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School Committee Message

The Reading School Commitieepleased to present the FY 2017 School Budget. This budget is $150,000
over the guidancenandated by the Reading Finance Committ&dne $150,000 represents the first
installment of a long overdue upgrade to our science curriculum. In discussions with school and town
staff we felt that this approach was the best way to address this neetérrirs of numbers this budget

is $40,847,667 or an increase of $1,374,314. The percentage increase is 3.5%.

It is important to note that as a School Committee we are respectful of the process and have great
admiration for thestaff andvolunteers who colborated to set forth the aforementioned guidelines
However, it iour fiduciary responsibility tpresent a budget that addresses the needs of our students
in a continually changing and complex society.

As a matter of facpbligations under the collgive bargaining agreemernpyogrammatic costs,
mandates and inflationary factors are rising at gerdigher than the amount produced by the mandated
guidancecausing the Administration and School Committee to repurpose and reallodat;gxXunds,
raise offsets and make personnel reductions in order to stay within this guidance and not allow the
district to take astep backwards.

The above process was positive in that it restores partial funding to add regular education paraeducator
hours at each elem@ary school and building based per pupil funding. It also allows us to add a
necessary social worker for the district wide student support program at Killam.

On the negative side it means approximately 6.3 FTE in personnel reductions which will relgyhitlyn
higher class sizes in grade$,3he elimination of the Freshmen Advisory Program and some program
offerings to be determined once the schedule and class selections have been finalized. There are
further necessary nopersonnel reductions whichre outlined in detail in the narrative portion of this
budget.

Reading Public Schools will continue to be challenged financially and although we never support
NERdzOGA2ya Ay LISNA2YYStf G(GKA&a &SIFNRA NBRAzOGAZ2Yy A
guarantee this in the future.

The approach of increasing offsets to balance budgets is always a concern and this budget continues to
be very dependent on increases to offseWe have been advised by the Director of Finance that some
of the budgeted offets are not sustainable long term.

The Reading School Committee would like to thank the School Administration for its efforts during the
budget processAdditionally, the Committee appreciates the collaborative participation and hard work
of the Town Maager, school department employees, parents, community members and elected and
appointed officials

Respectfully,
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Charles R. Robinson

Chair, Reading School Committee

3ODAOET OAT AAT 0860 - AOOACA

| respectfully present to the School Committee and Greater Readin@ommunity the FY2017

{ dZLISNAYGSYRSyGiQa wSO2YYSYRSR . dzRISG 2F PnnanXyntIcc
¢tKA&d NBO2YYSYRSR 060dzRISG Ay Of dzRSa GKS o6l asS o0dzR3IAS
recommended amount of $4697,667 &n increase of 3.25)plusan additional $150,000 to fund the

first year of athreeyear-H & OA Sy OS OdzNNA Odzf dzY AYLX SYSy (il A2y o
recommended guidance is based on an analysis of current and future town revenue and expense

projections of the Community, which are restricted by an annual structural revenue deficit, combined

with an inadequate Chapter 70 funding formula and minimal state aid funding increases. Unfortunately,

due to financial constraints, this budget is ndesel service budget, which would have required a 4.89%
AYONBI aSo l'a | NBad#Zf 6 GKS {dzZLISNAY(IiSYyRSyiQa wSO2
a level service budgetn order to reach the 3.25% budget, $658,193 in budget reductions to both

personnel and noipersonnel areas, combined with offset increases were made. This is the third

consecutive year that the level services budget has had to have been reduced. Inthe FY16 budget

(current year), $825,000 was reduced from the level serviagbt) resulting in a small number of

personnel reductions and several npersonnel reductions. Unfortunately, the FY17 recommended

budget will result in further personnel reductions.

The base budget attempts to achieve the myiltiar goalsand prioritiesof our school system, while

staying within the fiscal constraints of our available community resour8segart of this base budget,

partial funding was restored from an FY16 budget reduction to add regular education paraeducator

hours ateach elementary school. In addition, per pupil funding was restored at the FY15 levels for the

building based budgets which allow schools to have adequate supplies and materials for the classrooms.

Both of these areas were significantly reduced in I&tyNXa o6 dzR3IS{ @ CAYylLftezx 2y
worker has been proposed for the district wide student support program at Killam to support the

growing needs of those students.

¢KS {dzZLISNRAYISYRSY(Qa inclSdegfiondir yoRrndy aGdresstthe tlttakim S (i
budget drivers:

1 All salary and benefit obligations to employees per the collective bargaining agreement

1 Nonunion salary and benefit increases in line with COLA adjustments for collective bargaining
units

1 Anticipated increases iregular day mandatorgransportation(For students in Grades&who
live over 2 miles &im their schooland special education transportation. We are currently in
the final year of both bus transportation contracts.

1 Anticipated increases iknown ou of district special educatiotuition increases

Not included in this budget are funds for unanticipated enrollment increases or unanticipated special

education costs related to out of district placement tuition, transportation, or other services as eequir
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November, 2015, the Town and School facilities budgets have now been transferred to a new budget
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line item called Town Core Facilities, which will be joirthed on by the Reading School Committee
and the Reading Board of Selectmen. This will be discussed more in the School Building Maintenance
section of this budget book.
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budget and other sources to continue several critical strategic initiatives that have been and are
continuing to be implemented in our schools including:

1 Implementing the Literacy, Mathematics, and Science Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks,
which includes research based practices in curriculum, instruction, and assessment.

9 Continuing to build the capacity of our professional staff through research based job embedded
professional development and professional learning communities.

1 Addressinghe academic, social, and emotional needs of all students through the
implementation of the Multi Tiered System of Support.

In addition, our base budget also allows us to continue maintaining recommended class si225i(il8
Kindergarten through Grad®, the middle school interdisciplinary model, our behavioral health

initiatives, our technology infrastructure and the adequate oieg of our school facilities.

Unfortunately, because of budget reductions, this recommended budget does not fully swbpairthe
regular day programs from the previous school year and, as a result, a few programs will be eliminated
or reduced.

Budget ReductiongDffset Increases

Unfortunately, in order to reach the Finance Committee budget guidance, several reduations i

personnel will need to be made. These reductions will have an impact at all three levels in a variety of

ways, including higher class sizes, reduction or elimination of a few programs, and reduced services to
students. Although we do not support anydreetions in personnel, we identified reductions that have

less of an impact on student learning than other reductions. To reach a balanced budget that is below

level service, the following program reductions, offset increases, and/or personnel redustoas
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Figure A: FY1Budget Reduction®ffset Increases

Cost Center Area Amount
Regular Day 2.0 Elementary Teachers $110,000 Reduction
Regular Day 3.4 High School Teachers $199,000 Reduction
Regular Day High School Stipends $9,693 Reduction
Regular Day .5 Middle School Teacher $42,000 Reduction
Regular Day 1.0 High School Regular $23,000 Reduction
Education Paraeducator
Special Education .4 Speech and Language $20,000 Reduction
Pathologist
Special Education 1 Out of District Placement with $55,800 Reduction
Transportation
Various Cost Centers Miscellaneous Reductions $32,000 Reduction
Revolving Account Extended Day $90,000 Increase in Offset
Revolving Account Full Day Kindergarten $30,000 Increase in Offset
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Revolving Account

Special Education Tuition

$15,000 Increase in Offset

Revolving Account

Athletics

$16,700 Increase in Offset

Revolving Account

Extracurricular

$5,000 Increase in Offset

The reduction of 2.0 FTE Elementtagichers will result in some class sizes in gradgsdreach 25

students per classroom. The 3.4 FTE High School Teachers will result in the elimination of the Freshmen
Advisory Programas well as reductions in lower enrolled High School clasBesreduction in High

School stipends will result in the elimination of a High School Department Head, the consolidation of
two departments, and the elimination of another leadership position. The elimination of a Department
Head will result in a savings ofaFTE teacher (included in the 3.4 FTE High School Reduction) because
of the reduced teaching load that a Department Head has. The .5 Middle School Teacher will gesult in
reduction ofavailablereading service at the middle school levelThe 1.0 FTRegular Education
Paraeducator will eliminate the Library Paraeducator at the High School, resulting in reduced staffing in
the High School Library and possible times where the library will not be accessible to students. The .4
Speech and Language Pathgikt eduction will result in a restructuring apeech and languageervices
throughout the school district The reduction in one Special Education Out of District Placement with
transportation is for an anticipated special education out of district@taent. If funding is necessary

for an additional out of district placement during the 2018 school year, we may need to request
additional funding for this line item either with tHReadindg-inance Committee or at Town Meeting.

In addition, there are several recommended increasesaimerevolving account offsets which are

based upon an analysis over the last year in revolving fund accotlihésincrease in the Extended Day
offset is to support one hour of custodial cleaningleachool day for the Extended Day and After
School programs. The increase in the Full Day Kindergarten offset is consistent with the increase of
students who are participating in the tuitidmased Full Day Kindergarten. The increase in the Special

Educah 2y ¢dzZA A2y wS@2t GAy3
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additional student being enrolled to one of our special education programs from another school district.
The increase in the Athletics and Extraricular ofsets is due to the increase in user fees from last year
which has not resulted in a decrease in participation.

Effective and Efficient Use of Funds

Our school district is one of the most efficient districts in the Commonwealth when it comes to

spending.In July, 2014the Center for American Progress updated a report that they first released in

2011 on a district by district analysis of educational productivity. This project develops a set of relatively
simple productivity metrics in order to measuresthchievement that a school district produces relative

GKAES O2yiNREfAY3 F2N FI OG2NE 2 dz
students living in povertyin that report, theReadingPublic Schoolsas the fourth highest edtational

productivity rating in our Commonwealth. This strong measure is due to prioritizing our resources on

the classroom and practicing strong fiscal management practioeg such example of making efficient

use of our resources is the number of fimgs and programs that were restructured last year. In FY16,

over $350,000 of existing positions and programs were restructured to fund new positions to support

teaching and learning and behavioral health initiatives.

G2 Ala ALSYRAY3:

However, while our academachievement ranks above the state average, our per pupil spending ranks

305" out of 327 operating districts in the Commonwealth, based on state data from the-P@%8hool

year. In fact, over the last several years, this gap between the state averbide pddzLJA f | YR wS | RA
pupil has been growing, as Figure 1 and 2 below shows. Our current per pupil places us among the

lowest 10% of all districts in the state. This steady decline in per pupil ranking is attributed to two major
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drivers: the revenuavailable to the town and school budgets each year and the inadequacy of the
Chapter 70 funding formula. It is well documented that our community has a structural revenue
problem as we become more and more reliant on cash reserves each year to funddgetd This

year alone, $2,000,000 in cash reserves is being recommended to help fund Town and School budgets
and this number has increased each year. However, there is another piece to the funding puzzle that is
now getting more attention. That pieds the Chapter 70 funding formula which has had only a few
adjustments since 1993. The Chapter 70 foundation formula is based on an outdated model that did not
take into account educational changes that have been made over the last 22 years in tecmesldgy
increased learning time and different staffing needs. In addition, special education costs are grossly
underfunded in the foundation formula. Health insurance costs are double the amount that are
allocated, salary allowances in the foundation budge well below actual salaries of staff, and

increased resources to address the needs of high poverty, English Language Learners, and homeless
students are not captured in the formula.

In October, 2015, the legislature appointed Chapter 70 Foundatinig®& Review Commission released

their finalreport. In that report, the Commission recommended changes to the Chapter 70 funding
formula that reflect the growing costs of special edtion and employee health insurance since 1993,

when the formula was first introducedl'he Foundation Budget Review Commission has made
recommendations to increase the amounts allocated as minimum required appropriations per pupil.
Health Insurance an8pecial Education allowances were the major elements in the foundation budget
identified for increaseln July, the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents released a
simulation of how much funding each community would receive if all of themenendations of the
Commission were funded in one year. Using FY14 numbers, Reading would have received an additional
$3,200,000 if the formula was changed in FY14.

At this point, here has been little indication from thedislature or the Governam beginning to make
these corrections. Thetate FY1Dbudget cycle ahead provides the platform for that discussion.
Although these changes may not affect the FY17 budget, there is promise that some positive change
could be made in future budget cycles dth the formula is adjusted and additional Chapter 70 funding
is added to the state formula. Without both occurring simultaneously, Reading may see a decrease in
Chapter 70 funding in future years.
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Figurel: Historical Per PupExpenditures Reading compared to the State Average Per Pupil
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The figure below gives an approximate analysis of how much additional funding Reading would have
received if our ranking remained consistent or at the levels of previous years. For example, if Reading
remained ranked at 232 in FY13 as it was in FYO& theuldhavebeenan additional $5,739,510 in the
FY13 budget.
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Figure 3Amount of Additional Funding Reading Public Schools Would Have Received Based on Previous Per Pupil Rankings
and FY15 Enroliment

Amount of Additional Funding RPS Would Have Received
Per Year If Remained At Per Pupil State Ranking
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m Amount of Additional Funding We Would Have Received

Additional Resources Needed
In May and June015, the Superintendent of Schools held a series of community and school interactive
forums to identify answers to the following four questions:

What areas are strengths of the Reading Public Schools and you would like to see continued?
What areas in ouschool district need to be strengthened?

What new programs or initiatives would you like to see started?

What current program or initiatives would you like to see changed or stopped?

=A =4 =4 =4

Over 300 staff and community members attended the forumsiring thosdorums there were

substantive discussions on the strengths of the Reading Public Schools, the areas to strengthen, the new
programs or initiatives that we need to begin, as well as, the current programs or initiatives that need to
be changed or stoppedThrough those discussions hundreds of comments were collected we analyzed
the data looking for themes and patterns. In addition, we reviewed additional data from a variety of
credible sources including state assessment results, the Walker InstitutetRepah is a review of our
special education services that was completed last year, staff exit data, the Youth Risk Behavior Survey
and student and staff survey dat®ased on the feedback gathered at the forums and using other key
data, the Superintendd presented a series of recommendations to the Reading School Committee and
the Reading Community in a series of presentations during the Fall of 2015. It is evident from the
information gathered that in order for Reading to maintain and improve itsityuad excellence,

additional resources will be needed to improve programs and practices, retain and attract staff, and
remain competitive with other area school districts.
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Although these additional resources cannot be funded in FY17, additional reveegomg to be needed
in future budgets to not only fund an adequate level of services, but to continue to improve our school
district.
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of additional neds are identified below. Each need, which is linked to one or more of our five district
improvement plan goals, would normally be funded in an operating budget and does not include critical

capital or facility improvement items that also need to be added in the future such as additional

classroom space and improved school safety and security. In addition, the amount below does not

include the implementation of full day kindergarten for all students, which would have an annual cost of
approximately $1000,000.

Fgure 4 Resources Identified to Improve School District But Are Not Funded in FY17 Budget

- Budgetary District Goal
Identified Need Impact Addressed
1.0 FTE Instructional Coach to support science curriculum implementat 1-Student
; $80,000 .
in Grades K Learning
Complete Science Curriculum Implementation $300,000 1—Stud_ent
Learning
Upgrade and improve student information management system that will 1-Student
include additional modules to improve communication with parents and Learning, 4
improved data analysis. $25,000 Resources and
Space, and5
Communication
5.0 FTE RMHS Teachers to change program offerings, restructure sche 1-Student
; . $250,000 .
and change graduation requirements. Learning
5.0 FTE Elementary Teachers to provide adufii@rt, music, wellness, anc 1-Student
: $250,000 .
other elective classes Learning
1.0 FTE Elementary Health Educator to provide Health Education Class 3-Student
Grades 4 and 5. $55,000 | Support, Wellness
and Safety
2.0 FTE Middle School HeaEducators to provide Health Education Clas 3-Student
in Grades 3. $110,000 | Support, Wellnesg
and Safety
2.0 FTE School adjustment counselors at the elementary and middle le 3-Student
to provide more counseling to struggling students who need targeted $130,000 | Support, Wellnesg
socid, emotional, and behavioral supports to succeed and Safety
8.0 FTE Tier 2 academic, social and emotional supports at all levels (e.| $160.000 3-Student
general education tutors, staff trained in applied behavior analysis) ' Support, Wellness
and Safety
3.0 FTE Additional special education staff to address the growing teach 1-Student
and administrative demands on teachers, the increasing complexity of t Learning and 3
needs with which students are presenting, the pervasive and growing Student Support,
proficiency gap between special education and general education stude Wellness and
and the need to provide for more inclusive settings throughout the distri $195,000 Safety
Some of this staffing could be obtained as a result of restructuring of
existing resources.
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3.0 FTE Additional clerical staff to support special education staff so the 1-Student
they can spend more instructional time with students. $115,000 | Learning and 4
Resources and
Space
1.0FTE Instructional technology specialist at the elementary level (curre 1-Student
. - $65,000 .
five schools share one fitlme specialist) Learning
1.0 Districtwide technology leadership position to lead and manage the 1-Student
to day operations of our technoffy and data rich Zicentury learning and | $100,000 Learning
teaching environment
Increased funding for technology maintenance and replenishment 1-Student
Learning and-
$150,000 Resources and
Space
TOTAL BUDGETARY IMPACT $1,985,000

If allof the above had been added totheS RdzOG A2y & YIRS Ay (GKS C, mt { dzLJS|
Budget the increase would have beam additional$2.64 million.

Final Thoughts and Challenges

The Community Forums that were held last spring and fall provided an opportunity to gather feedback
on what was working in our school district and what needs to be impro¥éeé. data shows that,

overall, the community and staff gave positive remarks alibetReading Public Schools. In the focus
group sessions, the consistent strengths that emerged include the quality and dedication of our teaching
staff and administrators, our students who come to school every day ready to learn, and the
commitment thatour parents make to our schools. Our data also showed that we have strong special
education programs, significant opportunities for our students to participate in exirecular

activities, athletic programs, and extended field trips, and the accessthdents have to technology in

our district.

In addition, ve are also beginning to see some positive downward trends in some of our key Youth Risk
Behavior Data, which is based upon a survey that is administered to all Gidistédents every two

years. Since 2005, we have seen significant decreases in the use of cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana.
This is a testament to the collaboration and partnership with the Town of Reading, Reading Public
Schools, the RCASA, and the Reading Police Departménfrdam a policy perspective and an
implementation and enforcement perspective. In 2005, the use of alcohol by our high school students
was at a much higher rate than today. Due to the work of the Board of Selectmen who passed a revised
Town Liquor Paty in 2009, the Reading School Committee who passed a revised chemical health policy
for students who participate in extraurricular activities and athletics in 2011, and our Police

Department, who began implementing compliance checks and a zero totepaticy for our youth, we

have seen a significant decrease in the use of alcohol by our high school students. This is a concrete
example how a collaborative effort of policy changes and implementation can result in a positive benefit
for our youth. Altlough we would like these percentages to be at 0%, the results are showing that our
efforts are having an impact.

Although the data and the forums show we have a lot to be proud of in our schools, the information
gathered also shows that there are areasme=d to address so that we can maintain the level of
excellence that we have taken pride in over the last several years. Addressing these areas will be critical
to the long term success of our school district.

Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow Pagel4



Our continuing challenge has beenaddress the achievement gap that exists with our High Needs

group consisting of students with disabilities, economically disadvantaged students, and English
Language Learner students. Although our recent MCAS and PARCC state assessment scores showed
signficant progress, Reading is still a level 3 district as designated by the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education. This designation is based upon state assessment scores and has been due to the
fact that we have not been able to meet the needsto$ group of students as compared with the

general population. We are encouraged that the school improvement process that we have been
embarking upon for the last two years will provide us with an opportunity to review every aspect of

what we are doin@t our schools and in our district to effectively address the needs of all our students.
Several of the unfunded areas mentioned in Figure 3 above, particularly the ones directly related to our
district goal 1 of addressing student learning needs, wi lsse this achievement gap.

Another area of concern is the overall behavi@atl emotionahealth of our studentsAs mentioned
above,although we have seen some very positive results in the latest administration of the Youth Risk
Behavior Survey, ware seeing some troubling trends as well. We have seen slight increases since 2005
in the use of some of the more dangerous drugs, such as prescription medication, heroin, hallucinogens,
and inhalants. Synthetic marijuana is emerging as a potent andaisknative for students. In
FRRAGAZ2Y S Hm: 2 A8 yeaadds Sded Malzfidy haveQided slgctronic cigarettes with
nicotine products, also called vaping, which is a dangerous upward trend.

In addition, over the last 10 years, we haees increases in the percent of teens who have felt sad or
hopeless for more than 2 weeks in a row, are involved insuioidal seHnjury, or have engaged in
suicidality. During the 20145 school year, 55 RMHS students were hospitalized for anxigtyqal
tendencies, and/or depression. We have seen increases in this area at our elementary and middle
schools as well. Our high school students have indicated on the 2015 YRBS that the major stressors in
their life are increased workload, expectatiortat school and lack of sleep. Although these increases
are not isolated just to Reading, we are concerned that the numbers of incidents in Reading is higher
than the state average. As a community, we have taken significant steps to address thesedhcreas
concerns through our partnerships with the Reading Coalition Against Substance Abuse and the
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In addition, as reported last year, the Town and the Schbaegartment received three Federal grants,
totaling 1.95 million dollars, to continue to help address the overall behavioral health of our youth. The
first grant continues the great work that RCASA has done over the last several years. The second grant
will allow the Reading Public Schools to train a minimum of 584 school educators, school support staff,
first responders, youth workers, and faith leaders in Youth Mental Health First Aid to identify,
understand, and respond to signs of mental illnessessadtance use disorders in our youth. So far,

over 300 people have been trained in this area. The third grant will implement a highly sustainable,
multi-tiered system of supports to improve school climate and behavioral outcomes for all students. We
have made tremendous progress in this area in just one year. These three grants ensure that we will be
able to move forward in creating structures, systems, and processes throughout our community to reach
and engage all of our youth, particularly those youtho may be vulnerable to risky behaviors such as
substance abuse or creating harm to themselves or others. These initiatives, combined with the work
that we have done over the last several years in school safety with the Reading Police and Fire
Departments, places our community as a leader in proactively addressing the overall safety of our
children. As we all know, if students do not feel physically and psychologically safe in school, they will
not learn, no matter what curriculum, technology, or teaclyou put in front of them. | would like to

thank the Reading Police and Fire Departments and the Reading Coalition Against Substance Abuse,
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under the leadership dPast Polic&€hief James CormigCurrent Police Chief Mark Segallhief Greg

Burns, andRCASA Executive Director Erica McNamara, for the partnership that they have forged with
the Reading Public Schools over the last several years and their leadership and efforts in creating safe
and supportive environments for our children.

The final aga of concern and challenge for our school district is related to school funding. We are very
appreciative and value the financial support that our community has given to public education over the

last several years. Unfortunately, as mentioned above Jatest state financial data shows that

Reading ranks 305th out of 326 Massachusetts communities in per pupil spending, 118th out of the 125
communities in the Boston Metro Area and this ranking has been in steady decline since 2006. It is well
documenkd that our community has a revenue challenge as we become more and more reliant on cash
NBaSNBSa SIOK &@SIFN) G2 FdzyR 2dzNJ 6dzZRASGa @ LG Aa G2
collaboration, town boards have stretched our dollars to provide diality education and services, of

which Reading is so proud.
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excellence (for instance, there are many school districts where higher spending @tasscessarily
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specific dollar amount but rather a sustainability from year to year that is comparable to other

communities in the state. FormanyyeasS | RA Y 3 Q& LISNJ LJzLIA £ SELISY RA (i dzNB
average range for the state, and we were proud that we were still able to attain above average results.
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comparison to all the other communities in the state. As the drastic decline in the state ranking

indicates however dropping in the last decade from 232 to 305 (out of 326 communities), Reading has
unfortunately not kept pace in sustainabjliwith other communities in the commonwealth. In order to

continue providing our students with the most effective programs and also to continue

attracting/retaining excellent educators, this is clearly an issue that needs further attention as we move
forward.

Our continuing decline in per pupil expenditure is beginning to have an impact on our school system,
especially during the times afansition that our schoolare currently facing. Over the last five years,

the average budget increase has beend2% however, expenses in health care costs, utilities, supplies,
special education costs and compensation have come in at muchrhigiteases. This leads to overall
decreased funding for school services and progralive are in the midst of tremendousecational

change in our state and in our country with more rigorous curriculum frameworks, a next generation
assessment system, and the expectation to make sure all students are college and career ready. We
also need to address the areas mentioned eailiebehavioral health. During these times of transition,

it is more important than ever to sustain our previous levels of support and to add resources to address
additional needs. In the upcoming school years we will need to begin to update our saighce
engineering curriculum, provide time and resources for teachers to implement these new curricula,
continue to improve our special education services and programs, add more tutorial and social
emotional support for struggling students, offer dedicateshlth education classes at our elementary

and middle schools, increase our Advanced Placement course offerings at the high school and elective
offerings at all levels, and update the High School Graduation requirements to help prepare our students
for colege and future opportunities. The resources necessary to move forward in these areas are listed
in Figure 3 above and are not in the FY17 Recommended budget.

Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow Pagel6



Equally important, we need to continue to attract and retain the best educators. This pasi yelao
alonefive educators left our district and took employment in another school district in the Metro Boston
areafor higher compensation, better benefits and improved working conditions related to caseload and
paperwork. In addition, four candidatego were offered positions in our school district declined to
accept our offer and accepted a position in another school district for higher compensation and
benefits.
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financial constraints limit our ability to pursue many of the innovative programs, structures, and systems

that we believe will make our stients even more successful. The Reading Public Schools is at a

crossroads when it comes to the amount of funding available and what were are able to do to continue
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varying needs, what is evident has been our inability to sustain what had been effective levels of

services from year to year. What we are finding is that, in the last several years, we are losing ground,

and finding it harder to compete with agparable communities. In FY15, the School Department
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Recommended base budget was reduced by $849,620 from a level service budget, and this year, the

FY17 Recommendebudget has been reduced from the level service budget by $658,193. Although we

do not supportmaking anyeductionsithe $IZLISNA y i SY RSy (. Q& baséb@igeYiy¥ SYRSR C, m
designedso that the reductions proposeaainimize theoverall impact on student learningvhile helping

us move forwardri key areas to begin implementation of the science curriculum frameworks, continue

to provide support for our teachers in math and literaeynd provide fundingn our special education

program for some obur most fragile students.

In addition, what this budget is not able to provide is funding for long term improvements that are
needed in our school district at every level. Several of these areas (see figure 3), are important
initiatives that we need to provide for our students, and include funding full day kindergarten for all
students, restructuring our elementary schools to eliminate the early release Wednesday and to provide
more opportunities in computer science, science, the artd engineering, restructuring our high school
schedule and programming, improving our special education programs and services, and increasing
health education across the district. However, these initiatives are not sustainable with the current
revenue &ailable. Without additional revenue, our ability to improve and provide the best educational
opportunities for our students will decline. As we have seen in this budget, there are fewer and fewer
non-personnel reductions that can be made to offset thelbat constraints. Moreoverhis budget
continues to bevery dependent on increas on offsetsvhich are not sustainable long termf the
FY1&udget has simildimitationsin available revenue, we will need teake even more reductions in
staffing, which will result in eliminations of programs, courses and services and further increases in class
size.

In conclusion, our district will continue to stay focused on the academic, social, emotional, and
behavioral weklbeing of our students. While we apeoud of the fact that we are a district that is on

the forefront in many areas, we have many challenges that lie ahead, including educational space needs,
funding for full day kindergarten, making the transition to a more rigorous curriculum and imgrthen

social and emotional webeing of our students. The increasing accountability demands on public
education and the needs of our students have increased significantly over the last five years and we
need to identify additional resources and restruit some existing resources so that our teachers and
administrators can continue to do the hard work necessary to improve student learning. We need
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resources to create more opportunities for teachers to collaboratively work together to share their

work, and improve their practices, and to provide instructional coaching support so that teachers can
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reflects those priorities.

Although this is an uncertairuldgetary time in our schools, we have an opportunity to make positive

substantive changes. It is difficult work, but we are up to the challenge of providing the best learning
experiences for our students. We are proud of the work that our teacheradméhistrators do every

day to improve teaching and learning in our district. In addition, we have enthusiastic and respectful

students who arrive to school every day eager to learn. This is a testament to our parents and our

community who value the imptance of education and the role that it needs to play in a community.

There is no question that a major indicator of the quality of life for everyone in a community can be

YSI &dzZNBR o6& GKS ljdzrfAGe 2F Ada aoOKa@ehilathiswar o& | O
the quality of a school district affects every single person in a community, and the Town of Reading is no
exception.

We appreciate the support that we have received from the community in the past and we look forward
to working withtown officials during this budget process and in providing sustainable funding solutions
for FY18 and beyond.
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Budget Drivers

TheC, HnamT { dzLIRKEJonniesdg@ubggtis B&847,666an increase 0$1,374,3130r 3.5%
Thediscussiorbelow provides details on the major budget drivers based on expenditure category. The
majordivSNRE 2 F G KS A ylddgetindue: 12 GKS C, Qm

1 Anincreasen salary expenditures to furelep and cost of living increases for collective
bargaining association membeaxad norunion employees

1 Anincrease in sméal education costs, includingiiécipated increases in special education

transportation as the contract is up for bid for FY17 and known out of district special education

tuition increases

An increase in regulatay mandatory transportation as the contract is up for bid for FY17

Anincrease in the use of revolving fund offsets to achieve the Finance Committee budget

guidance 63.25%.

= =4

Salary and Other Gopensation

C., OmT { dzLISRedopimiedde®UBloei85251.087
C , €Axopted Budget: 85,296,420

$ Increase: ¥4,666

The budgetissumes step increases, column chan@éeere applicable)and cost of living adjustments

for allfive collective bargainingnits and cost of living adjustments for all ranion employees.The

FYQ7 contracted hcreasewas2.5% for all other bagainingunits. A2.5% average cost of living increase
for non-union employees was also factored into the budgkts important to note that our nofunion
employees do not have salary schedules or classification systems and, therefore, do not receive step
increases or any compensation adjustments beyond the cost of living incré@$és of the increase is

to fund increases for collective bargaining unit members.

Thereis reduction 06.9 FTE Teacher positions, 1.0 REgular EducatioRaraeducatoand .4 FTE

Speech and Language Pathologist. This is offset hgditionall.0 FTE in the E¥7 budgetfor a Sodl

Worker to support the SSP program at the Killam Elementary SchaklS C, QmTt 0dzR3ISG | f &2
some office support at the elementary school leviglisimportantto note thatsignificantreductions to

Substitute Teacher fundinfpom FY16 was nakinstated in FY17.

ThesereductiorsA Yy C ¢ 9n@c@ssasy3d\aBhieve the Finance Committee budget guidar@2 8.

Contract Services

C., OmTt { dzLISRéBoymiehde®UBgeti ®,550,406
C , @Axdopted Budget: $,144,861

$ Increase $5,546

In this category of expenditures, there are seveledreased y LJ- NIi A Odzf || NOTheim@S A (G SYa
significantdecreasesnclude:special educatiogurriculum services at the high school level which will be
provided by district staff and professiahdevelopment which is a category change (otlgpenses

These reductions are offset bydgeted increases faegular daytransportation labor counsel and
contractedcleaning servicefor the Coolidge Middle School and the High School

Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow Pagel9



Materials, Supplies, and Equipment

C, OmT { dzLISRédoyimiedded®uslgeti VG28,057
C ., @Axopted Budget: $79,900

$ Increase $248,067

Theincreasen this category is due tprimarilythe restoration of the prior yearaduction in the per
pupil amounts alloated to each building Principal for the purchase of materials, supplies and other
classroom equipment or nee@sd the $150,000 to fund the first year of a three yedrXscience
curriculum implementation.

Other Expenses

C. OmT { dzLISRéBoximeddd Rusigeti$a9y,469
C ., @Axopted Budget: $90,798

$Increase $6,671

The minor increase in this catega@tem froman increase in professional development (from contracted
services) and an increase to network hardware. The increases were ofiggtugyions to software
licensing and parent transportation reimbursement.

Special Education Tuition & Transportation

C. OmT { dzLISRédoyiniedde®UBlget] MEP7,314
C , @wdopted Budget: $961,769

$ Increase$165,545

Special education tuitioand ransportation are one of twexpenditure categoriethat are treated as

Gl O02YY2RIGSR O02aidé Ay 2dzNJ YdzyAOA LI f o6dzRISG RdzS
these expensesWe are anticipating a reduction toition expenses for privateesdential tuitions but

an increase in expenses for public collaborative and prigatauitions. The net increase in tuition due

to these known or anticipated placement changesa8&813 Our anticipated transportation expense

is budgeted to increaseytb% as the current contract is up for bid. addition, the offset from the

A0F3SQa aLISOAIfT SRdAzOF GA2Yy NBA YO dzNdgheyCS yfmanmNI yi X (Y
C,6dm ¢ R&nowt uSed in the budget is the amount granted to us,in@MThat amount Wi be

Ol NNA SR ¥ 2 RBTheNaRouiit igighero S O eiza S U K S5cl&ir ambinmPv@dighetr C, Qm
dueto more students qualifying for the threshaldThe net result is3,740 mordn offset than the

current year.

Grantand Revenudffsets

C. OmT { dzLISReBopimiehde®USIgLIHR3D6,666
C , €Axopted Budget$2,500,485

$ Decrease$193819

The district utilizes revenue from a variety of sources to offset its expenses. These reganmes
includethe METCO grant, kindergarten tuitiopreschootltuition, tuition for special educatiostudents

from other school districts attending our schools, athletic and extracurricular user fees, building rental
income,and extended day program revenugCircuit breaker is another offset to the budget but is
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discussedn the special ducationtuition and transportation section as it is included as part of that
accommodated cost).

Revenue offsets from kindergarten tuitiovas increased by3®,000 due tahe increased costs
associated with théull dayprogram Revenue offsets frorathletic and extrecurricular user feewere
increased by $16,666 and $5,000 respectivelgfteet the increased cost of living adjustments in
coaches and advisor stipendghe revenue offset for irdistrict special education tuitiowasdecreased
by $335,485. Theffset is now $215,000 annually and is usedupport thestudentsfrom other
districtsthat will beattending our programsext year The revenue offset fouiddingrental income
will now be split between the Town and School for facility operations. The offisetins $200,00
total but will be split $150,000/$50,000 School and Towherental revenue offset for extended day
programsimplemented in FY1®r$50,0006 At f 06S I ff20F SR G2 GKS ¢2gy
has an additional offset from the extended day program of $90,000 for custodial serviceSIETIZO
grant offsetremains$100,000

Reading Public SchodBistrict Strategy forimprovement of Student Outcomes

The chart below lists the mission, vision, theory of action, key questions, goals, and strategic initiatives
for the Reading Public Schools. When the FY17 budget is developed, the information below is used as a
guide to dive the current and future school improvement efforts.

Figure 5Reading Public Schools District Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes

Our Mission
Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow

Our Vision

It isthe vision of the Reading Public School&istill a joy of learning by inspiring, engaging and supporting our youth to become the
innovative leaders of tomorrowWe will accomplish our vision by focusing on a few key strategic initiatives that leadearangful and
relevant curriculum, innovative instructional practices, strong analysis and thoughtful dialogue about evidence, a cléabodateam
approach to learning and teaching, and a safe and nurturing learning environment. The overalll gimgslmahavioral welbeing of our
children will be our top priority as students will not learn if they are not physically and psychologicallfadation will truly be the
shared responsibility of both the schools and the community, with familiggngeactive roles in the schools and being full partners in
ensuring the success tifeir children.In the interest of the entire Reading communitiie school district and town government shall wo
cooperatively and collaborativels educators and mendrss of our community, we believe that implementing this vision is our ethical
responsibility to the children of the Town of Reading.

Our Theory of Action

If the Reading Public School District strategically allocates its human and financial resostggsotd high quality teaching, prioritizes a
commitment to the academic, social, and emotional needs of our students, emphasizes the hiring and support of effectite staffe
the capacity to collaboratively learn, thoughtfully analyzes measuremergshmol performance and provides differentiated support, th
students will make effective progress and be appropriately challenged, graduating from high school ready for collegenchliéz=gs
contributing citizens in a global society.

Our Questions

1. What is it we want our students to learn? What knowledge, skills, and dispositions do we expect them to acquire as fthés
course, this grade level, and this unit of instruction?

2. How will we know if each student is learning each ofgkils, concepts, and dispositions we have deemed most essential?

3. How will we respond when some of our students do not learn? What process will we put in place to ensure students recei
additional time and support for learning in a way that is timelygse, diagnostic, directive, and systematic?

4. How will we enrich and extend the learning for students who are already proficient?
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District Goals and Initiatives 2014 -16 with Updates

Goal 1Student Learning
Improve curriculum and
instruction, student support
and assessment

Status: Some Progress

Goal 2Professional Practice
Increase the professional
learning of all staff and
teacher leadership

Status: Some Progress

Goal 3Student Support,
Wellness, andsafety
Strengthen social/emotiona|
and behavioral health

Status: Some Progress

Goal 4Resources and
Space
Address time, space, and
program needs for
continuous district
improvement
Status: Some Progress

Goal 5Communication
Improve communication
across the district, with
families and the Reading
community

Status: Some Progress

Implement MA Curriculum
Frameworks in
Mathematics and Literacy
in all classroomsSignificant
Progress

Implement MA Curriculum
Frameworks in Science in
all classroomsPlanning
Stage

Support Level 3
improvements at Joshua
Eaton and across distriet
SomeProgress

Develop longterm plan for
technology integration and
assessmentSome Progress

Improve Special Education
programs and services
Some Progress

DevelopProfessional
Learnig Communities;
Significant Progress

Provide facilitative
leadership trainingfor
teachers and
administrators-Significant
Progress

Create Joint Labor
Management Professional
Development Committee
to plan and assess PMet

Createdistrict action plan;
monitor and report on
progressSome Progress

Implement Common
measuresn evaluation
Significant Progress

Implement Multi-Tiered
System of Support (MTSS)
to address academic, socia|
and emotional needs of all
students-Significant
Progress

Implement Health
Curriculum grades -B-
Some Progress

Review and update Bullying
Prevention Plan, Wellness
policies, Chemical Health
policy-Some Progress

Improve safety and security
procedures at all schools
Significant Progress

Create workinggroup,
analyze district space
needs, and propose
recommendationsSome
Progress

Create task force, identify
time and learning needs
from preschool to grade 12,
and propose
recommendationsSome
Progress

In collaboration with the
Town of Reading, continue
to grow and improvea full
day Kindergarten program
for all studentsSignificant
Progress

Develop and implement a
communications plan for
the district-Some Progress

Superintendent and School
Commitee engage in MAS(
District Governance
Program to improve
governanceSignificant
Progress

Provide ongoing proactive
communication to School
Committee, parents, and
community-Significant
Progress

Budget Process and Timeline

Theprocess used to develop tf@, H M T
YFEAYAT S

LI NI AOALI GA2Y o6& |

Se&

{ dzLISRedonynieSdgduBgétis deaigned to
A0F18K2f RENA

district administrators, staff, and community members on budgetiiies. This process begarith our
community forums in Magnd continues throughout the budget process including budget presentations
to the School Committee and deliberations by the Committee during the month of January.

The budget process begins witle analysis of enroliment and performance data; the development and
refinement of district, school, and educator goals based on the needs of students and performance
gaps; and the identification of resources needed to achieve effective progress towasisdoals and
objectives. This process begins at the start of the school year and is completed by the end of October.

In early October, as part of the budget process, the town convenes its annual Financial Forum, a joint
meeting of the elected and apputied Boards and Committees. At this time, the town establishes its

NB @Sy dzS

LINE2SOGA2Y | &

oSt

| & @hidh are tBeXiXed co6$tsitdS

[atN

2F A

which available revenues are first allocatetihese costs include employee and retinealth insurance,
debt service, energy and utility expense, and special education tuition and transportation expenses.
These expenses are subtracted from available revenues and the remaining revenues are allocated to
municipal and school budgets basedahistorical ratio. Last year, siXiye percent of the net revenue
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was allocated for the school department budgéit the October28, 2014 Financial Forunthe
proposedincrease in general fund revenue allocated to the school depanrtrfee non-accommodated
costs wa.5% or an increase &1,032,07Q

During the next step of the budget process which occurs in early teNoigmber, theDirector of

Finance and Operatiortistributes budget development guidelines, instructions, and forms dtridt

and school administrators. Department and school budget requests are then submitted to the Finance
Office by the end of November. Throughout November and December, the Superintendent reviews the
budget requests as well as the programmatic andrfaial implications of these requests taken as a

whole. By late December, the Superintendent determines the size and scope of the budget.

Ly SIENIe& WFHydz NE>X GKS {dzZZSNAYyGSYRSyiQa wSO2YYSYRS
consideration. During the month of January, the Superintendenttinettor of Finance and Operation
present the program budgets to the School Committeerémiew and deliberation. The School

Committee either requests changes to the budget or adopts the budget as proposed. Once adopted by
the School Committee, the budget is then delivered to the Town Manager who, in accordance with
Town Charter, must subitré balanced budget to the Finance Committee in February.

During the month of March, the Finance Committee reviews the budgets of each municipal department,
including the School Department. The School Committee, SuperintendenDisewdor of Finance ah
Operationgpresent and defend their budget request to the Finance Committee in late March. The

Finance Committee takes a vote on each departmental budget. It is the responsibility of the Finance
Committee to make recommendations to Town Meeting on edepartmental request.

G wSIFRAY3IQa !yydadf ¢2¢y aSSiAaydasrs gKAOK 02YYSyO0Sa
presented to Town Meeting fdts review and approval. Once app®R X G KS { OK2216 5SLJ NI

General Fund Appropriation is setdiis implemented for the fiscal year beginning on July 15201
Figure6Y 12 Budget Calendar

C,Mc ¢ Hc /FLRAGLE tftly G2 CAylyOS /2YYAi(il|Ss September 8

Town Meeting Warrant Closes September 15

Budget Preparation information sent to all administrators and MUNIS budget training Mid-October

Budget input meetings with staff On Going

Budget Parents Identified October

Financial Forum | October 28

Principals present goals and budgetary needs hOG206SNJ He C
Building/department budget requests submitted to Central Office November 6

Town Meeting November 9, 12, 16, 19
Superintendent Reviews building/department requests and performance goals b2@3SYSGSNI pg b2
Superintendent holds community forums to discuss budget priorities On Going

Budget Parent meetings Late November through January
Finalize FY17 Salary Projections December 1

Budget development deliberations undertaken by Administration December
{dZISNA Y (i SyRSy(G Q& . dzR3ISG CAylfAl SR December 30

Budget document distributed December 31

School Committee questions submitted three days prior to Cost Center presentation. All questions will be answered prior to deliberati
Budget overview presented to School Committee January 7

Budget (cost center) presentations and deliberations by School Committee January 11, 14
Financial Forum | January 20

Open Public Hearing on Budget January 21
{OK22f [/ 2YYAGGSS @020GS8 2y {dZaSNAYyiSyRSyGQa| . dzR3 S {iJanuary 25

School Committee Budget forwarded to Finance Committee and Town Manager February 1

School Committee meets with Finance Committee March 16

Financial Forum 111 March 23

School Budget voted at Annual Town Meeting April 28, May 2, or May 5
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Information Overview

District Enrollment and Student Demographics

School districts in Massachusetts are required to report student enrollment and demographic data to
the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (MA DESE) three times per
year: October 1, March 1, and Year End. The October 1 figreesed to evaluate staffing needs and
patterns for theSchool CommitteBudget each year.

Figure7: Historical Enrollment by Grade Level

Enrollment History
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It has been more than five years since istrictconvened an enrollment studyk-12 Enroliment has
been firly consistent the past fourteen years, peaking in F¥3at 4,477. Current-K2 enrollment is
4,394. While enrollment at the elementary schaokreased this yedny 18 studentsthe middle school
enrolimentdecreased by 54tudentsand the high schdayained an additional 18 studentslistorically,
anywhere fromd% to 13%f eighth grade students do not move on to Reading Memorial High School

The Reading Public Schools provides special education services to eligible studeriseagestiventy

two yearsdeemed eligible through the special education team evaluation process. Eligibility is based on

I RSGSNNAYLFGA2Y (KIFIG GKS OKAfR KIF& | ljdz2r t AFASR RA
effective progress in the regular educatiorogram without special accommodations. Instructional or
20KSNJ I O0O2YY2RI GA2ya I NB 2 dzibh RrogamR (IER)Y FiglFskow O KA f RQA&
historical data regarding the number of students with IB®sed on October 1 enrollment datés this

table indicates, the number of students receiving special education servicelb@easedy 2.2%

between last school year and this school yeB'S y dzY 6 SNJ 2 T Zhasdzatfibitéeditotley L 9t Q&
additional demands on our special educatgiaff.
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Figure8: Special Education Enrollment Trends

Figure9 shows the enroliment for our high needs population, as defined by the Massachusetts DESE.
What is apparent from the table below is that our ELL and low income populations have been steadily
rising over the last several years FY15 w saw an increasef 42% or 101 students that meet the

federal incomeguidelinedor Free Luncland in FY16 we saw in increase in our Limited English Proficient
population. Out of the 46 students32.6%or 150f the students are enrolled in kindergarten.

Figure9: Enrollment History for Other High Needs Populations

Academic First Langgage N9 lelted. Engllsh Low-Income Free Lunch Reduced Lunch
Year English Proficient

# % # % # % # % # %
2006-07 72 1.7 11 0.3 129 3.0 82 1.9 47 1.1
2007-08 85 1.9 17 0.4 158 3.6 114 2.6 44 1.0
2008-09 78 1.8 14 0.3 172 3.9 125 2.8 47 1.1
2009-10 83 1.9 16 0.4 204 4.6 152 3.5 52 1.2
2010-11 75 1.7 14 0.3 231 5.2 176 3.9 55 1.2
2011-12 72 1.6 15 0.3 254 5.7 204 4.6 50 1.1
2012-13 81 1.8 20 0.5 261 5.8 213 4.8 48 1.1
2013-14 79 1.8 26 0.6 294 6.6 239 5.4 55 1.2
2014-15 75 1.7 26 0.6 398 9.2 340 7.9 58 1.3
2015-16 89 2.0 46 1.0 390 8.9 342 7.8 48 1.1

Class Size

The Reading School Committeed Reading Public Schoolsrdd have a policy that mandates class
size. However, at the elementary lel, the district conforms to a recommendethss sizef 18 t022 in
grades K2, and20 to 25in grades &. As Figure 0 shows the vast majority of theelementary schools
are withinthese ranges In FY17, one of the proposed reductions is for 2.0 Elementary Teachers in
grades &b. This reduction will sult in some classes in those grades to reach up to 25 students per
classroom.
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Figurel0: Average Class Size by Grade and Sc{&iib-16 School Year)

School Grade K| Grade 1| Grade 2| Grade 3| Grade 4| Grade 5| Grade 6| Grade 7| Grade 8| Grade 9 | Grade 10| Grade 11| Grade 12|
Barrows 20.5 21.0 19.3 18.0 22.0 21.0
Birch Meadow 18.8 21.7 22.0 19.0 24.3 22.7
Joshua Eaton 20.0 20.5 20.3 19.8 22.8 22.3

Killam 19.2 22.0 18.8 19.8 18.8 22.0
Wood End 21.5 20.3 22.5 19.5 23.3 19.3
Coolidge 25.5 27.3 25.7
Parker 21.6 24.1 22.9
High School 21.4 20.7 21.6 21.4
Average 20.0 21.1 20.6 19.2 22.2 21.5 23.6 25.7 24.3 21.4 20.7 21.6 21.4

Middle school class size ideadlyould bebetween 20 and 26tudents As Figure8 shows, middle school
class sizesra all essentially within the ideal range Parker Middle School, but slightly higher at
Coolidge Middle School.

At the High School leved, | @ S Nlas3 $zé& is more difficult to determine and assess given the various
types of programsnd levels of each prograoffered (college prep, strong college prep, honors, and
advanced placement) and the number of courses taught, both required and eleGtimeaverage class
sizes shown in FiguBabove are for required classat each grade levellhe 3.4 FTE High School
Teachers will result in the elimination of the Freshmen Advisory Program, as well as reduckigis
School Courses with low enroliment

With respect to class sizes at the different levels, the High $eliros to keep its college prep courses

below 20 students given that these classes are usuadise homogeneouslgrouped, cataught classes

with a higher percentage of special education studem{s Figurd.1 below shows, the investment of
FRRAGAZ2YIFE (S OKSNJ NBaz2dzNOSa Id GKS 1 A3K { OKz22f
the class size for the college prep course level. In the current schaokieaverage class sizies

most mllege prep course isbelow 20 students.

Figurell: SY'20%-16 High School Class Size

College Prep Strong College Prep Honors AP
Grade 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12
Subject
English 11.5| 13.5| 16.5| 21.0| 24.3| 22.9| 22.3| 23.6| 21.0| 20.3| 21.8| 20.5| 12.0
Math 17.0| 21.7| 18.0| 22.6| 21.1| 21.3| 22.5| 23.0| 24.0| 23.8| 19.7| 26.0| 25.4
Science 14.5| 16.0( 15.4| 15.4| 19.8| 19.3| 20.6| 15.6| 23.8| 23.0( 20.7| 18.0| 19.3
Social Studies 13.0| 15.5| 14.5 26.4| 19.3| 21.2 23.9| 23.7| 27.6 14.3
Average 18.7| 16.7| 16.1| 19.7| 22.9( 20.7| 21.7| 20.7| 23.2| 22.7| 22.5| 21.5| 17.8
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Personnel Resources

Education is, by its very nature, a very staépendent operation. The total number of staff as well as

the allocation of staff resources determined annually baseoh enrollment projections andhifts as

well as student needs and services required to meet those needs. As a86%ulbf our district

operating budgets used for employee compensatiamichis not atypical of school districts in the state
oracrossthecountry{ G FFAY 3 A& YSI &adzZNBR A,yWhio dzarfved@attoy S 9 |j dzA @t
dividing the number of hours that an individual works by the base number of hours for the particular
position. For example, paraprofessionals and teachers base hours are 35 per week, while custodians
g2N] nn K2 dzNE2015I$6Ne hveS70.9FTE émployges Working for Reading Public
Schools. This figure is permanent employees only and dodnciotle substitutes or other temporary
employees or stipend position©f this amount553.7 are funded from the general fund budget while
16.6are funded from grants.

¢ KS 7Guyp€rimtendents Recommend@&lidget includesunding for an additional. 5F¢ 9 Q&4 FNR Y
O dzNNEB §siaffir@ Jewkidor a .5 Grade Teacherfor the expanded Grade 1 population at Barrows

and a 1.0 Social Worker for the SSP Program located at the Killam Elementary Sobhaeluction of

2.0 FTE Elementary teachers will result in some class sizes in gifadeseachup to 25 students per
classroom. The 3.4 FTE High School Teachers will result in the elimination of the Freshmen Advisory
Program, as well as reductiomsHigh School courses with low enrolimenthe reduction in High School
stipends will result in the elimination of a High School Department Head, the consolidation of two
departments, and the elimination of another leadership position. The eliminatieanDEpartment Head

will result in a savings of a .4 FTE teacher (included in the 3.4 FTE High School Reduction) libeause of
reduced teaching load of a Department Heabhe .5 Middle Schodeacher will result in a reduction in

the amount ofreading sericesavailable at the middle school levelThe 1.0 FTE Regular Education
Paraeducator will eliminate the Library Paraeducator at the High School, resulting in reduced staffing in
the High School Library and possible times where the library will notdessible to students

particularly after school A review of staff schedules reveals that the .4 FTE Speech and Language
Pathologist reduction will still result in the ability to provide appropriate speswhlanguage services at
the elementary level.

The 185FTE reduction in grant funded positions are the Title | tuamc a data analyst. The School
Climate Transformation Grant was revised in FY16 to include a 1.0 RT&andbtst. The .25 FTE from
the grantwill be absorbed back intthe operatingoudget in FY17.A determination ortutor positions
will be made based on F¥Title | grant award and district needs.
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Figure 12FTE Changes in FY17 Budget

Regular Education

Elementary Teachers
Kindergarten section 0.50 Addition
Classroom Teachers Gr3 -5 (2.00) Reduction
High School Department Chair (0.40) Reduction
High School Teachers (3.00) Reduction
Paraeducator (1.00) Reduction
Reading Specialist (0.50) Reduction
Special Education
Speech/Language Pathologist (0.40) Reduction
Social Worker/Elementary SSP Prog 1.00 Addition
Districtwide
Computer Technician 0.25 Restore
Grant Funded
Data Analyst (0.25) Return to Operating Budge
Tutor (1.60) Needs to be determined
| Net Adjustments (7.40) |

Student Achievement

Reading Public Schools has a strong record of performance, not just in academics, but in athletics and
extracurricular activities as well. There are a number of indicators or benchmarks that are traditionally
used to measure the performance of distridthese includ@erformance on the Massachusetts
Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS), the Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT), American College
Testing (ACT), and Advanced Placement exams.

One way to measure student success is to compare the MCAS perforamaarca time of a given cohort

of students. The figures below show MCAS performance by the current graduating class (Cla8s of 201
in English Language Arts, Mathemati@sd Science & Technology in Grades 4, 6, 7, 8, and 10.

Figurel3: English Langugge Arts MCAS Performance History, Class of&201
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Figurel4: Mathematics MCAS Performance History, Class 06201

100
8

0 I I I I I

2008/Gr4 2009/Gr5 2010/Gr6 2012/Gr8 2014/Gr10

(=]

6

=]

4

=]

2

=]

mAdvanced m Proficient mNeeds Improvement  m Warning/Failing

Figurel5: Science & Technology MCAS Performance History, Class 6f 201
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As you can see from the figures above, student performance improves quite dramatically between
Grade 4 and Grade 10 for these current students. The percent of students scoring advanced or
proficient increased fron83% to %% in ELA and froB3% to88% inMathematics. Performance in
Science & Technology, which was only administered three times to this class, increasé8%sdam

86%.

Reading students have had a strong record of performance on college entrance exams. The chart below
compares the scored ®eading students to the state average for the four most recent years that data is

available through the MA DESE.
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Figurel6:
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Scholastic Aptitude Test Results, Reading versus State
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An overwhelming majority of Reading High School graduates continircfohmal education at two or
four-year collegesHistorically, between 87% an®% of all graduates continue ¢o higher education
The figure below shows the historical data on placement choices for graduating seniors.

Figurel7: High SchodBraduate College Attendance Rates
. 4 - Year |Percentto| Percentto Total

Academic Number of )

Year | Graduates Graduation{ 4-Year 2-Year Percent
Rate Colleges; Colleges | Continuing

2006 312 95.5 79 11 90
2007 289 89.6 85 7 92
2008 326 94.2 80 9 89
2009 317 93.7 83 8 91
2010 352 86.1 83 7 90
2011 295 95.9 82 5 87
2012 294 96.6 85 7 92
2013 328 96.0 86 7 93
2014 305 96.0 88 6 94
2015 289 88 6 96

Financial Overview

FY2017
There a

funds. The general fund consists primarily of Chapter 70 State Aid &8

Revenue Sources

re two main categories of funding available to the District, the general fund and special revenue
t 20! f

C26yQ4&

education. Special remeie funds consist of grantm¢luding entittementcompetitive, and private
grants)and revolving funds where revenues such as kindergarten tugicschooluition, or building
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rental fees are dposited.! & G KS FAIdzNBE 0Sf 246 &K?2 ginclEding fUndingt 2 6y Q&
necessary to cover school department accommodated césiojected to increas28: A y7. C, Qm

Figurel8: Municipal Revenue Sources

Projected %| Projected %
FY15 FY16 Change FY17 Change
Revenue Sources

Property Taxes 58,337,728 61,930,265 6.299 63,984,267 3.3%
Other Local Revenues 6,119,266| 6,362,500 4.0% 6,580,000 3.4%
Intergovernmental Revenues 13,282,318 13,612,031 2.5% 13,845,150 1.7%
Chapter 70 10,126,574 10,232,699 1.09% 10,342,549 1.1%
Transfers & Available 3,755,816| 3,779,131 0.6% 3,910,371 3.5%
Free Cash 1,700,000 2,199,765 29.49 2,000,000 -9.1%
Total Revenues 83,195,128 87,883,692 5.694 90,319,788 2.8%

School Revenue Sources
General Fund Revneues 40,435,449 39,369,453 -2.694 40,697,665 3.4%
Grants 1,866,730 1,909,368 2.3% 1,947,555 2.0%
Revenue Offsets 2,129,105 2,356,600 10.79 2,291,666 -2.8%
Total School Revenues 44,431,284 43,635,421 -1.8% 44,936,886 3.0%

The largest share of revenue comes from local property taxes which, by statute, cannot increase by

more than 2.5% per year. The anticipated increasg & is due to new growth in the community. The

second largest source of revenue comes from the Stadereceipts, most notably Chapter 70. Chapter

70 funding is determined by first calculating a Foundation Budget amount for each community based on

Ada SyNRtftYSYyd FyR GKSYy O2YLI NARy3 iykdpayaS€2dzy Rl GA2Y
determined byitsLISNJ OF LA G Ay O2YS I y7RthelDdWh IsIfrédicttng nbHestdzS & & C?2
2.5% increase iState Aid. It is also important to note that the Town is utilizid@@0,000 of its free

cash reserveand the{ dzLJS NJ y (R&ygnitrendéd Badgatcludes acontinued reliance oGrant

and Revenue Offsets teelp support the Operating Budgets.

FY2017 Expenses by Category

The{ dzLISNRA Y G SYRSY (i Q& isvdsgarizat¥ndyive Edst Cerders I¢piesenting the high
level program categories that ngprise the DistricBudget These include Administration, Regular Day,
Special Education, School Facilities, and Other District Programs which includes Health Services,
Athletics, Extracurricular Activities, and Distsiditle Technology These cost cents wereestablished

as suclby a vote of theschoolCommittee. In accordance with that vote, the Administration is

authorized to transfer funds within any cost center. The Administration must, however, obtain approval
of the Committee to transfer fundsdiween Cost Centers.

As shown in Figure9loelow, theC , H n mT  { dzLIRKdonynieSa¢dSoét liefeds an increase of
3.5% The largest dollar increase to the budget is in 8pecial EducatioBost Center &70,972)
followed byRegular Educatio($463301). These increases account 8t.1% of the total increase of
$1,374,314. Thereasondor these increases at@ghlighted in Budget Drivers section of this Executive
Summary and described in more detail in the Financial Section of this budget eocum
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Figurel9: Expenditures by Cost Center

Actual Actual Actual Adopted  Requestec
Expendec Expendec Expendec Budget Budget %
FY201: FY201: FY201! FY201¢ FY201" Changg
Administration 915,855 932,578 891,123 925,790 963,694 4.1%
Regular Day 22,356,036 22,509,776 23,185,387 24,397,646 24,860,947 1.9%
Special Education 9,338,940 9,547,257 10,254,181 11,352,501 12,223,473 7.7%
School Facilities 1,119,809 1,187,224 1,162,815 1,215,161 1,191,510 -1.9%
Districtwide Programs 1,310,955 1,374,192 1,614,893 1,582,254 1,608,042 1.6%
Grand Total 35,041,593 35,551,026 37,108,399 39,473,353 40,847,666 3.5%

As Figure 28hows, the vast majority of the school department budget funds instructional services
comprising30.1% of the total. This is followed by operations and maintenance (including technology
infrastructure and maintenance) dt2%, payments to other districts (essentially aiftdistrict special
education tuitions) a¥.7%, other school services (includingtapeutic and health services,
transportation, athletics, and extracurricular activitiesbai%, and district administration at£6.

Figure20: Allocation of FY'Z School CommittedBudget by Major Function

District Instructional Other School 0&M, Paymentsto Othet
Administration, 2.4 Servicess0.1% Services, 5% 4.2% Districts, 7.%

\
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FY2017 Revenue and Expense Budget Projectio n

tKS ¢2¢y 2F wSIRAYy3IQa 06dzRISGAY3I YSUK2R2t 238 060S3AY
sources in the subsequent year. That revenue projection is typically based on historical trends in the

various revenue sources. Once the revenue budgestablished, which generally happens in late
hOl260SNE GKS ySEG adGSLI A& G2 RSGSNX¥YAYS GKS a4l 002Y
officials believe must be funded ahead of any other expense of any municipal department. These
accommodagd costs include items such as health insurance costs, debt service expense, energy and

utility costs, and special education tuition and transportation for out of district placements.

The accommodated costs are then subtracted from the available reveandghe remaining revenues

are divided between municipal government and school department based on historical ratios. Available
revenue to the school department is, then, the combination of the funds allocated for the school
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RSLI NI YSYy(Qa | ©dnethehdtRRicalisBare ofhat aviailable revenues afterauting
for accommodated costs.
Figure21: Revenue and Expense Projections and Allocation

Projected %| Projected %
FY'l4 FY15 FY16 Change FY17 Change
Revenue Sources
Property Taxes 55,774,186 | 58,337,728 | 61,530,265 6.2%| 63,984,267 3.3%
Other Local Revenues 5,652,474 6,119,266 6,362,500 4.0% 6,580,000 3.4%
Intergovernmental Revenues 13,096,145 13,282,318 13,612,031 2.5% 13,845,150 1.7%
Chapter 70 10,019,849 | 10,125,574 | 10,232,699 1.0%| 10,342,549 1.1%
Transfers & Available 4,834,942 3,755,816 3,779,131 0.6% 3,910,371 3.5%
Free Cash 1,050,000 1,700,000 2,199,765 25.4% 2,000,000 -9.1%
Total Revenues 80,407,751 | 83,195,128 | 87,883,692 5.6%| 90,319,788 2.8%
Accommodated Costs
Benefits 13,515,050 | 14,116,550 | 14,965,743 6.0%| 15,988,500 6.8%
Capital 2,355,500 2,308,000 2,889,250 25.2% 2,070,000  -28.4%
Debt 3,870,500 3,222,730 4,511,541 40.0% 4,500,000 8.6%
Energy 1,938,845 1,898,465 1,860,044 -2.0% 1,948,725 A.8%
Financial 750,000 775,000 560,000 23.9% 831,000 -13.4%
Special Education 3,558,058 3,858,154 4,004,269 3.8% 4,127,314 3.1%
Vocational Education 371,250 467,000 490,350 5.0% 518,350 5.7%
Miscellaneous 2,957,750 2,933,813 2,951,184 0.6% 2,544,000 -0.2%
Total Accommodated Costs 29,457,093 | 29,579,892 | 32,632,381 10.3%| 33,327,889 2.1%
Revenue to Operating Budgets
Municipal Government (35.84%) 15,423,120 | 16,240,552 | 19,654,579 21.0%| 20,398,990 3.8%
School Department (64.16%) 33,947,993 | 35,421,173 | 35,365,184 -0.2%| 36,570,351 3.4%
Town Facilities 410,962 425,346
School Expenses (Non-Accommodated)
Salary and Other Compensation 32,498,501 33,581,500 35,006,135 3.0% 36,018,723 2.9%
Contract Services 1,292,768 1,298,485 1,144,861  -11.8% 1,155,406 0.5%
Materials, Supplies & Equipment 886,126 904,457 779,950 -13.8% 1,028,057 31.8%
Other Expenses 1,344,079 1,365,796 790,798 -42.1% 809,831 2.4%
Revenue Offsets (2,073,881)| (2,129,105) (2,356,600) 10.7% (2,291,666) -2.8%
School Expenses (Non-Accommodated) 33,947,993 35,421,173 35,365,184 -0.2%| 36,720,351 3.8%
School Expenses (Accommodated)
Special Education 4,780,978 5,044,442 4,957,106 -1.7% 5,170,851 4.3%
Circuit Breaker (1,196,628)] (1,185,247) (952,837) -19.7% (1,043,577) 9.5%
Energy & Utilities 1,166,344 1,156,081
School Expenses (Accommodated) 4,750,694 5,014,276 4,004,269  -20.1% 4,127,314 3.1%
School Committee's Budget 38,701,365 40,317,973 39,473,353 -2.1%| 40,847,666 3.5%
School Revenue Sources
General Fund Revenues 38,698,687 40,435,449 39,369,453 -2.6% 40,697,665 3.4%
Total Expense 38,698,687 | 40,435,449 | 39,369,453 -2.6%| 40,847,665 3.8%
Excess of Revenue Over (Under) Expense - - - (150,000)
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by the Finance Committeby $150,000 This $150,000 is needed to fund the first year of a three year K
12 science curriculum implementation.

Next Steps and Contact Information

(V)]

¢ KS 7Gup&imendy i Qa wS 02 YYS ypresSeRted.ondedoBoivingédiasi
Monday, JanuaryIl(Overview, Administration, and Regular Di2gst Centels
Thursday, Jarary 14 (Special Education and District Wide Servicest Centens
Thursday, JanuarylZPublic HearinglTown and School Faciliti€Questions)
Monday, January2(School Committee Vote)

To o o To

When the School Committee votéal late January on the budget, it bexee the School Committee

budget, which is then presented to the Town Manager. The Town Manager then presents a full Town

budget to the Finance Committee which is within the available revenues for the Town. The School

Committee budget will be presented March to the Finance Committee of the Town who votes

whether to refer the budget as is to Town Meeting or refer with changes. Town Meeting then has final

F LILINR @1 f | dziK2NRGE D . @ adrddziSz ¢2¢6y aSSiAiay3a Oly
budget. It may vote to increase or reduce the total dollar value, but it cannot specify the line item to

which the increase or decrease is to be made.

Once the School Committee votes on the budget, the timeline for the next steps in the budget
development process is summarized below.

C , Tsrhool Committee Budget Presentation to Finance Committe®arch 16, 2016
Annual Town Meeting April 28, May2, May 5, 206

Copies of the budget document are available at the Office of the Superintendentetting Town

[ AOGNI NBEX GKS YIFAYy 2FFAOS 2F SIFOK &a0OKz22tz YR 2y
www.reading.k12.ma.usFor additional information or clarification, please feel free to contact the

Central Ofice Administration for assistance.

Dr. John F. Doherty Martha J. Sybert

Superintendent of Schools Director of Finance & Operations
781-944-5800 781-670-2880
John.doherty@reading.k12.ma.us Martha.Sybert@reading.k12.ma.us
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Town of Reading
(193) e e N The Town of Readingin Middlesex County,
A Massachusetts, United States, some 10 miles (16
o km) north of central BostanReadingvas
ENCECL IO Vo | incorporated on June 10, 1644 taking its name
| Lynfield from the townof Reading in England. Reading
ST I encompasses 9.9 square miles and is located
¢ ..r approximately 12 miles North of Boston with easy
(' access to major routes including 1285, 193 and
+ routes28 and 129. In addition, commuter rail and
Ao & us service is available in Reading. The Town of
Woburn Stoneham e\ . Reading has Representativdlown Meeting form
‘\\ e of government Town Meeting is comprised of 24
L7 YSYOSNBE FTNRY SIFOK 2F wSlERAYS
A for a total of 192members. Reading also has a
member Board of Selectmen and a Town Manager.

rs
t

Burkngton =/ Wakefield )

¢ (o W Melrose \
Winchester

There are eight schools in the Reading Public Schools: Reading Memorial High School-{jade¥/9
Coolidge Middle School (grade8hW.S.Parker Middle School (grades3$, and five elementary
schools (grades-K): AliceBarrows, Birch Meadow, Joshua Eatow. Killam and Wood End. Reading
also has the RISE Bchoolprogram an integratedpreschoo] with classrooralocated at Reading
Memorial High Schoals well as the Wood End Elementary School

As of October 1, 2015, the enrollment at our schools is:

RISE Pre-School (grades Pre-K) 94
Alice Barrows Elementary School (grades K - 5) 385
Birch Meadow Elementary School (grades K - 5) 387
Joshua Eaton Elementary School (grades K - 5) 462
J. Warren Killam Elementary School (grades K - 5) 460
Wood End Elementary School (grades K - 5) 316
A.W. Coolidge Middle School (grades 6 - 8) 471
Walter S. Parker Middle School (grades 6 - 8) 549
Reading Memorial High School (grades 9 - 12) 1,270
Total Enroliment 4,394

Readingparticipatesin the Metropolitan Council for educational Opportunity EMCO), a voluntary
desegregation programkich brings approximatelyb/istudents, grades K2, from Bostond Reading.
Reading is also one of ten member districts of the SEEM Collaborative and one of eighteen member
districts of theNorth Shore Education Consortiurihrough these collaboratives, Reading Public Schools
is able to partner with other districts iine area to provide special education as well as professional
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development and other services to our students and staff at a lower cost than a single district alone

could secure the same services. Reading Public Schools is also a member of The Edllehtioati€e

(TEC). To reduce costs, Reading Public Schools utilizes the TEC collaborative bid process for school and
custodial supplies. Through this collaborative purchasing arrangement, Reading Public Schools is able to
purchase items at a reduced ¢os

Organization Structure

School Committee

The Reading School Committee consists of six members electbd gters of Reading for thregear R
G§SN)¥ao 9 OK &SIFNE (G2 YSYOSNBQ Gekdttidh. hé cugetT A OS SE
membershipand terms of the Reading School Committee are as follows:

Charles RobinsgiChairperson, Term Expires 201
Jeanne Brawski Vice Chairperson, Term Expires 201
Julie JoyceTerm Expires 2@1

Linda Snow Dockser, Term Expires 2017

Gary Nihan, Term Expir2618

Elaine Webb, Term Expires 301

Under Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 70, the School Committee has the power to select and to
terminate the Superintendent, review and approve the budget, and establish the educational goals and
policies for the shools in the district consistent with the requirements of law and statewide goals and
standards established by the Board of Education.

District Administration

The District is led by the Superintendent of Schools, the Central Office Leadership Teach, Distr
Leadership Team, and Administrative Council. The Central Office Leadership Team iheludes t
Superintendent of Schooléssistant Superintendent for Learning and Teaching, Director of Finance and
Operations and the Director of Student Services. Tib&ift Leadership Team includes the Central

Office Leadership Team as well as the eight building principals. The Administrative Council includes the
District Leadership Team as well as all Assistant Principals, Special Education Team Chairs, RISE
Preschol Director, Human Resources Administrator, District Administrator of Support Services and
Department Directors (Facilities, Food Services, and Health Services).

The Superintendent is the supervisor and evaluator of all District Level Administratorsigdidd3
Principals. Each District Level Administrator is responsible for a number of different departments and
functional areas of district operations. Principals, under the 1993 Education Reform Act, are the
supervisors and evaluators of all buildingsed staff including professional and support staff
(paraprofessionals, clerical, custodial, food servic&ge district also employs one Network Manager
who supervises and evaluateschnology support staff that @istrict, not buildingbased.

Figure22 provides an overview of the organizational structure of the district.
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Figure22: District Organizational Chart

T

District Partnerships

Reading Public Schools are part of a larger community that believes in collaboration for the purpose of
benefiting the children of Reading Public Schools. We are fortunate to have many important partners
who enrich the lives of our students through their contributions of resoucdesth financial and

volunteer time.

Town of Reading
The municipal governmén 2 ¥ G KS ¢2¢y 2F wSIRAy3
important partner. Of course we share in the tax revenues that
representthevoter® O2 YYA GYSy i elatvaluedj dz £t A e 27
education, public service, and community engagement. We also share
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many resouces and collaborate to efficiently manage the operations of
the community.

Reading Education Foundation
The Reading Education Foundation is a volunteer organization of
Reading residents working in partnership with the Superintendent of
Schools ad Reading Public Schools. rifssion is to support innovation
and excellence within the Reading Public Schools by raising and
providing private money to funthitiatives that are beyond the reach of
public funds.

ParentTeacher Organizations
Each of ourchools is fortunate to have a PTO comprised of parent
volunteers who support teachers in each building. This support includes
parent education, teacher appreciation events, mobilization of
classroom and school level volunteers, and funding for technology,
enrichment, and other special programs.

ParentBooster Organizations
Reading Public Schools are supported by a significant number of parent
booster organizations comprised of parent volunteers who raise,
contribute, and dispense funds for the benefftapecific extracurricular
activities including athletic teams, academic teams, and fine and
performing arts.

District Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes

Reading Public Schools Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes was developed based on
information gathered by the Superintendent from extensive staff, parent, school community, and

general community input, as well as input from the Administrative Council and the School Committee.

¢KS { NI GSIAO LYAGALl A SiagiclOb&tivéstarid ark évaluatgdaRd (2 (1 KS
refined each year based on progress, input, and reflection. Below are the DispictivementPlan

D2Fta T26J {, Qunamn

District Improvement Plan Goal 1Over the next two years, the Reading Public Schoillsupport

Central Office administrators and building principals so that they are able to work with teachers to
improve curriculum alignment, instructional strategiejdent support and assessment methods in
Literacy, MathematicsScienceand College and Career Readiness Skills. The overall outcome will be
that all students will demonstrate an increased growth and level of performance in their understanding
of math and literacy Massachusetts Curriculum Framework standards, as measuoedllyy

determined measures and state assessment scores.

Strategic Objectives Addresseldearning and Teaching, Performance Managememntestment and
Development
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District Improvement Plan Goal:2

During the 201416 school years, the Superintendent will lead the District Leadership Team in
increasing the learning capacity of all staff, the quality and diversity of professional
development offerings and the effectiveness of the use of-atuulent time with staff and
Professional Learning Communities as measured by staff survey feedback, an increase in the
opportunities for teachers to act as leaders, and the quality of artifacts and minutes of PLC
meetings. In addition, we will increase the learnaagacity of our District Leadership Team by
the effective feedback received by the DLT and the quality of the artifacts generated from each
DLT meeting/retreat.

Strategic Objectives Addresseldearning and Teachirand Investment and Development

District Improvement Plan Goal:3

During the 201416 school years, the District Leadership Team will successfully implement the Multi
Tiered System of Support Structure at each school as measured by a decrease in the following data
points: tardiness, oife discipline referrals, number of students who have 10 or more absences in a
school year, and the achievement gap between the high needs subgroup and the aggregate subgroup on
standardized assessments and District Determined Measures. In additioegésstully implemented,

there will be an increase in our accuracy in identifying students with special needs, as measured by the
referral data from SST and the utilization of regular education initiatives to support students prior to a
need for special edtation testing (MTSS interventions, SST, intervention support, etc.). Moreover, we
will see an improvement in the behavioral health of all students as measured by the Youth Risk Behavior
Survey, Early Warning Indicator System, and other locally determieedures. Finally, we will

measure the effectiveness of our implementation by using the Tiered Fidelity Instrument (TFI).

Strategic Objective Addressetlearning and Teachirgnd Performance Management

District Improvement Plan Goal 4:

During thenext two years, the district will develop plans to address the resource needs facing our
district, including additional time for staff, additional programmatic space needs at the elementary
schools, RISE preschool, and Reading Memarial High School; tamengation of full day kindergarten

for all students, and additional instructional and administrative support needed to continue to move the
district forward. This will be measured by developing timelines for the implementation of Full Day
Kindergartenthe identification of additional permanent educational space, the renovation of Killam
Elementary School, additional professional time added to the existing school year, and a restructuring
plan for instruction and administrative support.

District Strategic Objectives Addressed:earning and Teachingnd Resource Allocation

District Improvement Plan Goal 5:

During the 201415 and 201516 School Years, the Reading Public Schools will develop and implement a
comprehensive communication plan for the sohdistrict. The effectiveness of this plan will be

measured by stakeholder surveys, the quality of the communication plan, and noticeable improvements
in district and school communication.

District Strategic Objective AddressedPerformance Managemen
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The following is a list of district determined measures that administrators will be using to gauge progress
and improvement in the above goals. The District Leadership will continue to review this list to revise,
when necessary.

Figure 23Administrator District Determined Measures

Principals/AP | District Team Central
Leader of Chairs Office
Social
Emotional
Learning
1. District MCAS/PARCC SGP Data for M X X
and Literacy
2. % Students who are Advanced and X X
Proficient on the state assessment
3. DESE Accountability Rating X X X
4. Tardiness X X
5. Office Discipline Referrals X X
6. Number of Students with 10 or more X X
absences in a school year.
7. Achievement gap between high needs X X X

subgroup and the aggregate subgroup
on standardized assessments and
Common Measures.

8. Number of students in high needs X X X
subgroup and METCO students who ar
in honors level, advanced, or AP level
classes (Baseline?)

9. Gender breakdown of students in X
honors level, advanced, or AP level
classes
10. Accuracy of Student Support Team X X
referrals for Special Education
11.Tiered Fidelity Instrument to gauge X X
progress in MTSS implementation
12. Number of Teachers in the building whg X X

have the District MTSS related goal in
educator plan and havaccomplished
that goal

13. District Capacity Assessment to gauge X X X
District level implementation of MTSS
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The Information Section of the budget is designed to provide the reader with information necessary to
set the contexfor the fundsrequested intheC , Qm T { dzLISReBoyimeddeRuUsIget] Dhis

section include&ey metrics and performance indicatorg the district as a whole, for individual schools
within the district, as well as benchmark comparisons with peer districts in Massachusetts. The
information provided will assist the reader in understanding the financial realities confronting our
district, areas where the district or schools are performing well, and, mopaitantly, areas where

there may beneed for improvement. It is also intended to give readers a better understanding of the
investments necessary for the district to achieve its styaagerformance goals and objectives.

Education Funding

State Education Aid

In 1993, Massachusetts passed the Education Reform Act. One of the major themes of this legislation
included greater and more equitable funding for schools ackassachusetts. The means for providing

GKA&a AYONBlFraSR TFTdzyRAYy3 ¢l & KNP dz®&he fobn8atidh Budidetdo t A a K'Y
is defined as the minimal level of funding necessary to provide an adequate education to the children in
Massachustts districts. Each district's foundation budget is updated each year to reflect inflation and

changes in enrollment. Enroliment plays an important role not just because of the total number of

pupils, but also becaus# the differences in the costs assiated with various educational programs,

grade levels, and student needs. Districts differ greatly in the percentages of their student population

that fall into these enrollment categoriedlost school districts spend in excess of their net school

spendig requirement.

The Foundation Budgeistablishes required net school spending for a community which is the minimum

TdzyRAy3 GKIGT 0@ t163 | O2YYdzyrde Ydad Fet20FG8
O2ydNROdziA2YyEé A& 0l hicliRcal2uatedubing a foimald thaktdkes info2 LI 8¢ &
O2yAARSNI GAZ2Y | O2YYdzyAdeQs LISNI OFLIAGE AyO2YS FyR

spending and local contribution arealculated, Chapter 70 funding (also known as state educational aid
is determined as the difference between required net school spending and local contribtitien.
instructive to note that many distric€actual net school spending, particularly high perfornuliggricts,
actually exceed required spending level$e total statewide foundation budget increased from $9.866
billion in FY15 to $10.090 billion in FY16, a 2.3 percent rise.

Figure24d K2 a4 wSI RAYy3IQa KA&AG2NER 2F NBIdZANBR ySi aokKz22
you can see, Reading is omiethosedistricts that historically havexceeded its required net school

spending amount. However, it is important to remember that the required net school spending is based

on the foundation budget which is the minimum amount necessary to fund an adegaucation. A

NEOSyYy(d aitdzRée o0& (GKS alaal OKdzaSada . dzRISG FyR t2fA
C2dzy RII GA2Yy . dzR3 S Q4&¢ éxamnid the RdézDacyiok tReyFounddi@Budigst and

identified dmajor gaps between what he foundation budget says districts need for certain cost

1 http://mww.massbudget.org/report_window.php?loc=Cutting_Class.html
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categoriesand what districtsaactually require. Some of the more significant conclusions of the study
included:

1 Foundationunderstates core SPED costs by about $1.0 billion

1 Foundation understatekealth insurance costs by $1.1 billion

1 Most districts hire fewer regular education teachers than the foundation budget sets as an
adequate baseline

1 Inflation adjustments have not been fully implemented, causing foundation to lag behind true
cost growth

Figure24: Reading Net School Spending, Required versus Actual

Chapter 70 Trends, FY93 to FY15
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On average, districts in Massachusetts speBd 1 | 6 2 @S C2 dzy Rl Rk®ay. Howevedd SR 2y C
there is great variation across the state with the least wealthy districts spending at Rmmedad the

wealthiest 20% of districts spending 39% above Foundafitie areas of greatest excess spending

include health insurance and other benefit costs, special education teachers, and special education out
of-district. In essence, these three egbries of the Foundation Budgappearsignificantly

underfunded.

As Figure@4 aboveindicates, Reading spends above Foundatind Required Net School Spendirg. R
C.,OMmwSIFRAY3IQa | Oldzrt ySi aoOKz22f alLJS¥/R% FigurelsE OSSRSR
belowshows that the trend over the last three fiscal years has beeimereasen the percentage above

Required Net School Spending while BaundationBudget has been declinindhis figure also shows
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historically the amountof Chapeé 71 AR UKI U4 OUKS 02gy KI a 4NB
Chapter 70 aid representedl®% of actual net school spending in Readling
Figure25: Historical Chapter 70 Funding Formula Elements
Required Required Actual Dollars Pct
Fiscal Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Local Chapter 70 Pct Net School Pct Net School Pct Over/Under Over/
Year Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Contribution Aid Chg Spending (NSS) Chg Spending Chg  Requirement Unde
FY93 3,426 18,009,296 14,934,763 1,474,055 16,408,818 16,408,818 0 0.0
FY94 3,470 1.3 18,168,519 0.9 15,860,901 1,780,426 20.8 17,641,327 7.5 17,600,700 7.3 -40,627 -0.2
FY95 3,537 1.9 18,912,841 4.1 16,323,493 1,944,641 9.2 18,268,134 3.6 18,835,792 7.0 567,658 3.1
FY96 3,650 3.2 19,962,502 5.5 16,815,560 2,269,855 16.7 19,085,415 4.5 20,449,740 8.6 1,364,325 7.1
FY97 3,764 3.1 21,055,390 5.5 17,089,518 2,855,026 25.8 19,944,544 4.5 21,796,634 6.6 1,852,090 9.3
FY98 3,838 2.0 22,007,347 4.5 17,208,754 3,439,540 20.5 20,648,294 3.5 23,370,995 7.2 2,722,701 13.2
FY99 3,939 2.6 23,267,882 5.7 18,145,204 4,299,206 25.0 22,444,410 8.7 25,357,087 8.5 2,912,677 13.9
FY00 4,101 4.1 24,344,556 4.6 19,682,473 4,992,952 16.1 24,675,425 9.9 27,285,571 7.6 2,610,146 10.9
FYO01l 4,142 1.0 25,408,207 4.4 20,114,966 5,717,802 14.5 25,832,768 4.7 28,906,685 59 3,073,917 11.9
FY02 4,124 -0.4 26,509,514 4.3 20,734,746 5,916,022 3.5 26,650,768 3.2 29,849,529 3.3 3,198,761 12.0
FY03 4,179 1.3 27,435,858 3.5 21,314,786 6,121,072 35 27,435,858 2.9 30,624,431 2.6 3,188,573 11.6
FY0o4 4,166 -0.3 27,738,874 1.1 21,656,767 6,082,107 -0.6 27,738,874 1.1 31,925,715 4.2 4,186,841 15.1
FY05 4,136 -0.7 28,212,906 1.7 22,211,375 6,082,107 0.0 28,293,482 2.0 33,976,446 6.4 5,682,964 20.1
FY06 4,161 0.6 29,463,124 4.4 23,184,689 6,290,157 3.4 29,474,846 4.2 36,527,898 7.5 7,053,052 239
FYO7 4,175 0.3 31,463,026 6.8 24,343,136 7,119,890 13.2 31,463,026 6.7 38,423,801 52 6,960,775 22.1
FY08 4,208 0.8 33,194,639 55 25152,672 8,041,967 13.0 33,194,639 5.5 39,703,186 3.3 6,508,547 19.9
FY09 4,272 1.5 35,385,849 6.6 26,121,634 8,289,951 31 34,411,585 3.7 39,979,867 0.7 5,568,282 16.2
FY10 4,279 0.2 36,474,849 3.1 26,451,786 9,078,931 015] 35,530,717 3.3 40,637,674 1.6 5,106,957 14.4
FY11 4,265 -0.3 35,612,661 -2.4 26,779,324 9,437,516 3.9 36,216,840 1.9 42,284,871 4.1 6,068,031 16.8
FY12 4,284 0.4 36,437,713 2.3 27,264,731 9,488,181 0.5 36,752,912 1.5 43,047,360 1.8 6,294,448 17.1
FY13 4,312 0.7 38,136,802 4.7 28,233,100 9,903,702 4.4 38,136,802 3.8 43,722,350 2.7 5,585,548 14.9
FY14 4,309 -0.1 38,817,531 1.8 29,008,253 10,011,427 11 39,019,680 2.3 45,754,079 * 4.6 6,734,399 17.3
FY15 4,269 -0.9 38,963,365 0.4 30,125,539 10,126,574 1.2 40,252,113 3.2 48,287,659 6.3 8,035,546 20.4

Local Funding for Education

o)

S

A

Reading relies heavily on local revenue sources to fund public education, most notably, local property
taxes. In 1980, a ballot initiative in Massachusetts to limit the growth of local property taxes passed.

Thislaw, referred to Proposition 2 went irto effect in 1982. Essentially, the personal property tax

may not increase more than 2.5% of the prior year's levy limit, plus new growth and any overrides or
exclusions. A community may vote to allow for a Proposition 2 ¥ override vote to permanerggsia
the tax burden. The last successful Proposition 2 % override in Reading was in April 2003 to fund the
2004 Operating BudgeBelow is a table showing the historical property valuations and tax rates.

Figure26: Historical property valuations anthx rates

Valuation of Real Estate
Valuation of Personal Property

Total Assessment Value
Tax Rate per $1,000 Valuation

FY '11 FY '12 FY '13 FY '14 FY '15
Year End Year End Year End Year End Year End
Population 24,528 25,011 25,624 25,799 25,644
Number of Voters 16,858 17,611 17,821 17,765 17,233

$3,702,250,747 $3,719,855,326 $3,640,514,408 $3,785,230,715 $3,962,502,523
$45,295,130  $44,158,280  $46,123,120  $44,082,060  $37,135,230Q

$3,747,545,877 $3,764,013,606 $3,686,637,528 $3,829,312,775 $3,999,637,753
$13.80 $14.15 $14.94 $14.74 $14.7Q

%)

2In Reading, Chapter 70 aid is treated as a general fund receipt rather than a school grant or revenue receipt as is
the case in ther districts.
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The school department budget is the largest budget of any municipal department in the town of
Reading. The figure below shows the breakdown of how the average tax bill in Reading is spent. As you
can see, the funding for the education dfildren in our district represent$49% of the average tax bill.

Figure27: What the Average Tax Bill in Reading Funds

FY'15 Dollars FY'15 Percent
Schools $3,344 49%
Public Safety $790 12%
Public Works $538 8%
General Government $354 5%
Library & Recreation $203 3%
Finance $343 5%
Insurance and Other Unclassified $1,113 16%
Health & Human Services $52 1%
Intergovernmental $88 1%
Total Median Property Tax Bill $6,824 100%

Prior to 1991, Massachusetts had a separate tax rate for education at the municipal level. The current

tax rate of the Town suppor@ RdzOl G A2y +Ff YR YdzyAOALN £ SELISYRA G dzNB
Office, with approval by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue, on an annual basis. In the figure

below, we compare the average tax bill in Readingzother communities that a& often used as peers

for benchmarking and comparison purposes. As you cafregeFigure 8 below, over the past five

8SI NAZ G(GKS aAil § 2F wS|t RA yrauat 13ii With regaid tofthe &tdtedvideY' | A y G | A
ranking, that figure too hasemained relatively consistent ranging frds to 54over the past five years,

LX F OAy3a wSIRAy3IQa | @SNIF3IS GIE o0Aff FyYz2y3d (GKS KAIK

Figure28: Comparison of Average Tax Bills Reading versus Comparable Communities

FY '11 FY '12 FY '13 FY '14 FY '15
Comparable Average Statewide Table | Average Statewide Table | Average Statewide Table | Average Statewide Table | Average Statewide Table
Community Tax Bill Rank Rank | TaxBil Rank Rank | TaxBill Rank Rank | TaxBill Rank Rank | TaxBill Rank Rank
Belmont $9,676 12 1 $9,964 13 1 $10,359 13 1 $10,566 13 1 $10,938 13 1
Chelmsford $5,427 70 10 $5,653 70 9 $5,799 70 10 $6,119 67 9 $6,329 69 9
Dedham $5,483 66 8 $5,770 65 8 $5,937 66 8 $6,217 64 8 $6,375 67 8
Easton $5,448 68 9 $5,642 71 10 $5,848 67 9 $6,040 69 10 $6,256 71 10
Hingham $7,224 37 3 $7,650 37 8 $7,973 31 3 $8,228 33 g $8,679 31 3
Mansfield $5,176 83 11 $5,164 89 11 $5,370 89 11 $5,628 85 11 $5,816 85 11
Marshfield $4,332 128 12 $4,480 131 12 $4,608 127 12 $5,002 116 12 $5,139 118 12
Milton $7,134 38 4 $7,321 39 4 $7,471 40 4 $7,740 39 4 $7,880 40 4
North Andover $6,161 49 6 $6,350 50 6 $6,559 51 6 $6,738 50 6 $6,851 52 6
Reading $6,109 50 7 $6,290 52 7 $6,458 54 7 $6,576 54 7 $6,824 54 7
Shrewsbury $3,955 157 13 $4,139 156 13 $4,322 151 13 $4,483 152 13 $5,030 123 13
Westford $6,719 42 5 $6,901 45 5 $7,097 45 5 $7,312 45 5 $7,543 44 5
Winchester $9,167 15 2 $9,557 14 2 $9,839 14 2 $10,195 14 2 $10,588 14 2
Statewide Averagé $4,537 $4,711 $4,818 $5,044 $5,795

The School Gomittee and Administration are appreciative of the support that the taxpayers of Reading
provide to the schools and are mindful of the budgetary implications on the taxpayers when developing
our budget proposal. Wieel a strongobligation to be transparent and accountable as to how we use
the resources we are provided. The sections that follow are intended to provide readers with a better
sense of how resources are utilized in the district to improve student outcomes as velegmrt on

those outcomes and other measures of performance.
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Allocation of District Resources

Resource allocation is one of our four district strategic objectives. The objective is to improve the
alignment of human and financial resources to achidVefaur strategic objectives and initiatives to
support teaching and learning and, ultimately, ensure students are college and career ready. The intent
of this section is to provide the reader with an understanding of how district resources are sp#mt, b

at the district level as well as at the school level.

Per Pupil Spending

As we know, educating children is a labor intensive enterprise. Our school district §264sf the
funding it receives on the staff salarieBhe remainder is spent on duitems as instructional supplies,
materials, and equipment; technology; eat-district tuition and transportation; energy and utilities;
and building repair and maintenance.

All districts in Massachusetts file an End of Year Pupil and Financial Répdhte MA DESE. This
report allows a district t&examine per pupil spendiracross a number of broad spending categories.
Using a per pupil amount allows for better comparability both within the district and between school
districtsas it normalizes foenrollment Examining per pupil spending by category helps us better
understand where investments are made and whdreyt may be lacking. Comparisogtween schools
helps us determine if our resources are allocated eahlit and if resources can beatlocated to target
higher need schals or populations. Comparistaetween districts allowus to target districts with
comparable financial means that may be achieving better results in areas that we are looking to
improve, seek out the best practices dodstrategic investments being made in those districts, and
potentially transfer those best practices or investment decisions to our district to improve our
outcomes.

Per Pupil Spending by Category

The MA DESE reporting system categorizes expendintmesleven general functional areas that are

listed in Figure 2below. The expectation would be, of course, that the highest level of per pupil
ALISYRAY3A g2dz R 6S Ay (GKS a/flFaaNeB2yY FyR {LISOAITfAZ
Gt I @ YiSQuéokS A a4 NA OlG { OK 2 2 f thehigl@st peS@idl Biddounk. & | Ol dzl £ £ &

This category captures the expense for any student who is attending school outside the district. This

includes not only special education out of district placements, buttehachool or school choice

placements as well. Since we have very few children in charter schools or school choice programs, our
reported figure is essentially made up entirely of special education placements which are much higher in

cost than the averge charter schogblacement ($10,000$30,000) or the average school choice

placement ($5,000). As this is also a per pupil calculation, the amount reflected is the tetdl out

district tuition divided by the number of students attending out of disticOK 2 2 f a ® C2NJ dzaz ¥
basis was 61 students. This is the reason that our figure is so much higher than the state average. In
calculating the overall state average, however, it is important to note that this category does not receive

a lot ofweight in our per pupil calculation due to the number of students in this category.
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Figure29: C , 4Pwr Ripil Spending By Category

Grants, total | functionas expend- state | gifference

General Fung@iRevolving and expenditures percentagd iture per averag€ b/w District
2013-14 Per Pupil Expenditures Appropriations| Other Funds all funds| of total pupil per pupill & State
Administration $1,433,487 $87,00§ $1,520,481% 2.9% $346 $500 ($154
Instructional Leadership 2,846,247 140,319 2,986,564 5.7% 680 935 ($255
Classroom and Specialist Teachers 18,670,47 1,946,380 20,616,85( 39.29 4,696 5,441 ($746
Other Teaching Services 4,181,254 37,834 4,219,090 8.0% 961 1,137 ($176
Professional Development 978,371 142,957 1,121,324 2.1% 255 217 $38
Instructional Materials, Equipment and Technology 1,649,719 228,584 1,878,303 3.6% 428 432 ($4),
Guidance, Counseling and Testing 1,444,339 45,313 1,489,651 2.8% 339 421 ($82)
Pupil Services 1,546,583 1,869,47( 3,416,059 6.5% 778 1,376 ($598
Operations and Maintenance 3,889,404 266,129 4,155,534 7.9% 946 1,103 ($157
Insurance, Retirement Programs and Other 7,530,314 78,049 7,608,363 14.59 1,733 2,434 ($701
Expenditures Within The District $44,170,186 $4,842,040 $49,012,22¢ 93.19% $11,163 $13,997 ($2,834
Expenditures Outside the District $2,354,289  $1,275210  $3,629,499 6.99 $53537  $21,839 $31,693
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $46,524,47% $6,117,25Q0 $52,641,72% 100.09 $11,807 $14,519 ($2,710

The Classroom and Specialist Teachers category is the next highest per pupil athoantparison to

the state aerage shows that this is the category with the second largest difference between district and
state per pupil spendingAverage teacher salaries in Reading are lower than the state average teacher
salary with Reading a65,291 compared to the state average $73,847, a difference of 8,556. This is

due in part toour salary schedule being lower than other comparable districtataat dueto the fact

that we have a more junior stiethan many of our comparable districtén Readingforty-one percent of

our staff has fewethan ten years of experience teachjrmn average in Massachusetts, that figure is
around thirty percent.

Another category in which we are significantly bekin state average per pupil is in insurance,
retirement and other benefits. This is likely due to the-Gf tiered health insurance plan that we
have for ouremployees which is very cost competitive. Furthermore, the empleyguloyee cost
share in Reading is 71% employer paid and 29% empldayemaverage in the state is closer to 80%
employer and 20% employee.

Pupil Services is another category that appears underfunded when compared to the state average per
pupil. This category includes transtadion and other student activities such as atits or

extracurricular. Theeason why Reading is significantly beltw state average is due to the fact that

we have such littldussingn the district Because we have neighborhood schools, we require only two
buses for each school day for transpog children. This is significantly below most other districts in the
area as well as the state.

The one area where we have historically spent more per pupil than the state average is the professional
RSOSt2LIYSyd OF G§S32 NEYH yeC, ehiMNEA al KIFKIS (TKASNBRIA 3BGSNIAND (AQY3
f26SNE |t 0K2dAK y20 aAIYyATFAOIylGfte 2SN .S0psSSy
development as well as our curriculum expenses significantly in order to minimize personnel cuts during
theselean budget years.ly’ C thid tiemdreverseal as a result afhe increase to the professional

development budget due to common core and educator evaluation implementation as well as other
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training needs.The FY16 Budget restructured the use of som#gssional development funds to
support the addition of instructional coaches for math and literacy.

The overall message to be gleaned from this comparison of categorical per pupil expenditures is that all
of our expenditure categories appear underfundgdden compared to the state average and that re
allocation of resources from @ncategory to another would merely cauagarticular categoryo be

even further underfunded. The one area that we have looked to as a source of fundsisdisttict

tuition. With the average owf-district special education placement costing the district over $62,000,

the ability to offer indistrict programs for these students is not just best for students but also financially
beneficial as well.

Per Pupil Spending by School

Figure 3Ghows theinstructionalper pupil comparison by building and by program for all funding

sources (general fund, grants, and revolving funds). As this figure shows, there is a rather significant
variation for special education with a high$16,981 for Barrows Elementary School to a low of6H

for Reading Memorial High School. This data indicates that we are-fumtéing special education at

the High SchoolWhile this was addressed through the addition of 1.5 FTE i€theQ m n , thedp@r3 S
pupil expenditure at the High School based on special education enrollment still lags significantly behind
other schools and programd he addition of one special education paraeducator and one social worker
for the TSP Program wilve a modest impact on the special education per pupil for the High School.

Figure30: InstructionalPer Pupil Spending by Program, all funding sources

FY16 FY16 FY16 PPE Special
FY16 FY16 Reg'l Ed| Budgeted | FY16 SPED | Special Ed | Education (using
Enrollment Budget PPE- Reg'l | Enroliment Budget |SPED Enrollment)
Alice Barrows Elementary 385 51,847,244 54,798 33 S480,946 514,574
Birch Meadow Elementary 387 51,866,374 54,823 60 51,001,828 516,697
Joshua Eaton Elementary 462 52,201,411 54,765 49 $397,583 58,114
J. Warren Killam Elementary 460 51,915,914 54,165 58 5546,138 59,416
Wood End Elementary School 316 51,664,406 55,267 50 5684,162 513,683
A.W. Coolidge Middle School 471 52,841,937 56,034 95 5814,254 58,571
Walter §. Parker Middle School 549 53,495,473 56,367 96 5911,766 59,498
Reading Memorial High School 1270 57,604,161 55,988 261 51,159,387 54,447
Mean $5,276 $10,624
Median $5,045 $9,457

Comparable District Spending

As mentioned in the introduction to this section, comparing Buk & G NA OG Q& LIS NJ LJdzLJA f
comparable peers helps us to determine how we might consider allocating resources differently to be
able to achieve key performance goals, be they student or other goals. The first step in this process is to
determine areasonable set of comparable peers. Bar comparisonsthe peers that have been

selected are those that have similar enrolimamid similarfinancial profiles An analysis was performed
usingnine different demographic andinancial metrics includingopulation, per capita income,
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equalized property valueverage single family tax bill and size of municipal budget. The chart below
shows that Reading rank¥ out of 13 in per pupil spending for-tlistrict students at $1,163. The
average per pupipending for these thirteen comparable districts 14 804 or $641above our district
per pupil. If our districtwere fundedat the average per pupil for these comparable districts, it would
translate to an additional 816,554 in funding to the distrit Q& o6 dzR3 S i

Figure31l: FY'#In-District Per Pupil Spending
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In comparing per pupil spending for the various functional categories that DESE tracks (se82rigure

one can see that Reading ranks among the lowest of the comparable districtsategibries with the
exception of professional developmeand supplies, materials & equipmenincluded in our

professional development spending is tuition reimbursement for staff. This is a benefih&mat

districts have eliminated over the past seakyears The table below also shows that we are most
significantly behind both the state average and our comparable average in the Classroom and Specialist
Teachers category which represents salaries paid to these staff.
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Figure32: FY'# Per Pupil Expenditures by Category for Comparable Districts

Classroom & Instructn'l Profes-
Total, In- Admini- Specialist Materials, sional Dev-

District Name District Rank| stration Rank| Teachers Rank|Equip & TechRank| elopment Rank
BELMONT $11,627 6 $355 7 $4,863 10 $351 3 $129 8
CHELMSFORD $11,467 7 $478 3 $4,934 8 $525 1 $127 9
DEDHAM $15,569 1 $989 1 $6,154 1 $300 7 $194 4
EASTON $11,262 8 $381 6 $4,915 9 $197 11 $70 10
HINGHAM $10,928 11 $327 10 $4,982 6 $148 13 $62 11
MANSFIELD $12,376 5 $292 13 $5,296 4 $231 10 $262 1
MARSHFIELD $11,084 10 $434 5 $5,125 5 $262 9 $28 13
MILTON $12,600 2 $462 4 $5,366 2 $281 8 $138 7
NORTH ANDOVER $10,912 12 $336 9 $4,532 12 $158 12 $30 12
READING $11,163 9 $346 8 $4,696 11 $428 2 $255 2
SHREWSBURY $10,763 13 $310 11 $4,315 13 $307 6 $163 5
WESTFORD $11,867 4 $308 12 $4,950 7 $313 5 $201 3
WINCHESTER $11,836 5 $575 2 $5,311 3 $314 4 $142 6
AVERAGE $11,804 $430 $5,034 $293 $139
READING VS. AVERAGE ($641) ($84) ($338) $134 $117
STATE AVERAGE $13,997 $500 $5,441 $432 $217
READING VS. STATE AVERAGE ($2,834) ($154) ($746) ($4) $38

Special Education Spending

Special educatioexpensegpresent a unique challenge to school districts due to their varialaitilack

of predictability. Our goal is always to provide thghest quality services to students and to provide
those within the district. Over the last ten years, our district inaseased itgn-district special

education program&om one program tainedifferent programs across the districThe figure below
shows the number of students in each of the programs in the current school Pescriptions of each
program can be found in the Special Education Cost Center discussion in the Financial Section of this
document. The total number of children in speceducation programs is 19vith the greatest number

of students currently in the Language and Learning Disabilities program.

Figure33: SY'b In-District Special Education Program Enrollment

Post

K Grl| Gr2 | Gr3 | Gr4 | Gr5| Gr6 | Gr7 | Gr8 | Gr9 | Gr10| Gr1l| Gr12| Grad | Total
Compass 4 4
Dev. Learning Ctr | 2 4 8 4 6 4 5 4 7 2 2 1 44
Dev. Learning Ctr Il 3 1 2 2 2 1 11
Integrated Learning Prog. | 3 3 2 2 3 1 2 4 6 26
Integrated Learning Prog. Il 1 2 3
Language Learning Disabilitigs 3 3 3 4 6 3 9 7 10 48
POST Program 5 5
Student Support Program 1 1 1 2 3 1 3 3 8 5 3 7 13 46
Therapeutic Support Progran 1 1 2 4
Total 9 9 11 13 17 11 16 18 25 15 16 11 15 5) 191

When we are unable to provide the necessary services for a child to be able to make effective progress,
then it becomes necessary to place the child in an out of district program. In that case, the district is
responsible for the tuition and transportaticexpense for that child. Depending upon the placement,
out-of-district tuitions can range from a low of $40,000 to a high of over $300,000 for a private
residential placement. Figu4 shows the historical special education expenditure trends for Readi
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Public SchoolThis data shows the extreme variability in special education expenditures, particularly
out-ofRA&AGNAOG GdzaldArAzy SELISy&aSo .SG06SSy { ., Qunnn FYyR
AYONBI &SR Hp®m: d L y sefd 13C1% framvthe priorischéol y&aE i yiataSalsdk S O NS |
show the significant walistrict increases that occurred in the years between2@ad 2009 as oun-

district programs wergrowing with staffingadded to support those programs.

Figure34: HistoricalSpecial Education Spending

% of School State

Fiscal | In-District  Yr/Yr %| Out-of-District Yr/Yr%/| Operating Average

Year | Instruction Change Tuitions Change Budget Percentage
2003 3,498,538 2,726,148 20.3 17.7
2004 4,002,687 14.49 2,929,036 7.4% 21.3 18.6
2005 4,468,696 11.69 3,671,734 25.4% 23.2 18.9
2006 4,250,615 -4.9% 4,018,504 9.4% 21.8 19.1
2007 4,603,329  8.3% 4,241,134 5.5% 22.2 19.4
2008 5,011,644  8.9% 4,387,747 3.5% 22.8 19.8
2009 5,407,638  7.9% 4,503,089 2.6% 23.6 20.1
2010 5,316,345 -1.7% 3,913,861 -13.19 222 19.8
2011 5,391,569 1.4% 3,552,879  -9.2% 20.9 19.9
2012 5,575,866 3.4% 3,702,507 4.2% 215 20.5
2013 6,674,941 19.79 3,085,288 -16.79 21.7 20.9
2014 7,046,289  5.6% 3,054,986 -1.0% 21.6 20.9

The data shows that our-district expenses have significanlyy ONB | SR FNRY C, Qmu (2
to a 12.7%or $650,279 increase to teaching and a 95.6% increase to other instructional expenditures
whichincludessupervisory, textbook materials and instructional equipment. During this same time

period we benefited from a 16.7% reduction in eftdistrict tuitions due in part to our in district

programs and students aging out of the school systénk S C ta@siicatesrah increase in-In
DistrictInstruction of 5.6% and a 1.0% reduction in ©tDigrict Tuitionsp w S % Bf Bohabl &

Operating Budget has averaged 21.6% for the past three yearshengap between the percentage of

budget for special edation costs between our district and the statewide average has loeesistent

over the samehree years.

Figure % shows that weare spending less on special education as a percent of the total budget than our
O2YLI NIXo6fS LIBSENBR@ QEN2YsE, @y SR F2dz2NIK Ay GKS LIS
education expense comprises. A<obf Qwemre ranked 1t when compared to these other twelve

districts. In essence, this indicates that our district has been working hasthtulize special education

expenses and has been successful relative to other comparable districts.
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Figure35: Special Education Spending as a Percent of Total Budget for ReadinganpgarableDistricts

FY'10 FY'11 FY'12 FY'13 FY'14
% of Total Tablel % of Total Table] % of Total Table| % of Total Table| % of Total Table
District Budget RanK Budget RanK Budget Rank Budget RanK Budget Rank
BELMONT 19.8 9 20.2 8 21.8 9 21.9 9 22.2 8
CHELMSFORD 22.0 5 21.3 6 23.3 4 23.3 4 23.9 5
DEDHAM 26.2 1 25.6 1 26.2 1 27.4 1 26.1 1
EASTON 185 11 18.3 11 18.7 12 21.7 11 22.1 9
HINGHAM 21.4 6 19.6 9 23.1 5 23.3 5 22.7 7
MANSFIELD 20.6 8 21.3 5 22.1 7 225 8 24.5 3
MARSHFIELD 21.1 7 22.4 4 23.6 3 24.0 3 19.6 12
MILTON 19.0 10 18.2 12 21.9 8 21.9 10 21.1 11
NORTH ANDOVER 23.3 3 22.9 3 22.1 6 23.3 6 24.8 2
READING 22.2 4 20.9 7 21.5 10 21.7 12 21.6 10
SHREWSBURY 23.7 2 24.6 2 24.3 2 25.2 2 24.1 4
WESTFORD 14.1 13 141 13 15.3 13 16.9 13 17.6 13
WINCHESTER 18.3 12 19.6 10 20.6 11 22.6 7 22.8 6

State Total, All Districts 19.8 19.9 20.5 20.9 20.9

Historical Budget versus Actual Spending

As aschool district, we prid ourselves on responsibliscal management, spending our resources as

requested and returning funds that are not utilized during the course of a fiscal year. As part of our
efforts to ensure accountability, we report on our beddo actual for prior fiscal years in Figlgé
below. As indicated, the school department has returned funds each of the prior five fiscal years and
has not required or requested additional funds for school department operations.

Figure36: HistoricalBudget versus Actual Spending

M Budget

Actual
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Allocation of Personnel Resources

Staffing is driven primarily by enroliment changes and program netls.tables below show staffing
resources for the prior yeacurrent year, andequested fo{ , 36 by location,by position type and
by cost center

As Figure 3below shows, staffing at the elementary schoolaidy consistent and is reflective of
overall enrollment at each school'here were some unbudgeted staffing changes that occurred in
C., Qmc X lydHe)SdOifiom &f &1.0CELL Teachers. This was necessary due to the increase in the
District ELL population and the new requirements by the state.

Parker is the larger of the two middle schools wimore students than Coolidge. While Parker does
haemorestidents / 22f AR3ISQa aA0GFFTFAYI AdA KRBKDNIgEIK! Yy Sy NP
home to fivespecial education programs while Parker has just one program. The High School has the

largest number of staff for it$,255students.

Teachers comprise the largest percentage of our district st&f5@06. This includes both regular
education and special education classroom and program teacHdris. does not include specialists
(reading, technology integration, and library/media) aihimake up anotheB.4%. When combined,
teachers and specialists account &8.7% of all staff. Paraprofessionals (regular education, special
education, and tutors) compriskd.2% of our staff. Thu§,7.8% of district staff is providing instructional
services to students. Another 8% of our staff provides counseling, medical, and therapeutic support to
students. Disict and building administratorsnstructional leadersand secretariemake upl0.1% of

our staff. Custodial staff comprises8% of ou staff. Finally, the areahere we are most understaffed

¢ technology- comprises 9% of our total staff in the district.
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Figure37: Staffing by Position

Budgeted| Budgeted | Actual Actual |Budgeted Budgeted
FY13 | FY14 | FY15 FY16 FY16 FY16 FY16 FY17 FY17
FTE FTE FTE FTE Salary FTE Salary FTE Salary

Administrative Assistant 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 248,155 4.8 248,155 4.8 254,992
Assistant Principal 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 531,918 5.0 518,949 5.0 532,748
Behavior Analyst (BCBA) 1.0 60,000 1.0 65,000 1.0 70,000
Computer Technician 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.3 283,038 5.3 276,835 5.5 299,390
Custodian 18.5 18.6 18.6 18.6 802,469 18.6 800,902 18.6 837,963
Data Analyst 0.3 15,193 1.3 85,193 1.0 70,000
District Administrator 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 791,361 7.2 797,016 7.2 824,907
District Administrator of Support Servicgs 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 85,000 1.0 86,500 1.0 88,489
District Evaluator 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 78,442 1.0 85,959 1.0 88,108
District SSP/TSP Program Director 1.0 75,000

Elementary Teacher 131.5( 131.6| 1335 134.5| 9,398,990 134.1| 9,165,280 132.6| 9,558,395
ELL Teacher 1.0 1.0 15 15 91,634 25 147,389 25 179,918
Guidance Counselor 4.6 5.0 5.6 5.6 379,906 5.6 379,906 5.6 399,735
High School Dept Chair 4.2 4.8 4.8 3.8 366,518 3.8 355,169 3.4 328,090
High School Teacher 87.2 91.8 90.6 92.8| 6,736,113 91.0| 6,493,666 88.0| 6,582,105
Info Systems Specialist 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 15,688 0.2 15,688 0.2 16,081
Instructional Coach 2.0 150,000 2.0 156,000 2.0 159,900
Library/Media Specialist 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 486,075 7.0 483,499 7.0 508,539
Middle School Teacher 83.9 83.4 82.9 82.9| 5,880,857 83.7| 5,716,283 83.7| 5,989,518
Occupational Therapist 3.1 2.9 2.9 2.9 278,515 2.9 217,916 2.9 225,608
Occupational Therapy Assistant 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 27,930 0.6 28,768 0.6 28,768
Paraprofessional 85.0 93.1| 102.2 97.5| 2,319,986 98.0( 2,301,336 97.0| 2,437,394
Physical Therapist 15 15 15 15 119,134 15 119,134 1.5 124,823
Pre-School Teacher 6.1 6.0 6.5 6.5 437,049 6.6 440,052 6.6 465,645
Principal 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 915,804 8.0 900,387 8.0 967,707
Reading Specialist 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.5 607,365 7.5 601,434 7.0 577,498
School Adjustment Counselor 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 119,664 2.0 119,664 2.0 127,391
School Nurse 9.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 566,101 8.8 534,839 8.8 567,556
School Psychologist 9.5 10.5 10.5 9.5 641,674 9.5 621,110 9.5 675,625
Secretary 14.2 14.3 14.7 14.7 580,029 14.7 579,850 14.7 599,152
Social Worker 15 2.0 3.0 3.0 207,638 2.6 184,890 3.6 260,041
Speech/Language Pathologist 10.2 10.7 10.8 10.8 801,878 10.4 769,634 10.0 814,856
Supervisor of Students 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 33,000 1.0 33,000 1.0 33,000
Team Chair 5.2 5.4 5.6 5.6 448,780 8.0 645,850 8.0 661,997
Technology Specialist 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 163,977 2.0 154,351 2.0 169,415
Tutor 11.5 10.7 11.3 10.3 231,199 11.3 305,460 9.7 231,549
Grand Total 540.3| 553.2| 566.9 567.5| 34,976,078 570.3| 34,435,062 562.8| 35,756,900
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Figure38: Staffing By Cost Center and Position

Budgeted| Budgeted | Actual Actual Budgeted| Budgeted
FY13 | FY14 | FY15 FY16 FY16 FY16 FY16 FY17 FY17
FTE FTE FTE FTE Salary FTE Salary FTE Salary
Administration 9.1 9.1 9.1 9.1 767,539 9.1 771,119 9.1 791,030
Administrative Assistant 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 248,155 4.8 248,155 4.8 254,992
District Administrator 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 519,384 4.3 522,964 4.3 536,038
Regular Education 347.3| 356.1| 358.1 356.5| 24,253,066) 356.8| 23,680,447 350.4| 24,458,420
Assistant Principal 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 449,396 4.3 437,954 4.3 449,278
Elementary Teacher 109.4| 110.1| 110.0 111.0 7,753,946 110.1| 7,574,966 108.6| 7,868,703
ELL Teacher 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.5 91,634 25 147,389 2.5 179,918
Guidance Counselor 4.6 5.0 5.6 5.6 379,906 5.6 379,906 5.6 399,735
High School Dept Chair 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 366,518 3.8 355,169 3.4 328,090
High School Teacher 75.6 79.6 78.4 79.6 5,895,751 78.4 5,674,994 75.4 5,723,274
Instructional Coach 2.0 150,000 2.0 156,000 2.0 159,900
Library/Media Specialist 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 486,075 7.0 483,499 7.0 508,539
Middle School Teacher 72.9 72.4 71.9 71.9 5,149,663 71.7| 4,973,514 71.7| 5,202,663
Paraprofessional 19.4 21.8 24.4 19.6 453,903 21.8 475,600 20.8 475,098
Principal 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 915,804 8.0 900,387 8.0 967,707
Reading Specialist 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.5 607,365 7.5 601,434 7.0 577,498
School Adjustment Counselor 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 54,181 1.0 54,181 1.0 57,679
School Psychologist 9.5 10.5 10.5 9.5 641,674 9.5 621,110 9.5 675,625
Secretary 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 429,077 11.0 435,326 11.0 450,751
Supervisor of Students 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 33,000 1.0 33,000 1.0 33,000
Technology Specialist 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 163,977 2.0 154,351 2.0 169,415
Tutor 9.9 10.7 10.3 10.3 231,199 9.7 221,670 9.7 231,549
Special Education 131.5| 138.0| 148.9 150.6 6,932,042 150.7| 6,878,131 151.3| 7,347,022
Behavior Analyst (BCBA) 1.0 60,000 1.0 65,000 1.0 70,000
District Administrator 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 122,055 1.0 122,055 1.0 125,106
District Administrator of Support Serviges 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 40,000 0.6 41,500 0.6 43,489
District Evaluator 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 78,442 1.0 85,959 1.0 88,108
District SSP/TSP Program Director 1.0 75,000
Elementary Teacher 18.7 17.7 19.7 19.7 1,370,950 20.2 1,334,898 20.2 1,417,521
High School Dept Chair 0.4 1.0 1.0
High School Teacher 6.6 8.2 8.2 9.2 555,081 9.6 606,404 9.6 635,980
Middle School Teacher 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 535,090 9.5 546,664 9.5 585,848
Occupational Therapist 3.1 2.9 2.9 2.9 278,515 2.9 217,916 2.9 225,608
Occupational Therapy Assistant 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 27,930 0.6 28,768 0.6 28,768
Paraprofessional 65.6 71.4 77.8 77.9 1,866,083] 76.2 1,825,735 76.2| 1,962,296
Physical Therapist 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 119,134 1.5 119,134 1.5 124,823
Pre-School Teacher 4.6 4.2 4.9 4.9 330,567 4.6 305,645 4.6 322,421
School Adjustment Counselor 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 65,483 1.0 65,483 1.0 69,712
School Nurse 1.0 -
Secretary 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 81,708 2.0 75,278 2.0 77,199
Social Worker 1.5 2.0 3.0 3.0 207,638 2.6 184,890 3.6 260,041
Speech/Language Pathologist 10.2 10.7 10.8 10.8 801,878 10.4 769,634 10.0 814,856
Team Chair 3.2 3.4 4.0 4.0 316,490 6.0 483,168 6.0 495,247
Athletics 15 15 15 1.5 100,038 1.5 99,020 1.5 102,777
Assistant Principal 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 55,015 0.5 53,997 0.5 56,097
Secretary 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 45,023 1.0 45,023 1.0 46,680
Extracurricular 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 27,508 0.3 26,999 0.3 27,374
Assistant Principal 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 27,508 0.3 26,999 0.3 27,374
Health Services 9.2 9.3 9.3 9.3 594,754 9.3 563,492 9.3 596,209
District Administrator 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 16,377 0.2 16,377 0.2 16,377
School Nurse 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 566,101 8.8 534,839 8.8 567,556
Secretary 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 12,276 0.3 12,276 0.3 12,276
District Technology 5.9 5.4 5.4 6.1 365,321 6.1 363,143 6.4 387,856
Computer Technician 5.0 4.5 4.5 5.3 283,038 5.3 276,835 5.5 299,390
District Administrator 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 66,595 0.7 70,620 0.7 72,386
Info Systems Specialist 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 15,688 0.2 15,688 0.2 16,081
Facilities 19.5 19.6 20.0 20.0 881,366 20.0 877,850 20.0 925,209
Custodian 18.5 18.6 18.6 18.6 802,469 18.6 800,902 18.6 837,963
District Administrator 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 66,950 1.0 65,000 1.0 75,000
Secretary 0.4 0.4 11,946 0.4 11,948 0.4 12,246
Grant Funded 16.1 14.1 14.5 14.2 1,054,446 16.6| 1,174,861 14.8| 1,121,004
Data Analyst 0.3 15,193 1.3 85,193 1.0 70,000
District Administrator of Support Servides 0.5 45,000 0.5 45,000 0.5 45,000
Elementary Teacher 3.4 3.8 3.8 3.8 274,094 3.8 255,416 3.8 272,172
High School Teacher 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 285,282 3.0 212,268 3.0 222,851
Middle School Teacher 25 2.5 25 2.5 196,105 2.5 196,105 2.5 201,008
Paraprofessional - -
Pre-School Teacher 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.6 106,482 2.0 134,407 2.0 143,224
Team Chair 2.0 2.0 1.6 1.6 132,291 2.0 162,682 2.0 166,749
Tutor 1.7 - 1.0 1.6 83,790
Grand Total 540.3| 553.2| 566.9 567.5| 34,976,078 570.3| 34,435,062 562.8| 35,756,900
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Average Teacher Salaries

With teachers andpecialists comprising2&2%of our district staff, teacher salaries are a major driver of

the district budget. Average teacher salaries in our district, historically, have been below the statewide
average salary. Obviously, a large determinant of awetegcher salary is the experience level of

district staff. In general, Reading Public Schools, over the last five years, has had a smaller percentage of
more veteran teachers and a larger percentage of less veteran teachers. While this makes the base

sdary level lower than other districts, it translates into larger year over year increases as teachers move

up the steps of the salary schedule. In Reading, the average step increase for a tedgbérAdess

veteran staff caralsotranslate to higheprofessional development expenses since Massachusetts

NEljdzZA NS& | Yl adSNRna RSINBS FT2NJ G6SIFOKSNA (2 I ROLY
FNE SyNRftSR Ay I YIFadSNRaEa RSAINBS LINBINIY Ay wSl
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Figure 3 compares average teacher salaries in Reading to statewide average teacher salaries over the
last several years. As the data below indicates, average teacher salaries in Reading have averaged just
over $5,000 below the statewide average over thetgeven years. The gapnow the largest it has

0SSy aiAyO0S Cc,Quno

Figure 39: Average Teacher Salaries

Fiscal Year Reading State Difference
FY2006 $55,678  $56,366 ($688
FY2007 $55,008  $58,258 ($3,250
FY2008 $61,212  $64,164 ($2,952
FY2009 $59,661  $67,572 ($7,911
FY2010 $60,300  $68,733 ($8,433
FY2011 $64,129  $70,340 ($6,211
FY2012 $65,194  $70,474 ($5,280
FY2013 $66,048  $71,620 ($5,572
FY2014 $65,291  $73,847 ($8,556

Figure40 belowshows Reading as compared to our financially comparable péerthe chart indicates,
when compared to these peer district wSF RAY 3Qa OdzNNBy (i F SNBSS al f N
school year.
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Figure40: Average Teacher Salaries, Comparison to Peer Districts
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Student Demographics and Performance Measures

This section provides student demographic informatoich as enrollment by school, by grade, and by
population; class size information; and measures of student performance and student success, such as
MCAS results, graduation rates, and other key indicators. This information is intended to provide
readers vith a picture of who our students are and how they are performing and to identify areas of
need.

Student Enrollment

Enroliment in our district has remained relatively stade while we have declined slightlty. 9§9%6)

since our highest enroliment level 8¥1213. Over the last ten years we have increased our enrollment

by 112students.¢ KS GKNBES I NBESad Ay ONBI &aSmy A y{-13QaMBM i YSy G
{ . QHOA.Tkee District has not convened an enrollment study in over five years.
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Figure 41: Historical Enroliment by School

02-03 03-04 0405 0506 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 1415 15-16
Alice Barrows 394 405 409 375 387 406 407 390 399 389 388 369 359 385
Birch Meadow 539 527 532 350 363 418 422 412 419 412 393 384 387 387
Joshua Eaton 519 490 525 496 482 465 450 442 425 446 453 455 471 462
J. Warren Killam 534 554 544 447 453 427 451 455 447 451 446 463 440 460
Wood End 351 364 343 348 346 350 367 358 338 335 316
A.W. Coolidge 496 509 473 442 426 436 466 476 490 466 462 449 476 471
Walter S. Parker 531 534 532 527 566 597 586 562 593 584 593 564 593 549
Reading Memorial 1,222 1,178 1,211 1,222 1,223 1,259 1,222 1,242 1,246 1,262 1,285 1,307 1,251 1,27
RISE 58 65 67 72 68 65 76 67 90 100 105 103 95 94
District 4,293 4,262 4,293 4,282 4,332 4,416 4,428 4,392 4,459 4,477 4,483 4,432 4,407 4,394
% Change 02% -07% 07% -03% 1.2% 19% 03% -08% 15% 04% 01% -1.1% -06% -0.3%

Figure42: Historical Enroliment by Grade Level

PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
2002-03 58 321 336 354 310 308 357 344 363 320 303 325 292 302 4,293
2003-04 65 300 361 344 350 312 309 348 335 360 277 298 328 275 4,262
2004-05 67 337 331 341 345 349 307 315 350 340 327 272 308 304 4,293
2005-06 72 282 369 328 343 346 351 312 318 344 315 327 281 299 4,282
2006-07 68 324 316 375 328 353 353 355 320 317 315 314 331 263 4,332
2007-08 65 324 345 318 388 335 349 348 364 321 305 319 323 312 4,416
2008-09 76 324 343 358 318 393 342 343 347 362 292 304 319 307 4,428
2009-10 67 280 345 349 363 318 390 353 341 344 334 298 298 312 4,392
2010-11 90 348 308 351 349 369 315 387 353 343 324 327 301 294 4,459
2011-12 100 319 362 315 356 347 366 311 390 349 312 327 326 297 4,477
2012-13 105 302 342 361 324 356 353 362 309 384 323 314 321 327 4,483
2013-14 103 287 319 351 370 327 355 347 362 304 353 323 308 323 4,432
2014-15 95 322 298 314 362 366 330 356 346 367 270 357 319 305 4,407
2015-16 94 319 337 305 308 375 366 326 357 337 328 273 346 323 4,394

Much of the financial support that the district receives from state and federal grants and reimbursement
programs (e.g. Title I, school nutrition reimbursartg or circuit breaker) is driven by enrollments of

certain populations of students. These groups often need additional services beyond the general
education classroom. These populations include students receiving special education services, students
whose first language is not English or who have limited proficiency in English, or low income students.
The figures below show enrollment for these subgroups in our district.
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Figure43: Special Education Enrollment

Academic Total #of % of %of # of Students
Students on Students L.
Year Enrollment Students ) Out of District
IEP Statewide

2005-06 4282 694 16.2% 16.4 73
2006-07 4332 707 16.3% 16.7 67
2007-08 4416 753 17.1% 16.9 73
2008-09 4428 771 17.4% 17.1 63
2009-10 4392 758 17.3% 17.0 59
2010-11 4459 734 16.5% 17.0 51
2011-12 4447 768 17.3% 17.0 64
2012-13 4483 737 16.4% 17.0 64
2013-14 4432 767 17.3% 17.0 50
2014-15 4407 809 18.4% 17.1 61
2015-16 4354 791 18.0% 64

What is apparent from the table belois that our ELL and low income populations have been steadily
rising over the last several years. [f5Ywe saw an increase of 42% or 101 students that meet the
federal income guidelines for Free Lunch and i@®&Ye saw in increase in our Limited Esigl

Proficient population. 32.6% or 15 of the 46 students are enrolled in kindergarten.

Figure44. Enrollment by Other Subgroup

Academic First Langgage N9 L|m|teq Engllsh Low-Income Free Lunch Reduced Lunch
Year English Proficient
# % # % # % # % # %
2006-07 72 1.7 11 0.3 129 3.0 82 1.9 47 1.1
2007-08 85 1.9 17 0.4 158 3.6 114 2.6 44 1.0
2008-09 78 1.8 14 0.3 172 3.9 125 2.8 47 1.1
2009-10 83 1.9 16 0.4 204 4.6 152 3.5 52 1.2
2010-11 75 1.7 14 0.3 231 5.2 176 3.9 55 1.2
2011-12 72 1.6 15 0.3 254 57 204 4.6 50 1.1
2012-13 81 1.8 20 0.5 261 5.8 213 4.8 48 1.1
2013-14 79 1.8 26 0.6 294 6.6 239 5.4 55 1.2
2014-15 75 1.7 26 0.6 398 9.2 340 7.9 58 1.3
2015-16 89 2.0 46 1.0 390 8.9 342 7.8 48 1.1
Class Size

The Reading School Committee and Reading Public Schools do not have a policy that mandates class
size. However, at the elementary lel, the district conforms to a recommendethss sizef 18 t022 in
grades K2, and20 to 25 in grades &. As Figurel5 shows, most elementary schools are within these
ranges however this will change for®¥ as a resultfdoudgeted staffing reductions. The 2.0 FTE
Elementary teacher reduction will result in some class sizes in graflés feach 25 students per
classroom.
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Middle school class size ideally should be between 20 and 26 students. Agibighosvs, midc
school class sizeseaall essentially within the ideal range at Parker Middle School, but slightiethé
Coolidge Middle School.

Figure45: Average Class Size, GradesX

g GKS 1 A3K {OKz22f S@Stx alf @SNraS¢ Oflaa aiai s
types of programs offered (college prep, strong college prep, honors, and advanced placement) and the
number of courses taught, both required and @ige. The average class sizes shown in Figure 8 above
are for required classes at each grade level. The 3.4 FTE High School Teachers will result in the
elimination of the Freshmen Advisory Program, as well as redudtiddgh School courses with low
enroliments

With respect to class sizes at the different levels, the High Selirosito keep its college prep courses

below 20 students given that these classes are usuadise homogeneouslgrouped, cataught classes

with a higher percentage of speceducation students As Figure 46elow shows, the investment of
FRRAGAZ2YLFE GSFOKSNI NBaz2dz2NOSa Fid GKS | A3K {OK22f
the class size for the college prep course level. In the current school yeavetfaga class sizes for

most college prep courses is below 20 students.

As Figure 48hows, the average class sizes for all of the college preparatory level are below the desired
cap of 20 students. These optimal class sizes were able to be achievixtheéncrease in staffing

AyOt dzZRSR Ay GKS C, Qmn 0dz2R3ISG $KAOK KIFa tSR G2 |y

sections.

Figure46: High School Class Sizes by Grade and Academic Program
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