253
	52.4

	Rowe
	$766,043
	$2,163,421
	182.4

	Savoy
	$952,223
	$1,003,225
	5.4


[bookmark: _Toc202360006]Source: DESE Chapter 70 District Profiles.
In-district per-pupil expenditures compared with the average state spending per pupil of $22,408 were (a) $767 more for Florida, (b) $11,890 more for Rowe, (c) $692 more for Savoy, but (d) $7,329 less for Clarksburg.
In fiscal year 2024, the average teacher salary was considerably lower than the state average of $91,014 in all four districts (see Table 13).
Table 13. Fiscal Year 2024 District Average Teacher Salaries
	District
	Average teacher salary

	Clarksburg
	$76,847

	Florida
	$44,429

	Rowe
	$73,503

	Savoy
	$56,905

	State
	$91,014


Source: DESE School Finance Dashboard.
Relatedly, central office leaders reported that financial resources vary across towns but are generally rather limited. Central office leadership, school committee members, and a town representative agreed that increases in fixed costs, such as healthcare and transportation costs, have put financial strain on each town’s budget. They also noted that while expenses have increased, funding has decreased due to declining enrollment and decreased rural school aid provided by the state. As a result, central office leaders and school committee respondents reported that although the towns are generally supportive of the schools, they are limited in what they can fund. One central office member explained:
Each town really supports their schools, but financially, we know that they don’t have a lot to work with either. So as much as they love their schools and want to keep their schools open and give them as much and the most as they can, we know what they’re working with, which is small budgets.
School committee members and central office staff noted that the schools are “making magic” with the limited financial resources available to them, and another school committee member noted that they are “doing a phenomenal job with what we have.” At the same time, they highlighted challenges maintaining level service in all schools. For example, the student support center in Clarksburg was eliminated in the last budget cycle, and late-bus services were recently eliminated in Rowe. One school committee member noted that there are “cuts upon cuts every year that do not help our kids, they’re the ones that are getting hurt.” Central office leaders and school committee members identified several areas where additional funding would be beneficial, including additional unionwide staff such as instructional coaches; curricular materials that would provide students with multiple modes of instruction (such as hands-on science equipment) to improve their learning experience; additional funds to support extracurricular activities, including late-bus services; and additional school adjustment counselors.
Given these challenges, several town representatives and central office staff expressed concerns about the long-term financial sustainability of each school under the current superintendency union structure. Superintendent Franzoni explained, “[The towns] are struggling with their finances and we’re trying to find a way to keep our schools open and functioning effectively. . . . And that’s a challenge under the current format.” Both central office leaders and a school committee member noted that all schools may not be able to stay open without changes to funding or structure. To assess the long-term financial feasibility of maintaining four separate districts, NBSU has commissioned a regionalization study to investigate the potential of forming a regional district at the grades 6-12 level with other nearby districts (see Leadership and Governance Structures). One town representative reported that they would like to investigate the financial benefit of their school joining Hoosac Valley, while another town representative expressed their support for the regionalization study. Despite exploring potential avenues for increasing financial sustainability, a central office leader reported that they were unaware of any overall multiyear financial plan for NBSU, even though districts may have multiyear plans for specific funds (e.g., Florida has planned the amount of their preschool revolving account they will use over the next five years).
To better financially support the districts in the shorter-term, Superintendent Franzoni has employed several strategies to supplement the districts’ operating budgets, which is a strength of the union. School committee members noted that the superintendent has worked to find ways to increase funds. For example, one school committee member explained that Superintendent Franzoni recently signed a tuition agreement with Readsboro, Vermont, to bring in additional tuition funds; students will go to Clarksburg or Florida. Another school committee member noted that PTGs have run fundraising events to support the schools. School committee members, students, and central office leaders have also been involved in advocacy at the state capital for increased rural aid funding (see District Culture). Superintendent Franzoni reported that they “look outside the box to meet some needs that we can’t quite do with the budget,” such as partnerships and grant funds. For example, NBSU has established several partnerships to support students’ health and recreational opportunities and to provide staff with professional development (see Family and Community Partnerships), and recently used grant funding to purchase a social-emotional screener in Clarksburg. NBSU seeks grants for individual districts as well as to share across the superintendency union. The business administrator researches and identifies potential grants that are aligned to a district’s needs, discusses the feasibility of satisfying the grant terms, and identifies a project manager with school and central office staff. After deciding to pursue a grant, which one central office leader noted is done collaboratively, the business administrator is responsible for submitting the application. The assistant superintendent also may apply for and manage grants relevant to special education or student services, and the IT director may apply for and manage technology grants.
The business administrator monitors grant funds to ensure they are spent in accordance with the grant terms through regular reviews of warrants. A central office leader stated that when grant funds that support programming are due to expire, “if the principals and the admin feel passionate about the work that its done and continuing it, then it becomes a school committee and town request to continue.” A central office leader noted that these types of requests are generally approved within reason, explaining: “They trust that the professionals in the building and administration are advocating for the kids in the right way.” Furthermore, school committee members noted that they advocate for grants to be used for one-time expenses. One committee member explained, “We don’t want to depend on grants because you got the grant one year and then you have to pick up the tab next year.” Another member noted, “I do not want to rely on a grant to support our budget, I want to make sure that the numbers are what they are before we take the grant or before we take school choice [funds] to try to offset that.” School committee members noted that several grants (including an Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Relief Fund) were used for one-time expenses such as new SmartBoards and Chromebooks. However, one school leader reported that grant money had funded an interventionist position that was cut when the funds expired.
There is a unionwide budget development process, although there is some variation in the level of involvement from each town in this process, and each school has its own budget. Generally, the budget process begins in January, when the business administrator creates a level-service budget for each school by reviewing each line-item from the prior fiscal year budget and calculating the cost of each expense in the upcoming fiscal year, based on salary increases, bus contracts, and health insurance rates (which is provided by the towns). Special revenue funds for the upcoming fiscal year are also included in this draft budget. A central office leader noted that there is “a lot of background research on each of those lines;” for instance, they noted that the business administrator called National Grid (a gas and electric supplier) to gather information on rates and usage to forecast costs for the upcoming fiscal year.
The business administrator then meets individually with each principal to discuss requests or potential areas of saving. One school leader reported that it is “a team approach” between the school leaders and the central office, but that principals are “very involved” in the budget and ultimately decide what changes they may wish to propose for their building. Similarly, one central office staff member explained that although there may not be resources for school leaders to request additional funds to support new initiatives or programming at their school, principals decide how to allocate available funds. School and central office leaders agreed that principals make these decisions based on their strategic goals. One central office leader explained that principals are “not requesting anything that’s not necessary to that vision.” School leaders also use a variety of data sources--including assessment data, enrollment data, staffing needs, research on program effectiveness, copier usage, class sizes, number of students with IEPs, and historical spending—to inform budget decisions. For example, in the 2025-26 school year, Florida presented the principal’s requested budget that advocated for an additional teacher, to separate out two grades that are currently in a combined classroom, and to address low performance in those grades. This request was ultimately approved after some adjustments to other line items and additional school choice allocations. The business administrator also provides accounting reports for school leaders that compare last year’s budget to last year’s spending to inform their decisions. One school leader reported that based on this data, which showed much higher spending on substitute teachers than was appropriated last year, and data on staff absenteeism rates, they decided to appropriate more funds for substitutes for the upcoming fiscal year. Overall, one central office leader noted that data is each principal’s “driving force” for making budget requests, and a school leader noted that there are “all kinds of data” they review. Data-driven decision making in the budgeting process is a strength of NBSU.
After the budget drafts are created, typically around March, the business administrator presents each school budget to its respective school committee to allow them to ask questions and provide input. If school leaders would like to increase staffing or add programming, then a separate “principal’s request” budget may be presented to the school committee alongside the level-service budget. School committee members reported that presentations are thorough and detailed. One member commented, “I was impressed by how granular we got with the budget items, we went line by line with the annual budget.” Another school committee member noted, “We go over everything and what the thought process was behind what they’re presenting, they’re usually pretty clear about everything and why things are going up, what they can do, what they feel like can do.” A school leader also reported that budget discussions with school committee are “really collaborative,” and that “in terms of what I was recommending, they listened to what I said and were supportive.” During this period, school committees are responsible for allocating school choice funds.
After back-and-forth discussions between the town school committees and their school leader, an agreed-upon preliminary budget is brought to each town. A central office member reported that central office leaders meet with each town to go through the budget by line-item and answer any questions the town may have. Central office leaders, school committee members, and town representatives reported that across the districts, town officials typically request that the total budget amount be reduced. More specific guidance on how school departments reduce their budget (after a preliminary version has been submitted) varies by town. For example, in Clarksburg, the town administrator reviews each town department’s budget submission, free cash, and their tax rate (which is set prior to budget approval), and then decides the percentage increase over last year’s budget that they would like the school department to stay within; this year, it was 4 percent. In Rowe, a town official reported that the finance committee typically requests that the school department keep their budget under a 2.5 percent increase from the prior year’s budget, but that larger increases may be approved if other town departments had smaller increases in their budget. In contrast, town officials in Florida and Savoy reported that currently there are no guidelines or expectations set by the town for determining appropriations. 
After receiving feedback from town officials, central office staff consult with the principals to determine where cuts can be made, and they then re-present the new budget to the school committee. The superintendent and a school leader reported that school committee members may look to see if there are additional school choice funds that can be allocated to avoid cuts. School committee members noted that there are then more discussions between them and school leadership before finalizing the budget and sending it to the towns, which typically happens in April or May. The towns then vote on the budgets, which, depending on the town, occurs in May or June. Town officials reported that generally there have not been challenges getting the budget passed at town meetings. Budget documents are publicly posted in Rowe, but not in the other NBSU schools. Ensuring that budget documents are publicly available for every school in NBSU is an area for growth. 
However, the extent to which town officials are involved throughout this budgeting process varies across the union. For example, town and central office staff reported that the Rowe finance committee meets with the superintendent in late fall or early winter to review town financial information. A school leader also reported that they have a school committee meeting with town officials to present the budget and answer questions, which one town official described as being detailed. Similarly, a town representative noted that there are preliminary budget meetings between Clarksburg town officials and NBSU. However, Superintendent Franzoni noted that the Towns of Florida and Savoy are less involved throughout the budget process, with little communication between the towns and districts prior to the business administrator sending the preliminary budget. There is even less communication with town officials in Monroe, which does not have its own school. A central office leader explained that because the budgeting process is very simple in Monroe—the budget consists entirely of their proportion of shared service costs and their tuition expenses to Florida—therefore, “there’s not a lot of discussion there in Monroe, it’s just ‘this is what it is.’” 
Relatedly, most town representatives reported that towns do not have much input on the school’s budget or on determining apportionments. One town representative explained that the town does not provide much input because they do not have expertise on how to run a school, and therefore school and central office leaders are better positioned to make such decisions. However, they also noted that if they wanted to provide input, the school would be open to hearing their feedback. Similarly, another town official reported that they are comfortable with their level of involvement in the school budgeting process. However, other town representatives noted that its finance committee or select board would like greater input in their school’s budget. For example, one representative reported that they would like their town’s finance committee to provide the school department with spending guidelines based on the town’s financial standpoint, particularly because school department costs have consistently increased while tax revenue has decreased. This representative explained that the budget process “needs to be a little more collaborative between [the finance committee and school department] so that everybody is coming to the same place.” They also noted that greater collaboration could improve fairness in the distribution of salary raises across departments. Similarly, another town representative noted that selectboard members have expressed concern regarding their lack of input into the budgeting process and specifically would like to provide input into identifying potential cost-savings. Consistently incorporating town input into the budgeting process is an area for growth.
The business administrator provides monthly reports to each school committee to enable them to monitor spending; reports compare the budget versus expenditures and what percentage of the money budgeted for each line-item has been spent thus far. One central office leader explained,
If we’re halfway through the school year and our budget lines are all at between 40 and 60 percent, then we’re kind of on track. If something sticks out to us as out of whack, like, “Oh, we’re only 50 percent through the year, but we’re 90 percent through this item line,” then we research those individual lines.
School committee members and central office leader reported that school committee members thoroughly review each monthly report and ask detailed questions by line-item. Another school committee reported that they also monitor spending through their biweekly warrant signing, which allows them to understand how much money is being spent during each two-week period. In addition, the business administrator reviews all the warrants as an additional layer of monitoring.
If there are unexpected cost increases in certain budget lines, such as special education tuition, school and central office leaders—in collaboration with school committees—will look for places where they can reallocate money, such as from the materials and supply line. A school leader noted that the central office “has been phenomenal in terms of being available to go over where we stand in the budget, the money we have, where we can look at moving some stuff around.” If the budget cannot be balanced by reallocating money, school choice funds will be used to offset additional expenses. A school committee member noted that this process highlights their value of “structure plus flexibility”; another member described how frequent updates throughout the year based on spending result in “a continuous budget.”
[bookmark: _Operations]However, NBSU does not receive financial audits independent of each town’s audit. A central office leader explained that each town receives an independent yearly financial audit, so each district is “unofficially audited” because town and district books should match, but they were unaware of the last time someone financially audited the school budget books. Discussions with school committee members and a review of publicly available policies suggest that school committees have not created policies that outline audit procedures, although one school committee member thought this would fall under the central office’s purview. A subsequent review of DESE records shows that none of the municipalities have filed end-of-year report audits for the 2023, 2024, or 2025 fiscal year, which are required annually by state regulations (603 CMR 10.10 (1)). Arranging for and undergoing a yearly independent audit of school financial records is an area for growth.
Operations
The availability of information about regular operations varies somewhat across schools. All schools provide information about school registration on their website in some format, including registration packets, preregistration questionnaires, and/or contract information for assistance with registration. Clarksburg also has a resident policy that outlines residency requirements, investigation procedures, and nonresident removal procedures. Every school has school choice applications available on its website, and Clarksburg and Florida also have documented school choice policies. The superintendent noted that each school’s website was recently updated, and they have received feedback from families that the registration process and school choice applications are now more accessible. Clarksburg, Florida, and Rowe have their bus route posted on their website; Savoy does not. Similarly, all districts except Savoy have a nutrition page on their website outlining their lunch program, resources for families (e.g., information about SNAP), and lunch menus. Although Savoy does not have its own nutrition page, the lunch menu is available on its website.
Food service was identified as a challenge by central office leaders. The superintendent explained:
Food service is a big problem in our schools because we don’t have a food service director and with the requirements and just everything that goes involved with planning food service now, we struggled with our review last year.
Similarly, another central office leader explained they are in the process of writing up a corrective action food service plan to submit to DESE “to show that we’re going to now do it the right way because we weren’t doing it the right way because we didn’t have anybody doing it.” This leader also noted that managing food service was particularly challenging when the business administrator position was vacant, because central office staff that are not as familiar with the procurement process became responsible for procuring food for the cafeteria. Principals are responsible for overseeing cafeteria staff and equipment, ensuring meal forms are correct, managing health inspections, and providing information to DESE about free and reduced-price lunches. One central office staff member noted that these responsibilities are an example of how school leaders are “torn into so many different directions that is not typical.” One school leader reported that documentation regarding atypical school leader responsibilities would be helpful for new principals, such as how to prepare for a cafeteria inspection from the Board of Health. While students at one school reported providing input on cafeteria offerings and noted healthy options such as smoothies, students at another school expressed their opinion that menu offerings are “not nutritious” and that there is a lot of food waste.
The division of responsibilities between the towns and schools for addressing maintenance needs varies across the superintendency union. The superintendent explained that although each town owns its respective school building, “it’s kind of on us to make sure that the buildings are maintained and, [from each of the four towns, I would say,] we have different levels of where they support those efforts at the school.” Consistent across NBSU, each school has a custodian that is responsible for day-to-day maintenance, and towns are responsible for snowplowing. Some town representatives reported that beyond snowplowing, their town does not play a major role in maintaining school buildings. One town representative explained that while the town maintenance person may occasionally help to address issues, this is not usually necessary. However, in Clarksburg, the town plays a more active role in building maintenance. One respondent explained that Clarksburg is responsible for addressing and funding any non-cosmetic maintenance issues (e.g., heat, lawn mowing).
According to school and central office leaders, school custodians are typically responsible for identifying and addressing maintenance needs. In Rowe, respondents noted that the school also has support from a school committee member, who formerly worked in construction, in identifying maintenance needs and creating a long-term maintenance plan. To request maintenance services, school staff typically reach out to the principal or the custodian. A school leader noted that while this is an “informal process,” it works given the small size of their school buildings. In Clarksburg, teachers also complete a “check-out list” at the end of each school year to request small maintenance needs in their classroom (e.g., broken window screens) that can be addressed over the summer. Most school leaders agreed that maintenance needs are quickly addressed in their building, and a central office leader reported that “our custodians are on top of [maintenance].”
Typically, schools are responsible for purchasing services and supplies, such as utilities and bussing, while the towns are responsible for running the procurement process for a capital project. One town representative  described that their procurement process goes through the Franklin Regional Council of Government, which puts projects out to bid and “does the whole procurement piece,” then the select board reviews the bids and awards the contract to the qualified lowest bidder. In contrast, another town representative reported that their school is entirely responsible for procurement, including the recent procurement of a new generator.
Managing Capital Assets and Capital Planning
According to school leaders, Rowe and Savoy have a system to manage and track capital assets and replacement timelines, while Florida and Clarksburg do not. In Savoy, this inventory of capital assets and their replacement timelines is being created by the town maintenance person who works across all town buildings, which a town representative explained will help to address many deferred maintenance needs. In Florida and Clarksburg, school leaders reported that they were unsure if an inventory to track and manage capital assets and their replacement timelines exists for their building. One respondent explained that because there is no facilities director, it is unclear who should be responsible for maintaining such an inventory. Similarly, another respondent noted that the lack of an inventory could be challenging during staff transitions; for example, “our custodian is very knowledgeable, he’s very up-to-date on what the buildings need, it will be hard when he retires because you’re hiring somebody now who doesn’t have all this knowledge.” One school leader explained that it would have been helpful to have documents outlining inspection timelines and replacement procedures (e.g., replacing water pumps, heat boosters, oven vents), particularly because those are not typically areas of expertise for school leaders. Implementing a system to track and manage capital assets across the superintendency union is an area for growth.
School leaders reported that they are generally responsible for identifying capital needs but must bring any identified needs to the town for approval. A central office leader reported that towns are responsible for managing and procuring services for capital projects, although the business administrator may coordinate the logistics of getting capital projects completed. However, it is unclear if all schools in NBSU have a capital improvement plan, and the capital planning process is different in each district.
In Savoy, the school custodian and the principal review building needs every summer and identify which issues can be addressed by the school department and which issues may quality for inclusion in the town’s five-year capital improvement plan. Capital needs are then brought to the select board, who will refer the matter to the town’s capital improvement committee, which consists of representatives for each board, including the school committee. As mentioned in Operations, the town maintenance person in Savoy is assessing capital and deferred maintenance needs across town buildings, which one town representative noted informs the town’s capital planning. A school leader and town representative noted that Savoy has not funded many capital projects out of the town budget in the past, which has resulted in many deferred maintenance projects. However, a school leader also noted that Savoy has secured grant funds to complete capital projects in the school, such as light replacement, a new boiler, and a new generator. Both school and town staff reported that there is now a greater desire from Savoy to support capital projects, and the warrant for the June 2026 town meeting included the creation of a capital improvement account and a transfer of funds into this account to make progress toward addressing capital needs.
In Clarksburg, there is a clerk of the works that visits town buildings to identify capital needs, and a central office leader noted that they discuss their capital needs with the town. The school maintains a list of capital projects they would like to tackle when funding becomes available and they share this with town representatives during these discussions. According to a town representative, the clerk of the works then reviews the capital needs for all Clarksburg town departments with the town administrator to create the town’s capital improvement plan. However, some school-based respondents were not aware of a capital improvement plan. As with Savoy, the superintendent and a school committee member reported that the town has recently been more supportive of capital improvement projects, and a town representative reported that two years ago the town created a school stabilization repair account and appropriated funds from free cash. Clarksburg has planned several upcoming capital projects at the school, to be funded through a combination of school stabilization funds and grant funding.
In Rowe, the school presents maintenance and capital requests to the town alongside its operating budget request, and the town votes separately on those projects. A town representative noted that this year, capital projects were funded with free cash (i.e., a nonrecurring revenue source created by variances to budgeted revenues and expenditures), but there are also town capital stabilization accounts. Central office leaders noted that because Rowe funded a new school building only 10 years ago though an insurance payout when the previous building burned down, they have very  active involvement in maintaining that building. However, respondents were not sure if a capital improvement plan existed.
In Florida, there was disagreement about whether the school or town was responsible for capital projects. One respondent noted that when they identify a capital need, the central office will research how much it would cost, who could potentially complete the work, and then they bring that research to the select board. However, another respondent reported that Florida is not involved in capital projects. Across the union, implementing clear and consistent capital planning processes, that include the creation of a multiyear capital improvement plan, is an area for growth.
Nevertheless, for each school, respondents identified either recently completed or upcoming capital projects. For example, a roof replacement project was completed in Clarksburg, and window and HVAC projects were completed in Florida. Clarksburg has several upcoming capital projects, including replacement of the bathrooms, insulation and lighting upgrades, and replacing the front entrance concrete. Rowe has an upcoming oil tank replacement project. Future capital priorities include a new roof in Savoy and updated fire alarms and security systems in Florida.
Recommendations
The union should update its union agreement and formally document the division of responsibilities between the districts and towns associated with NBSU.
The union should implement a systematic process for performing reconciliations of financial records on a regular basis and should work with municipal officials to ensure accurate accounting and timely end-of-year reporting for all its districts.
The union should develop systems for communication through which the union and its member towns are in frequent and meaningful contact regarding financial matters. 
The union should regularly post and update budget documentation for each of its schools on its website.
The union should actively engage each of its associated towns in the budget development process by seeking input from each town’s governing bodies and working with town finance committees and staff to shape the budget for each of its member districts. 
The union must undergo an annual independent audit of each district’s financial records and ensure that required end-of-year audit reports are submitted to DESE. 
The union should develop and implement a system for tracking capital assets and plan for necessary replacements, repairs, and upgrades across all its districts.
The union should work with each district’s school committee and principals to establish clear and consistent capital planning processes, including the development of a comprehensive multiyear capital improvement plan. 
For related resources, see Appendix C.
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[bookmark: _Toc233544408]Appendix A. Summary of Site Visit Activities
The American Institutes for Research® (AIR®) team completed the following activities as part of the district review activities in NBSU. The team conducted 28 classroom observations during the week of May 18, 2026, and held interviews and focus groups between May 12 and May 29. The site visit team conducted interviews and focus groups with the following representatives from the schools and the union:
Superintendent
Other NBSU leaders
School committee members
Teachers’ association members
Principals
Teachers
Support specialists
Parents
Students
Town representatives
The review team analyzed multiple datasets and reviewed numerous documents before and during the site visit, including the following:
student and school performance data, including achievement and growth, enrollment, graduation, dropout, retention, suspension, and attendance rates
data on the district’s staffing and finances
curricular review process and timeline
NBSU curriculum unit template
published educational reports on the district by DESE, the New England Association of Schools and Colleges, and the former Office of Educational Quality and Accountability
district documents such as district and school improvement plans, school committee policies, curriculum documents, summaries of student assessments, job descriptions, collective bargaining agreements, evaluation tools for staff, handbooks, school schedules, and the district’s end-of-year financial reports
all completed program and administrator evaluations and a random selection of completed teacher evaluations
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[bookmark: _Toc411329825][bookmark: _Toc430114874][bookmark: _Toc496109989][bookmark: _Toc233542500]Introduction
The Districtwide Instructional Observation Report presents ratings for the classroom observations that were conducted by certified observers at American Institutes for Research (AIR) as part of the Massachusetts District Reviews.
[bookmark: N_Observers1][bookmark: District2][bookmark: Obs_Dates1][bookmark: N_Observations1][bookmark: N_SchoolsObserved1]Two observers visited North Berkshire School Union Public Schools during the week of May 18, 2026. Observers conducted 28 observations in a sample of classrooms across four schools. Observations were conducted in grades PK-12 and focused primarily on literacy, English language arts, and mathematics instruction.
The classroom observations were guided by the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS), developed by the Center for Advanced Study of Teaching and Learning (CASTL) at the University of Virginia. Three levels of CLASS Manuals were used: PK–3, Upper Elementary, and Secondary. The PK–3 tool was used to observe grades PK–3, the Upper Elementary tool was used to observe grades 4–5, and the Secondary tool was used to observe grades 6–12.
The PK–3 protocol includes 10 classroom dimensions related to three domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support (listed in Table 1).
Table 1. CLASS PK–3 Domains and Dimensions
	Emotional Support
	Classroom Organization
	Instructional Support

	Positive Climate
Negative Climate
Teacher Sensitivity
Regard for Student Perspectives
	Behavior Management
Productivity
Instructional Learning Formats
	Concept Development
Quality of Feedback
Language Modeling


The Upper Elementary and Secondary protocols include 11 classroom dimensions related to three domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support (listed in Table 2), in addition to Student Engagement.
Table 2. CLASS Upper Elementary and Secondary Domains and Dimensions
	Emotional Support
	Classroom Organization
	Instructional Support

	Positive Climate
Teacher Sensitivity
Regard for Student Perspectives
	Behavior Management
Productivity
Negative Climate
	Instructional Learning Formats
Content Understanding
Analysis and Inquiry
Quality of Feedback
Instructional Dialogue

	N/A
	Student Engagement
	N/A


[bookmark: _Toc411329826][bookmark: _Toc430114875][bookmark: _Toc496109990]When conducting a visit to a classroom, the observer rates each dimension (including Student Engagement) on a scale of 1 to 7. A rating of 1 or 2 indicates that the dimension was never or rarely evident during the visit. For example, a rating of 1 or 2 on Teacher Sensitivity indicates that, at the time of the visit, the teacher was not aware of students who needed extra support or attention, was unresponsive to or dismissive of students, or was ineffective at addressing students’ problems; as a result, students rarely sought support from the teacher or communicated openly with the teacher. A rating of 3, 4, or 5 indicates that the dimension was evident but not exhibited consistently or in a way that included all students. A rating of 6 or 7 indicates that the dimension was reflected in all or most classroom activities and in a way that included all or most students.
Members of the observation team who visited the classrooms all received training on the CLASS protocol and then passed a rigorous certification exam for each CLASS protocol to ensure that they were able to accurately rate the dimensions. All observers must pass an exam annually to maintain their certification.
Research on CLASS protocol shows that students in classrooms that rated high using this observation tool have greater gains in social skills and academic success than students in classrooms with lower ratings (MET Project, 2010; CASTL, n.d.). Furthermore, small improvements on these domains can affect student outcomes: “The ability to demonstrate even small changes in effective interactions has practical implications—differences in just over 1 point on the CLASS 7-point scale translate into improved achievement and social skill development for students” (CASTL, n.d., p. 3).
In this report, each CLASS dimension is defined, and descriptions of the dimensions at the high (6 or 7), middle (3, 4, or 5), and low levels (1 or 2) are presented (definitions and rating descriptions are derived from the CLASS PK–3, Upper Elementary, and Secondary Manuals). For each dimension we indicate the frequency of classroom observations across the ratings and provide a districtwide average of the observed classrooms. In cases where a dimension is included in more than one CLASS manual level, those results are combined on the dimension-specific pages. In the summary of ratings table following the dimension-specific pages the averages for every dimension are presented by grade band (PK-5, 6-8, and 9-12). For each dimension, we indicate the grade levels for which this dimension is included.

[bookmark: _Toc233542501][bookmark: _Hlk92190807]Positive Climate
Emotional Support domain, Grades PK−12
Positive Climate reflects the emotional connection between the teacher and students and among students and the warmth, respect, and enjoyment communicated by verbal and nonverbal interactions (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 23, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 21, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 21). Table 3 (as well as tables for the remaining dimensions) includes the number of classrooms for each rating on each dimension and the district average for that dimension.
Table 3. Positive Climate: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_PC_Avg]Positive Climate District Average*: 5.8
	[bookmark: Tbl_PC]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	0
	0
	1
	6
	10
	5
	22
	5.9

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	2
	6
	5.5

	Totals
	0
	0
	0
	2
	9
	10
	7
	28
	5.8


[bookmark: Dist_PC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 3, the district average is computed as: ([4 x 2] + [5 x 9] + [6 x 10] + [7 x 7]) ÷ 28 observations = 5.8
Ratings in the Low Range. All indicators are absent or only minimally present. Teachers and students do not appear to share a warm, supportive relationship. Interpersonal connections are not evident or only minimally evident. Affect in the classroom is flat, and there are rarely instances of teachers and students smiling, sharing humor, or laughing together. There are no, or very few, positive communications among the teacher and students; the teacher does not communicate encouragement. There is no evidence that students and the teacher respect one another or that the teacher encourages students to respect one another.
Ratings in the Middle Range. There are some indications that the teacher and students share a warm and supportive relationship, but some students may be excluded from this relationship, either by the teacher or the students. Some relationships appear constrained—for example, the teacher expresses a perfunctory interest in students, or encouragement seems to be an automatic statement and is not sincere. Sometimes, teachers and students demonstrate respect for one another.
Ratings in the High Range. There are many indications that the relationship among students and the teacher is positive and warm. The teacher is typically in close proximity to students, and encouragement is sincere and personal. There are frequent displays of shared laughter, smiles, and enthusiasm. Teachers and students show respect for one another (e.g., listening, using calm voices, using polite language). Positive communication (both verbal and nonverbal) and mutual respect are evident throughout the session.

[bookmark: _Toc411329828][bookmark: _Toc430114876][bookmark: _Toc233542502]Teacher Sensitivity
Emotional Support domain, Grades PK−12
Teacher Sensitivity encompasses the teacher’s awareness of and responsiveness to students’ academic and emotional needs. High levels of sensitivity facilitate students’ abilities to actively explore and learn because the teacher consistently provides comfort, reassurance, and encouragement (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 32, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 27, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 27).
Table 4. Teacher Sensitivity: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_TS_Avg]Teacher Sensitivity District Average*: 6.1
	[bookmark: Tbl_TS]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	0
	2
	0
	3
	6
	11
	22
	6.1

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	6
	6.0

	Totals
	0
	0
	2
	1
	4
	7
	14
	28
	6.1


[bookmark: Dist_TS_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 4, the district average is computed as: ([3 x 2] + [4 x 1] + [5 x 4] + [6 x 7] + [7 x 14]) ÷ 28 observations = 6.1
Ratings in the Low Range. In these sessions, the teacher has not been aware of students who need extra support and pays little attention to students’ needs. As a result, students are frustrated, confused, and disengaged. The teacher is unresponsive to and dismissive of students and may ignore students, squash their enthusiasm, and not allow them to share their moods or feelings. The teacher is not effective in addressing students’ needs and does not appropriately acknowledge situations that may be upsetting to students. Students rarely seek support from the teacher and minimize conversations with the teacher, not sharing ideas or responding to questions.
Ratings in the Middle Range. The teacher is sometimes aware of student needs or aware of only a limited type of student needs, such as academic needs, not social-emotional needs. Or the teacher may be aware of some students and not of other students. The teacher does not always realize a student is confused and needs extra help or when a student already knows the material being taught. The teacher may be responsive at times to students but at other times may ignore or dismiss students. The teacher may respond only to students who are upbeat and positive and not support students who are upset. Sometimes, the teacher is effective in addressing students’ concerns or problems, but not always.
Ratings in the High Range. The teacher’s awareness of students and their needs is consistent and accurate. The teacher may predict how difficult a new task is for a student and acknowledge this difficulty. The teacher is responsive to students’ comments and behaviors, whether positive or negative. The teacher consistently addresses students’ problems and concerns and is effective in doing so. Students are obviously comfortable with the teacher and share ideas, work comfortably together, and ask and respond to questions, even difficult questions.

[bookmark: _Toc411329829][bookmark: _Toc430114877][bookmark: _Toc233542503]Regard for Student Perspectives
Emotional Support domain, Grades PK−12
Regard for Student Perspectives captures the degree to which the teacher’s interactions with students and classroom activities place an emphasis on students’ interests, motivations, and points of view and encourage student responsibility and autonomy (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 38, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 35, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 35).
Table 5. Regard for Student Perspectives: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_RSP_Avg]Regard for Student Perspectives District Average*: 3.9
	[bookmark: Tbl_RSP]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	2
	2
	3
	6
	5
	3
	1
	22
	4.0

	Grades 6-8
	1
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	6
	3.2

	Totals
	3
	4
	4
	6
	6
	4
	1
	28
	3.9


[bookmark: Dist_RSP_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 5, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 3] + [2 x 4] + [3 x 4] + [4 x 6] + [5 x 6] + [6 x 4] + [7 x 1]) ÷ 28 observations = 3.9
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the teacher exhibits an inflexible, rigid adherence to his or her plan, without considering student ideas or allowing students to make contributions. The teacher inhibits student enthusiasm by imposing guidelines or making remarks that inhibit student expression. The teacher may rigidly adhere to a lesson plan and not respond to student interests. The teacher does not allow students any autonomy on how they conduct an activity, may control materials tightly, and may offer few opportunities for students to help out with classroom responsibilities. There are few opportunities for students to talk and express themselves.
Ratings in the Middle Range. The teacher exhibits control at times and at other times follows the students’ lead and gives them some choices and opportunities to follow their interests. There are some opportunities for students to exercise autonomy, but student choice is limited. The teacher may assign students responsibility in the classroom, but in a limited way. At times, the teacher dominates the discussion, but at other times the teacher allows students to share ideas, although only at a minimal level or for a short period of time.
Ratings in the High Range. The teacher is flexible in following student leads, interests, and ideas and looks for ways to meaningfully engage students. Although the teacher has a lesson plan, students’ ideas are incorporated into the lesson plan. The teacher consistently supports student autonomy and provides meaningful leadership opportunities. Students have frequent opportunities to talk, share ideas, and work together. Students have appropriate freedom of movement during activities.

[bookmark: _Toc430114878][bookmark: _Toc233542504]Negative Climate
Emotional Support domain, Grades PK−3
Classroom Organization domain, Grades 4−12
Negative Climate reflects the overall level of expressed negativity in the classroom. The frequency, quality, and intensity of teacher and student negativity are key to this dimension (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 28, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 55, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 55). For the purposes of this report, we have inversed the observers scores, to be consistent with the range scores across all dimensions. Therefore, a high range score in this dimension indicates an absence of negative climate, and a low range score indicates the presence of negative climate.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  When observers rate this dimension it is scored so that a low rating (indicating little or no evidence of a negative climate) is better than a high rating (indicating abundant evidence of a negative climate). To be consistent across all ratings, for the purposes of this report we have inversed this scoring.] 

Table 6. Negative Climate: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_NC_Avg]Negative Climate District Average*: 7.0
	[bookmark: Tbl_NC]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	21
	22
	7.0

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	6
	7.0

	Totals
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	27
	28
	7.0


[bookmark: Dist_NC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 6, the district average is computed as: ([6 x 1] + [7 x 27]) ÷ 28 observations = 7.0
Ratings in the Low Range. Negativity is pervasive. The teacher may express constant irritation, annoyance, or anger; unduly criticize students; or consistently use a harsh tone and/or take a harsh stance as he or she interacts with students. Threats or yelling are frequently used to establish control. Language is disrespectful and sarcastic. Severe negativity, such as the following actions, would lead to a high rating on negative climate, even if the action is not extended: students bullying one another, a teacher hitting a student, or students physically fighting with one another.
Ratings in the Middle Range. There are some expressions of mild negativity by the teacher or students. The teacher may express irritability, use a harsh tone, and/or express annoyance—usually during difficult moments in the classroom. Threats or yelling may be used to establish control over the classroom, but not constantly; they are used more as a response to situations. At times, the teacher and students may be sarcastic or disrespectful toward one another.
Ratings in the High Range. There is no display of negativity: No strong expressions of anger or aggression are exhibited, either by the teacher or students; if there is such a display, it is contained and does not escalate. The teacher does not issue threats or yell to establish control. The teacher and students are respectful and do not express sarcasm.

[bookmark: _Toc430114879][bookmark: _Toc233542505]Behavior Management
Classroom Organization domain, Grades PK−12
Behavior Management refers to the teacher’s ability to provide clear behavioral expectations and use effective methods to prevent and redirect misbehavior (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 45, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 41, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 41).
Table 7. Behavior Management: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_BM_Avg]Behavior Management District Average*: 6.7
	[bookmark: Tbl_BM]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	18
	22
	6.7

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5
	6
	6.8

	Totals
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	23
	28
	6.7


[bookmark: Dist_BM_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 7, the district average is computed as: ([4 x 1] + [5 x 1] + [6 x 3] + [7 x 23]) ÷ 28 observations = 6.7
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the classroom is chaotic. There are no rules and expectations, or they are not enforced consistently. The teacher does not monitor the classroom effectively and only reacts to student disruption, which is frequent. There are frequent instances of misbehavior in the classroom, and the teacher’s attempts to redirect misbehavior are ineffective. The teacher does not use cues, such as eye contact, slight touches, gestures, or physical proximity, to respond to and redirect negative behavior.
Ratings in the Middle Range. Although rules and expectations may be stated, they are not consistently enforced, or the rules may be unclear. Sometimes, the teacher proactively anticipates and prevents misbehavior, but at other times the teacher ignores behavior problems until it is too late. Misbehavior may escalate because redirection is not always effective. Episodes of misbehavior are periodic.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, the rules and guidelines for behavior are clear, and they are consistently reinforced by the teacher. The teacher monitors the classroom and prevents problems from developing, using subtle cues to redirect behavior and address situations before they escalate. The teacher focuses on positive behavior and consistently affirms students’ desirable behaviors. The teacher effectively uses cues to redirect behavior. There are no, or very few, instances of student misbehavior or disruptions.

[bookmark: _Toc411329831][bookmark: _Toc430114880][bookmark: _Toc233542506]Productivity
Classroom Organization domain, Grades PK−12
Productivity considers how well the teacher manages instructional time and routines and provides activities for students so that they have the opportunity to be involved in learning activities (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 51, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 49, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 49).
Table 8. Productivity: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_PD_Avg]Productivity District Average*: 6.8
	[bookmark: Tbl_PD]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	21
	22
	6.9

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	4
	6
	6.3

	Totals
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	25
	28
	6.8


[bookmark: Dist_PD_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 8, the district average is computed as: ([4 x 1] + [5 x 1] + [6 x 1] + [7 x 25]) ÷ 28 observations = 6.8
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low level, the teacher provides few activities for students. Much time is spent on managerial tasks (such as distributing papers) and/or on behavior management. Frequently during the observation, students have little to do and spend time waiting. The routines of the classroom are not clear and, as a result, students waste time, are not engaged, and are confused. Transitions take a long time and/or are too frequent. The teacher does not have activities organized and ready and seems to be caught up in last-minute preparations.
Ratings in the Middle Range. At the middle range, the teacher does provide activities for students but loses learning time to disruptions or management tasks. There are certain times when the teacher provides clear activities to students, but there are other times when students wait and lose focus. Some students (or all students, at some point) do not know what is expected of them. Some of the transitions may take too long, or classrooms may be productive during certain periods but then not productive during transitions. Although the teacher is mostly prepared for the class, last-minute preparations may still infringe on learning time.
Ratings in the High Range. The classroom runs very smoothly. The teacher provides a steady flow of activities for students, so students do not have downtime and are not confused about what to do next. The routines of the classroom are efficient, and all students know how to move from one activity to another and where materials are. Students understand the teacher’s instructions and directions. Transitions are quick, and there are not too many of them. The teacher is fully prepared for the lesson.

[bookmark: _Toc411329832][bookmark: _Toc430114881][bookmark: _Toc233542507]Instructional Learning Formats
Classroom Organization domain, Grades PK−3
Instructional Support domain, Grades 4−12
Instructional Learning Formats refer to the ways in which the teacher maximizes students’ interest, engagement, and abilities to learn from the lesson and activities (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 57; CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 63, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 61).
Table 9. Instructional Learning Formats: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_ILF_Avg]Instructional Learning Formats District Average*: 5.3
	[bookmark: Tbl_ILF]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	10
	1
	22
	5.5

	Grades 6-8
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1
	0
	6
	4.5

	Totals
	1
	0
	0
	0
	15
	11
	1
	28
	5.3


[bookmark: Dist_ILF_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 9, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 1] + [5 x 15] + [6 x 11] + [7 x 1]) ÷ 28 observations = 5.3
Ratings in the Low Range. The teacher exerts little effort in facilitating engagement in the lesson. Learning activities may be limited and seem to be at the rote level, with little teacher involvement. The teacher relies on one learning modality (e.g., listening) and does not use other modalities (e.g., movement, visual displays) to convey information and enhance learning. Or the teacher may be ineffective in using other modalities, not choosing the right props for the students or the classroom conditions. Students are uninterested and uninvolved in the lesson. The teacher does not attempt to guide students toward learning objectives and does not help them focus on the lesson by providing appropriate tools and asking effective questions.
Ratings in the Middle Range. At the middle range, the teacher sometimes facilitates engagement in the lesson but at other times does not, or the teacher facilitates engagement for some students and not for other students. The teacher may not allow students enough time to explore or answer questions. Sometimes, the teacher uses a variety of modalities to help students reach a learning objective, but at other times the teacher does not. Student engagement is inconsistent, or some students are engaged and other students are not. At times, students are aware of the learning objective and at other times they are not. The teacher may sometimes use strategies to help students organize information but at other times does not.
Ratings in the High Range. The teacher has multiple strategies and tools to facilitate engagement and learning and encourage participation. The teacher may move around, talk and play with students, ask open-ended questions of students, and allow students to explore. A variety of tools and props are used, including movement and visual/auditory resources. Students are consistently interested and engaged in the activities and lessons. The teacher focuses students on the learning objectives, which students understand. The teacher uses advanced organizers to prepare students for an activity, as well as reorientation strategies that help students regain focus.

[bookmark: _Toc411329833][bookmark: _Toc430114882][bookmark: _Toc233542508]Concept Development
Instructional Support domain, Grades PK−3
Concept Development refers to the teacher’s use of instructional discussions and activities to promote students’ higher order thinking skills and cognition and the teacher’s focus on understanding rather than on rote instruction (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 64).
Table 10. Concept Development: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_CD_Avg]Concept Development District Average*: 2.9
	[bookmark: Tbl_CD]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-3**
	1
	4
	6
	2
	1
	0
	0
	14
	2.9


[bookmark: Dist_CD_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 10, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 1] + [2 x 4] + [3 x 6] + [4 x 2] + [5 x 1]) ÷ 14 observations = 2.9
**Concept Development does not appear in the CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades PK-3 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the teacher does not attempt to develop students’ understanding of ideas and concepts, focusing instead on basic facts and skills. Discussion and activities do not encourage students to analyze and reason. There are few, if any, opportunities for students to create or generate ideas and products. The teacher does not link concepts to one another and does not ask students to make connections with previous content or their actual lives. The activities and the discussion are removed from students’ lives and from their prior knowledge.
Ratings in the Middle Range. To some extent, the teacher uses discussions and activities to encourage students to analyze and reason and focuses somewhat on understanding of ideas. The activities and discussions are not fully developed, however, and there is still instructional time that focuses on facts and basic skills. Students may be provided some opportunities for creating and generating ideas, but the opportunities are occasional and not planned out. Although some concepts may be linked and also related to students’ previous learning, such efforts are brief. The teacher makes some effort to relate concepts to students’ lives but does not elaborate enough to make the relationship meaningful to students.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, the teacher frequently guides students to analyze and reason during discussions and activities. Most of the questions are open ended and encourage students to think about connections and implications. Teachers use problem solving, experimentation, and prediction; comparison and classification; and evaluation and summarizing to promote analysis and reasoning. The teacher provides students with opportunities to be creative and generate ideas. The teacher consistently links concepts to one another and to previous learning and relates concepts to students’ lives.

[bookmark: _Toc379881742][bookmark: _Toc411329834][bookmark: _Toc430114883][bookmark: _Toc233542509]Content Understanding
Instructional Support domain, Grades 4−12
Content Understanding refers to the depth of lesson content and the approaches used to help students comprehend the framework, key ideas, and procedures in an academic discipline. At a high level, this dimension refers to interactions among the teacher and students that lead to an integrated understanding of facts, skills, concepts, and principles (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 70, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 68).
Table 11. Content Understanding: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_CU_Avg]Content Understanding District Average*: 3.7
	[bookmark: Tbl_CU]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades 4-5**
	1
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	8
	4.3

	Grades 6-8
	1
	0
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	6
	3.0

	Totals
	2
	0
	5
	3
	2
	1
	1
	14
	3.7


[bookmark: Dist_CU_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 11, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 2] + [3 x 5] + [4 x 3] + [5 x 2] + [6 x 1] + [7 x 1]) ÷ 14 observations = 3.7
**Content Understanding does not appear in the CLASS PK-3 Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades 4-5 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the focus of the class is primarily on presenting discrete pieces of topically related information, absent broad, organizing ideas. The discussion and materials fail to effectively communicate the essential attributes of the concepts and procedures to students. The teacher makes little effort to elicit or acknowledge students’ background knowledge or misconceptions or to integrate previously learned material when presenting new information.
Ratings in the Middle Range. At the middle range, the focus of the class is sometimes on meaningful discussion and explanation of broad, organizing ideas. At other times, the focus is on discrete pieces of information. Class discussion and materials communicate some of the essential attributes of concepts and procedures, but examples are limited in scope or not consistently provided. The teacher makes some attempt to elicit and/or acknowledge students’ background knowledge or misconceptions and/or to integrate information with previously learned materials; however, these moments are limited in depth or inconsistent.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, the focus of the class is on encouraging deep understanding of content through the provision of meaningful, interactive discussion and explanation of broad, organizing ideas. Class discussion and materials consistently communicate the essential attributes of concepts and procedures to students. New concepts and procedures and broad ideas are consistently linked to students’ prior knowledge in ways that advance their understanding and clarify misconceptions.

[bookmark: _Toc379881743][bookmark: _Toc411329835][bookmark: _Toc430114884][bookmark: _Toc233542510]Analysis and Inquiry
Instructional Support domain, Grades 4−12
Analysis and Inquiry assesses the degree to which students are engaged in higher level thinking skills through their application of knowledge and skills to novel and/or open-ended problems, tasks, and questions. Opportunities for engaging in metacognition (thinking about thinking) also are included (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 81, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 76).
Table 12. Analysis and Inquiry: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_AI_Avg]Analysis and Inquiry District Average*: 2.6
	[bookmark: Tbl_AI]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades 4-5**
	1
	1
	5
	1
	0
	0
	0
	8
	2.8

	Grades 6-8
	2
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0
	6
	2.5

	Totals
	3
	1
	8
	2
	0
	0
	0
	14
	2.6


[bookmark: Dist_AI_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 12, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 3] + [2 x 1] + [3 x 8] + [4 x 2]) ÷ 14 observations = 2.6
**Analysis and Inquiry does not appear in the CLASS PK-3 Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades 4-5 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, students do not engage in higher order thinking skills. Instruction is presented in a rote manner, and there are no opportunities for students to engage in novel or open-ended tasks. Students are not challenged to apply previous knowledge and skills to a new problem, nor are they encouraged to think about, evaluate, or reflect on their own learning. Students do not have opportunities to plan their own learning experiences.
Ratings in the Middle Range. Students occasionally engage in higher order thinking through analysis and inquiry, but the episodes are brief or limited in depth. The teacher provides opportunities for students to apply knowledge and skills within familiar contexts and offers guidance to students but does not provide opportunities for analysis and problem solving within novel contexts and/or without teacher support. Students have occasional opportunities to think about their own thinking through explanations, self-evaluations, reflection, and planning; these opportunities, however, are brief and limited in depth.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, students consistently engage in extended opportunities to use higher order thinking through analysis and inquiry. The teacher provides opportunities for students to independently solve or reason through novel and open-ended tasks that require students to select, utilize, and apply existing knowledge and skills. Students have multiple opportunities to think about their own thinking through explanations, self-evaluations, reflection, and planning.

[bookmark: _Toc411329836][bookmark: _Toc430114885][bookmark: _Toc233542511]Quality of Feedback
Instructional Support domain, Grades PK−12
Quality of Feedback refers to the degree to which the teacher provides feedback that expands learning and understanding and encourages continued participation in the learning activity (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 72). In the upper elementary and secondary classrooms, significant feedback also may be provided by peers (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 89, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 93). Regardless of the source, the focus of the feedback motivates learning.
Table 13. Quality of Feedback: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_QF_Avg]Quality of Feedback District Average*: 3.5
	[bookmark: Tbl_QF]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	3
	3
	6
	5
	1
	4
	0
	22
	3.5

	Grades 6-8
	2
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	6
	3.5

	Totals
	5
	3
	7
	5
	3
	5
	0
	28
	3.5


[bookmark: Dist_QF_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 13, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 5] + [2 x 3] + [3 x 7] + [4 x 5] + [5 x 3] + [6 x 5]) ÷ 28 observations = 3.5
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the teacher dismisses incorrect responses or misperceptions and rarely scaffolds student learning. The teacher is more interested in students providing the correct answer than understanding. Feedback is perfunctory. The teacher may not provide opportunities to learn whether students understand or are interested. The teacher rarely questions students or asks them to explain their thinking and reasons for their responses. The teacher does not or rarely provides information that might expand student understanding and rarely offers encouragement that increases student effort and persistence.
Ratings in the Middle Range. In the middle range, the teacher sometimes scaffolds students, but this is not consistent. On occasion, the teacher facilitates feedback loops so that students may elaborate and expand on their thinking, but these moments are not sustained long enough to accomplish a learning objective. Sometimes, the teacher asks students about or prompts them to explain their thinking and provides information to help students understand, but sometimes the feedback is perfunctory. At times, the teacher encourages student efforts and persistence.
Ratings in the High Range. In this range, the teacher frequently scaffolds students who are having difficulty, providing hints or assistance as needed. The teacher engages students in feedback loops to help them understand ideas or reach the right response. The teacher often questions students, encourages them to explain their thinking, and provides additional information that may help students understand. The teacher regularly encourages students’ efforts and persistence.

[bookmark: _Toc411329837][bookmark: _Toc430114886][bookmark: _Toc233542512]Language Modeling
Instructional Support domain, Grades PK−3
Language Modeling refers to the quality and amount of the teacher’s use of language stimulation and language facilitation techniques (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 79).
Table 14. Language Modeling: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_LM_Avg]Language Modeling District Average*: 3.2
	[bookmark: Tbl_LM]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-3**
	1
	3
	6
	1
	2
	1
	0
	14
	3.2


[bookmark: Dist_LM_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 14, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 1] + [2 x 3] + [3 x 6] + [4 x 1] + [5 x 2] + [6 x 1]) ÷ 14 observations = 3.2
**Language Modeling does not appear in the CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades PK-3 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. In the low range, there are few conversations in the classroom, particularly between the students and the teacher. The teacher responds to students’ initiating talk with only a few words, limits students’ use of language (in responding to questions) and asks questions that mainly elicit closed-ended responses. The teacher does not or rarely extends students’ responses or repeats them for clarification. The teacher does not engage in self-talk or parallel talk—explaining what he or she or the students are doing. The teacher does not use new words or advanced language with students. The language used has little variety.
Ratings in the Middle Range. In this range, the teacher talks with students and shows some interest in students, but the conversations are limited and not prolonged. Usually, the teacher directs the conversations, although the conversations may focus on topics of interest to students. More often, there is a basic exchange of information but limited conversation. The teacher asks a mix of closed- and open-ended questions, although the closed-ended questions may require only short responses. Sometimes, the teacher extends students’ responses or repeats what students say. Sometimes, the teacher maps his or her own actions and the students’ actions through language and description. The teacher sometimes uses advanced language with students.
Ratings in the High Range. There are frequent conversations in the classroom, particularly between students and the teacher, and these conversations promote language use. Students are encouraged to converse and feel they are valued conversational partners. The teacher asks many open-ended questions that require students to communicate more complex ideas. The teacher often extends or repeats student responses. Frequently, the teacher maps his or her actions and student actions descriptively and uses advanced language with students.

[bookmark: _Toc379881745][bookmark: _Toc411329838][bookmark: _Toc430114887][bookmark: _Toc233542513]Instructional Dialogue
Instructional Support domain, Grades 4−12
Instructional Dialogue captures the purposeful use of content-focused discussion among teachers and students that is cumulative, with the teacher supporting students to chain ideas together in ways that lead to deeper understanding of content. Students take an active role in these dialogues, and both the teacher and students use strategies that facilitate extended dialogue (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 97, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 101).
Table 15. Instructional Dialogue: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_ID_Avg]Instructional Dialogue District Average*: 2.6
	[bookmark: Tbl_ID]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades 4-5**
	1
	3
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	8
	2.9

	Grades 6-8
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	2.3

	Totals
	4
	4
	1
	4
	0
	1
	0
	14
	2.6


[bookmark: Dist_ID_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 15, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 4] + [2 x 4] + [3 x 1] + [4 x 4] + [6 x 1]) ÷ 14 observations = 2.6
**Instructional Dialogue does not appear in the CLASS PK-3 Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades 4-5 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, there are no or few discussions in the class, the discussions are not related to content or skill development, or the discussions contain only simple question-response exchanges between the teacher and students. The class is dominated by teacher talk, and discussion is limited. The teacher and students ask closed-ended questions; rarely acknowledge, report, or extend other students’ comments; and/or appear disinterested in other students’ comments, resulting in many students not being engaged in instructional dialogues.
Ratings in the Middle Range. At this range, there are occasional content-based discussions in class among teachers and students; however, these exchanges are brief or quickly move from one topic to another without follow-up questions or comments from the teacher and other students. The class is mostly dominated by teacher talk, although there are times when students take a more active role, or there are distributed dialogues that involve only a few students in the class. The teacher and students sometimes facilitate and encourage more elaborate dialogue, but such efforts are brief, inconsistent, or ineffective at consistently engaging students in extended dialogues.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, there are frequent, content-driven discussions in the class between teachers and students or among students. The discussions build depth of knowledge through cumulative, contingent exchanges. The class dialogues are distributed in a way that the teacher and the majority of students take an active role or students are actively engaged in instructional dialogues with each other. The teacher and students frequently use strategies that encourage more elaborate dialogue, such as open-ended questions, repetition or extension, and active listening. Students respond to these techniques by fully participating in extended dialogues.

[bookmark: _Toc379881746][bookmark: _Toc411329839][bookmark: _Toc430114888][bookmark: _Toc233542514]Student Engagement
Student Engagement domain, Grades 4−12
Student Engagement refers to the extent to which all students in the class are focused and participating in the learning activity that is presented or facilitated by the teacher. The difference between passive engagement and active engagement is reflected in this rating (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 105).
Table 16. Student Engagement: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_SE_Avg]Student Engagement District Average*: 5.5
	[bookmark: Tbl_SE]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades 4-5**
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	2
	8
	5.9

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4
	1
	0
	6
	5.0

	Totals
	0
	0
	0
	1
	7
	4
	2
	14
	5.5


[bookmark: Dist_SE_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 16, the district average is computed as: ([4 x 1] + [5 x 7] + [6 x 4] + [7 x 2]) ÷ 14 observations = 5.5
**Student Engagement does not appear in the CLASS PK-3 Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades 4-5 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. In the low range, the majority of students appear distracted or disengaged.
Ratings in the Middle Range. In the middle range, students are passively engaged, listening to or watching the teacher; student engagement is mixed, with the majority of students actively engaged for part of the time and disengaged for the rest of the time; or there is a mix of student engagement, with some students actively engaged and some students disengaged.
Ratings in the High Range. In the high range, most students are actively engaged in the classroom discussions and activities.

[bookmark: _Toc430114889][bookmark: _Toc496109991][bookmark: _Toc233542515]Summary of Average Ratings: Grades PK–5
Table 17. Summary Table of Average Ratings for Each Dimension in Grades PK–5
	[bookmark: SummaryTbl_Elem]Domain/Dimension
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average Scores*

	Emotional Support Domain
	2
	2
	5
	7
	14
	20
	38
	88
	5.7

	Positive Climate
	0
	0
	0
	1
	6
	10
	5
	22
	5.9

	Negative Climate**
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	21
	22
	7.0

	Teacher Sensitivity
	0
	0
	2
	0
	3
	6
	11
	22
	6.1

	Regard for Student Perspectives
	2
	2
	3
	6
	5
	3
	1
	22
	4.0

	Classroom Organization Domain
	0
	0
	0
	1
	13
	12
	40
	66
	6.4

	Behavior Management
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	18
	22
	6.7

	Productivity
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	21
	22
	6.9

	Instructional Learning Formats***
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	10
	1
	22
	5.5

	Instructional Support Domain
	8
	14
	25
	14
	6
	6
	1
	74
	3.2

	Concept Development (PK-3 only)
	1
	4
	6
	2
	1
	0
	0
	14
	2.9

	Content Understanding (UE only)
	1
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	8
	4.3

	Analysis and Inquiry (UE only)
	1
	1
	5
	1
	0
	0
	0
	8
	2.8

	Quality of Feedback
	3
	3
	6
	5
	1
	4
	0
	22
	3.5

	Language Modeling (PK-3 only)
	1
	3
	6
	1
	2
	1
	0
	14
	3.2

	Instructional Dialogue (UE only)
	1
	3
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	8
	2.9

	Student Engagement (UE only)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	2
	8
	5.9


[bookmark: Elem_PC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the scores. For example, for Positive Climate, the district average is computed as: ([4 x 1] + [5 x 6] + [6 x 10] + [7 x 5]) ÷ 22 observations = 5.9
[bookmark: Elem_NC_Calc]**Negative Climate is rated on an inverse scale. An original score of 1 is given a value of 7. The scoring in the table reflects the normalized adjustment: ([6 x 1] + [7 x 21]) ÷ 22 observations = 7.0. In addition, Negative Climate appears in the Classroom Organization Domain for the Upper Elementary Manual.
***Instructional Learning Formats appears in the Instructional Support Domain for the Upper Elementary Manual.

[bookmark: _Toc233542516]Summary of Average Ratings: Grades 6–8
Table 18. Summary Table of Average Ratings for Each Dimension in Grades 6–8
	[bookmark: SummaryTbl_Middle]Domain/Dimension
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average Scores*

	Emotional Support Domain
	1
	2
	1
	2
	5
	2
	5
	18
	4.9

	Positive Climate
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	2
	6
	5.5

	Teacher Sensitivity
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	6
	6.0

	Regard for Student Perspectives
	1
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	6
	3.2

	Classroom Organization Domain
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	15
	18
	6.7

	Behavior Management
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5
	6
	6.8

	Productivity
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	4
	6
	6.3

	Negative Climate**
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	6
	7.0

	Instructional Support Domain
	9
	1
	8
	3
	6
	3
	0
	30
	3.2

	Instructional Learning Formats
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1
	0
	6
	4.5

	Content Understanding
	1
	0
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	6
	3.0

	Analysis and Inquiry
	2
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0
	6
	2.5

	Quality of Feedback
	2
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	6
	3.5

	Instructional Dialogue
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	2.3

	Student Engagement
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4
	1
	0
	6
	5.0


[bookmark: Middle_PC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the scores. For example, for Positive Climate, the district average is computed as: ([4 x 1] + [5 x 3] + [7 x 2]) ÷ 6 observations = 5.5
[bookmark: Middle_NC_Calc]**Negative Climate is rated on an inverse scale. An original score of 1 is given a value of 7. The scoring in the table reflects the normalized adjustment: ([7 x 6]) ÷ 6 observations = 7.0
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[bookmark: _Toc233544410][bookmark: _Toc124513009][bookmark: _Toc233544411][bookmark: AppendixE]Appendix C. Resources to Support Implementation of DESE’s District Standards and Indicators 

Table C1. Resources to Support Leadership and Governance
	Resource
	Description

	
	

	Principal Induction and Mentoring Handbook
	A series of modules designed to support novice principals and their mentors in the development of antiracist leadership competencies aligned to the Professional Standards for Administrative Leadership.

	Planning for Success In Massachusetts
	Planning for Success (PfS) is an inclusive, hands-on planning process designed to build district and school capacity and coherence while also building community understanding and support.


Table C2. Resources to Support Curriculum and Instruction
	Resource
	Description

	Coherence Guidebook*
	The guidebook illustrates a systems-level path toward deeper learning. School system leaders and teams may use the guidebook, along with its companion self-assessment, to articulate a vision of deeper learning, identify high-leverage instructional priorities, refine tiered supports, and leverage systems and structures—all in service of the articulated vision. 

	Curriculum Frameworks and Resources
Curriculum Matters Webpage
Curriculum Frameworks Resources
IMplement MA
CURATE
Supporting Culturally and Linguistically Sustaining Practices
	DESE offers a suite of resources to support the use of high-quality curriculum that is culturally and linguistically sustaining. These resources include the curriculum frameworks and IMplement MA, our recommended four-phase process to prepare for, select, launch, and implement new high-quality instructional materials with key tasks and action steps. Additionally, CURATE convenes panels of Massachusetts teachers to review and rate curriculum. These ratings are posted publicly to support schools and districts in selected high-quality instructional materials. Finally, the Supporting Culturally and Linguistically Sustaining Practices webpage provides DESE’s definition of these practices and highlights their importance in our schools and classrooms. 


	Massachusetts Curricular Resources 
Appleseeds
Investigating History 
OpenSciEd
	Free, open-source curricular resources aligned to the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks.

	Synthesized ILT Framework
	District and school teams can use this resource to reflect and identify specific actions they could take to establish or improve their instructional leadership teams (ILTs).


*The Coherence Guidebook may be useful across multiple standard areas including Leadership and Governance, Curriculum and Instruction, Assessment, and Student Support
Table C3. Resources to Support Human Resources and Professional Development
	Resource
	Description

	Educator Evaluation Implementation Resources
	A suite of resources and practical tools for effective and equitable implementation of educator evaluation, including Focus Indicators, a subset of Indicators from the Classroom Teacher and School Level Administrator Rubrics that represent high-priority practices for the school year.

	Induction and Mentoring
Teacher Induction and Mentoring
Principal Induction and Mentoring
	Resources that highlight best practices and reinforce the recently updated guidelines and standards for induction and mentoring. 

	MA Guide to Building Supportive Talent Systems for Educators
	This guide provides useful information and resources to support districts in developing and sustaining a workforce that is diverse, culturally responsive, well-prepared, and committed to continuous improvement, so that all students have equitable access to effective educators. Resources include guidance around building hiring, assignment, support, and development systems that support equity and high-quality teaching and learning.

	Promising Recruitment, Selection and Retention Strategies for a Diverse Massachusetts Teacher Workforce
	This guidebook provides a framework to help district and school leaders design and implement a teacher diversification strategy to improve student achievement and create equitable learning experiences.

	“What to Look For” Observation Guides
	This is a suite of standards-aligned observation tools to help orient observers around what instruction should look like across grade levels and subject areas. 


Table C4. Resources to Support Student Support
	Resource 
	Description

	Emergency Management Guidance 
Federal 
State
	Guidance and Technical Assistance for districts/schools related to emergency management planning and implementation. 

	Family Engagement Initiatives and Resources

	The Family Engagement Program is designed to strengthen partnerships between families, schools, and communities to foster student success. This webpage provides resources, training, and collaborative opportunities that create an inclusive educational environment where every family feels valued and empowered. 

	MTSS Resources: 
MTSS Blueprint, Self-Assessment, and Resources
Massachusetts Tools for Schools
	MTSS is a framework for how school districts can build the necessary systems to ensure that every student receives a high-quality educational experience.

	Safe and Supportive Schools: 
Safe and Supportive Schools Framework and Self-Reflection Tool
Safe Schools Program for LGBTQ Students
Bullying Prevention and Intervention
Rethinking Discipline Initiative
	These resources can help guide school- and district-based teams to create safer and more supportive school climates and cultures that allow all students to thrive.  


Table C5. Resources to Support Financial and Asset Management
	Resource 
	Description

	Office for Food and Nutrition Programs
	Resources for school districts, childcare centers, family day care homes, adult day health programs, Summer Eats community organizations, USDA Foods storage and distribution vendors, food banks, and anti-hunger organizations across the Commonwealth.

	Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR)
	RADAR is a suite of innovative data reports, case studies, and other resources that provide a new approach to resource decisions.

	School Meals Newsletter
	Short articles summarizing current events including changes in federal/ state requirements; current grant opportunities; and notable dates.
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Appendix D. Enrollment, Attendance, Expenditures
[bookmark: _Hlk215041847]Table D1 Clarksburg. Student Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, 2025-2026
	Group
	District
	Percentage of District
	State
	Percentage of State

	All Students
	211
	100.0%
	900,490
	100.0%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	0
	0.0%
	2,188
	0.2%

	Asian
	1
	0.5%
	68,002
	7.6%

	Black or African American
	2
	0.9%
	93,528
	10.4%

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	1.4%
	235,969
	26.2%

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	6
	2.8%
	42,988
	4.8%

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0%
	754
	0.1%

	White
	199
	94.3%
	457,061
	50.8%


Note. As of October 1, 2025.
Table D1 Florida. Student Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, 2025-2026
	Group
	District
	Percentage of District
	State
	Percentage of State

	All Students
	68
	100.0%
	900,490
	100.0%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	0
	0.0%
	2,188
	0.2%

	Asian
	0
	0.0%
	68,002
	7.6%

	Black or African American
	0
	0.0%
	93,528
	10.4%

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	2.9%
	235,969
	26.2%

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	4
	5.9%
	42,988
	4.8%

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0%
	754
	0.1%

	White
	62
	91.2%
	457,061
	50.8%


Note. As of October 1, 2025.

Table D1 Rowe. Student Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, 2025-2026
	Group
	District
	Percentage of District
	State
	Percentage of State

	All Students
	51
	100.0%
	900,490
	100.0%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	0
	0.0%
	2,188
	0.2%

	Asian
	0
	0.0%
	68,002
	7.6%

	Black or African American
	1
	2.0%
	93,528
	10.4%

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	5.9%
	235,969
	26.2%

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	8
	15.7%
	42,988
	4.8%

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0%
	754
	0.1%

	White
	39
	76.5%
	457,061
	50.8%


Note. As of October 1, 2025.
Table D1 Savoy. Student Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, 2025-2026
	Group
	District
	Percentage of District
	State
	Percentage of State

	All Students
	36
	100.0%
	900,490
	100.0%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	0
	0.0%
	2,188
	0.2%

	Asian
	0
	0.0%
	68,002
	7.6%

	Black or African American
	0
	0.0%
	93,528
	10.4%

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	8.3%
	235,969
	26.2%

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	0
	0.0%
	42,988
	4.8%

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0%
	754
	0.1%

	White
	33
	91.7%
	457,061
	50.8%


Note. As of October 1, 2025.

Table D2 Clarksburg. 2025-2026 Student Enrollment by High-Need Populations
	Group
	N
(District)
	Percentage of High Needs
(District)
	Percentage of District
	N
(State)
	Percentage of High Needs
(State)
	Percentage of State

	All Students with High Needs
	99
	100.0%
	46.9%
	504,445
	100.0%
	55.4%

	English Learners
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	120,784
	23.9%
	13.4%

	Low Income
	80
	80.8%
	37.9%
	369,909
	73.3%
	41.1%

	Students with Disabilities
	29
	29.3%
	13.7%
	192,218
	38.1%
	21.1%


Note. As of October 1, 2025. District and state numbers and percentages for students with disabilities and high needs are calculated including students in out-of-district placements. Total district enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 211; total state enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 910,659.
Table D2 Florida. 2025-2026 Student Enrollment by High-Need Populations
	Group
	N
(District)
	Percentage of High Needs
(District)
	Percentage of District
	N
(State)
	Percentage of High Needs
(State)
	Percentage of State

	All Students with High Needs
	32
	100.0%
	47.1%
	504,445
	100.0%
	55.4%

	English Learners
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	120,784
	23.9%
	13.4%

	Low Income
	24
	75.0%
	35.3%
	369,909
	73.3%
	41.1%

	Students with Disabilities
	14
	43.8%
	20.6%
	192,218
	38.1%
	21.1%


Note. As of October 1, 2025. District and state numbers and percentages for students with disabilities and high needs are calculated including students in out-of-district placements. Total district enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 68; total state enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 910,659.

Table D2 Rowe. 2025-2026 Student Enrollment by High-Need Populations
	Group
	N
(District)
	Percentage of High Needs
(District)
	Percentage of District
	N
(State)
	Percentage of High Needs
(State)
	Percentage of State

	All Students with High Needs
	32
	100.0%
	62.7%
	504,445
	100.0%
	55.4%

	English Learners
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	120,784
	23.9%
	13.4%

	Low Income
	24
	75.0%
	47.1%
	369,909
	73.3%
	41.1%

	Students with Disabilities
	11
	34.4%
	21.6%
	192,218
	38.1%
	21.1%


Note. As of October 1, 2025. District and state numbers and percentages for students with disabilities and high needs are calculated including students in out-of-district placements. Total district enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 51; total state enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 910,659.
Table D2 Savoy. 2025-2026 Student Enrollment by High-Need Populations
	Group
	N
(District)
	Percentage of High Needs
(District)
	Percentage of District
	N
(State)
	Percentage of High Needs
(State)
	Percentage of State

	All Students with High Needs
	21
	100.0%
	58.3%
	504,445
	100.0%
	55.4%

	English Learners
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	120,784
	23.9%
	13.4%

	Low Income
	15
	71.4%
	41.7%
	369,909
	73.3%
	41.1%

	Students with Disabilities
	7
	33.3%
	19.4%
	192,218
	38.1%
	21.1%


Note. As of October 1, 2025. District and state numbers and percentages for students with disabilities and high needs are calculated including students in out-of-district placements. Total district enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 36; total state enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 910,659.

Table D3 Clarksburg. Chronic Absencea Rates by Student Group, 2023-2025
	Group
	N (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	210
	13.1
	6.2
	10.5
	18.8

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27.3

	Asian
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	10.9

	Black or African American
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20.7

	Hispanic or Latino
	4
	33.3
	0.0
	N/A
	29.5

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19.3

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22.7

	White
	200
	11.7
	6.5
	11.0
	13.9

	High Needs
	98
	15.7
	8.5
	15.3
	25.9

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27.8

	Low Income
	82
	17.7
	8.6
	15.9
	28.9

	Students with Disabilities
	29
	12.2
	9.5
	13.8
	26.5


a The percentage of students absent 10 percent or more of their total number of student days of membership in a school.
Table D3 Florida. Chronic Absencea Rates by Student Group, 2023-2025
	Group
	N (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	85
	18.3
	10.3
	4.7
	18.8

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27.3

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	10.9

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20.7

	Hispanic or Latino
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	29.5

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	7
	N/A
	N/A
	14.3
	19.3

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22.7

	White
	73
	16.7
	8.4
	4.1
	13.9

	High Needs
	39
	23.1
	15.8
	7.7
	25.9

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27.8

	Low Income
	31
	24.4
	10.0
	9.7
	28.9

	Students with Disabilities
	14
	7.1
	25.0
	0.0
	26.5


a The percentage of students absent 10 percent or more of their total number of student days of membership in a school.

Table D3 Rowe. Chronic Absencea Rates by Student Group, 2023-2025
	Group
	N (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	59
	28.6
	26.2
	27.1
	18.8

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27.3

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	10.9

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20.7

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	29.5

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	9
	40.0
	33.3
	33.3
	19.3

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22.7

	White
	46
	23.6
	24.5
	23.9
	13.9

	High Needs
	36
	27.1
	23.3
	30.6
	25.9

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27.8

	Low Income
	27
	31.6
	24.2
	33.3
	28.9

	Students with Disabilities
	13
	22.2
	26.3
	38.5
	26.5


a The percentage of students absent 10 percent or more of their total number of student days of membership in a school.
Table D3 Savoy. Chronic Absencea Rates by Student Group, 2023-2025
	Group
	N (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	39
	15.0
	18.8
	12.8
	18.8

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27.3

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	10.9

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20.7

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	29.5

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19.3

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22.7

	White
	35
	15.8
	20.5
	14.3
	13.9

	High Needs
	23
	17.2
	22.2
	13.0
	25.9

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27.8

	Low Income
	18
	17.9
	25.8
	16.7
	28.9

	Students with Disabilities
	6
	14.3
	0.0
	0.0
	26.5


a The percentage of students absent 10 percent or more of their total number of student days of membership in a school.

Table D4 Clarksburg. Total Expenditures Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Expenditures
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	By school committee
	$2,709,708
	$2,782,763
	$2,838,416

	By Municipality
	$654,315
	$614,802
	$309,787

	Total from local appropriations
	$3,364,023
	$3,397,565
	$3,148,203

	From revolving funds and grants
	$648,541
	$644,283
	$947,819

	Total expenditures
	$4,012,564
	$4,041,848
	$4,096,022


Note. Expenditures from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.
Table D4 Florida. Total Expenditures Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Expenditures
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	By school committee
	$1,322,438
	$1,363,387
	$1,378,971

	By Municipality
	$432,762
	$397,316
	$420,570

	Total from local appropriations
	$1,755,200
	$1,739,423
	$1,799,541

	From revolving funds and grants
	$199,359
	$193,789
	$281,382

	Total expenditures
	$1,954,559
	$1,933,212
	$2,080,923


Note. Expenditures from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.
Table D4 Rowe. Total Expenditures Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Expenditures
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	By school committee
	$1,654,542
	$1,689,651
	$1,765,564

	By Municipality
	$563,582
	$487,947
	$561,956

	Total from local appropriations
	$2,218,125
	$2,177,598
	$2,327,520

	From revolving funds and grants
	$535,921
	$330,243
	$402,054

	Total expenditures
	$2,754,046
	$2,507,841
	$2,729,574


Note. Expenditures from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.

Table D4 Savoy. Total Expenditures Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Expenditures
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	By school committee
	$917,634
	$941,999
	$941,863

	By Municipality
	$144,158
	$205,713
	$169,876

	Total from local appropriations
	$1,061,792
	$1,147,713
	$1,111,739

	From revolving funds and grants
	$342,990
	$193,052
	$216,270

	Total expenditures
	$1,404,783
	$1,340,764
	$1,328,009


Note. Expenditures from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.
Table D5 Clarksburg. Chapter 70 State Aid, and Net School Spending Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Chapter 70 aid to education program
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Chapter 70 state aida
	$1,805,335
	$1,817,095
	$1,827,355

	Required local contribution
	$735,842
	$761,205
	$736,864

	Required net school spendingb
	$2,541,177
	$2,578,300
	$2,564,219

	Actual net school spending
	$3,121,740
	$3,146,424
	$2,904,390

	Over/under required ($)
	$580,563
	$568,124
	$340,171

	Over/under required (%)
	22.8%
	22.0%
	13.3%


Note. Chapter 70 aid to education from Chapter 70 District Profiles sourced from Chapter 70 Program - School Finance last updated April 11, 2025.
a Chapter 70 state aid funds are deposited in the local general fund and spent as local appropriations.
b Required net school spending is the total of Chapter 70 aid and required local contribution. Net school spending includes only expenditures from local appropriations, not revolving funds, and grants. It includes expenditures for most administration, instruction, operations, and out-of-district tuitions. It does not include transportation, school lunches, debt, or capital.

Table D5 Florida. Chapter 70 State Aid, and Net School Spending Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Chapter 70 aid to education program
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Chapter 70 state aida
	$552,457
	$556,297
	$559,717

	Required local contribution
	$432,738
	$458,631
	$425,391

	Required net school spendingb
	$985,195
	$1,014,928
	$985,108

	Actual net school spending
	$1,602,443
	$1,493,750
	$1,501,253

	Over/under required ($)
	$617,248
	$478,822
	$516,145

	Over/under required (%)
	62.7%
	47.2%
	52.4%


Note. Chapter 70 aid to education from Chapter 70 District Profiles sourced from Chapter 70 Program - School Finance last updated April 11, 2025.
a Chapter 70 state aid funds are deposited in the local general fund and spent as local appropriations.
b Required net school spending is the total of Chapter 70 aid and required local contribution. Net school spending includes only expenditures from local appropriations, not revolving funds, and grants. It includes expenditures for most administration, instruction, operations, and out-of-district tuitions. It does not include transportation, school lunches, debt, or capital.
Table D5 Rowe. Chapter 70 State Aid, and Net School Spending Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Chapter 70 aid to education program
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Chapter 70 state aida
	$141,065
	$143,705
	$146,165

	Required local contribution
	$479,028
	$567,127
	$619,878

	Required net school spendingb
	$620,093
	$710,832
	$766,043

	Actual net school spending
	$2,065,147
	$2,054,341
	$2,163,421

	Over/under required ($)
	$1,445,054
	$1,343,509
	$1,397,378

	Over/under required (%)
	233.0%
	189.0%
	182.4%


Note. Chapter 70 aid to education from Chapter 70 District Profiles sourced from Chapter 70 Program - School Finance last updated April 11, 2025.
a Chapter 70 state aid funds are deposited in the local general fund and spent as local appropriations.
b Required net school spending is the total of Chapter 70 aid and required local contribution. Net school spending includes only expenditures from local appropriations, not revolving funds, and grants. It includes expenditures for most administration, instruction, operations, and out-of-district tuitions. It does not include transportation, school lunches, debt, or capital.

Table D5 Savoy. Chapter 70 State Aid, and Net School Spending Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Chapter 70 aid to education program
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Chapter 70 state aida
	$517,199
	$519,899
	$522,299

	Required local contribution
	$447,424
	$427,939
	$429,924

	Required net school spendingb
	$964,623
	$947,838
	$952,223

	Actual net school spending
	$935,970
	$1,065,687
	$1,003,225

	Over/under required ($)
	-$28,653
	$117,849
	$51,002

	Over/under required (%)
	-3.0%
	12.4%
	5.4%


Note. Chapter 70 aid to education from Chapter 70 District Profiles sourced from Chapter 70 Program - School Finance last updated April 11, 2025.
a Chapter 70 state aid funds are deposited in the local general fund and spent as local appropriations.
b Required net school spending is the total of Chapter 70 aid and required local contribution. Net school spending includes only expenditures from local appropriations, not revolving funds, and grants. It includes expenditures for most administration, instruction, operations, and out-of-district tuitions. It does not include transportation, school lunches, debt, or capital.
Table D6 Clarksburg. Expenditures Per In-District Pupil, Fiscal Years 2022-2024
	Expenditure category
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Administration
	$861
	$1,050
	$965

	Instructional leadership (district and school)
	$1,070
	$1,228
	$1,096

	Teachers
	$5,776
	$6,500
	$6,097

	Other teaching services
	$1,571
	$1,634
	$1,502

	Professional development
	$73
	$92
	$51

	Instructional materials, equipment, and technology
	$359
	$170
	$215

	Guidance, counseling, and testing services
	$227
	$233
	$268

	Pupil services
	$734
	$1,033
	$1,075

	Operations and maintenance
	$924
	$933
	$813

	Insurance, retirement, and other fixed costs
	$2,915
	$3,545
	$2,996

	Total expenditures per in-district pupil
	$14,510
	$16,419
	$15,079


Note. Any discrepancy between expenditures and total is because of rounding. Data are from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.

Table D6 Florida. Expenditures Per In-District Pupil, Fiscal Years 2022-2024
	Expenditure category
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Administration
	$633
	$1,072
	$1,155

	Instructional leadership (district and school)
	$1,580
	$1,755
	$2,004

	Teachers
	$6,065
	$7,410
	$7,927

	Other teaching services
	$2,341
	$2,163
	$2,444

	Professional development
	$39
	$48
	$672

	Instructional materials, equipment, and technology
	$581
	$630
	$999

	Guidance, counseling, and testing services
	$429
	$364
	$377

	Pupil services
	$1,160
	$1,646
	$1,772

	Operations and maintenance
	$2,019
	$1,707
	$1,794

	Insurance, retirement, and other fixed costs
	$2,979
	$3,557
	$4,031

	Total expenditures per in-district pupil
	$17,826
	$20,353
	$23,175


Note. Any discrepancy between expenditures and total is because of rounding. Data are from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.
Table D6 Rowe. Expenditures Per In-District Pupil, Fiscal Years 2022-2024
	Expenditure category
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Administration
	$1,401
	$1,419
	$2,224

	Instructional leadership (district and school)
	$2,480
	$3,015
	$3,203

	Teachers
	$8,904
	$8,719
	$11,161

	Other teaching services
	$4,742
	$3,682
	$3,971

	Professional development
	$121
	$84
	$174

	Instructional materials, equipment, and technology
	$730
	$772
	$1,048

	Guidance, counseling, and testing services
	$455
	$235
	$229

	Pupil services
	$1,796
	$2,435
	$2,430

	Operations and maintenance
	$2,432
	$2,142
	$2,108

	Insurance, retirement, and other fixed costs
	$6,808
	$6,588
	$7,749

	Total expenditures per in-district pupil
	$29,867
	$29,090
	$34,298


Note. Any discrepancy between expenditures and total is because of rounding. Data are from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.

Table D6 Savoy. Expenditures Per In-District Pupil, Fiscal Years 2022-2024
	Expenditure category
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Administration
	$934
	$1,341
	$1,376

	Instructional leadership (district and school)
	$2,513
	$3,773
	$1,386

	Teachers
	$6,830
	$9,493
	$8,590

	Other teaching services
	$3,175
	$2,903
	$2,637

	Professional development
	$108
	$166
	$57

	Instructional materials, equipment, and technology
	$1,502
	$553
	$301

	Guidance, counseling, and testing services
	$586
	$239
	$349

	Pupil services
	$709
	$2,533
	$2,074

	Operations and maintenance
	$1,278
	$1,720
	$1,726

	Insurance, retirement, and other fixed costs
	$4,255
	$6,091
	$4,603

	Total expenditures per in-district pupil
	$21,892
	$28,812
	$23,100


Note. Any discrepancy between expenditures and total is because of rounding. Data are from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.

North Berkshire School Union	Comprehensive District Review Report ■ page D-1
[bookmark: _Toc118728213][bookmark: _Toc233544412][bookmark: _Hlk138316045]Appendix E. North Berkshire School Union Public Schools: Student Performance Data[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Column labels for Tables E1-E9: M/E=Percent meeting or exceeding expectations, PME=Partially meeting expectations, NM= Not meeting expectations] 

Table E1 Clarksburg. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-4
Table E1 Florida. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-4
Table E1 Rowe. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-5
Table E1 Savoy. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-5
Table E2 Clarksburg. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-6
Table E2 Florida. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-6
Table E2 Rowe. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-7
Table E2 Savoy. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-7
Table E3 Clarksburg. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025	E-8
Table E3 Florida. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025	E-8
Table E3 Rowe. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025	E-9
Table E3 Savoy. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025	E-9
Table E4 Clarksburg. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-10
Table E4 Florida. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-10
Table E4 Rowe. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-11
Table E4 Savoy. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-11
Table E5 Clarksburg. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-12
Table E5 Florida. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-12
Table E5 Rowe. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-13
Table E5 Savoy. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-13
Table E6 Clarksburg. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-14
Table E6 Florida. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-14
Table E6 Rowe. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-14
Table E6 Savoy. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-15
Table E7 Clarksburg. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-16
Table E7 Florida. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023‑2025	E-16
Table E7 Rowe. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023‑2025	E-17
Table E7 Savoy. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023‑2025	E-17
Table E8 Clarksburg. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3‑8, 2023-2025	E-18
Table E8 Florida. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3‑8, 2023-2025	E-18
Table E8 Rowe. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3‑8, 2023-2025	E-19
Table E8 Savoy. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-19
Table E9 Clarksburg. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-20
Table E9 Florida. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-20
Table E9 Rowe. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-20
Table E9 Savoy. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-21
Table E10 Clarksburg. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023‑2025	E-21
Table E10 Florida. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-21
Table E10 Rowe. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-22
Table E10 Savoy. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-22
Table E11 Clarksburg. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-22
Table E11 Florida. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-23
Table E11 Rowe. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-23
Table E11 Savoy. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-24
Table E12 Clarksburg. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-24
Table E12 Florida. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-25
Table E12 Rowe. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-25
Table E12 Savoy. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-26
Table E13 Clarksburg. Accountability Results, 2025	E-26
Table E13 Florida. Accountability Results, 2025	E-26
Table E13 Rowe. Accountability Results, 2025	E-27
Table E13 Savoy. Accountability Results, 2025	E-27


[bookmark: _Toc211859372][bookmark: _Toc233544281][bookmark: _Hlk204603145]Table E1 Clarksburg. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	[bookmark: _Hlk204602703]All Students
	134
	39
	29
	29
	42
	55
	62
	57
	39
	6
	9
	13
	20

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	28
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	64
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	9

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	25

	White
	128
	39
	30
	30
	50
	55
	60
	57
	38
	6
	10
	13
	13

	High Needs
	66
	32
	22
	23
	23
	63
	70
	62
	45
	5
	8
	15
	32

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40

	Low Income
	55
	35
	21
	27
	23
	62
	74
	60
	44
	4
	5
	13
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	20
	9
	25
	5
	12
	82
	61
	60
	40
	9
	14
	35
	48


[bookmark: _Toc211859373][bookmark: _Toc233544282]Table E1 Florida. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	52
	24
	26
	33
	42
	61
	47
	46
	39
	16
	26
	21
	20

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	28
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	64
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	9

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	25

	White
	47
	23
	28
	34
	50
	60
	46
	45
	38
	17
	26
	21
	13

	High Needs
	25
	22
	20
	32
	23
	59
	44
	36
	45
	19
	36
	32
	32

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40

	Low Income
	22
	15
	19
	32
	23
	73
	48
	41
	44
	12
	33
	27
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	6
	25
	N/A
	N/A
	12
	33
	N/A
	N/A
	40
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	48


[bookmark: _Toc211859374][bookmark: _Toc233544283]Table E1 Rowe. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	35
	22
	33
	43
	42
	51
	56
	40
	39
	27
	11
	17
	20

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	28
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	64
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	9

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	25

	White
	28
	19
	34
	36
	50
	47
	52
	43
	38
	34
	14
	21
	13

	High Needs
	20
	21
	23
	35
	23
	48
	62
	40
	45
	31
	15
	25
	32

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40

	Low Income
	14
	25
	35
	50
	23
	60
	59
	36
	44
	15
	6
	14
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	6
	6
	8
	N/A
	12
	41
	58
	N/A
	40
	53
	33
	N/A
	48


[bookmark: _Toc211859375][bookmark: _Toc233544284]Table E1 Savoy. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	16
	38
	21
	38
	42
	46
	58
	63
	39
	15
	21
	0
	20

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	28
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	64
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	9

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Hispanic or Latino
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	25

	White
	15
	42
	19
	33
	50
	46
	57
	67
	38
	13
	24
	0
	13

	High Needs
	9
	33
	17
	N/A
	23
	52
	61
	N/A
	45
	14
	22
	N/A
	32

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40

	Low Income
	6
	35
	20
	N/A
	23
	50
	60
	N/A
	44
	15
	20
	N/A
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	12
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48


[bookmark: _Toc211859376][bookmark: _Toc233544285]Table E2 Clarksburg. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	134
	36
	30
	24
	41
	56
	63
	63
	40
	7
	7
	13
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	28

	Asian
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	71
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	7

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	32

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	47
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	23

	White
	128
	37
	31
	23
	49
	55
	61
	63
	39
	8
	7
	13
	12

	High Needs
	66
	25
	27
	23
	23
	65
	64
	59
	47
	10
	9
	18
	30

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34

	Low Income
	55
	27
	26
	25
	21
	65
	71
	58
	47
	8
	3
	16
	32

	Students with Disabilities
	20
	14
	25
	10
	13
	68
	57
	60
	41
	18
	18
	30
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859377][bookmark: _Toc233544286]Table E2 Florida. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	51
	24
	19
	18
	41
	59
	60
	65
	40
	18
	21
	18
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	28

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	71
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	7

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	32

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	47
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	23

	White
	46
	21
	20
	17
	49
	60
	60
	63
	39
	19
	20
	20
	12

	High Needs
	25
	16
	12
	12
	23
	66
	56
	60
	47
	19
	32
	28
	30

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34

	Low Income
	22
	12
	14
	14
	21
	73
	52
	64
	47
	15
	33
	23
	32

	Students with Disabilities
	6
	17
	N/A
	N/A
	13
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859378][bookmark: _Toc233544287]Table E2 Rowe. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	35
	25
	39
	43
	41
	53
	44
	37
	40
	23
	17
	20
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	28

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	71
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	7

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	32

	Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	47
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	23

	White
	28
	26
	38
	39
	49
	52
	45
	39
	39
	23
	17
	21
	12

	High Needs
	20
	29
	35
	45
	23
	46
	46
	30
	47
	25
	19
	25
	30

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34

	Low Income
	14
	32
	53
	57
	21
	53
	35
	21
	47
	16
	12
	21
	32

	Students with Disabilities
	6
	18
	8
	N/A
	13
	47
	58
	N/A
	41
	35
	33
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859379][bookmark: _Toc233544288]Table E2 Savoy. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	16
	27
	8
	31
	41
	65
	83
	69
	40
	8
	8
	0
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	28

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	71
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	7

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	32

	Hispanic or Latino
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	47
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	23

	White
	15
	29
	10
	27
	49
	63
	81
	73
	39
	8
	10
	0
	12

	High Needs
	9
	29
	6
	N/A
	23
	67
	89
	N/A
	47
	5
	6
	N/A
	30

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34

	Low Income
	6
	30
	7
	N/A
	21
	65
	87
	N/A
	47
	5
	7
	N/A
	32

	Students with Disabilities
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	13
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859380][bookmark: _Toc233544289]Table E3 Clarksburg. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	38
	36
	33
	29
	42
	56
	55
	61
	39
	9
	12
	11
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	65
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	8

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Hispanic or Latino
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	White
	36
	36
	33
	28
	51
	56
	55
	64
	37
	9
	13
	8
	12

	High Needs
	19
	43
	28
	32
	23
	43
	55
	58
	45
	13
	17
	11
	32

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	17
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40

	Low Income
	17
	44
	33
	29
	21
	39
	54
	59
	46
	17
	13
	12
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	3
	N/A
	0
	N/A
	15
	N/A
	58
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859381][bookmark: _Toc233544290]Table E3 Florida. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	18
	25
	17
	44
	42
	50
	50
	56
	39
	25
	33
	0
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	65
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	8

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	White
	17
	27
	18
	47
	51
	45
	47
	53
	37
	27
	35
	0
	12

	High Needs
	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	23
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	32

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	17
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40

	Low Income
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859382][bookmark: _Toc233544291]Table E3 Rowe. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	12
	25
	N/A
	58
	42
	58
	N/A
	8
	39
	17
	N/A
	33
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	65
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	8

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	White
	11
	N/A
	N/A
	55
	51
	N/A
	N/A
	9
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	12

	High Needs
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	23
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	32

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	17
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40

	Low Income
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859383][bookmark: _Toc233544292]Table E3 Savoy. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	6
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	50
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	65
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	8

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	White
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	12

	High Needs
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	23
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	32

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	17
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40

	Low Income
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859384][bookmark: _Toc233544293][bookmark: _Hlk138323146]Table E4 Clarksburg. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	22
	41
	50
	59
	42
	53
	40
	36
	39
	6
	10
	5
	19

	4
	23
	20
	20
	22
	40
	75
	75
	57
	41
	5
	5
	22
	19

	5
	19
	43
	23
	11
	38
	50
	73
	89
	47
	7
	5
	0
	15

	6
	22
	30
	39
	18
	42
	60
	43
	73
	36
	10
	18
	9
	22

	7
	29
	53
	17
	34
	42
	47
	78
	41
	36
	0
	6
	24
	22

	8
	19
	47
	20
	26
	44
	47
	70
	58
	34
	6
	10
	16
	22

	3-8
	134
	39
	29
	29
	42
	55
	62
	57
	39
	6
	9
	13
	20

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15


[bookmark: _Toc211859385][bookmark: _Toc233544294]Table E4 Florida. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	7
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	29
	N/A
	19

	4
	14
	0
	N/A
	43
	40
	90
	N/A
	29
	41
	10
	N/A
	29
	19

	5
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	47
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	6
	8
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	64
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	22

	7
	5
	20
	20
	N/A
	42
	60
	80
	N/A
	36
	20
	0
	N/A
	22

	8
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	80
	34
	N/A
	N/A
	0
	22

	3-8
	52
	24
	26
	33
	42
	61
	47
	46
	39
	16
	26
	21
	20

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15


[bookmark: _Toc211859386][bookmark: _Toc233544295]


Table E4 Rowe. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	5
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	33
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	25
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	4
	10
	N/A
	42
	30
	40
	N/A
	42
	40
	41
	N/A
	17
	30
	19

	5
	12
	25
	N/A
	50
	38
	42
	N/A
	33
	47
	33
	N/A
	17
	15

	6
	8
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	73
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	22

	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22

	3-8
	35
	22
	33
	43
	42
	51
	56
	40
	39
	27
	11
	17
	20

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15


[bookmark: _Toc211859387][bookmark: _Toc233544296]Table E4 Savoy. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	4
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	5
	6
	30
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	47
	30
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	6
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22

	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	22

	3-8
	16
	38
	21
	38
	42
	46
	58
	63
	39
	15
	21
	0
	20

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15



[bookmark: _Toc211859388][bookmark: _Toc233544297][bookmark: _Hlk139011901]Table E5 Clarksburg. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	22
	59
	50
	55
	44
	41
	35
	41
	36
	0
	15
	5
	21

	4
	23
	40
	30
	30
	43
	50
	70
	52
	40
	10
	0
	17
	17

	5
	19
	29
	18
	37
	40
	61
	73
	58
	43
	11
	9
	5
	17

	6
	22
	25
	34
	9
	41
	70
	59
	59
	42
	5
	7
	32
	17

	7
	29
	32
	28
	14
	39
	58
	72
	76
	41
	11
	0
	10
	20

	8
	19
	41
	20
	0
	38
	53
	70
	89
	41
	6
	10
	11
	21

	3-8
	134
	36
	30
	24
	41
	56
	63
	63
	40
	7
	7
	13
	19

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16


[bookmark: _Toc211859389][bookmark: _Toc233544298]Table E5 Florida. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	7
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	57
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	21
	N/A
	21

	4
	13
	0
	N/A
	8
	43
	70
	N/A
	62
	40
	30
	N/A
	31
	17

	5
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	17

	6
	8
	18
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	73
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	9
	N/A
	N/A
	17

	7
	5
	40
	20
	N/A
	39
	50
	70
	N/A
	41
	10
	10
	N/A
	20

	8
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	10
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	80
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	10
	21

	3-8
	51
	24
	19
	18
	41
	59
	60
	65
	40
	18
	21
	18
	19

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16




[bookmark: _Toc211859390][bookmark: _Toc233544299]Table E5 Rowe. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	5
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	33
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	25
	N/A
	N/A
	21

	4
	10
	N/A
	42
	50
	43
	N/A
	25
	30
	40
	N/A
	33
	20
	17

	5
	12
	17
	N/A
	50
	40
	67
	N/A
	25
	43
	17
	N/A
	25
	17

	6
	8
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	70
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	30
	N/A
	N/A
	17

	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21

	3-8
	35
	25
	39
	43
	41
	53
	44
	37
	40
	23
	17
	20
	19

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16


[bookmark: _Toc211859391][bookmark: _Toc233544300]Table E5 Savoy. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21

	4
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	17

	5
	6
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	40
	80
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	17

	6
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	17

	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21

	3-8
	16
	27
	8
	31
	41
	65
	83
	69
	40
	8
	8
	0
	19

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16


[bookmark: _Toc211859392]
[bookmark: _Toc233544301]Table E6 Clarksburg. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	5
	19
	32
	23
	37
	46
	61
	59
	53
	34
	7
	18
	11
	20

	8
	19
	41
	45
	21
	37
	47
	50
	68
	44
	12
	5
	11
	19

	5 and 8
	38
	36
	33
	29
	42
	56
	55
	61
	39
	9
	12
	11
	19

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16


[bookmark: _Toc211859393][bookmark: _Toc233544302]Table E6 Florida. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	5
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	34
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	20

	8
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	20
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	80
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	0
	19

	5 and 8
	18
	25
	17
	44
	42
	50
	50
	56
	39
	25
	33
	0
	19

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16


[bookmark: _Toc211859394][bookmark: _Toc233544303]Table E6 Rowe. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	5
	12
	25
	N/A
	58
	46
	58
	N/A
	8
	34
	17
	N/A
	33
	20

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	5 and 8
	12
	25
	N/A
	58
	42
	58
	N/A
	8
	39
	17
	N/A
	33
	19

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16


[bookmark: _Toc211859395][bookmark: _Toc233544304]Table E6 Savoy. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	5
	6
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	34
	50
	N/A
	N/A
	20

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	5 and 8
	6
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	50
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	16
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[bookmark: _Toc211859396][bookmark: _Toc233544305]Table E7 Clarksburg. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	103
	45
	44
	42
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	57

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	100
	45
	44
	42
	50

	High Needs
	48
	43
	44
	43
	48

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	Low Income
	40
	44
	45
	42
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	14
	N/A
	47
	N/A
	45


[bookmark: _Toc211859397][bookmark: _Toc233544306]Table E7 Florida. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023‑2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	45
	44
	33
	45
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	57

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	40
	45
	33
	45
	50

	High Needs
	22
	44
	N/A
	37
	48

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	Low Income
	19
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45


[bookmark: _Toc211859398]

[bookmark: _Toc233544307]Table E7 Rowe. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023‑2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	25
	40
	65
	47
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	57

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	22
	N/A
	65
	43
	50

	High Needs
	15
	N/A
	66
	N/A
	48

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	Low Income
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45


[bookmark: _Toc211859399][bookmark: _Toc233544308]Table E7 Savoy. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023‑2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	14
	53
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	57

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	13
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	High Needs
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	Low Income
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45




[bookmark: _Toc211859400][bookmark: _Toc233544309]Table E8 Clarksburg. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3‑8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	103
	49
	42
	38
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	58

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	100
	48
	41
	39
	50

	High Needs
	48
	47
	42
	44
	48

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Low Income
	40
	47
	44
	41
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	14
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859401][bookmark: _Toc233544310]Table E8 Florida. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3‑8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	44
	52
	30
	42
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	58

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	39
	51
	31
	40
	50

	High Needs
	22
	54
	N/A
	38
	48

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Low Income
	19
	54
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859402]

[bookmark: _Toc233544311]Table E8 Rowe. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3‑8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	25
	64
	62
	50
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	58

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	22
	N/A
	62
	49
	50

	High Needs
	15
	N/A
	61
	N/A
	48

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Low Income
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211859403][bookmark: _Toc233544312]Table E8 Savoy. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	14
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	58

	Black or African American
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	13
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	High Needs
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	English Learners
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	51

	Low Income
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46




[bookmark: _Toc211859404][bookmark: _Toc233544313]Table E9 Clarksburg. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	20
	31
	N/A
	36
	50

	5
	19
	37
	39
	N/A
	50

	6
	21
	N/A
	43
	53
	50

	7
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	50

	8
	16
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	3-8
	103
	45
	44
	42
	50

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211859405][bookmark: _Toc233544314]Table E9 Florida. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	14
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	5
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	6
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	7
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	8
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	3-8
	45
	44
	33
	45
	50

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211859406][bookmark: _Toc233544315]Table E9 Rowe. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	5
	11
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	6
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	3-8
	25
	40
	65
	47
	50

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211859407]

[bookmark: _Toc233544316]Table E9 Savoy. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	5
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	6
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	3-8
	14
	53
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211859408][bookmark: _Toc233544317]Table E10 Clarksburg. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023‑2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	20
	32
	N/A
	47
	50

	5
	19
	39
	30
	N/A
	50

	6
	21
	N/A
	50
	25
	50

	7
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	34
	50

	8
	16
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	3-8
	103
	49
	42
	38
	50

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211859409][bookmark: _Toc233544318]Table E10 Florida. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	13
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	5
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	6
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	7
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	8
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	3-8
	44
	52
	30
	42
	50

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211859410]

[bookmark: _Toc233544319]Table E10 Rowe. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	5
	11
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	6
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	3-8
	25
	64
	62
	50
	50

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211859411][bookmark: _Toc233544320]Table E10 Savoy. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	5
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	6
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	3-8
	14
	35
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211859412][bookmark: _Toc233544321]Table E11 Clarksburg. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	215
	1.9
	N/A
	N/A
	1.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.8

	Asian
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.3

	Black or African American
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.1

	Hispanic or Latino
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	White
	203
	2.0
	N/A
	N/A
	1.1

	High Needs
	123
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	English Learners
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.4

	Low Income
	96
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.1

	Students with Disabilities
	47
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.4




[bookmark: _Toc211859413][bookmark: _Toc233544322]Table E11 Florida. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	88
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.8

	Asian
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.3

	Black or African American
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.1

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	White
	83
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.1

	High Needs
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	English Learners
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.4

	Low Income
	31
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.1

	Students with Disabilities
	12
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.4


[bookmark: _Toc211859414][bookmark: _Toc233544323]Table E11 Rowe. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	61
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.8

	Asian
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.3

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.1

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	9
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	White
	49
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.1

	High Needs
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	English Learners
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.4

	Low Income
	33
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.1

	Students with Disabilities
	23
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.4




[bookmark: _Toc211859415][bookmark: _Toc233544324]Table E11 Savoy. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	48
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.8

	Asian
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.3

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.1

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	White
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.1

	High Needs
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	English Learners
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.4

	Low Income
	31
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.1

	Students with Disabilities
	9
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.4


[bookmark: _Toc211859416][bookmark: _Toc233544325]Table E12 Clarksburg. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	215
	2.8
	N/A
	N/A
	2.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.5

	Asian
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.6

	Black or African American
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.6

	Hispanic or Latino
	6
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.8

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.5

	White
	203
	2.0
	N/A
	N/A
	1.5

	High Needs
	123
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.6

	English Learners
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.6

	Low Income
	96
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.0

	Students with Disabilities
	47
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.5


[bookmark: _Hlk138323870]

[bookmark: _Toc211859417][bookmark: _Toc233544326]Table E12 Florida. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	88
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.5

	Asian
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.6

	Black or African American
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.6

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.8

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.5

	White
	83
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.5

	High Needs
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.6

	English Learners
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.6

	Low Income
	31
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.0

	Students with Disabilities
	12
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.5


[bookmark: _Toc211859418][bookmark: _Toc233544327]Table E12 Rowe. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	61
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.5

	Asian
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.6

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.6

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.8

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	9
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.5

	White
	49
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.5

	High Needs
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.6

	English Learners
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.6

	Low Income
	33
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.0

	Students with Disabilities
	23
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.5




[bookmark: _Toc211859419][bookmark: _Toc233544328]Table E12 Savoy. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	48
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.5

	Asian
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.6

	Black or African American
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.6

	Hispanic or Latino
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.8

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.5

	White
	44
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.5

	High Needs
	36
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.6

	English Learners
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.6

	Low Income
	31
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.0

	Students with Disabilities
	9
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.5


[bookmark: _Toc211859420][bookmark: _Toc233544329]Table E13 Clarksburg. Accountability Results, 2025
	School
	Cumulative Progress Toward Improvement Targets (%)
	Percentile
	Overall Classification
	Reason for Classification

	District
	23%
	N/A
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Limited or no progress toward targets

	Clarksburg Elementary
	25%
	31
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Moderate progress toward targets


[bookmark: _Toc211859421][bookmark: _Toc233544330]Table E13 Florida. Accountability Results, 2025
	School
	Cumulative Progress Toward Improvement Targets (%)
	Percentile
	Overall Classification
	Reason for Classification

	District
	40%
	N/A
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Moderate progress toward targets

	Abbot Memorial
	40%
	22
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Moderate progress toward targets




[bookmark: _Toc211859422][bookmark: _Toc233544331]Table E13 Rowe. Accountability Results, 2025
	School
	Cumulative Progress Toward Improvement Targets (%)
	Percentile
	Overall Classification
	Reason for Classification

	District
	53%
	N/A
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Substantial progress toward targets

	Rowe Elementary
	58%
	34
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Substantial progress toward targets


[bookmark: _Toc211859423][bookmark: _Toc233544332]Table E13 Savoy. Accountability Results, 2025
	School
	Cumulative Progress Toward Improvement Targets (%)
	Percentile
	Overall Classification
	Reason for Classification

	District
	N/A
	N/A
	Insufficient data
	Insufficient data

	Emma L. Miller Elementary School
	N/A
	N/A
	Insufficient data
	Insufficient data




Race Ethnicity	


American Indian or Alaska Native	Asian	Black or African American	Hispanic or Latino	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander	White	0	2.7322404371584699E-3	8.1967213114754103E-3	3.0054644808743168E-2	4.9180327868852458E-2	0	0.9098360655737705	

North Berkshire School Union	
High Needs	English Learners	First Language Not English	Low Income	Students with Disabilities	0.50273224043715847	0	0	0.39071038251366119	0.16666666666666666	State	
High Needs	English Learners	First Language Not English	Low Income	Students with Disabilities	0.55400000000000005	0.13400000000000001	0.27300000000000002	0.41099999999999998	0.21099999999999999	


Rowe 	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.43	0.43	0.57999999999999996	Savoy 	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.38	0.31	Florida 	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.33	0.18	0.44	Clarksburg 	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.28999999999999998	0.24	0.28999999999999998	State	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.42	0.41	0.42	


Rowe 	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.35	0.45	Savoy 	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	Florida 	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.32	0.12	Clarksburg 	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.23	0.23	0.32	State	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	0.23	0.23	0.23	


PK-5 Average 	
Emotional Support	Classroom Organization	Instructional Support	Student Engagement	5.7	6.4	3.2	5.9	6-8 Average	5.0

Emotional Support	Classroom Organization	Instructional Support	Student Engagement	4.9000000000000004	6.7	3.2	5	CLASS Dimension


CLASS Score
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