White Paper .

MASSACHUSETTS
COLLABORATIVES

Making the Most of
Education Dollars

\
P

BY M. CRAIG STANLEY, Ep.D.

Foreword by
E. Robert Stephens

Institute for Regional Studies in Education

85 Devonshire St., 8 floor k
Boston, MA 02109
@lONEER INST'TUTE for Publlc Pollcy Research 617-723-2277 | Tel Y.
d e a

617-723-1880 | Fax
u_t t 1 s ntoaction f o r M a s s a c s e t t




All Pioneer White Papers are subject to

blind peer review prior to publication.

© 2005, Pioneer Institute for Public Policy Research, Boston, Massachusetts



iii

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Foreword

Acknowledgments

Executive Summary

IL.

Introduction
Purpose of this Paper

Educational Service Agencies and Collaboratives
Massachusetts Collaboratives
Why Do Collaboratives Work?

III. Cost Effectiveness Studies: Case Studies of Six

IV.

Massachusetts Collaborative Programs
Special Education Programs and Services
Professional Development

Pupil Transportation

Educational Technology

Cooperative Purchasing

Energy Management

Building a Better System of Collaborative Structure,
Governance, Funding, and Accountability

Structure and Size

Governance

Funding

Accountability

Policy Recommendations

A Blueprint for Massachusetts
Obstacles to Restructuring
Action Plan

Appendices

About the Author

Endnotes

Interviews

vi

vii

(G2 RN

O NN O

10
1
13

15
16
18
19
20

21
22
26
28

29

38

39

40



FOREWORD

It seems clear that few, if any, Massachusetts school districts can on their own fully
meet the ever-increasing service demands placed on them. Evidence from within and
outside the Commonwealth confirms that participation in regional educational service
agencies, or collaboratives, can enable school districts to offer better and more cost-
effective services to their students and their staff members. As Craig Stanley documents
in this paper, significant benefits result from the collaborative efforts of school districts
of whatever size and type.

The six case studies Dr. Stanley presents, each one highlighting a critical service
area, indicate that enormous savings could be achieved from optimal district participa-
tion in collaboratives. Dr. Stanley’s argument for greater use of collaboratives in Massa-
chusetts is particularly noteworthy for its inclusion of non-quantifiable benefits that are
frequently ignored in such analyses. His recommendations form the critical groundwork
for achieving the overriding goal—a comprehensive statewide network of educational
service agencies that will support both local and state efforts to improve teaching and
learning and make the best use of public tax dollars.

A major contribution of this paper is Dr. Stanley’s detailed action plan, which
delineates the steps that must be taken to move the state’s collaborative network
forward. Sustained cooperation and ongoing communication among numerous public
agencies, legislative committees, private organizations, and education advocacy groups
will be required to ensure the long-term success of this very timely initiative.

Commendations to the Pioneer Institute for supporting this research. It is my hope
that this paper will galvanize support for the legislative changes and policy reforms that
will make Dr. Stanley’s vision of a stronger collaborative network a reality for the
Commonwealth.

—E. Robert Stephens
Institute for Regional Studies in Education
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EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

Educational service agencies (ESAs)—known as “educational collaboratives”
in Massachusetts—have proven very efficient at providing high-quality education
support services. By assuming many of the routine support functions required to run
a public education system, educational service agencies free up the Commonwealth’s
Department of Education to provide leadership and Massachusetts school districts
to provide quality student instruction. Studies that compare the cost of the services
provided by regional agencies to the cost of services provided by individual school
districts demonstrate that regional ESAs produce substantial savings.

While great strides have been made in the development of educational collaboratives
in Massachusetts over the past 30 years, there is tremendous untapped potential. Regional
collaboratives in other states typically offer a broader range of services than Massachu-
setts collaboratives and save money as a result. Every dollar saved on support services
is a dollar that can be redirected to classroom instruction. Included in this paper are
case studies from Massachusetts collaboratives in six service areas: special education
programs and services, professional development, pupil transportation, educational
technology, cooperative purchasing, and energy management. The tremendous savings
accruing to member school districts could be realized by all Massachusetts school
districts if all were affiliated with a collaborative and if all the collaboratives provided
the optimal set of services.

School districts that are members of
educational collaboratives in Massachusetts

|:| Member of 1 collaborative
|:| Member of 2 collaboratives
. Member of 3 collaboratives

Regional collaboratives
in other states typically
offer a broader range
of services than Massa-
chusetts collaboratives
and save money as a
result.
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The tremendous savings
accruing to member
school districts could
be realized by all
Massachusetts school
districts if all were
affiliated with a
collaborative and if
all the collaboratives
provided the optimal
set of services.

This paper proposes specific policy changes that could result in a more efficient,
effective, and equitable system of public education in the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts. Although collaboratives are local organizations focused on meeting local needs in
a cost-effective manner, the state needs to take a leadership role in fostering their
development and utilization. Among the policy recommendations are the following:

P Build a comprehensive network of educational collaboratives. While collaborative
membership can and should be voluntary, the state should designate geographic
collaborative regions and provide strong incentives for school districts to make full
use of collaborative services.

P> Define a collaborative’s core roles and responsibilities. Based on 30 years of ESA
experience in Massachusetts and similar experience in other states, and cost-
effectiveness research, it is clear what the collaborative’s core roles should be and
which activities should be regionalized:

¢ special education programs and services for students with low incidence disabilities
e professional development opportunities for staff of member school districts

e cooperative purchasing of large volume goods and services

e pupil transportation

® energy management

¢ educational technology

¢ data collection and processing for district use (currently a state function)

e technical assistance to districts (currently a state function).

P Provide a stable funding mechanism. The state could realize significant economies
of scale by using collaboratives to administer many of its grant programs. A stable
source of state funds targeted to collaboratives in the core functions they perform
would be money better spent than disbursing these funds to individual districts.

P> Establish a formal performance accreditation system. The Commissioner of
Education and the Massachusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives should
develop a set of standards and performance indicators for educational collaboratives.
The state should also consider an ongoing accreditation process for collaboratives.

The author recommends a plan of action for Massachusetts to realize the full potential
of a comprehensive network of educational collaboratives. The proposal includes strategies
for developing broad consensus on new enabling legislation for educational collaboratives
and for implementing the new system quickly.



MASSACHUSETTS COLLABORATIVES
Making the Most of Education Dollars

By M. Craig Stanley, Ed.D.

I. INTRODUCTION

Much is demanded of the American public school and rightly so. Never before in the
history of our country has it been so crucial that our children be well prepared for the
future. Our public schools are charged with equipping their students with the skills and
knowledge they will need to compete in a global economy. Through their implementation
of the federal No Child Left Behind Act, state education agencies hold public schools
accountable for continuous improvement in student achievement. School districts must
meet these challenges within the constraints of federal, state, and local budgets.

Massachusetts has 351 cities and towns and, during the 2003-2004 school year, 386

operating school districts, including 56 charter school districts. Public school officials Public school officials

must examine every possible way to streamline administrative and support services so as must examine every

to maxi@iz§ cos't gff?ctiveness and avoid duplication of efforts. With'so many se.zparate possible way to stream-

school districts, it is incumbent on our state leaders to pursue potential economies of scale line administrative

in public education. Individual school districts cannot operate efficiently alone. Regional and support services

educational collaboratives offer a practical solution. so as to maximize cost
Educational service agencies (ESAs)—known as “educational collaboratives” in effectiveness and avoid

Massachusetts—have proven very efficient at providing high-quality education support duplication of efforts.

services. Studies that compare the costs of the services provided by regional agencies to
those of services provided by individual school districts demonstrate that regional ESAs
produce substantial savings. Documented savings range from 15 percent to 50 percent.!
Every dollar saved on support services is a dollar that can be redirected to classroom
instruction.

In April 2003, former U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige sent a letter to all chief
state school officers suggesting how ESAs can help in the implementation of the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB), specifically noting their capacity to provide professional develop-
ment and technical assistance. Secretary Paige had firsthand experience with the Region
IV Educational Service Center in his former role as superintendent of the Houston School
District. He stated that ESAs “are able to successfully respond to district needs in a
flexible, adaptable, efficient, cost effective, and direct manner. Economies of scale through
ESAs allow districts to leverage limited resources into targeted support for multiple
schools and to share costs with other school districts.”? Endnotes begin on page 39.
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Regional agencies in other states offer a much broader range of services than Massa-
chusetts collaboratives and save money as a result. By assuming many of the routine
support functions required to run a public education system, educational service agencies
free up the state education department to provide leadership and school districts to
provide quality student instruction.

Purpose of this Paper
This paper has a threefold purpose:

P To highlight the potential cost savings if Massachusetts utilized a fully devel-
oped and inclusive collaborative model in six key areas of service delivery.

This paper will show the staggering cost savings possible, with the hope of encourag-
ing collaboratives to expand their service offerings. Included are case studies in six areas
of collaboration: special education programs and services, professional development, pupil
transportation, educational technology, cooperative purchasing, and energy management.
Studies that demonstrate the cost effectiveness of ESA programs were deemed to be a
priority (rated sixth in priority out of 21 areas for research) in a 2004 survey conducted by
the Research and Development Committee of the Association of Educational Service
Agencies.3

While great strides have been made in the development of educational collaboratives
in Massachusetts over the past 30 years, there is tremendous untapped potential.
That potential becomes clear when we look at how several innovative Massachusetts
collaboratives perform various functions. The tremendous savings accruing to their member
school districts could be realized by all Massachusetts school districts if all were affiliated
with a collaborative and if all the collaboratives provided the optimal set of services.

P To propose, based on best and most effective practices nationwide, a better
system of collaborative structure, governance, and funding.

Massachusetts has one of the weakest enabling laws for ESAs in the country.
Educational collaboratives in Massachusetts are by statute temporary organizations;
collaboratives can be dissolved by a vote of their member districts. School districts can
choose to belong to as many collaboratives as they like or none at all. ESAs are not
eligible for most grant funds, and they have no direct access to school building assistance
funds.

Elected representatives from the general populace or from member school districts
comprise ESA governing boards in most states. In Massachusetts, some collaboratives
have superintendent boards, some have school committee boards, and some have member
school district employees such as special education administrators and school business
officials on their boards.

Massachusetts collaboratives derive almost all of their funding from selling services
to school districts. Since the Massachusetts Department of Education has deemed
collaboratives to be ineligible for most state funds, as well as most federal funds adminis-
tered through the state, they are at an extreme disadvantage, unable to develop the service
networks common in other states.
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P To recommend a plan of action for Massachusetts to realize the full potential
of its existing network of educational collaboratives.

It is incumbent on school leaders to make every effort to minimize waste and ineffi-
ciency. The Commonwealth could aid in this effort by providing incentives to school districts
to utilize educational collaboratives for the services in which savings are well documented.
These incentives should save, not cost, the Commonwealth. If some of the funds the state Massachusetts has one
currently gives directly to school districts were instead given to collaboratives to provide of the weakest enabling
services to school districts in a more cost-effective manner, the state would save money. laws for ESAs in the

The primary audience for this paper is the education policy makers, including the country.

Massachusetts legislature, the Governor’s Office, the Board of Education, and the Depart-
ment of Education. Although collaboratives are local organizations focused on meeting
local needs in a cost-efficient manner, the state needs to take a leadership role in fostering
their development and utilization.

This paper will propose specific changes that could result in a more efficient, effective,
and equitable system of public education in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The plan
includes strategies for developing broad consensus on new enabling legislation for educa-
tional collaboratives and for implementing the new system quickly. It is the author’s hope
that the Commonwealth’s policy makers will implement these recommendations so that
the Massachusetts public school system can benefit fully from educational collaboratives.

II. EDUCATIONAL SERVICE AGENCIES AND COLLABORATIVES

Figure 1. ESA services, Nationwide,

Educational service agencies (ESAs) are publicly funded agencies, 2001
organized on a regional basis and authorized in state statute or rules and
regulations. They are known by various names, including educational # of
service districts (ESDs), intermediate units (IUs), boards of cooperative ESAs  Type of service provided
educational services (BOCES), regional educational service agencies (RESAs), 527 Professional development
intermediate school districts (ISDs), and more. In 2004, there were more 440 Special education
than 630 ESAs in 42 states.* 429 Educational technology
390 Early childhood
In 1998, the Association of Educational Service Agencies (AESA) 350 Leadership training
conducted a detailed national survey, updated in 2000, of 527 ESAs in 340 Cooperative purchasing
37 states. The survey indicated that services were provided to local school 318 Computer
districts serving more than 43 million students, which represented 80 316 Adult education
percent of the K-12 student population in the United States. The 527 ESAs 308 Learning - Libraries
297 Vocational education

employed 100,000 full-time staff, numerous consultants, and part-time

employees.5 286 Gifted education

253 Incarcerated students

Educational service agencies provide schools and other clients with a 251 Student testing/evaluation
range of programs and services. ESAs are particularly effective providers 239 Computer and audiovisual repair
of high-cost programs, those that require specialized staff, programs with 228 Personnel recruitment/screening
significant startup costs, and those that can benefit from economies of scale. 186 Printing
Figure 1 provides a partial listing of services offered by ESAs across the 186 Insuranc?

. . P 164 Safety/Risk Management
United States in 2001. ..
159 Teacher training centers

The most frequently cited benefits of interdistrict collaborative pro- 147 Telecommunications
grams and services are improvements in efficiency, quality and/or equity. 128 Energy management
If one of these benefits comes at the expense of another, a regional service . . . .

] . . . . . . Source: Association of Educational Service Agencies,
may not be best solution. If a service declines in quality or increases in cost History of the Association of Educational Service

Agencies, 2001.
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when provided by a collaborative, then regional delivery is not recommended. Also, if
regional service delivery favors one school district over another, despite its quality or cost
effectiveness, it will not be politically viable.”

Massachusetts Collaboratives

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

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

Massachusetts has 32 collaboratives; 246 (75 percent) of the Commonwealth’s 330
operating school districts (excluding the 56 charter school districts) belong to at least one
educational collaborative, leaving 84 districts and all 56 charter school districts unaffiliated
with a collaborative (of the 84 districts, 15 do not belong to a collaborative as individual
districts but are part of a regional district that does belong to a collaborative. The map
in Appendix A shows these districts as shaded). Fifty-eight school districts are members
of more than one collaborative.® Some non-member districts pay to utilize collaborative
services; they do not “own” any part of the organization and are not represented on the
collaborative’s governing board. Non-member tuitions and fees are usually higher than
member tuitions and fees, by an average of 15 to 20 percent. (See Appendix A: District
Membership in Educational Collaboratives.)

In 1974, collaboratives generally offered only special education programs and services,
but during their 30-year history, most have evolved to offer a wider range of services.
Massachusetts collaboratives include a few very small single-purpose cooperatives with
annual budgets of a few hundred thousand dollars, as well as large multi-purpose organi-
zations with annual budgets of close to $20 million. An annual survey conducted by the
Massachusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives found that all 29 collaboratives
belonging to MOEC in 2004 offered special education programs and professional develop-
ment; 18 offered some pupil transportation services (typically only for special education
students); 11 offered cooperative purchasing for their member districts; 17 offered some
technology services; 12 managed their districts’ Medicaid reimbursement; 15 had job
alike groups (job-specific discussion and learning networks); and seven offered regular
education programs.’

The premise of this paper is that public education would benefit from ESAs assuming
a greater role, through a better distribution of public resources. The paper examines
“best practices” within the state of Massachusetts, as well as organizational, structural,
governance, and funding models that exist in other states, to determine how Massachu-
setts could make better use of its collaboratives.
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Why Do Collaboratives Work?

Massachusetts school administrators unfamiliar with ESA structures in other states
often ask just how a collaborative venture will improve efficiency, quality, and equity
across school districts. It may help to look at a specific example.

Professional development for educators is an activity that lends itself well to a collabo-
rative model and is, in fact, one of the core services provided by Massachusetts collaboratives.
When districts pool their professional development funds, the savings can be substantial. In
this hypothetical example, a regional professional development program does the following:

P Improves quality. By pooling state and local resources, the collaborative can
contract with a presenter with more expertise than an individual district can afford.

P> Avoids duplication of services. Instead of 15 school districts running 15 after-
school workshops on No Child Left Behind (admittedly a worst-case scenario), a collabo-
rative might run three workshops on NCLB in three schools spread out across the collabo-
rative area to enable all teachers in the region to attend.

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

P> Saves on materials cost. Districts would no longer have to design and print their
own brochures on professional development opportunities. A larger, more comprehensive
schedule of offerings would be distributed to all district educators through the collabora-
tive. In Texas, for example, each of its 20 Educational Service Centers (ESCs) publishes a
catalog of several hundred pages of workshops, seminars, and courses available to all
educators within the service area.

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

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

In fiscal year 2003, the Massachusetts Department of Education granted $49.5
million to school districts for professional development.'© If these funds were pooled
and local funds were also leveraged through collaboratives, the level of services
provided could be increased substantially. This paper will document savings through
collaborative activities of 15 percent to 50 percent. If we apply this level of savings to
FY 03 professional development grant funds alone, we can estimate a reduction in

Hypothetically speaking...

If just 10 percent of the FY05
$3.1 billion in the Massachu-
setts Chapter 70 Program aid

costs of between $7.43 million and $24.75 million. These funds could be freed up for to school districts was leveraged
other school district purposes or used to enhance the professional development by local education agencies
program. through collaboratives, based

on a conservative savings rate
of 15 percent, savings state-
wide could total $46.5 million.

Unfortunately, there are few studies documenting the savings of ESA initiatives.
However, seven studies conducted over the past 15 years demonstrate the significant
savings that can be realized by adopting a regional approach to education support ser-
vices. These are provided in Appendix C: Review of Cost-Effectiveness Research.
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ITI. COST-EFFECTIVENESS STUDIES: CASE STUDIES OF SIX
MASSACHUSETTS COLLABORATIVE PROGRAMS

Six case studies were conducted to determine the cost-effectiveness of specific areas
of collaborative endeavor in Massachusetts. The activities chosen are among the most
prevalent collaborative activities nationwide. Although Massachusetts collaboratives other
than those studied have experience and expertise in these six programmatic areas, the
collaboratives studied have developed their programs to a degree that could be considered
“best practices” and worthy of replication by other collaboratives. This comprehensive
program development has been aided by strong and consistent utilization by member
districts over a considerable period of time. The collaboratives chosen also represent
various geographical regions of the Commonwealth.

Levin describes five general ingredients to consider when computing the cost of an
educational service: personnel, facilities, equipment and materials, other inputs (those
that do not fit into one of the first three categories), and client inputs (resources contributed
by the clients, in this case the participating school districts). Every effort was made to
include all cost ingredients in the analyses.!

Service Area: Special Education Programs and Services

P> Provider: Greater Lawrence Educational Collaborative

The Greater Lawrence Educational Collaborative (GLEC) is a multi-purpose educational
service agency located in Methuen, Massachusetts. It comprises the school districts of Andover,
Boxford, Greater Lawrence Technical School, Haverhill, Lawrence, Lowell, Methuen,
Middleton, North Andover, and Topsfield. These ten districts serve 57,296 students in 89
school buildings. Organized in 1975, GLEC conducts programs in five major service areas:
special education, cooperative purchasing (including energy management), professional
development, special needs transportation, and multicultural enrichment. It employs 175
staff and has an annual operating budget of $11 million.

The Greater Lawrence Educational Collaborative has a 30-year history of providing
special education programs and services to its member school districts. A major program
expansion in 2000 addressed the need for a collaborative program in all disability areas
where member districts were unable to provide “in-house” programs.

Individual school districts frequently have difficulty educating students with low-
incidence disabilities at a reasonable cost because there are not a sufficient number of
students within the district that have the same needs. Hiring a teacher and instructional
support personnel and purchasing specialized curricula and equipment are usually cost-
prohibitive. Therefore, students are tuitioned into private schools or, since the advent of
educational collaboratives, into collaborative programs, which this study demonstrates
are indeed cost-effective alternatives to private placements.

It is reasonable to assume that the service levels of collaborative programs and
private programs are roughly equivalent, since these levels are dictated by each student’s
Individualized Education Program (IEP) and the quality of both program types is
monitored by the same agency, the Massachusetts Department of Education’s Quality
Assurance Division.
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Cost Savings: To compute the tuition savings realized by collaborative programs, we
compare the annual tuition of the collaborative program to the average annual tuition of
comparable private placements in the same geographic area.

For the 2003-04 school year (FY04), GLEC’s member school districts spent $2,617,624
on tuitions for 94.5 students to attend GLEC special education programs. For these same
students to attend comparable private schools, the cost would have been $3,398,097. The
districts saved 23 percent in tuition costs. (See Appendix B: Special Education Tuition
Savings by District.)

Other Benefits: Collaborative programs are located within member district communi-
ties, while private schools frequently are not. Districts realize a significant savings in pupil
transportation costs, not included in the calculation above. Yet another advantage of
collaborative programs is local control; they can be modified to meet the needs of students
more easily than can private schools.

Service Area: Professional Development

P> Provider: Hampshire Educational Collaborative

The Hampshire Educational Collaborative (HEC) is a multi-purpose educational service
agency located in Northampton, Massachusetts. It comprises the school districts of Amherst,
Pelham, Amherst/Pelham Regional, Belchertown, Easthampton, Frontier Regional High
School, Conway, Sunderland, Hadley, Hampshire Regional, Chesterfield, Goshen,
Southampton, Westhampton, Williamsburg, Hatfield, Northampton, South Hadley, and
Ware. These 19 districts have a combined enrollment of 18,000 in 51 school buildings.
Organized in 1974, HEC conducts programs in 13 major service areas: special education,
professional development, adult education, vocation/work training, cooperative purchasing,
Medicaid reimbursement, after-school programs, early childhood education, alternative
education, physical and health education, technology, community service learning, and
character education. HEC employs 233 full-time and 184 part-time staff and consultants
and has an annual operating budget of $17 million.!?

The Hampshire Educational Collaborative has been a leader in the field of collabora-
tive professional development since 1979. HEC offers a comprehensive menu of profes-
sional development programs to its 19 member and 50 + non-member school districts in
the western and central Massachusetts counties of Franklin, Hampshire, Hampton, and
Berkshire. It offers several innovative and cost-effective service delivery options to school
districts, such as shared “in-house” specialists in a variety of need areas.

Cost Savings: For teachers who need only professional development points (PDPs)
and not graduate credits, HEC courses are extremely cost-effective. Each three-credit
course costs $400, and students are awarded 37.5 PDPs. Typical tuition and fees for a
three-credit graduate course at Fitchburg State College, for example, total $666.'* The HEC
course represents a 40 percent savings for students over FSC. Tuition and fees for a three-
credit course at Lesley College total $1,905 ($625 per credit and a $30 registration fee).!4
The HEC course represents a 79 percent savings over Lesley College.

For students who do need graduate credits, HEC offers three graduate credits from
Fitchburg State College for an additional $225, for a total of $625, a 6 percent savings over
Fitchburg State’s own program and a savings of 67 percent over Lesley’s program. In addi-
tion, students save the travel time and cost of traveling to the Fitchburg or Lesley campuses.

Collaborative special
education programs
are indeed cost-
effective alternatives
to private placements.
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HEC consultation services are typically afforded to member districts at rates of less
than $1000/day. This compares to standard rates of $1200 to $1500 in the private sector,
an average savings of 26 percent. With a consultant on the collaborative payroll, the
district is assured of a consistent consultative presence. Teachers can form a professional
relationship with the consultant, who is accessible to answer questions and for further
training, troubleshooting, and guidance.

Other Benefits: HEC offers four types of professional development programs to school
districts. Each option offers unique and significant advantages:

e Courses and seminars are offered either at a central collaborative location or on-site
at district schools. Collaborative courses offer many advantages over courses offered by
colleges and universities. Course content can be tailored to the needs of participating
public schools and teachers, targeting content and skills in which MCAS scores or internal
assessments indicate instructional or curricular problems. Instructors can be chosen based
on criteria selected by the school districts. Many instructors are practitioners who have
completed terminal degrees; they bring knowledge of current research and best practice to
the courses they teach. Courses can be scheduled at times and places convenient to the
participants, such as immediately after school in the high school media lab. Usually,
collaborative courses are offered at substantially reduced tuition rates when compared to
private colleges, because collaboratives do not have the high overhead typical of colleges
and universities. Collaborative courses also offer several advantages over individual school
district courses. Working collaboratively, districts are able to afford higher quality instruc-
tors and fill classes with more students, resulting in a lower per-participant cost.

¢ Online courses, offered in partnership with PBS TeacherLine, afford scheduling
flexibility and reduce costs for school districts by not requiring release time or substitute
coverage for participants. The cost of recruiting and compensating trained substitute
teachers is increasingly beyond the means of many school districts. Teachers welcome the
opportunity to do coursework as their schedule permits. Developed by HEC staff, courses
reflect Massachusetts Frameworks and are facilitated by Massachusetts teachers familiar
with state assessments and standards.

¢ Coaching and consultation with HEC’s education experts are available to teachers
of member school districts in areas such as elementary literacy, mathematics, and differ-
entiated instruction. Recruiting and retaining specialists who can work effectively with
students in the classroom is extremely expensive for individual districts. By collaborating
and pooling their resources, districts can offer the competitive salaries and benefits that
will attract experts the districts in the collaborative can then share. HEC staff provides
long-term coaching at the school site, addressing instructional issues and shaping teacher
change. Coaching has a very strong track record in improving teachers’ understanding of
content and their capacity to teach content to struggling learners.

¢ Distance learning through an interactive teleconferencing network allows educators
to deliver live courses over great distances and provides tremendous potential for informa-
tion sharing among practitioners. Distance learning provides an opportunity for teachers
to form long distance study groups or for practitioners from different geographic areas to
work collectively on a problem. Long distance learning is also invaluable in rural areas
where it is frequently the only option available for some types of professional develop-
ment. Schools use the videoconferencing network for virtual field trips, opportunities to
talk with content area experts and to interact with professionals implementing real-world
applications of science and mathematics.
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HEC also offers four licensure programs at a cost of $4,400. Licensure programs
include all required coursework (six non-sequential courses so that participants may begin
at any time) and supervised field experience. Programs are available in the following
areas: school administration (superintendent/assistant superintendent, school principal/
assistant principal, supervisor/director and special education administrator), teacher of
reading, special education (teacher of students with moderate disabilities, pre-K-8 and 5-12),
and middle school teacher (mathematics teacher 5-8 and middle school mathematics/
science teacher). Licensure can be completed in 12 to 15 months. By comparison, teacher
licensure through Westfield State College takes two years. Westfield’s tuition rate for
graduate courses is $90/credit, plus a $75 registration fee, which is significantly less than
the $150/credit plus fees charged by Fitchburg State College, as cited above.!® Nevertheless,
the non-cost advantages of the HEC program outlined above may make it preferable to the
Westfield State program.

Service Area: Pupil Transportation

P Provider: Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative

The Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative (LPVEC) is located in East
Longmeadow, Massachusetts. It comprises the school districts of Agawam, East
Longmeadow, Hampden-Wilbraham Regional, Longmeadow, Ludlow, Southwick-Tolland
Regional and West Springfield. These seven districts serve approximately 23,300 students
in 44 schools. Organized in 1974, LPVEC conducts programs in eight major service areas:
special education, vocational-technical education, transportation services, professional
development, cooperative purchasing, technology, municipal Medicaid management and
energy management. It employs 384 staff and has an annual operating budget of $18.7
million. LPVEC offers the largest and most comprehensive pupil transportation service of
any Massachusetts collaborative.!®

Cost Savings: LPVEC transports 14,000 students each day using 112 big buses, 47
small buses, and 63 vans. Drivers and monitors are employed by the collaborative. The
cost for the current 2004-05 school year is $8,122,389. This compares favorably to the
low bid of three received by the Chicopee School Department, one of LPVEC’s member
districts, for 59 full size buses, 24 small buses and 9 vans. If we applied the rates received
on this bid to all the LPVEC routes (and since they include over half the LPVEC routes
it is reasonable to do this), we end up with a cost of $10,286,766 for an individual school
district bid. The savings of $2,164,377 represents a 21 percent savings, or an annual
savings of $155 per student.

Using a formula developed by the American Public Transportation Association, School
Transportation News states that 631,272 Massachusetts public school students receive bus
services to and from school at public expense. Although admittedly a rough approxima-
tion, if we were to extrapolate LPVEC’s $155 per student annual savings to all the Massa-
chusetts students bussed on a daily basis, we would have statewide annual savings
potential in excess of $97 million.

How is a collaborative able to provide the same service as the private sector at a 21
percent savings? As a public organization, the collaborative operates without a profit
margin, and it has very low overhead compared to the transportation industry as a whole.
LPVEC’s administrative costs average only 5 percent of its total budget. Typical private
contractor overhead rates average 15 to 20 percent. The collaborative purchases gasoline
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and diesel fuel jointly with member school districts, so it is able to obtain a very competi-
tive price. It does not have to pay the $.21/gallon state tax on fuel because it is a public
entity and therefore exempt from this tax. The collaborative is also exempt from the state
excise tax on vehicles, which is typically 2.5 percent of their value.

Other Benefits: Advantages to a collaborative transportation network include the
following:

¢ More control without additional expense. Routes can be changed to accommodate
more or fewer students, different destinations and different program times without incurring
greater costs, because LPVEC operates on an assessment model as opposed to a cost-per-
student model; the collaborative absorbs all of the changes during the school year and
utilizes its fund balance to pick up any unbudgeted ancillary costs during the school year.

e Lower cost for incidental transportation. Transportation for mid-day field trips and
athletic events for LPVEC districts costs less than half of what a private company would
charge. The buses are owned by the collaborative and drivers are frequently already on
site, as they start or end their daily runs at the school. The collaborative, therefore, does
not need to pay a company for the time it takes their driver to get to the school to begin a
special run or to get back to the garage after completing a special run. Since the collabora-
tive has already budgeted the cost of the vehicle and insurance, it only has to charge the
school district for any additional personnel and fuel costs.

e Computerized routing and scheduling are available to participating districts. The
capital cost of these efficiency-enhancing but expensive tools is shared among participating
districts.

¢ A well-trained workforce of drivers and monitors can be assured. In-house training
programs tailored to the needs of participating districts are designed and offered to all
transportation personnel. Districts are assured that all personnel are adequately screened
and trained.

e Sharing of fixed costs improves efficiency. Through the multi-district utilization of
vehicles and routes, districts share the capital and other fixed costs of providing student
transportation. Districts only pay for their share of the total costs.

Service Area: Educational Technology

P> Provider: South Shore Educational Collaborative

The South Shore Educational Collaborative (SSEC) is a multi-purpose educational
service agency located in Hingham, Massachusetts. It comprises the school districts of
Braintree, Cohasset, Hingham, Hull, Norwell, Quincy, Randolph, Scituate, and Weymouth.
These nine districts serve 36,000 students in 68 schools. Organized in 1975, SSEC conducts
programs in seven major service areas: special education, professional development,
technology (including assistive technology), residential services, energy management,
mental health services, and services for multi-handicapped adults. It employs 295 full-
and part-time staff and has an annual operating budget of $10 million.'”

SSEC offers a comprehensive range of technology services to its member school districts.
It has developed a menu of technology services including hardware purchases, networking
service, staff training, and curriculum development. The collaborative operates a high-speed
network that connects schools in seven of its nine member districts. It provides professional
development for teachers on how to use technology and integrate it into the curriculum.
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Specific services provided to participating districts include the following:

¢ [nternet service. SSEC provides Internet service to participating school districts and
municipalities, including T-1 and fractional T-3 lines, as dictated by need.

¢ E-mail service. E-mail service is provided to participating school districts and
municipalities.

e Content filtering and anti-virus software. Websense® affords student safety while
navigating the Internet and WebShield® guards email against v