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Community Engagement Findings

• From the outset, it became clear that there are issues of trust, which proved 
to be one of the most important findings in the process.

• There is resounding concern about funding – which includes the budget, 
understaffing, class sizes, materials, and infrastructure.

• Families and students currently in the district want equitable opportunities, 
experiences, and treatment available for all students: special education, 
emergent bi- and multilingual English learners, and students of color.

• The community at large sees two major assets:
• School Staff
• The diversity of the student population



Foundational Principles of the Plan

● Excellence and equity 
● Learners at the center
● Aspirational and achievable
● Rational phasing and costing
● Integrated approaches, not one off ideas
● A living document, not a doorstop



Our Graduate 
Profile: More 
than 3500 
Manchester 
residents have 
identified 
these core 
knowledge 
and skills as 
crucial to 
success.
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Strategy #1: Learning is Student-Centered and Student Driven

● The learning experience puts the student at the 
center

● Curriculum, instruction and assessment is 
focused 



Strategy #2: Better Meet the Needs of Every Learner

● Put in place a system-wide multi-tiered system of 
supports (MTSS)

● Revisit class size policy



Strategy #2: Better Meet the Needs of Every Learner

● Expand extended learning opportunities for all 
students

● Align community partnerships across the district 
to support after-school opportunities

● Enhance high-quality guidance supports



Strategy #2: Better Meet the Needs of Every Learner

● Improve graduation requirements

● Improve district course catalogue

● Continue transition away from leveling



Growing Our Learners: Ways to Measure Success

● Competent Students
○ Proficiency by 3rd grade (reading)
○ Growth on 8th grade ELA/Math/Science
○ Growth in SAT/ACT scores
○ Increase of on-time graduation rate
○ Growth in # of Industry certifications and apprenticeships
○ K-8 acceleration measures (earning HS credits in MS)

● Critical Thinking Students
○ Grades 8/12 gateway portfolio defenses
○ # dual enrollment/ % growth
○ Increase in #/% of multilingual students

● Safe and Healthy Students
○ Increase in attendance rates by building, grade span and system-wide
○ Decline in discipline incidents, suspensions, and expulsions
○ Measures of student engagement and school climate
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Strategy #1: Transform Professional Learning and Support Structures

● Clearly align educator-driven professional learning with district’s 
vision and mission.

● Align professional learning plan with the district’s supervision and 
evaluation model.

● Target and personalize professional learning to meet the needs 
of the educator

● Hire a Coordinator of Professional Learning and three network 
coordinators to provide adequate support throughout the district. 



Strategy #1: Transform Professional Learning and Support Structures

● Establish a vertical network strategy based on feeder 
patterns/geography to support educators

● Provide dedicated leadership coaching for principals to improve 
their skills as instructional leaders who can advance equity and 
agency within their schools

● Improve PLC (professional learning communities) structure to 
ensure high quality, supportive learning communities are in place 
in every school by increasing self assessment, peer observation 
and collaboration around goal setting to improve professional 
practice.



Strategy #1: Transform Professional Learning and Support Structures

● Develop teacher supports in Math, ELA and student-centered learning to 
provide professional learning based on teacher needs.  Use building-based 
reading and math specialists more broadly within their networks.

● Increase time provided for educator learning and support.  Build 
additional professional learning days into the contract.  Explore the 
opportunity for early dismissals or late starts for Professional Learning 
Communities.   

● Support educator development by using tools that accurately measure 
student-centered instruction and achievement.  Establish non-evaluative 
walkthroughs for coaching and support of teaching and learning.  Adopt 
more student-centered evaluation tools beyond existing evaluation 
practices.  



Strategy #2: Provide Training to Support Educators in Realizing 
Student-Centered Instruction and Assessment

● Support all educators with deep training for student- centered 
learning
○ MSD educators should leverage a range of student-centered 

pedagogical approaches

● Develop a cadre of teacher leaders

● Support culturally responsive teaching and cultural competence
 

● Support trauma-informed teaching and learning



Growing Our Educators: Ways to Measure Success

Measurement Leading Indicators

● Survey/growth measures for principals and educators looking 
for percentages of:              
○ teachers working in collaboration              
○ teachers reported growth in PBL
○ teachers engaged in student-centered practices
○ staff trained in trauma-sensitive practices
○ staff trained in cultural competence (goal of all district staff)

● Number of teachers reporting high-quality PD
● All teachers moving toward evidence-based presentations of 

learning
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Strategy #1: Focus on Fiscal Sustainability

Explore Opportunities for Savings
● Map Teacher Placement to Enrollment/Student 

Need
● Special Education Identification Practices

Explore Opportunities for New Revenue
● New Magnet Schools
● Expand Successful Revenue-Generating 

Programming
● Showcase Innovation and Excellence



Teacher Placement: Cost Savings

GOAL #3/ Strategy #1
Map Teacher Placement to Enrollment and Student Need - Adjust staffing levels to be in line 
with district enrollment and more equitably distributed across the system.  To do this, we 
need to limit educator hiring, temporarily not replace select educators who retire or leave 
the district, and instead make more rational placements based on student needs and 
building demands.

If starting in FY22, we decrease by 5 teachers/year, using retirements 
and leavers as the way to get to more rationale teacher placement, 
we could realize the following savings:

FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

Savings/year $780,000 $1,340,000 $1,940,000 $2,575,000



Magnet Schools: Opportunities for New Revenue

GOAL #3/ Strategy #1
Develop Magnet Schools:  Provide greater choice and specialization within MSD schools as a 
way toward stabilizing enrollment and attracting charter, home school and possibly suburban 
families back into the district.  If starting in FY22, we assume magnets can reverse the trend and 
slowly increase student enrollment. Here are some models to show the impact of an elementary 
magnet, high school magnet, and for opening both magnets:

FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

Additional 
Revenue- if ES

$440,000
+1%

$960,000
+1.5%

$1,600,000
+2%

$2,310,000
+2.5%

Additional 
Revenue- if HS

$270,000
+.5%

$590,000
+1%

$1,010,000
+1.5%

$1,480,000
+2%

Additional 
Revenue- if Both

$710,000 $1,550,000 $2,610,000 $3,790,000



Strategy #2: Strengthen BOSC Governance 

Improve BOSC Working Culture
● Adopt Kids First Governance Policy
● Support a More Effective BOSC
● Transparently Evaluate Superintendent/BOSC Leadership

Build More Efficient and Effective Structures
● Increase BOSC Meeting Efficiency
● Simplify BOSC Committees
● Proposed City Charter Shifts to Promote Effectiveness



Strategy #3: Make Equity a Systems Priority

● Hire Equity Director to Align and Manage Equity 
Work across the system

● Create a public Equity Dashboard
● Revisit Assessment Policies/Practices
● Partner with the Manchester Inclusivity and 

Equity Committee



Strategy #4: Work Smarter, Not Harder

● Use 21st Century Systems with 
Appropriate Training

● Develop a Needs-Based Organizational 
Chart



Strategy #5: 
Make Our Community Partnerships Systemic

● Hire a Director of Community Partnerships
● Scale ABC Early Warning Indicators Model
● Develop One Manchester Schools Foundation
● Establish Community Information Hubs
● Scale Post-Secondary Coaching/Mentorship 

Partnership
● City-Wide Focus on Student Safety



Growing Our System: Ways to Measure Success

● Healthier finances as evidenced by balanced budgets, increases in 
student enrollment (program and full students), decreases in % of identified 
SPED %

● More effective and efficient BOSC as evidenced by family and staff climate 
surveys, BOSC self-assessments

● % change in reported incidents of bias/exclusion and bullying
● Improvement in culture of trust, measured via employee culture and 

climate surveys
● Data sharing agreement signed and leveraged effectively with external 

partners
● Increase in network of partnerships with organizations and businesses, 

and more equitable distribution of partnership funds and collaboration 
across system





Let’s Discuss!







Finance: What We Learned

Students with special education needs increased from 18% to 21% in just three years.



Finance: What We Learned

Total spending on SPED increased to $48.6M, or 25% of total district expenditures, in FY18.



SPED Identification: Cost Savings

GOAL #3/ Strategy #1
Offer a targeted set of professional development for educators in PreK-3 around special 
education identification to provide them with supports to better meet the needs of all 
children and to better understand other options beyond SPED identification to avoid the 
over-identification of students.

SPED is currently increasing at .5%/year (currently at 21%).  With 
deeper PD, we believe that we can shift this trend, decreasing by 
.5%/year with correlated decrease in SPED staffing (2 less 
teachers/year by ES/MS/HS) starting in FY22

FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

Savings/year $780,000 $1,410,000 $2,080,000 $2,190,000





Finance: What We Learned

Current district staffing levels are roughly equal to FY13. Though total staffing levels are similar to 
FY13, non-teaching staff has declined by 4%, while teaching staff has increased by 2.7%. 



Finance: What We Learned

Since FY13, enrollment levels have declined by 11%.



Finance: What We Learned

Staffing ratios also vary significantly across schools.



Teacher Placement: Cost Savings

GOAL #3/ Strategy #1
Map Teacher Placement to Enrollment and Student Need - Adjust staffing levels to be in line 
with district enrollment and more equitably distributed across the system.  To do this, we 
need to limit educator hiring, temporarily not replace select educators who retire or leave 
the district, and instead make more rational placements based on student needs and 
building demands.

If starting in FY22, we decrease by 5 teachers/year in both MS & HS 
(10 total per year), using retirements and leavers as the way to get to 
more rationale teacher placement, we could realize the following 
savings:

FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

Savings/year $1,560,000 $2,680,000 $3,880,000 $5,150,000





Magnet Schools

What
● Originally created with the goal of reducing racial isolation in public school districts. 
● Frequently, magnet schools serve an additional purpose – increasing district achievement by 

providing families with more rigorous academic programs or specialized themes. 
● Studies find magnets have been markedly successful in increasing students’ motivation, parent 

satisfaction and involvement, and teacher engagement and morale

Why
● Provide greater choice and specialization as a way toward stabilizing enrollment and attracting 

charter, home school and possibly suburban families back into the district.  
● While not a silver bullet, given the success of MST and the redesign work at West, and a 

pedagogic move in the district to more experiential, project-based learning, magnets could 
capture this momentum while offering a potential revenue opportunity.



Finance: What We Learned

Since FY13, enrollment levels have declined by 11%.



Magnet Schools: Opportunities for New Revenue

GOAL #3/ Strategy #1
Develop Magnet Schools:  Provide greater choice and specialization within MSD schools as a 
way toward stabilizing enrollment and attracting charter, home school and possibly suburban 
families back into the district.  If starting in FY22, we assume magnets can reverse the trend 
and slowly increase student enrollment. Here are some models to show the impact of an 
elementary magnet, high school magnet, and for opening both magnets:

FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

Additional 
Revenue- if ES

$440,000
+1%

$960,000
+1.5%

$1,600,000
+2%

$2,310,000
+2.5%

Additional 
Revenue- if HS

$270,000
+.5%

$590,000
+1%

$1,010,000
+1.5%

$1,480,000
+2%

Additional 
Revenue- if Both

$710,000 $1,550,000 $2,610,000 $3,790,000





Continue Transition Away from Leveling

● Moving away from leveling (tracking) benefits all students
○ “Tracking has minimal effects on learning outcomes and 

profound negative effects on equity outcomes.” (Hattie, 
2009)

○ In math classrooms where students have been 
“de-tracked,” all students score higher on standardized 
exams. (Edutopia, 2019).

○ A 2016 meta-analysis of nearly 100 years of research 
found that leveling did not benefit students at any level, 
whether high or low.

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.3102/0034654316675417


The Facts on Leveling

●  If we take one group of students all showing similar 
achievement, and then we divide that group into two sections 
and place one section in a higher level and one in a lower 
level, the students assigned to the lower level end up with 
reduced achievement and increased gaps over time -- even 
though they scored the same as the higher level 
beforehand. 

● Leveling amounts to modern-day segregation for our diverse 
student populations.



The need for change

51

● Research and our current data indicate disparate and 
depressed outcomes for minority students and those from 
low income households who are placed in lower levels. This 
group is less likely to meet their potential. 

● To meet the intent of our mission which is to provide 
equitable access to rigorous and relevant courses for ALL 
students. 

● To increase the number of students prepared to succeed in  
honors or advanced placement courses and to prepare our 
students for post-secondary success.

● There is evidence of implicit systemic bias in the data that 
cannot be ignored.
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Academic levels
The share of students in each level is relatively stable year to year

333 students

1,071 students
63 students

201 students

439 students

368 students

2012-13

422 students

237 students

416 students

94 students

2013-14

404 students

190 students

407 students

94 students

428 students

2014-15

151 students

96 students

2015-16

1,086 students 1,107 students 1,079 students

Annual high school levels by school year,
Manchester School District Class of 2016 Cohort

Note: Levels are defined based on the level of core academic coursework in which the majority of a student’s courses were taken; Excludes students who do not take coursework in Level 1-4, primarily students in 
Manchester School of Technology or those taking non-traditional course progressions; excludes students not enrolled in Manchester during the given school year
Source: Manchester School District data; EY-Parthenon analysis

Level 4

Level 1

Level 3
Level 2

Dec. Deck pg. 20
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Black and Latino/a, economically disadvantaged, and students with unique 
learning needs are significantly more likely to be in Levels 1 and 2 than their peers

Latino/a Black Male Female

63%

55%

Not free/
reduced

lunch

84%

Any
identified
disability

No
identified
disability

57%

White English
learner

Free or
reduced

lunch

Asian Not English
learner

60
%52%

78% 79%

52%

40%

94%
90%

57%

Share of students in Level 1 or 2 courses by subgroup,
Manchester School District Class of 2016 Cohort

Note: Students who identify as another race/ethnicity are not shown as a distinct bar given small sample size; Levels are defined based on the level of core academic coursework in which the majority of a student’s 
courses were taken; Excludes 53 students who do not take coursework in Level 1-4, primarily students in Manchester School of Technology or those taking non-traditional course progressions
Source: Manchester School District data; EY-Parthenon analysis

Share of 
students in 
Level 1 or 2 

courses:
60%
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The majority of students with an IEP or who are English learners are enrolled in 
Level 1 or 2 courses

243 students

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

Any
identified
disability

492 students 406 students 82 students

No
identified
disability

Overall level by identified disability,
Manchester School District Class of 2016 Cohort

Note: Levels are defined based on the level of core academic coursework in which the majority of a student’s courses were taken; Excludes 53 students who do not take coursework in 
Level 1-4, primarily students in Manchester School of Technology or those taking non-traditional course progressions
Source: Manchester School District data; EY-Parthenon analysis

Level 2Level 1

406 students492 students

English
learner

Level 3 Level 4

243 students 82 students

Not an
English
learner

Overall level by English proficiency,
Manchester School District Class of 2016 Cohort

Dec. Deck pg. 18
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Students with identified disabilities, economically disadvantaged students, and 
Latino/a students are less likely to graduate from high school in four years

Male Not English
learner

Latino/a

65%

Not free/
reduced

lunch

Black Asian

76
%

79%

Female Any
identified
disability

No
identified
disability

Free or
reduced

lunch

English
learner

77%

60%

69%

91%

72%
80%

70%

59%

80%

90%

White

Four-year high school graduation rate by subgroup,
Manchester School District Class of 2016 Cohort

Note: Students who identify as another race/ethnicity are not shown as a distinct bar given small sample size
Source: Manchester School District data; EY-Parthenon analysis

Cohort 
graduation 

rate:
76%

Dec. p. 47 
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Over the course of high school, ~40% of students in the cohort change levels at 
least once, but fewer than 1% of students change by more than one level

Increase level

Decrease level

No change
in level

No change
in level

1,276 students

2013-14 - 2014-15

Decrease level

Increase level

2012-13 - 2013-14
Decrease level

No change
in level

Increase level

2014-15 - 2015-16

No change
in level

2015-16 - 2016-17

1,276 students 1,276 students1,276 students

Change in annual high school level by year,
Manchester School District Class of 2016 Cohort

Note: Levels are defined based on the level of core academic coursework in which the majority of a student’s courses were taken
Source: Manchester School District data; EY-Parthenon analysis


