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   Propose improved apportionment method (“Proposal”)

• Compare “Proposal” to “Average”

• Make clear how “Proposal” is calculated

• Present draft RDA text for “Proposal”

   Appendix 1

• Supporting Details

   Appendix 2

• Benchmark Analysis of all MA Two Town Regional School Districts
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Overarching objective is to reach a stronger School Committee consensus on new apportionment method, targeting a unanimous vote



Apportionment “Average” “Proposal”

Capital EV Fractions EV Fractions

Transportation EV Fractions RLMC Fractions

Adjusted Operating
Average of:

EV Fractions Before RLMC (EV %)
EV Fractions After RLMC (RAAC4)

RLMC Fractions After RLMC
subject to constraint that:

% CEY Difference ≤ MA Two-Town Mean
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“Proposal” vs “Average” High Level Summary

See Appendix 2, p. 20-23, for latest Benchmark Analysis of  All MA Two-Town Regional School Districts
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“Proposal” apportionment change down $65,171 from “Average” for FY24 baseline

“Proposal” apportionment change down $73,459 from “Average” for FY25 baseline

See Appendix 1, p. 13, for row 24 details

“Proposal” vs “Average” Financial Comparison: FY24, FY25 & FY25 with new EV’s (using FY25 RLMC’s & CEY’s)
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FY25 “Proposal” apportionment  change is down $9,250 from “Average” change for FY25 with new EV’s

“Proposal” apportionment change down $10,433 from “Average” change for FY25 with new EV’s

“Proposal” vs “Average” Financial Comparison: FY24, FY25 & FY25 with new EV’s (using FY25 RLMC’s & CEY’s)

See Appendix 1, p. 13, for row 24 details
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“Proposal” apportionment change down 4.47% from FY24 baseline to FY25 baseline with new EV’s

“Proposal” vs “Average” Financial Comparison: FY24, FY25 & FY25 with new EV’s (using FY25 RLMC’s & CEY’s)

See Appendix 1, p. 13, for row 24 details
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4.47% reduction of $181 yields $173 ($14 per month)

ASSUMES NO FREE CASH USED
(Entire Apportionment Increase

Added To Tax Levy) 

Within $15 of being equal

See Appendix 1, pp. 15-16, for data on town
certified free cash & uncollected taxes

“Proposal” vs “Average” Tax Parameters Comparison: FY24 baseline (FY25 tax data not yet available)

See Appendix 1, p. 14, for baseline data used for FY24 tax analysis
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See Appendix 1, p. 17, for
FY24 baseline version

“Proposal” Apportionment Method (FY25 Baseline)
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Explicit Formulas For “Proposal” Method Remaining Adjusted Operating Apportionment
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Recommendation for Updating MA Two-Town Mean Adjusted Operating Apportionment % of CEY Difference

The new RDA will begin by using the mean, across all MA two-town school districts, of the absolute value of the difference 
between the Adjusted Operating Apportionment % of CEY for the two district towns, as derived from the complete FY23 data set 
provided by DESE to the School Committee in July of 2024.

DESE may or may not update this data set every fiscal year. As such, the following is proposed as a provision of the new RDA:

The School Committee may by 2/3 vote update the mean M that it uses to apportion costs among its two member towns 
whenever a more current & complete fiscal year data set is obtained by the School Committee directly from DESE. 

A data set is complete only if it provides all the information necessary to be able to compute the Adjusted Operating 
Apportionment % of CEY for each of the two towns in every MA two-town regional school district. 

In this case, the School Committee shall compute the mean, across all MA two-town regional school districts, of the absolute 
value of the difference between the Adjusted Operating Apportionment % of CEY for the two district towns and may only adopt 
this updated mean for use in apportioning costs to its two member towns.
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Draft RDA Text For “Proposal” Apportionment Method (Part 1 of 2) See Appendix 1, p. 18, for draft RDA text for the “Current” Apportionment Method
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Draft RDA Text For “Proposal” Apportionment Method (Part 2 of 2) See Appendix 1, p. 18, for draft RDA text for the “Current” Apportionment Method
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Appendix 1: Supporting Details
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“Proposal” Apportionment Method: FY25 baseline w/ new EV’s & FY25 CEY’s & RLMC’s
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FY24 Baseline Data Used For FY24 Tax Analysis 
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Historical Otis Certified Free Cash

No free cash used in FY25 or any of shown years to reduce tax levy
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Historical Otis Uncollected Property Taxes

Trend is “continuing to increase”



17

“Proposal” Apportionment Method (FY24 Baseline)
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Revised RDA Text That Would Be Needed For “Current” Apportionment Method
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Appendix 2: Benchmark Analysis of all MA Two Town Regional School Districts
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All differences GREATER than those for FRRSD indicated in red

KEY SUMMARY DATA

Benchmark Analysis Summary

Considers All 33 
MA 2-Town Regional Districts,

 
FY23 data provided by DESE
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Benchmark Analysis Summary Visualization (Scatter Plot)
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All differences GREATER than those for FRRSD indicated in red

FRRSD : 2 districts have higher differences, 31 have lower differences

Mean : 10 districts have higher differences, 23 have lower differences

Median : 16 districts have higher differences, 16 have lower differences
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All differences GREATER
than those for FRRSD

indicated in red

Benchmark Analysis Underlying Data & Calculations – Part 1 of 2
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Benchmark Analysis Underlying Data & Calculations – Part 2 of 2

All differences GREATER
than those for FRRSD

indicated in red
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