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Executive Summary 
The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) reexamined the Greater New 

Bedford Regional Vocational Technical School District in early November 2006.  With an 

average proficiency index of 77 proficiency index (PI) points in 2006 (80 PI points in English 

language arts and 73 PI points in math), the district is considered a ‘Moderate’ performing school 

system based on the Department of Education’s rating system (found in Appendix A of this 

report), with achievement below the state average. Nearly half of Greater New Bedford’s 

students scored at or above the proficiency standard on the 2006 administration of the MCAS 

tests. 

District Overview 
The coastal communities of Dartmouth, Fairhaven, and New Bedford, located in Bristol County 

in Southeastern Massachusetts, originally developed as agricultural villages on the shores of 

Buzzards Bay and the Acushnet River, which shifted toward maritime activities such as 

shipbuilding, whaling, and foreign trade in the early 1800s.  In the mid-nineteenth century, the 

regional economy shifted to manufacturing of rubber, metal, glass, and textiles, with New 

Bedford as its center. Many immigrant populations from eastern and western Europe, the 

Mediterranean, and Canada were attracted to New Bedford to work in the manufacturing, fishing 

and whaling trades. 

Dartmouth is a rural residential environment with scenic forestlands and large farms, though it 

has a summer residential and resort character.  Like Dartmouth, the suburban summer resort 

community of Fairhaven also fronts the Acushnet River.  The city of New Bedford was once the 

whaling capital of the world, and the city still has a thriving maritime economy.  Today, New 

Bedford has a working waterfront with a commercial fishing industry, several national seafood-

processing plants, and a diverse mix of manufacturing, service, and retail, businesses.  Tourism 

is also a fast-growing segment of the local economy.  

Dartmouth has a Select Board and Executive Administrator form of government, and Fairhaven 

has a Board of Selectmen and Executive Secretary form of government.  New Bedford has a Plan 

B charter, a city government and legislative body composed of a strong mayor and city council, 

with 11 councilors elected partly at large and partly from districts or wards of the city. 
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According to the Massachusetts Department of Revenue (DOR), the median family income in 

1999 was $60,401 in Dartmouth (rank 206), $52,298 in Fairhaven (rank 285), and $35,708 in 

New Bedford (rank 347), compared to the statewide median family income of $63,706. 

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, municipal populations were 30,666 in Dartmouth, 16,159 in 

Fairhaven, and 93,768 in New Bedford. Dartmouth had a population of 5,614 school-age 

children, or 18 percent of the total. Fairhaven had a population of 2,917 school-age children, or 

18 percent of the total.  New Bedford had a population of 18,285 school-age children, or 20 

percent of the total.   

Of the total households in Dartmouth, 35 percent were households with children under 18 years 

of age, and 32 percent were households with individuals age 65 years or older.  Of the total 

households in Fairhaven, 30 percent were households with children under 18 years of age, and 

32 percent were households with individuals age 65 years or older. Of the total households in 

New Bedford, 34 percent were households with children under 18 years of age, and 29 percent 

were households with individuals age 65 years or older.  Of the population age 25 years or older 

25 percent in Dartmouth, 17 percent in Fairhaven, and 14 percent in New Bedford held a 

Bachelor’s degree or higher, compared to 33 percent statewide.   

According to Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) data, in 2005-2006 the Greater 

New Bedford Regional Vocational School District had a total enrollment of 1,994.  The 

demographic composition in the district was: 74.4 percent White, 14.8 percent Hispanic, 5.0 

percent African American, 4.9 percent multi-race, non-Hispanic, 0.5 percent Asian, 0.2 percent 

Native American, and 0.2 percent Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander; 45.3 percent low income, 

12.3 percent special education, 11.5 percent first language not English, and 0.7 percent limited 

English proficient.  In 2004-2005, according to the most recent DOE data available, 94 percent 

of school-age children in the three communities attended public schools.  The district does not 

offer school choice. 

The administrative team at the time of the review consisted of a superintendent-director, 

executive secretary to the superintendent-director, academic principal, principal for career and 

technical education, business manager, and plant facilities manager.  The district has an eight-

member school committee.  
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In FY 2005, Greater New Bedford’s per pupil expenditure, based on appropriations from all 

funds, was $13,799, compared to $10,626 statewide, ranking it 45 out of the 328 school districts 

reporting data (charter schools not included).  The district exceeded the state net school spending 

requirement in each year from FY 2004 through FY 2006.  Over this period, net school spending 

increased from $20,669,564 to $22,846,543; Chapter 70 aid increased from $16,768,557 to 

$18,124,740; the required local contribution increased from $2,843,762 to $4,239,109; and the 

foundation enrollment increased from 1,828 to 1,901.  Chapter 70 aid as a percentage of actual 

net school spending decreased from 81 percent to 79 percent over this period.  From FY 2004 to 

FY 2005, total curriculum and instruction expenditures as a percentage of total Schedule 1 net 

school spending reported in the End of Year Pupil and Financial Report stayed the same at 67 

percent. 

Context 
School districts examined by the Massachusetts Office of Educational Quality and 

Accountability (EQA) are placed in ‘Watch’ status if the EQA examination reveals several areas 

of poor or unsatisfactory performance.  All ‘Watch’ districts are monitored by the EQA and its 

staff. In addition, districts may be placed in ‘Watch’ status if they were referred to the Board of 

Education for a “declaration of underperformance” but the board declined to make that 

determination.  For the next one to two years, an experienced and trained senior EQA examiner 

monitors a district in ‘Watch’ status.  After a reexamination by the EQA, either the district is 

removed from ‘Watch’ status or an EQA report is forwarded to the Board of Education with a 

recommendation to declare the district underperforming.  Underperforming districts receive 

additional support and services from the state to improve student achievement.   

The EQA examined the Greater New Bedford Regional Vocational Technical School District in 

December 2003, and the district was subsequently placed in ‘Watch’ status.  The district was 

monitored by an EQA examiner, Fred Savoie, and reexamined by a team of EQA examiners in 

November 2006.  This reexamination report is the conclusion of the ‘Watch’ process, the 

purpose of which is to assess the progress the district has made since the initial examination. 

The Greater New Bedford Regional Vocational Technical School District has enjoyed a stable 

leadership during the past 19 years. The district, with 2,000 students on a 47-acre campus, has 
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had only three superintendents since it was built in 1974.  The first served for 12 years.  The 

second served for 19 years, and after retiring was succeeded in September 2005 by an individual 

who had been the academic principal for 19 years.  The district’s former data director became the 

academic principal.  (The principal for career and technical education left in January 2006 to 

become superintendent of another city’s vocational school.)   

All in all, the district has enjoyed a stability in its leadership roles, and its promotion pattern 

indicates that it tends to promote from within.  Among the district’s many strengths were 

adequate financial resources, and a solid reputation in the three communities it serves as being a 

“wonderful place.” Its positive financial status allowed the school to charge no fees.  The district 

displayed a positive approach when the Department of Education placed the district in ‘Watch’ 

status in 2004, and it responded to that challenge by assessing those weaknesses cited in the first 

EQA report, by making some significant changes such as the completion of the curriculum, and 

by making a concerted effort to improve student attendance.  The advisory board members spoke 

well of the technical shops and noted that a challenge for the vocational program will be the 

ongoing need to update the shops with expensive equipment.  Both the academic and vocational 

programs have continued to work to improve student achievement.  During the past two years, 

all subgroups in the school have successfully met adequate yearly progress (AYP). 

The EQA Reexamination Process 
The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability was created by the Massachusetts 

Legislature in July of 2000 to provide independent and objective programmatic and financial 

audits of the 350-plus school districts that serve the cities and towns of the commonwealth. The 

agency is the accountability component of the Education Reform Act of 1993, and was 

envisioned in that legislation. The EQA works under the direction of a five-person citizen 

council, appointed by the governor, known as the Educational Management Audit Council 

(EMAC). 

From November 6 to 9, 2006, the EQA conducted an independent reexamination of the Greater 

New Bedford Regional Vocational Technical School District for the period 2004-2006, with a 

primary focus on 2006.  This reexamination was based on the EQA’s six major standards of 

inquiry that address the quality of educational management, which are: 1) Leadership, 
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Governance, and Communication; 2) Curriculum and Instruction; 3) Assessment and Program 

Evaluation; 4) Human Resource Management and Professional Development; 5) Access, 

Participation, and Student Academic Support; and 6) Financial and Asset Management 

Effectiveness and Efficiency. The report is based on the source documents, correspondence sent 

prior to the on-site visit, interviews with the representatives from the school committee, the 

district leadership team, school administrators, and teachers, and additional documents submitted 

while in the district. The report does not consider documents, revised data, or comments that may 

have surfaced after the on-site visit. 

For the period under reexamination, 2004-2006, this report finds Greater New Bedford to be a 

‘Moderate’ performing school district with an average proficiency index of 77 proficiency index 

(PI) points in 2006, marked by student achievement that was ‘Moderate’ in English language arts 

(ELA) and ‘Low’ in math on the 2004-2006 MCAS tests.  Over this period, student performance 

improved by 11 PI points in ELA and by 14 PI points in math, which closed the district’s 

average proficiency gap by nearly 35 percent. 

The following provides a summary of the district’s performance on the 2006 Massachusetts 

Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) tests and the findings of the EQA reexamination. 

Summary of Analysis of MCAS Student Achievement Data  

Are all eligible students participating in required state assessments? 

On the 2006 MCAS tests in ELA and math, eligible students in Greater New Bedford 

participated at levels that met or exceeded the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

Are the district’s students reaching proficiency levels on the MCAS examination? 

On average, slightly less than half of all students in Greater New Bedford attained proficiency on 

the 2006 MCAS tests, 21 percentage points less than grade 10 students statewide but about the 

same as vocational school districts statewide.  Over half of Greater New Bedford students 

attained proficiency in English language arts (ELA), and more than two-fifths of Greater New 

Bedford students attained proficiency in math. 

• Greater New Bedford’s average proficiency index (API) on the MCAS tests in 2006 was 77 

proficiency index (PI) points, eight PI points lower than grade 10 statewide and one and one-
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half PI points lower than vocational school districts statewide.  Greater New Bedford’s 

average proficiency gap, the difference between its API and the target of 100 percent, in 

2006 was 23 PI points. 

• In 2006, Greater New Bedford’s proficiency gap in ELA was 20 PI points, seven PI points 

wider than the state’s average proficiency gap in grade 10 ELA but the same as the gap for 

vocational school districts statewide. This gap would require an average improvement in 

performance of two and one-half PI points annually to achieve adequate yearly progress 

(AYP). 

• Greater New Bedford’s proficiency gap in math was 27 PI points in 2006, 10 PI points wider 

than the state’s average proficiency gap in grade 10 math and four PI points wider than the 

gap for vocational school districts statewide.  This gap would require an average 

improvement of nearly three and one-half PI points per year to achieve AYP.   

6 



 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Has the district’s MCAS test performance improved over time? 

Between 2003 and 2006, Greater New Bedford’s MCAS performance showed considerable 

improvement overall, in ELA, and in math. 

• The percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories rose by 27 

percentage points between 2003 and 2006, while the number of students in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased by 20 percentage points.  The average proficiency gap 

in Greater New Bedford narrowed from 43 PI points in 2003 to 23 PI points in 2006.  This 

resulted in an improvement rate, or a closing of the proficiency gap, of 46 percent. 

• Over the three-year period 2003-2006, Greater New Bedford showed strong improvement in 

ELA, improving by nearly five PI points per year for this period. This resulted in an 

improvement rate of 42 percent, a rate higher than that required to meet AYP. 

• Math performance in Greater New Bedford showed even greater improvement during this 

period, improving by an average of more than eight PI points annually. This resulted in an 

improvement rate of 49 percent, again a rate higher than that required to meet AYP. 

Do MCAS test results vary among subgroups of students? 

MCAS performance in 2006 varied substantially among subgroups of Greater New Bedford 

students. Of the nine measurable subgroups in Greater New Bedford, the gap in performance 

between the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups was 25 PI points in ELA (regular 

education students, students with disabilities, respectively) and 20 PI points in math (male 

students, students with disabilities, respectively).   

• The proficiency gaps in Greater New Bedford in 2006 in both ELA and math were wider 

than the district average for students with disabilities, Hispanic students, African-American 

students, and low-income students (those participating in the free or reduced-cost lunch 

program).  For the students with disabilities subgroup, one-fifth of the students attained 

proficiency. For the remaining subgroups, approximately two-fifths or fewer of the students 

attained proficiency. 

• The proficiency gaps in 2006 in both ELA and math were narrower than the district average 

for regular education students, White students, and non low-income students.  For each of 

these subgroups, approximately half of the students attained proficiency. 
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• The proficiency gap for male students was wider than the district average in ELA but 

narrower in math, while the proficiency gap for female students was wider than the district 

average in math but narrower in ELA.  For both subgroups, less than half of the students 

attained proficiency. 

Has the equity of MCAS test performance among the district’s student subgroups 
improved over time? 

• All student subgroups in Greater New Bedford had improved performance in ELA between 

2003 and 2006. The most improved subgroups in ELA were low-income (FRL/Y) students 

and Hispanic students. 

• In math, all subgroups in Greater New Bedford also showed improved performance between 

2003 and 2006, and the gains were generally larger than those in ELA.  The most improved 

subgroups in math were low-income students and Hispanic students.   

• The performance gap between the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups in ELA 

widened from 17 PI points in 2003 to 25 PI points in 2006, and the performance gap between 

the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups in math was 19 PI points in both 2003 and 

2006. 

Standard Summaries 

Leadership, Governance, and Communication 

The district developed a new, standards-based District Improvement Plan (DIP) that included 

goals, timelines, and responsible personnel.  The district sent newsletters four times a year to 

inform parents of district plans and accomplishments.  A school committee subcommittee 

reviewed the policy manual and submitted revisions to the full committee for approval. 

The school committee evaluated the superintendent/director on six goals annually since 2004. 

The goals addressed staff and personnel relationships; relationship with the school committee; 

instructional leadership; administration and management; relationship with the community; and 

personal qualities. None of the evaluations held the superintendent/director responsible for 

implementation of the goals in the DIP, and they gave few instructive suggestions for 

improvement of future job performance. 
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The principals’ evaluations since the 2004 review consisted of goal-setting sessions with no 

discussion of improving student achievement as a way of assigning responsibility for that 

achievement to the principals.  The “second year” evaluation was a goal-reporting process, 

which was a self-evaluation that did not meet the requirement for annual supervisory evaluation 

of administrators according to state guidelines. 

Curriculum and Instruction 

During the reexamination period, the district had changed the curriculum a great deal.  This was 

driven in large part by a shared commitment of the faculty and administration, and was supported 

by a change in district policy (dated March 2004) which mandated development of curriculum 

guides for all courses, distribution to teachers who are trained in their use, and evaluation of 

these guides on an annual basis.  Since the initial examination of the district, the school has gone 

from having curriculum guides covering 10 to 20 courses up to 480 guides covering all courses. 

The creation of course guides called for a great deal of work from teachers, department heads, 

and principals. The creation of these guides allowed the school to ensure that it met the 

requirements of the state frameworks.  Due to the newness of the course guides, in most cases it 

was too soon for the district to assess the effectiveness of its efforts to date.  However, 

departments have already started to identify areas of success, as well as target areas in need of 

further improvement. 

The EQA team observed that use of data has begun to enter the wider school culture and has 

started to inform changes in the curriculum.  This was most apparent in the areas of ELA and 

math, and in the vocational areas.  Analysis of data was typically limited to the majority student 

population, and at the time of the reexamination analysis of subgroup data was very limited. 

The reexamination visit included observations of randomly selected classes selected mainly from 

the areas of ELA, math, and science, though the team visited some shop classes.  The data from 

these observations showed that the strength of the instructional program was in classroom 

management.  Students were well behaved, and classes were organized and conducive to 

learning. Observation data revealed that the weakest areas were in expectations and student 

activity, indicating that the students were only minimally challenged and were not given tasks or 

exercises that called for higher-level thinking. 
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Assessment and Program Evaluation 

The school committee adopted an assessment policy (ADA) with a goal to “regularly assess 

student performance relative to state and local performance standards.”  The district did have 

practices for the evaluation of assessment results, including MCAS, on a regular basis.  The 

academic principal, who the superintendent appointed in the 2005-2006 school year, had been 

the data director and had established procedures for the regular analysis of data by teachers 

during departmental meetings.  In interviews, the EQA team was told that the sharing of data 

with teachers was a “major change at all levels with staff taking ownership.”  The focus was still 

on aggregated rather than disaggregated data.  This focus had developed, according to 

interviewees, because in the past so many students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on 

the MCAS tests that disaggregation was not a priority.   

Another major change that occurred was the attitude of the vocational staff regarding the 

importance of the MCAS tests.  An administrator said that four years ago the shop teachers were 

not aware of the significance of the MCAS tests, and thus they did not feel it was relevant to 

them.  Now, he said, attitudes had changed. 

Assessments used by the district included the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), administered to 

all students in grade 8 in sending schools scheduled to attend Greater New Bedford Regional 

Vocational Technical High School. The district used the results not only for placement but also 

for attendance at summer school. During the 2005-2006 school year, final examinations were 

administered to the entire school, and each department was working toward developing common 

examinations.   

The only benchmarks that the district had developed were for the Algebra 1A course, but the 

EQA team learned that the district planned to develop other benchmarks in content areas.  The 

vocational program had course career guides with behavioral and performance assessment 

expectations that were developed by all vocational teachers. 

The five-year plan stated that the district would train all administrators and teachers in the 

analysis of data. While it had offered several courses, the training for all staff had not yet 

occurred, but all those interviewed said that principals had emphasized the importance of data 

analysis in meetings with cluster coordinators and department heads. 
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The competency determination attainment rate for students in 2005 was 96 percent, and in 2006 

it increased to 98 percent.  In interviews, all were aware of and working toward the 

superintendent's goal of 100 percent for the class of 2007.  During the past two years, all student 

subgroups had met adequate yearly progress (AYP) in both English language arts (ELA) and 

math. 

Department heads met on a regular basis during the 2003-2004 school year to determine what a 

curriculum format should look like.  The group developed a template that included objectives, 

standards, and scope and sequence.  The curriculum documents were in place and all content 

areas were aligned with the state frameworks.  Teachers were expected to follow the curriculum 

and the assessment practices contained therein. 

Human Resource Management and Professional Development 

Staff Evaluation 

In addressing identified areas of deficiency, the district had undertaken many initiatives since the 

first report including revision of personnel performance evaluation forms, and initiation of a 

“Bonus Incentive Plan” for all school staff that linked compensation directly to performance on 

five indicators: MCAS ELA scores, MCAS math scores, student attendance, positive placement, 

and student dropout rates. The district’s evaluation programs needed improvement in several 

areas. In the area of academic program evaluation, the district created the template for 

conducting those evaluations and needed to implement it in all academic areas.  The district had 

conducted more program evaluations in vocational-technical areas, largely through its program 

advisory councils, but had not conducted formal academic program evaluations.  The program 

evaluations were not used for staff accountability purposes or to inform the district’s professional 

development offerings. 

The personnel evaluation instruments, revised in October 2005, were not fully implemented at 

the time of the EQA reexamination.  Implementation of the mid-cycle evaluation instrument had 

placed the district in a non-compliance status with MGL Chapter 71, Section 38 relative to 

administrator evaluation.  Teacher evaluations complied with education reform requirements 

with the exception that they were not completed in a timely manner.  Personnel evaluations of 

both administrators and teachers contained limited instructive commentary. 
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Professional Development and Mentoring 

The district’s professional development program had adequate funding and did not use 

professional development funding for salaries, with the exception of the stipends for the mentor 

chairperson and district mentors.  Department heads informally evaluated the Professional 

Development Plan, which aligned with the District Improvement Plan (DIP) that included the 

District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP).  The district offered professional 

development in curriculum development, curriculum alignment, and accommodations for diverse 

learning styles. It planned training for all district administrators down to the department level for 

April 2007. It provided all the onsite professional development activities to staff at no cost. 

Teachers were reimbursed $186 for each three-credit course taken, and they could take more 

than one course in a given year. Additionally, all professional status teachers received a check 

for $170 in June of each year to defray the cost of any additional professional development 

activities in which teachers might have participated.  This was not considered a reimbursement.   

District personnel identified needed improvements in professional development as they 

introduced more structure to the professional development committee’s approach to the annual 

review and development of the Professional Development Plan, through the creation and 

implementation of a professional development evaluation instrument and the inclusion of 

personnel evaluation data in the development of the plan.   

The mentoring program had been in place in the district for eight years, and was made more 

formal with a policy adoption in 2004.  There was a one-day induction for new teachers at the 

start of the school year, which included meetings with mentors relative to curriculum; 

development of lesson plans; and development of the Individual Professional Development Plans 

(IPDPs). Teachers new to the district met monthly with the mentor coordinator. Mentors used a 

common mentor observation form that included a listing of professional standards such as: uses 

lesson plans; incorporates technology; has awareness of students with individual education plans; 

provides effective instruction; communicates high expectations; has good communications skills 

and good rapport with students; has good classroom management skills; has effective discipline 

skills; and meets professional responsibilities.  The form included space to indicate whether the 

standard had been met or was still in need of improvement.  The mentoring program did not have 

a mentor handbook, but the district planned to create one.  District mentors had not been trained, 
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but at the time of reexamination the mentor coordinator was completing mentor training at 

UMASS Dartmouth and planned to use a “train-the-trainer” model with the district mentors.    

Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support 

During the reexamination period, the district took a number of steps to improve its methods for 

collecting and analyzing student attendance and participation data.  It created a new position, 

scheduling and reporting specialist, to prepare regular detailed reports that tracked student 

absences, tardiness, dismissals, suspensions, and exclusions.  The specialist generated and 

analyzed data by student subgroup and distributed the analysis to principals, department heads, 

guidance staff, and attendance officers. Some training in data collection was provided to faculty, 

but considerably more is still needed. 

The district made improved student attendance one of its top priorities and introduced a number 

of initiatives during the reexamination period.  The most significant of these were: 1.) 

development of a new attendance policy requiring students with more than nine days of absence 

to make up their days lost; 2.) creation of an attendance monitor program, matching teachers and 

other staff members with students with identified attendance problems; 3.) hiring an attendance 

coordinator to work directly with the school’s attendance officer; 4.) systematic tracking of 

disaggregated attendance data with weekly reports provided to administrators and key school 

staff; 5.) emphasizing the importance and value of regular attendance in all school literature and 

communication media; 6.) increased school outreach efforts to communicate with students with 

high absenteeism and their parents; and 7.) the school committee’s new bonus incentive plan that 

tied an additional one percent salary increase for all district faculty and staff to schoolwide 

performance on five key performance indicators, one of which is student attendance.  The 

positive effects of these efforts were reflected in the improvements noted in the district’s student 

attendance rates, which improved from 92.5 percent in 2003-2004 to 95.2 percent in 2005-2006.    

During the reexamination period, the district developed plans to greatly expand its use of 

disaggregated assessment data to identify specific strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and 

instruction. It had subsequently begun to analyze data for a number of educational subgroups as 

part of program review and had taken several action steps.  These included: 1.) transfer of 

supervision/coordination of English as a second language (ESL) programs and services from 
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special education to the language arts department; 2.) analysis of MCAS and Language 

Assessment Scales for Reading and Writing (LAS-R/W) scores of the ESL population; 3.) 

development of curriculum guides by the special education department for all its ESL courses; 

and 4.) making student handbook and all other important school documents and literature 

available in Portuguese and Spanish.  Although principals and other key staff had received 

training, most of those interviewed believed that considerable data analysis training was still 

needed for the faculty in general. 

Finally, the district developed and adopted a formal District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 

(DCAP). The district has incorporated the DCAP into the District Improvement Plan, which it 

distributed electronically to all faculty, staff, and administration, included in the employee 

handbook, posted on the district website, and made available in the superintendent’s office.  The 

DCAP provides specific and appropriate educational accommodations for all students to ensure 

their continued success at school. A review of selected DCAPs confirmed they were 

comprehensive four-year educational plans designed to provide flexible scheduling and 

individualized support services to meet identified academic needs. 

Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency 

The EQA examiners conducted a full examination on Standard VI and gave the Greater New 

Bedford Regional Vocational Technical School District an overall rating of ‘Satisfactory’ on this 

standard. They rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on eight, ‘Needs 

Improvement’ on two, and ‘Not applicable’ on one of the thirteen performance indicators in this 

standard. 

The district’s budget was developed through an open participatory process. Budget documents 

were clear and comprehensive.  Accurate information was provided on all fund sources.  It was 

the practice of the district to budget the minimum net school spending amount. 

The budget did not allocate resources based upon the ongoing analysis of aggregated and 

disaggregated student achievement data.  The district had no formal evaluation-based review 

process to determine the cost effectiveness of its programs. 
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The district developed an outstanding preventative maintenance program.  The district had a 

five-year capital plan and recently bonded $22 million for the construction of academic 

classrooms and selected renovation projects.  The district employed an outside consultant to 

review building needs over the next 20 years.  The district submitted all federal and state reports 

accurately and in a timely fashion, and single source audits for the period under review listed no 

audit exceptions. 

The school was secure and systems to ensure student safety were efficient and worthy of 

replication. 

15 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of MCAS Student Achievement Data 
The EQA’s analysis of student achievement data focuses on the MCAS test results for 2003-

2006, with primary attention paid to the 2006 MCAS tests. This analysis is framed by the 

following five essential questions: 

1. Achievement: Are the district’s students reaching proficiency levels on the MCAS 
examination? 

2. Equity of Achievement: Do MCAS test results vary among subgroups of students? 

3. Improvement: Has the district’s MCAS test performance improved over time? 

4. Equity of Improvement: Has the equity of MCAS test performance among the district’s 
student subgroups improved over time? 

5. Participation: Are all eligible students participating in required state assessments?  

In order to respond accurately to these questions, the EQA subjected the most current state and 

district MCAS test results to a series of analyses to determine whether there were differences 

between the mean results of district students and those of students statewide or among student 

subgroups within the district. Descriptive analyses of the 2006 MCAS test results revealed 

differences between the achievement of students in Greater New Bedford and the average scores 

of students in Massachusetts. 

To highlight those differences, the data were then summarized in several ways: a performance-

level based summary of student achievement in Greater New Bedford; and comparative analyses 

of districtwide, subject-area, grade, school, and subgroup achievement in relation to that of 

students statewide, in relation to the district averages, and in relation to other subject areas, 

grades, and subgroups. 

The EQA then subjected the data to gap analysis, a statistical method that describes the 

relationship between student aggregate and subgroup performance and the state standard or 

target of 100 percent proficiency on the MCAS tests.  Gap analysis also describes the relative 

achievement of different entities at a specific point in time, as well as how those relationships 

change over time.  Gap analysis consists of several separate indicators, each of which builds on 

the others, and can be applied to a district, school, or subgroup of students.  

The basis for gap analysis is the proficiency index, which is a measure of student performance 

that shows whether students have attained or are making progress toward proficiency, or meeting 

the state standard. The unit of measure is proficiency index (PI) points, and a score of 100 
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indicates that all students in the aggregate or in a subgroup are proficient.  It can be calculated 

for overall achievement as well as achievement in an individual subject.  Please see Appendix A 

for more detailed information about the proficiency index. 

The proficiency gap is a measure of the number of proficiency index points by which student 

achievement must improve to meet the goal of proficiency for all students.  It is the gap or 

difference between the current level of proficiency as measured by the proficiency index and the 

target of 100. A gap of zero indicates that all students in the aggregate or in a subgroup are 

proficient. 

The performance gap is a measure of the range of, or variance in, achievement among different 

student subgroups within a district or school at a specific point in time.  It measures the 

differences between the proficiency index of the highest-performing subgroup and those of the 

other subgroups. It also measures the difference in performance between any two subgroups. 
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Achievement 
Are the district’s students reaching proficiency levels on the MCAS examination? 

Findings: 

• On average, slightly less than half of all students in Greater New Bedford attained 

proficiency on the 2006 MCAS tests, 21 percentage points less than grade 10 students 

statewide but about the same as vocational school districts statewide.  Over half of Greater 

New Bedford students attained proficiency in English language arts (ELA), and more than 

two-fifths of Greater New Bedford students attained proficiency in math. 

• Greater New Bedford’s average proficiency index (API) on the MCAS tests in 2006 was 77 

proficiency index (PI) points, eight PI points lower than grade 10 statewide and one and one-

half PI points lower than vocational school districts statewide.  Greater New Bedford’s 

average proficiency gap, the difference between its API and the target of 100 percent, in 

2006 was 23 PI points. 

• In 2006, Greater New Bedford’s proficiency gap in ELA was 20 PI points, seven PI points 

wider than the state’s average proficiency gap in grade 10 ELA but the same as the gap for 

vocational school districts statewide. This gap would require an average improvement in 

performance of two and one-half PI points annually to achieve adequate yearly progress 

(AYP). 

• Greater New Bedford’s proficiency gap in math was 27 PI points in 2006, 10 PI points wider 

than the state’s average proficiency gap in grade 10 math and four PI points wider than the 

gap for vocational school districts statewide.  This gap would require an average 

improvement of nearly three and one-half PI points per year to achieve AYP.   
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Figure/Table 1: Student MCAS Test Performance, All Students, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students 
at each performance level 
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State (Gr10) State (Voc) 
Greater 

New Bedford 
Advanced 28 11 8 
Proficient 41 41 40 
Needs Improvement 23 39 42 
Warning/Failing 9 10 11 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 69 52 48 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 85.0 78.3 76.8 

In 2006, 48 percent of Greater New Bedford students attained proficiency on the MCAS tests overall, 21 
percentage points less than the grade 10 statewide average of 69 percent, and four percentage points lower 
than the statewide vocational district average of 52 percent.  Eleven percent of Greater New Bedford 
students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category, slightly higher than grade 10 students statewide and 
vocational districts statewide.  Greater New Bedford’s average proficiency index (API) on the MCAS 
tests in 2006 was 77 proficiency index (PI) points, eight PI points lower than grade 10 students statewide 
and one and one-half PI points lower than vocational districts statewide.  Greater New Bedford’s average 
proficiency gap in 2006 was 23 PI points.   
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Figure/Table 2: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level 
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ELA Math 
State 
(Gr10) 

State 
(Voc) 

Greater 
New Bedford 

State 
(Gr10) 

State 
(Voc) 

Greater 
New Bedford 

Advanced 16 2 2 40 19 13 
Proficient 54 48 49 27 33 31 
Needs Improvement 25 44 43 21 33 41 
Warning/Failing 6 6 7 11 14 15 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 70 50 51 67 52 44 
Proficiency Index (PI) 86.8 79.9 80.2 83.2 76.7 73.4 

In 2006, achievement in grade 10 English language arts (ELA) and math in Greater New Bedford was 
lower than statewide.  In math, achievement was somewhat lower than the statewide vocational district 
average, while in ELA it was about the same.  In ELA, 51 percent of Greater New Bedford students 
attained proficiency, compared to 70 percent statewide and 50 percent in vocational districts.  In math, 44 
percent of Greater New Bedford students attained proficiency, compared to 67 percent statewide and 52 
percent in vocational districts. 

Greater New Bedford students had stronger performance on the 2006 MCAS tests in ELA than in math. 
The proficiency index for Greater New Bedford students in ELA was 80 PI points, and in math it was 73 
PI points. These figures compare to 87 PI points in ELA and 83 PI points in math for grade 10 students 
statewide, and 80 PI points in ELA and 77 PI points in math for vocational districts statewide. 

The proficiency gap for Greater New Bedford students in 2006 was 20 PI points in ELA and 27 PI points 
in math.  These figures compare to 13 PI points in ELA and 17 PI points in math for grade 10 students 
statewide, and 20 PI points in ELA and 23 PI points in math for vocational districts statewide.  Greater 
New Bedford’s proficiency gaps would require an average annual improvement of two and one-half PI 
points in ELA and nearly three and one-half PI points in math to meet AYP. 
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Equity of Achievement 
Do MCAS test results vary among subgroups of students? 

Findings: 

• MCAS performance in 2006 varied substantially among subgroups of Greater New Bedford 

students. Of the nine measurable subgroups in Greater New Bedford, the gap in performance 

between the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups was 25 PI points in ELA (regular 

education students, students with disabilities, respectively) and 20 PI points in math (male 

students, students with disabilities, respectively).   

• The proficiency gaps in Greater New Bedford in 2006 in both ELA and math were wider 

than the district average for students with disabilities, Hispanic students, African-American 

students, and low-income students (those participating in the free or reduced-cost lunch 

program).  For the students with disabilities subgroup, one-fifth of the students attained 

proficiency. For the remaining subgroups, approximately two-fifths or fewer of the students 

attained proficiency. 

• The proficiency gaps in 2006 in both ELA and math were narrower than the district average 

for regular education students, White students, and non low-income students.  For each of 

these subgroups, approximately half of the students attained proficiency. 

• The proficiency gap for male students was wider than the district average in ELA but 

narrower in math, while the proficiency gap for female students was wider than the district 

average in math but narrower in ELA.  For both subgroups, less than half of the students 

attained proficiency. 

21 



 

 

 

 

 
 

Figures 3 A-C/Table 3: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups, 2006 

A. 

B. 

Percentage of reportable students by student status 

Regular 
education 

87% 

Disability 
13% 

Percentage of reportable students by race/ethnicity 

White 
78% 

African-American 
8% 

Hispanic 
14% 
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C. 

Percentage of reportable students by free or 
reduced-cost lunch status 

FRL/Y 
44% 

FRL/N 
56% 

Subgroup Number of 
Students 

Student status Regular education 450 
Disability 66 
White 397 

Race/ethnicity Hispanic 70 
African-American 43 

Free or reduced-cost FRL/N 289 
lunch status FRL/Y 227 

In Greater New Bedford in 2006, 13 percent of the students were students with disabilities, 22 percent 
were non-white, and 44 percent were low income (those participating in the free or reduced-cost lunch 
program).   
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Figure/Table 4: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status Subgroup, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students 
at each performance level 
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Regular Education Disability 

State 
(Gr10) 

State 
(Voc) 

Greater 
New 

Bedford 
State 
(Gr10) 

State 
(Voc) 

Greater 
New 

Bedford 
Advanced 33 13 8 6 4 2 
Proficient 44 47 43 26 24 18 
Needs Improvement 19 35 41 41 51 48 
Warning/Failing 4 6 8 27 22 32 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 77 60 51 32 28 20 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 90.0 83.4 79.6 62.7 63.5 57.5 

In 2006, the proficiency rate of regular education students at Greater New Bedford was more than two 
times greater than that of students with disabilities.  Fifty-one percent of regular education students and 
20 percent of students with disabilities attained overall proficiency on the MCAS tests.  These figures 
compare to 77 and 32 percent, respectively, statewide, and 60 and 28 percent, respectively, for vocational 
school districts statewide. 

Greater New Bedford’s average proficiency gap in 2006 was 20 PI points for regular education students, 
and 42 PI points for students with disabilities.  The average performance gap between regular education 
students and students with disabilities was 22 PI points. This compares to 27 PI points statewide, and 20 
PI points for vocational districts statewide. 
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Figure/Table 5: 
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Student MCAS Test Performance, by Race/Ethnicity Subgroup, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level 

 State 
(Gr10)

 State 
(Voc) 

Gr. New 
Bedford

 State 
(Gr10)

 State 
(Voc) 

Gr. New 
Bedford

 State 
(Gr10)

 State 
(Voc) 

Gr. New 
Bedford 

White Hispanic African-American 

White Hispanic African-American 

State 
(Gr10) 

State 
(Voc) 

Greater 
New 

Bedford 
State 
(Gr10) 

State 
(Voc) 

Greater 
New 

Bedford 
State 
(Gr10) 

State 
(Voc) 

Greater 
New 

Bedford 
Advanced 32 12 9 9 6 4 11 6 3 
Proficient 43 43 41 30 28 32 34 36 37 
Needs Improvement 20 37 40 37 44 48 37 45 47 
Warning/Failing 5 8 10 25 22 17 18 14 13 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 75 55 50 39 34 36 45 42 40 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 88.8 80.8 78.3 66.6 65.9 69.8 71.6 72.2 73.0 

In Greater New Bedford in 2006, performance on the MCAS tests varied somewhat by race/ethnicity, as 
50 percent of White students, 40 percent of African-American students, and 36 percent of Hispanic 
students attained overall proficiency. 

Greater New Bedford’s average proficiency gap in 2006 was 22 PI points for White students, 27 PI points 
for African-American students, and 30 PI points for Hispanic students.  The average performance gap 
between White students and African-American students was five PI points, and between White and 
Hispanic students it was eight PI points. 
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Figure/Table 6: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Socioeconomic Status and Gender 
Subgroups, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level 
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Advanced 33 12 9 12 8 6 26 11 8 30 10 7 
Proficient 43 43 42 33 35 37 40 40 40 41 42 39 
Needs Improvement 19 37 40 36 42 45 25 39 41 21 38 42 
Warning/Failing 5 8 10 19 15 12 10 10 10 7 11 11 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 76 55 51 45 43 43 66 51 48 71 52 46 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 89.2 80.7 78.3 71.7 72.8 74.9 83.7 78.4 77.8 86.5 78.1 75.5 

In Greater New Bedford in 2006, 43 percent of low-income (FRL/Y) students attained overall proficiency 
on the MCAS tests, compared to 51 percent of non low-income (FRL/N) students.  The average 
proficiency gap was 25 PI points for low-income students and 22 PI points for non low-income students, 
and the average performance gap between the two subgroups was three PI points. 

Performance on the 2006 MCAS tests was comparable for male and female students in Greater New 
Bedford, with 46 percent of female students and 48 percent of male students attaining overall proficiency. 
The average proficiency gap was 24 PI points for female students and 22 PI points for male students, and 
the average performance gap between the two subgroups was two PI points. 
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Figure/Table 7: Student MCAS ELA Proficiency Index vs. Math Proficiency Index, by 
Subgroup, 2006 
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A Greater New Bedford 80.2 73.4 1,026 
B Regular Education 83.4 75.8 896 
C Disability 58.1 56.9 130 
D White 81.9 74.7 790 
E Hispanic 73.2 66.4 138 
F African-American 75.0 70.9 86 
G FRL/N 82.1 74.4 574 
H FRL/Y 77.7 72.1 452 
I Male 78.8 76.7 587 
J Female 82.0 69.0 439 

Of the nine measurable subgroups in Greater New Bedford in 2006, the gap in performance between the 
highest- and lowest-performing subgroups was 25 PI points in ELA (regular education students, students 
with disabilities, respectively) and 20 PI points in math (male students, students with disabilities, 
respectively).   

The proficiency gaps in Greater New Bedford in 2006 in both ELA and math were wider than the district 
average for students with disabilities, Hispanic students, African-American students, and low-income 
(FRL/Y) students. The proficiency gaps in ELA and math were narrower than the district average for 
regular education students, White students, and non low-income (FRL/N) students.  The proficiency gap 
for male students was wider than the district average in ELA but narrower in math, while the proficiency 
gap for female students was wider than the district average in math but narrower in ELA. 
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Figure/Table 8: Student MCAS ELA and Math Test Performance, by Gender Subgroup, 
2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level 
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Advanced 11 1 0 20 4 4 41 21 15 40 16 10 
Proficient 54 45 46 55 53 52 26 35 35 28 31 26 
Needs Improvement 28 47 46 21 39 39 21 31 37 22 36 46 
Warning/Failing 7 6 7 4 5 6 12 13 13 11 16 17 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 65 46 46 75 57 56 67 56 50 68 47 36 
Proficiency Index (PI) 84.4 78.1 78.8 89.3 82.4 82.0 82.9 78.7 76.7 83.6 73.9 69.0 

On the 2006 grade 10 MCAS test in ELA, female students outperformed male students in Greater New 
Bedford, whereas female students outperformed female students on the grade 10 math test. The 
proficiency gaps for Greater New Bedford’s male students were 21 PI points in ELA and 23 PI points in 
math, and for female students they were 18 PI points in ELA and 31 PI points in math. 

Performance of both males and females in Greater New Bedford was lower than that of their counterparts 
statewide and in the vocational districts statewide, except for male students in ELA who scored slightly 
higher than male students in vocational districts statewide. 
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Improvement 
Has the district’s MCAS test performance improved over time? 

Findings: 

• Between 2003 and 2006, Greater New Bedford’s MCAS performance showed considerable 

improvement overall, in ELA, and in math. 

• The percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories rose by 27 

percentage points between 2003 and 2006, while the number of students in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased by 20 percentage points.  The average proficiency gap 

in Greater New Bedford narrowed from 43 PI points in 2003 to 23 PI points in 2006.  This 

resulted in an improvement rate, or a closing of the proficiency gap, of 46 percent. 

• Over the three-year period 2003-2006, Greater New Bedford showed strong improvement in 

ELA, improving by nearly five PI points per year for this period. This resulted in an 

improvement rate of 42 percent, a rate higher than that required to meet AYP. 

• Math performance in Greater New Bedford showed even greater improvement during this 

period, improving by an average of more than eight PI points annually. This resulted in an 

improvement rate of 49 percent, again a rate higher than that required to meet AYP. 
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Figure 9/Tables 9 A-B: Student MCAS Test Performance, All Students, 2003-2006 

Percentage of reportable students 
at each performance level 
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A. 
2003 2004 2005 2006 

Advanced 2 3 5 8 
Proficient 19 24 33 40 
Needs Improvement 48 53 46 42 
Warning/Failing 31 20 16 11 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 21 27 38 48 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 57.2 64.5 70.0 76.8 

B. n-values 
2003 2004 2005 2006 

Advanced 20 29 51 78 
Proficient 186 230 329 408 
Needs Improvement 466 512 464 429 
Warning/Failing 296 191 165 111 
Total 968 962 1,009 1,026 

Note: Trend data include grades for which testing was administered for each subject in all four years; therefore, the 
2006 data may differ from those reported in Figure/Table 1. 

The percentage of Greater New Bedford students attaining overall proficiency on the MCAS tests steadily 
increased from 21 percent in 2003 to 48 percent in 2006.  The percentage of students in the 
‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased from 31 percent in 2003 to 11 percent in 2006.  The average 
proficiency gap in Greater New Bedford narrowed from 43 PI points in 2003 to 23 PI points in 2006, 
resulting in an improvement rate of 46 percent. 
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Figure/Table 10: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2003-2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level 
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Advanced 2 2 3 2 2 4 7 13 
Proficient 26 29 40 49 12 19 26 31 
Needs Improvement 56 54 48 43 40 53 44 41 
Warning/ Failing 15 14 9 7 46 25 23 15 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 28 31 43 51 14 23 33 44 
Proficiency Index (PI) 65.8 69.5 75.5 80.2 48.6 59.6 64.6 73.4 

The percentage of Greater New Bedford students attaining proficiency in ELA increased from 28 percent 
in 2003 to 51 percent in 2006.  The proficiency gap in ELA narrowed from 34 PI points in 2003 to 20 PI 
points in 2006, resulting in an improvement rate of 42 percent, a rate higher than that required to meet 
AYP. 

The percentage of Greater New Bedford students attaining proficiency in math increased from 14 percent 
in 2003 to 44 percent in 2006.  The proficiency gap in math narrowed from 51 PI points in 2003 to 27 PI 
points in 2006, resulting in an improvement rate of 48 percent, also a rate higher than that required to 
meet AYP. 
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Table 11: MCAS Proficiency Indices by Vocational Technical District, 2003-2006 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

District 
ELA 
PI 

Math 
PI API 

ELA 
PI 

Math 
PI API 

ELA 
PI 

Math 
PI API 

ELA 
PI 

Math 
PI API 

Norfolk County Agr 89.5 76.8 83.2 88.1 83.7 85.9 92.8 88.8 90.8 95.0 91.0 93.0 
Bristol County Agr 85.5 79.4 82.5 87.7 88.9 88.3 89.6 87.4 88.5 88.1 88.8 88.5 
Blackstone Valley 77.0 69.6 73.3 84.5 79.9 82.2 83.0 82.7 82.9 87.9 86.5 87.2 
Whittier 64.0 47.6 55.8 72.3 64.9 68.6 75.7 72.8 74.3 82.6 90.4 86.5 
Cape Cod 72.6 54.7 63.7 74.7 67.8 71.3 83.0 79.9 81.5 86.3 86.4 86.4 
Tri-County 75.2 64.9 70.1 72.9 63.9 68.4 80.9 73.9 77.4 85.1 86.3 85.7 
Shawsheen Valley  85.2 73.0 79.1 82.2 76.4 79.3 84.6 79.2 81.9 89.1 81.4 85.3 
Essex Agr 72.3 53.2 62.8 71.7 52.8 62.3 81.8 60.4 71.1 89.5 79.0 84.3 
Blue Hills  72.6 59.4 66.0 75.8 65.6 70.7 77.4 76.4 76.9 84.4 82.4 83.4 
Bristol-Plymouth 75.8 59.4 67.6 72.9 67.6 70.2 80.6 74.0 77.3 85.4 79.6 82.5 
Montachusett   70.5 61.7 66.1 75.4 64.4 69.9 79.1 74.7 76.9 82.1 82.4 82.3 
South Shore   76.1 68.3 72.2 80.0 75.7 77.9 83.0 78.1 80.6 81.4 82.6 82.0 
Upper Cape Cod  74.5 56.0 65.3 79.7 68.0 73.8 83.0 72.8 77.9 83.7 79.7 81.7 
Minuteman  75.9 70.3 73.1 76.2 75.3 75.7 77.8 76.5 77.2 85.4 77.9 81.7 
North Shore   71.7 63.5 67.6 73.9 69.4 71.6 85.4 77.2 81.3 82.6 80.4 81.5 
Franklin County 72.5 67.6 70.1 79.3 70.5 74.9 74.4 70.7 72.6 83.7 79.1 81.4 
Southern Worcester  70.3 59.3 62.8 72.7 66.9 69.8 79.0 75.6 77.3 80.9 81.0 81.0 
Assabet Valley 67.9 52.9 60.4 70.9 63.7 67.3 79.0 74.6 76.8 78.7 81.3 80.0 
State Average Voc 71.0 60.4 65.6 73.6 66.6 70.1 78.4 72.3 75.3 80.9 78.0 79.5 
Nashoba Valley 63.4 59.3 61.4 68.5 70.0 69.2 75.9 67.5 71.7 77.5 79.8 78.7 
Northern Berkshire  75.0 62.3 68.7 81.2 72.9 77.1 76.4 67.0 71.7 80.3 76.6 78.5 
Greater Fall River 69.5 57.9 63.7 69.2 54.2 61.7 77.6 64.0 70.8 78.1 76.4 77.3 
Greater New Bedford 65.8 48.3 57.1 69.8 59.6 64.7 75.7 64.6 70.2 80.2 73.4 76.8 
Old Colony 69.2 60.8 65.0 71.9 69.7 70.8 79.4 79.6 79.5 76.9 75.9 76.4 
Northeast Metro  65.7 63.8 64.8 65.0 61.8 63.4 70.8 69.8 70.3 71.5 74.1 72.8 
Pathfinder 65.0 60.4 62.7 73.4 63.1 68.2 77.8 74.7 76.3 77.0 68.1 72.6 
Greater Lowell 64.5 55.1 59.8 64.8 58.7 61.7 69.5 62.2 65.9 74.7 68.1 71.4 
Northampton-Smith 60.7 57.7 59.2 63.8 59.7 61.8 72.4 68.6 70.5 72.9 67.4 70.2 
Southeastern  65.5 49.1 57.3 70.8 61.5 66.1 75.3 62.9 69.1 71.2 67.1 69.2 
So Middlesex (Keefe) 61.0 53.3 57.2 60.5 50.6 55.6 68.1 60.4 64.3 68.5 60.0 64.3 
Greater Lawrence  54.5 46.5 50.5 59.1 50.1 54.6 61.8 52.4 57.1 67.4 57.6 62.5 

Note: The API reported here is the average of the ELA PI and the Math PI.  Elsewhere in this report, the API is a 
weighted average of the ELA PI and Math PI, and therefore slight discrepancies may result.  Also, the data reported 
here include students who took the MCAS-ALT assessment, who are not included in the data found elsewhere in this 
report, and therefore slight discrepancies may result. 

Performance in Greater New Bedford on the 2003-2006 MCAS tests was below the average for 
vocational districts statewide, although the district made considerable improvement over this period.  The 
average performance gap between Greater New Bedford and vocational districts statewide narrowed from 
nine PI points in 2003 to three PI points in 2006. The performance gap in ELA between Greater New 
Bedford and vocational districts statewide narrowed from five PI points in 2003 to one PI point in 2006, 
and in math it narrowed from 12 PI points in 2003 to five PI points in 2006. 
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Equity of Improvement 
Has the equity of MCAS test performance among the district’s student subgroups 
improved over time? 

Findings: 

• All student subgroups in Greater New Bedford had improved performance in ELA between 

2003 and 2006. The most improved subgroups in ELA were low-income (FRL/Y) students 

and Hispanic students. 

• In math, all subgroups in Greater New Bedford also showed improved performance between 

2003 and 2006, and the gains were generally larger than those in ELA.  The most improved 

subgroups in math were low-income students and Hispanic students.   

• The performance gap between the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups in ELA 

widened from 17 PI points in 2003 to 25 PI points in 2006, and the performance gap between 

the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups in math was 19 PI points in both 2003 and 

2006. 
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Figure/Table 12: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups, 2003-2006 
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Regular Disability White Hispanic 

Afr Amer FRL/N FRL/Y 

Number of Students Percentage of students 
2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Greater New Bedford 484 487 510 516 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Regular 433 418 452 450 89.5 85.8 88.6 87.2 
Disability 38 51 58 66 7.9 10.5 11.4 12.8 
White 376 400 425 397 77.7 82.1 83.3 76.9 
Hispanic 40 45 41 70 8.3 9.2 8.0 13.6 
African American 59 36 38 43 12.2 7.4 7.5 8.3 
FRL/N 298 310 284 289 61.6 63.7 55.7 56.0 
FRL/Y 186 177 226 227 38.4 36.3 44.3 44.0 

Note: The 2006 percentages of students reported here may differ from those reported in Figure 3; the percentages 
shown here are based on the total number of students in the district, whereas the percentages shown in Figure 3 are 
based on the number of students in reportable subgroups. 

The makeup of the Greater New Bedford student population changed slightly between 2003 and 2006. 
While the number of students with disabilities nearly doubled, the proportion increased by nearly five 
percentage points during this period. The proportion of Hispanic students increased by more than five 
percentage points, while the proportion of African-American students decreased by approximately four 
percentage points. The proportion of low-income (FRL/Y) students increased by nearly six percentage 
points. 

34 



 

 

 

  
 

 

 
 

Figures 13 A-D/Table 13: MCAS Proficiency Indices, by Subgroup, 2003-2006 

A. ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) by Student Status and Free or Reduced-Cost Lunch Subgroups 
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B. Math Proficiency Index (MPI) by Student Status and Free or Reduced-Cost Lunch Subgroups 
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C. ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) by Race/Ethnicity Subgroup 
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D. Math Proficiency Index (MPI) by Race/Ethnicity Subgroup 
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State (Voc) Gr. New Bedford 
Subgroup Year EPI MPI Subgroup Year EPI MPI 

2003 75.8 63.7 2003 67.8 50.4 
Regular 2004 78.0 69.3 Regular 2004 73.5 62.4 

Education 2005 81.8 75.0 Education 2005 77.5 66.9 
2006 85.0 81.8 2006 83.4 75.8 
2003 54.2 44.8 2003 52.0 31.6 

Disability 2004 57.9 53.6 Disability 2004 50.0 45.6 
2005 63.2 58.7 2005 60.1 47.0 
2006 65.1 61.9 2006 58.1 56.9 
2003 72.3 60.8 2003 69.2 50.7 

FRL/N 2004 75.2 67.4 FRL/N 2004 73.5 62.3 
2005 79.6 73.7 2005 78.1 67.4 
2006 81.9 79.5 2006 82.1 74.4 
2003 61.9 52.5 2003 60.4 45.2 

FRL/Y 2004 64.3 57.8 FRL/Y 2004 62.5 54.8 
2005 69.4 62.8 2005 72.3 61.1 
2006 75.3 70.2 2006 77.7 72.1 
2003 72.0 60.7 2003 67.6 49.9 

White 2004 74.5 67.0 White 2004 70.9 60.9 
2005 79.3 73.5 2005 77.2 65.4 
2006 81.9 79.6 2006 81.9 74.7 
2003 58.7 49.1 2003 56.9 39.4 

Hispanic 2004 59.4 52.0 Hispanic 2004 58.0 47.8 
2005 63.5 56.6 2005 67.1 56.1 
2006 69.5 62.2 2006 73.2 66.4 
2003 62.3 51.8 2003 62.3 48.7 

African- 2004 65.9 57.9 African- 2004 66.4 59.6 
American 2005 66.0 54.5 American 2005 67.6 63.5 

2006 75.5 68.9 2006 75.0 70.9 

All student subgroups in Greater New Bedford had improved performance in both ELA and math 
between 2003 and 2006.  The gains in math were generally larger than those in ELA.  The most improved 
subgroups in both ELA and math were low-income (FRL/Y) students and Hispanic students.  

The performance gap between the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups in ELA widened from 17 PI 
points in 2003 to 25 PI points in 2006, and the performance gap between the highest- and lowest-
performing subgroups in math remained at 19 PI points over this period. 
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Figure/Table 14: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status Subgroup, 2003-
2006 
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API EPI MPI 
Percent 

Attaining 
Proficiency 

ELA 

Percent 
Attaining 

Proficiency 
Math 

Regular 
education 

2003 59.1 67.8 50.4 74 51 
2004 67.9 73.5 62.4 76 67 
2005 72.2 77.5 66.9 78 66 
2006 79.6 83.4 75.8 81 72 

Disability 

2003 41.8 52.0 31.6 31 14 
2004 47.8 50.0 45.6 32 31 
2005 53.5 60.1 47.0 39 31 
2006 57.5 58.1 56.9 38 33 

Both regular education students and students with disabilities in Greater New Bedford had improved 
overall performance on the MCAS tests between 2003 and 2006.  The average proficiency gap for Greater 
New Bedford’s regular education students narrowed from 41 PI points to 20 PI points, and for students 
with disabilities it narrowed from 58 PI points to 42 PI points.  These gains resulted in improvement rates 
of 50 percent for regular education students, and 27 percent for students with disabilities.  The average 
performance gap between regular education students and students with disabilities widened by five PI 
points over this period.   
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Figure/Table 15: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Race/Ethnicity Subgroup, 2003-
2006 
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White Hispanic African-American 

API EPI MPI 
Percent 

Attaining 
Proficiency 

ELA 

Percent 
Attaining 

Proficiency 
Math 

White 

2003 58.8 67.6 49.9 31 15 
2004 65.9 70.9 60.9 33 24 
2005 71.3 77.2 65.4 44 33 
2006 78.3 81.9 74.7 53 47 

Hispanic 

2003 48.2 56.9 39.4 20 5 
2004 52.8 58.0 47.8 16 7 
2005 61.6 67.1 56.1 39 32 
2006 69.8 73.2 66.4 38 33 

African-
American 

2003 55.5 62.3 48.7 24 14 
2004 63.0 66.4 59.6 31 18 
2005 65.6 67.6 63.5 27 32 
2006 73.0 75.0 70.9 42 40 

All three racial subgroups in Greater New Bedford had improved overall performance on the MCAS tests 
between 2003 and 2006. The average proficiency gap for White students narrowed from 41 PI points to 
22 PI points; for Hispanic students, it narrowed from 52 PI points to 30 PI points; and for African-
American students, it narrowed from 44 PI points to 27 PI points.  These gains resulted in improvement 
rates of 47 percent for White students, 42 percent for Hispanic students, and 39 percent for African-
American students.  The average performance gap between White students and Hispanic students 
narrowed by two PI points, and between White students and African-American students it widened by 
two PI points.   
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Figure/Table 16: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Socioeconomic Status Subgroup, 
2003-2006 
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FRL/N FRL/Y 

API EPI MPI 
Percent 

Attaining 
Proficiency 

ELA 

Percent 
Attaining 

Proficiency 
Math 

FRL/N 

2003 59.9 69.2 50.7 33 16 
2004 67.9 73.5 62.3 37 26 
2005 72.7 78.1 67.4 45 36 
2006 78.3 82.1 74.4 54 47 

FRL/Y 

2003 52.8 60.4 45.2 58 38 
2004 58.6 62.5 54.8 56 51 
2005 66.7 72.3 61.1 65 55 
2006 74.9 77.7 72.1 68 61 

Both the low-income (FRL/Y) and non low-income (FRL/N) subgroups in Greater New Bedford had 
improved overall performance on the MCAS tests between 2003 and 2006.  The average proficiency gap 
for low-income students narrowed from 47 PI points to 25 PI points, and for non low-income students it 
narrowed from 40 to 22 PI points.  These gains in performance resulted in improvement rates of 47 
percent for low-income students and 46 percent for non low-income students.  Between 2003 and 2006, 
the average performance gap between low-income students and non low-income students narrowed by 
four PI points. 
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Figure/Table 17: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Gender Subgroup, 2003- 2006 
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Male 

2003 59.8 65.3 54.4 28 21 
2004 66.5 69.5 63.5 31 28 
2005 72.0 73.8 70.3 38 42 
2006 77.8 78.8 76.7 46 50 

Female 

2003 54.3 66.3 42.1 65 40 
2004 61.9 69.6 54.4 64 55 
2005 67.7 77.6 58.0 68 56 
2006 75.5 82.0 69.0 68 60 

Both gender subgroups in Greater New Bedford had improved overall performance between 2003 and 
2006.  The average proficiency gap for male students narrowed from 40 PI points to 22 PI points, and for 
female students it narrowed from 46 PI points to 24 PI points.  These gains in performance resulted in 
improvement rates of 45 percent for male students and 46 percent for female students.  The average 
performance gap between male and female students narrowed by four PI points over this period. 
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Participation 
Are all eligible students participating in required state assessments? 

Finding: 

• On the 2006 MCAS tests in ELA and math, eligible students in Greater New Bedford 

participated at levels that met or exceeded the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

Table 18: Student MCAS Test Participation, by Subject and Student Status Subgroup, 
2006 

ELA Math 
All Students 98.5% 98.5% 
Regular 98.5% 98.5% 
Disability 98.5% 98.5% 
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Notes 

Trend data include grades for which testing was administered for each subject in all four years. The 
following grades are included in the trend data for 2003-2006 reported in Figures/Tables 15-22 and in 
appendix B of this section of the report: 
English language arts (ELA): 3, 4, 7, 10 
Math: 4, 6, 8, 10 
Science and technology/engineering (STE): 5, 8 

Data for science and technology/engineering (STE) are not included in computing overall proficiency and 
the average proficiency index (API); they will be included beginning in 2007 when STE becomes a 
graduation requirement. 

The highest performance level for grade 3 reading in 2006 is Advanced/Above Proficient; this level did 
not exist in prior years, when the highest level was Proficient. 

The participation rates of limited English proficient (LEP) students reported here differ from those 
reported by the Department of Education in its Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) reports, as the latter 
includes students who formerly had LEP status but no longer did at the time of testing. 

Subgroup inclusion is based on the number of students and the number of schools in the district. To be 
included as reportable, a subgroup must have at least 10 times the number of schools in the district. 
Subgroup inclusion for all years of the trend data is based on the 2006 data. 

N-values represent the number of tests taken unless otherwise specified. 

Rounded values may result in slight apparent discrepancies. 
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Reexamination Findings 
This section summarizes the conclusions of the EQA team’s reexamination of the district.  It 

reports on only those 2004 indicators that received a ‘Poor’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ rating and that 

the EQA team reassessed.  The table below displays the initial 2004 ratings and the 2006 

reassessments.  The narrative that follows presents the relevant 2004 indicators, followed by the 

ratings from 2004 and 2006 and corresponding evidence for the ratings.  Because of the changes 

in the EQA standards and indicators, the 2004 indicators are organized according to the 2006 

standards. 

Standard I: Leadership, Governance, and Communication 
Ratings▼ Indicators► 9.1 9.7 9.8 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 2006 
Needs Improvement  2006 2006 
Poor 2004 
Unsatisfactory  2004 2004 

I. Leadership, Governance, and Communication 
School committee, district leadership, and school leadership established, implemented, and 

continuously evaluated the cost effectiveness and efficiency of policies and procedures that were 

standards-based, focused on student achievement data and designed to promote continuous 

improvement of instructional practice and high achievement for all students.  Leadership actions 

and decisions related to the attainment of district and school goals were routinely communicated 

to the community and promoted public confidence, financial commitment and community 

support needed to achieve high student and staff performance.   

Findings: 

• The district responded to the 2004 review by developing a new District Improvement Plan 

(DIP) that included goals, timelines, and responsible personnel. 

• The school committee evaluated the superintendent/director on six goals annually since the 

2004 review, although the evaluation did not hold the superintendent/director responsible for 

implementation of the DIP goals and gave few instructive suggestions for improvement of 

future job performance. 
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• The principals’ evaluations since the 2004 review consisted of goal-setting sessions, with no 

discussion of improvement of student achievement as a means of assigning responsibility for 

student achievement to the principals. 

Summary 
The district developed a new, standards-based District Improvement Plan (DIP) that included 

goals, timelines, and responsible personnel.  The district sent newsletters four times a year to 

inform parents of district plans and accomplishments.  A school committee subcommittee 

reviewed the policy manual and submitted revisions to the full committee for approval. 

The school committee evaluated the superintendent/director on six goals annually since 2004. 

The goals addressed staff and personnel relationships; relationship with the school committee; 

instructional leadership; administration and management; relationship with the community; and 

personal qualities. None of the evaluations held the superintendent/director responsible for 

implementation of the goals in the DIP, and they gave few instructive suggestions for 

improvement of future job performance. 

The principals’ evaluations since the 2004 review consisted of goal-setting sessions with no 

discussion of improving student achievement as a way of assigning responsibility for that 

achievement to the principals.  The “second year” evaluation was a goal-reporting process, 

which was a self-evaluation that did not meet the requirement for annual supervisory evaluation 

of administrators according to state guidelines. 

2004 Indicators 

9.1 The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district 

and its students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
Between 2000 and 2003, the district “…could do a better job of organizing and communicating 

current and past initiatives,” as stated in the district’s self-evaluation, written in preparation for 
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the EQA 2004 review, entitled Greater New Bedford Regional Vocational-Technical EQA Tier 

II: Report on Standards and Indicators (RSI). The District Improvement Plan (DIP), dated May 

2001, provided limited information about the district’s past and current efforts, practices, and 

achievements.   

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district had developed a new, 

standards-based District Improvement Plan, dated June 2005, that addressed 13 key aspects of 

the EQA review of 2004, and included goals, timelines, and personnel (designated by title) 

responsible for the attainment of the goals.  The district reviewed the DIP each year to assess 

progress and update the document.  

The district produced a newsletter three to four times each year that informed parents and the 

general community of the schools’ plans and accomplishments.  The school posted information 

about its programs on its website.  The school committee had updated and accepted the district’s 

policy manual and reviewed it annually through its policy subcommittee. 

9.7 The superintendent is evaluated annually on the districts state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, neither state assessment results nor implementation of school 

improvement plans was included in the superintendent’s evaluation instrument.  It was evident at 

a school committee meeting that the EQA team attended and through interviews that the school 

committee looked to the administration for school accountability and for allocating resources to 

improve student achievement. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the evaluation of the superintendent 

consisted of written narratives by the school committee, as revealed in an interview with the 

superintendent and through a review of the superintendent’s personnel file.  These narratives 

rated the superintendent on six goals, which included relationship with the school committee; 
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instructional leadership; administration and management; staff and personnel relationships; 

relations with the community; and personal qualities. These goals did not hold the 

superintendent accountable for student achievement or improvement, nor did they align with the 

goals in the District Improvement Plan.  The summation in the superintendents’ evaluation 

contained few instructive suggestions for improved job performance or improved student 

achievement.  

9.8 Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs.  These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the most recent evaluation of the principals had been conducted 

in 2000. The evaluation instrument for the principals did not include state assessment results nor 

implementation of the school improvement plan.  Indicator VI of the principal’s evaluation form, 

entitled, “Fulfillment of Professional Responsibilities,” mentions professional behaviors “…that 

contribute to addressing the needs of students.”  However, the EQA found that the district did not 

have a policy or proposed policy to address this issue.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the EQA examiners did not find 

evidence that the evaluations of the district’s two principals were tied to state assessment results, 

or of how they assisted the superintendent in implementation of the DIP.  A review of the  

principals’ personnel files indicated that evaluations consisted of a goal-setting session and mid-

cycle reviews that did not discuss improvement of student achievement as a means of assigning 

responsibility for student achievement to the principals.  Administrator interviewees stated that 

they perceived student improvement as the responsibility of all staff, but the EQA team found 

that no evaluations had a particular focus on responsibility for that improvement.  The 

evaluations, while not found to be timely, did contain many laudatory comments and were 

instructive in that they provided some general and/or concrete suggestions to enhance growth or 

overall effectiveness. 
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On August 16, 2004, the district revised its administrator performance evaluation forms to 

include an “Administrator Performance Evaluation Form,” and a “Mid-Cycle Performance 

Evaluation Form,” and in the fall of 2005 the district implemented the use of those instruments.  

Interviewees indicated that the “Administrator Performance Evaluation Form” contained specific 

references to MCAS test scores, graduation statistics, program competency sheets, dropout 

statistics, placement statistics, and other sources of evidence that were designed to tie student 

performance to improved job performance of principals.  Furthermore, interviewees noted that 

the school committee had approved in the summer of 2004 a “bonus incentive” plan for 

principals, as well as for all school staff, that linked compensation directly to performance on 

five indicators: MCAS mathematics scores, MCAS ELA scores, student attendance, positive 

placement rates, and student dropout rate.  While interviewees indicated that principals perceived 

this plan as directly connecting their performance to the students’ MCAS performance and the 

implementation of the DIP, district documents revealed that the long-standing practice was to 

provide the same annual percentage increases to all administrators, which were the same as those 

given to the district’s teachers. 

Examiners found in reviewing the personnel files of the two principals that evaluations consisted 

of a goal-setting session that did not discuss improvement of student achievement as a way of 

assigning responsibility for student achievement to the principals.  Interviews with administrators 

revealed that they felt student improvement was the responsibility of all staff, but no evaluations 

focused on responsibility for that improvement.  The mid cycle part of the evaluation process, 

which the district was to conduct during the second year, consisted of a goal-reporting process, 

and was largely a self-evaluation on accomplishments.  This did not meet the requirement that 

supervisors evaluate administrators every year using state principles.  
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Standard II: Curriculum and Instruction 
Ratings▼ Indicators► 3.3 3.6 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 5.3 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 2006 2006 2006 
Needs Improvement 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 
Poor 2004 2004  2004 2004 
Unsatisfactory 2004  2004 2004  2004 

II. Curriculum and Instruction 
The curricula and instructional practices in the district were developed and implemented to attain 

high levels of achievement for all students. They were aligned with components of the state 

curriculum frameworks and revised to promote higher levels of student achievement. 

Findings: 

• The district has undergone a huge program of curriculum development, which has resulted in 

the creation of 480 curriculum guides (all of which align to either the state frameworks or 

other pertinent national industry standards). 

• All teachers received curriculum guides relevant to courses taught.  Training in the use of 

these guides was inconsistent. 

• In the areas of ELA and math, the district reviewed the curricula annually and made 

modifications in response to trends revealed in the MCAS data.  The district also reviewed 

vocational areas annually, based on the recommendations of the advisory committees, 

industry standards, and positive placement information. 

• Students in the district exceeded the state requirement of 990 hours annual of instructional 

time.  Typically, a student received 1,038 hours of instruction, 48 hours more than mandated.  

Summary 
During the reexamination period, the district had changed the curriculum a great deal.  This was 

driven in large part by a shared commitment of the faculty and administration, and was supported 

by a change in district policy (dated March 2004) which mandated development of curriculum 

guides for all courses, distribution to teachers who are trained in their use, and evaluation of 

49 



 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

these guides on an annual basis.  Since the initial examination of the district, the school has gone 

from having curriculum guides covering 10 to 20 courses up to 480 guides covering all courses. 

The creation of course guides called for a great deal of work from teachers, department heads, 

and principals. The creation of these guides allowed the school to ensure that it met the 

requirements of the state frameworks.  Due to the newness of the course guides, in most cases it 

was too soon for the district to assess the effectiveness of its efforts to date.  However, 

departments have already started to identify areas of success, as well as target areas in need of 

further improvement. 

The EQA team observed that use of data has begun to enter the wider school culture and has 

started to inform changes in the curriculum.  This was most apparent in the areas of ELA and 

math, and in the vocational areas.  Analysis of data was typically limited to the majority student 

population, and at the time of the reexamination analysis of subgroup data was very limited. 

The reexamination visit included observations of randomly selected classes selected mainly from 

the areas of ELA, math, and science, though the team visited some shop classes.  The data from 

these observations showed that the strength of the instructional program was in classroom 

management.  Students were well behaved, and classes were organized and conducive to 

learning. Observation data revealed that the weakest areas were in expectations and student 

activity, indicating that the students were only minimally challenged and were not given tasks or 

exercises that called for higher-level thinking. 

2004 Indicators 

3.3 There is an ongoing process to: 

a. monitor; and 

b. evaluate the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of the curriculum and instructional 

programs. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence 
In 2003, there were four shop areas that were deemed by the program advisory committee (PAC) 

to be ineffective, and the district merged them with other shops or discontinued them altogether. 

This same type of review process was not in place for the academic areas.  However, the ELA 

department reviewed its curriculum annually and made changes based on identified weaknesses. 

Generally, the district leadership did not monitor or evaluate the on-going quality of the 

educational programs in Greater New Bedford Vocational. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district went through a massive 

phase of curriculum development.  Administrators explained that during the period covered by 

the previous EQA visit, the school had approximately 10 to 20 written course guides for its 480 

programs; at the time of the reexamination visit, written course guides were available for every 

course. Department heads explained that they modified these guides on a continuous basis 

during departmental meetings, which involved all staff. 

Policy IGE, approved in March 2004, required review of all curriculum guides on an annual 

basis. Department heads and principals confirmed that this had taken place. 

The administration had made no specific evaluations of the quality, effectiveness, or adequacy of 

the curriculum or instructional programs in the academic areas.  Indirectly, administrators 

explained that they paid close attention to the MCAS results in ELA and math, and attributed the 

improved scores to the recently developed curriculum guides, although they were only able to 

provide anecdotal evidence to support this claim.  In the vocational areas, administrators 

explained that they paid great attention to the positive placement results for each of the shop 

areas. Each instructor received data regarding the performance of the students after their 

graduation from the school.  They discussed the information within the various vocational 

clusters as well as at program advisory committee meetings.  In all cases where they viewed 

placement rates as weak, they made changes to try to improve the placement rates.  For example, 

over time printing technology became media technology to better suit the needs of the current 

job market. 
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3.6 In order to improve achievement for all students, the district uses disaggregated assessment 

scores to: 

a. evaluate specific aspects of achievement, so that data can be analyzed to identify 

specific strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction;  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, it was not a consistent practice within the district to use 

disaggregated student assessment results to inform educational operations.  While there was 

some limited evidence of disaggregated student test data in use in the vocational-technical areas, 

there was little or no usage in the academic areas. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), all teachers reviewed MCAS data in 

the 2006-2007 school year. In interviews, the EQA team learned that the district did not place 

much emphasis on reviewing data for the various student subgroups, and found no evidence of 

their use in identifying strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction. 

4.2 Teachers in all of the district’s schools: 

a. have access to the current curriculum; 

b. are trained in their use; and 

c. are expected to use them in planning and delivering instruction. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 

During the initial review period, a curriculum was not available in all departments or for all 

courses among the 79 academic courses or the 296 Chapter 74 (vocational-technical) courses 

offered. During that period, the district was rewriting the math curriculum, which did not align 

with the state curriculum frameworks.  Curriculum development in many vocational-technical 

areas was inconsistent.  The district did not train teachers in the use of curriculum guides.  In 
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ELA, teachers with non-professional status submitted their aligned lesson plans at the end of 

each nine-day academic cycle.  Teachers with professional status submitted their lesson plans for 

review twice a year. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district developed curriculum 

guides for each of the 480 separate courses offered at the school.  Administrators explained that 

it was the responsibility of the department heads to provide all teachers with the appropriate 

guides. Both department heads and teachers confirmed that this had taken place. 

Policy IGE, dated March 2004, required teachers to be trained in the use of the curriculum. 

Department heads stated that training had occurred during the development phase of the 

curriculum guides as teachers were all involved in the process.  Administrators stated that all 

new teachers were given a mentor, typically in their subject area, and this mentor had the 

responsibility of ensuring that the teacher was able to use the curriculum materials.  It was not 

documented anywhere explicitly that this was the case.  Department heads were given time on a 

daily basis to make informal observations in their areas.  They explained that if they saw teachers 

struggling with the curriculum they would address the needs of that teacher.  They also stated 

that all curriculum guides had a consistent format and felt that this helped teachers use them 

more easily in the various courses they taught. 

Non-professional status teachers were required to submit their plan books for review at the end 

of each cycle (nine-day instructional period).  In their plan book, they were expected to make 

explicit references to the strands/standards in the Massachusetts curriculum frameworks being 

addressed. Department heads also explained that they carefully monitored the material covered 

in classes during their daily classroom visits, and informally ascertained whether the classes were 

appropriate to cover the required curriculum. 

4.3 The district has an established, well-documented process involving teachers in the annual 

review and/or revision of curriculum based on the analyses of results of standardized tests.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence 
During the initial review period, there was no evidence that courses were evaluated and revised 

based on student performance data or the state frameworks except in ELA.  Advisory boards met 

at least twice a year to review curriculum in vocational-technical areas. There was no evidence of 

an annual review of curriculum based on an analysis of student data by teachers. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district undertook a massive 

phase of curriculum development.  As previously stated, the district developed and implemented 

curriculum for almost 500 different courses, by department with extensive teacher involvement.   

Policy IGE, dated March 2004, required that curriculum materials be reviewed annually. 

However, due to the recent implementation of the majority of these materials (many in their first 

year of use), it was too soon to have evaluated and updated the materials.  In some areas, such as 

ELA, where the curriculum was updated in 2004, annual review had occurred continuously 

during the school year as part of regular departmental meetings and summer review sessions. 

The parties involved saw these review sessions as an ongoing tweaking of the curriculum to 

address issues that arose.  The majority of changes made based on MCAS data were general in 

nature. This process was said to be getting more refined as time went on. 

4.4 Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

a. evaluated for their effectiveness in improving equitable student achievement for all 

student populations; and 

b. revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, modifications and revisions to the curricula were done with 

varied effectiveness, according to administrators.  There was no evidence that the district revised 

curricula in academic (except ELA) and vocational-technical areas and disseminated the 

revisions to staff on a consistent basis. 
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During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district had not made specific 

evaluations of the quality, effectiveness, or adequacy of the curriculum or instructional programs 

in the academic areas.  Indirectly, administrators explained that they paid close attention to the 

MCAS results in ELA and math, and attributed the improved scores to the recently developed 

curriculum guides, although they were only able to provide anecdotal evidence to support this 

claim.  In the vocational areas administrators explained that they paid great attention to the 

positive placement results for each of the shop areas.  Instructors received data about the 

performance of the students after their graduation from the school, which they discussed within 

the various vocational clusters as well as at program advisory committee meetings. In all cases 

where they viewed placement rates as weak, they made changes to try to improve the placement 

rates. For example, they gradually changed Printing Technology to Media Technology to better 

suit the needs of the current job market. 

The department heads held updated versions of the curriculum guides that incorporated all 

curriculum revisions.  The department heads in academic areas explained that they were not 

required to pass these updated curriculum guides on to the academic principal. 

4.5 The district regularly implements an established, well-documented process to ensure: 

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system; and 

b. alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades PreK-12. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, there was horizontal articulation in academic courses in some 

cases. The math curriculum was aligned in grades 9 and 10.  The many changes in the state 

science and social studies curriculum frameworks hampered the development of consistent 

horizontal alignment in these areas within the district. In vocational-technical programs, 

portfolio assessments introduced into the school improved the equity of student achievement 

among all student populations. Vocational-technical instructors were asked to identify common 

academic skills, such as communication, math, and employability skills.  
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During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district ensured horizontal 

articulation through the development, and subsequent use, of curriculum guides.  Principals and 

administrators explained that before they had curriculum guides, it was much harder to monitor 

this. Department heads explained that they now expected teachers to cover certain topics at 

certain times of the year, as mapped out in the relevant curriculum guide and then monitored 

during classroom visits and in reviews of plan books.  In vocational areas, one teacher typically 

served all students in a particular grade. Administrators explained that this, in combination with 

rigid competency lists, ensured that all students received a consistent classroom experience. 

Policy IGE, implemented in March 2004, required that all core academic subject areas have 

written curriculum guides aligned to the Massachusetts curriculum frame works.  A review of the 

curriculum guides provided to EQA revealed that this was in fact the case, and the guides 

contained extensive and explicit references to the frameworks throughout.  The vocational shop 

guides contained similar references to state and/or national standards.  The district even 

participated in a pilot program with the Department of Education (DOE) to develop standards for 

the Certificates of Occupational Proficiency.  Administrators felt that it was important to be 

involved right at the beginning of the process to ensure that their teachers had adequate 

preparation for the new standards that would be mandated in the future. 

4.6 Instructional time in each content area: 

a. meets state requirements at each level; and 

b. meets the educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student 

achievement data. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 

During the initial review period, the district met the state instructional time requirements at each 

grade level. The district met the hourly requirements for Chapter 74.  
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Administrators whom the team interviewed agreed that even with the increase in instructional 

time in academic areas, the district had much work yet to do to improve student achievement, 

particularly in math.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district met its instructional time 

requirement of 990 hours, and analysis of student schedules showed that students received in 

excess of 1038 hours of instruction per year, exceeding the state requirement by 48 hours. 

Department heads and administrators interviewed stated that they believed that the amount of 

instructional time was adequate.  They did not have any specific data to support this assertion; 

however, a review of the 2006 adequate yearly progress (AYP) information showed that all 

students in all subgroups had met their targets for both performance and improvement in both 

ELA and math. Also, in the vocational areas students were able to receive enough hours to 

satisfy their licensing requirements. 

During the onsite visit, the team observed 29 different classes, primarily in the areas of ELA, 

math, and science, each taught by different teachers.  Each classroom observation lasted a 

minimum of 20 minutes, and examiners used an observation checklist to track the presence or 

lack of particular phenomena. In all, the observations examined 26 different items, divided into 

five categories.  Additionally, the team collected general information for each observation, 

including the number of students in the class, the number of support staff present, and the 

number of computers available, as summarized below:  

General Information Average Number per Class: 
Total Number of Students 442 15.2 
Total Number of Paraprofessionals 5 0.2 
Total Number of Computers 113 3.9 
Total Number of Computers Available 94 3.2 
Average Number of Students per Available Computer 4.7 

Category Observed Not Observed Overall Score 
Classroom Management 112 4 97% 
Instructional Practice 195 65 75% 
Expectations 80 36 69% 
Student Activity and Behavior 114 59 66% 
Climate 69 18 79% 
TOTAL SCORE FOR ALL SECTIONS 570 182 76% 
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5.3 The district has allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to promote 

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, no evidence existed that the allocation of instructional time in 

core content areas had resulted in a level of proficiency for all students, as evidenced in the 

district’s low MCAS test scores. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district exceeded its instructional 

time requirement of 990 hours.  Analysis of student schedules showed that a student received in 

excess of 1000 hours of instruction per year, exceeding the state requirement. 

Department heads and administrators interviewed stated that they believed that the amount of 

instructional time in core content areas was adequate.  They did not have any specific data to 

support this assertion; however, a review of the 2006 AYP information showed that all students 

in all subgroups had met their targets for both performance and improvement in both ELA and 

math.  Also, in the vocational areas students were able to receive enough hours to satisfy their 

licensing requirements. 

58 



 

 

    
       
       

    
  

        
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Standard III: Assessment and Program Evaluation 
Ratings▼ Indicators► 1.1 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 3.2 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 2006  
Needs Improvement 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 
Poor 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 
Unsatisfactory 

III. Assessment and Program Evaluation 
The district and school leadership used student assessment results, local benchmarks, and other 

pertinent data to improve student achievement and  inform all aspects of its decision-making 

including: policy development and implementation, instructional programs, assessment practices, 

procedures, and supervision. 

Findings: 

• The school committee approved a formal assessment policy (ADA), and the district 

continued to improve in its analysis of student achievement data. 

• Assessments used by the district included the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), which the 

district administered to all grade 8 students in sending schools scheduled to attend Greater 

New Bedford Vocational Technical High School, with the results used not only for 

placement but also for admittance to a summer program. 

• During the 2004-2005 school year, the district gave final exams to the entire school.  While it 

was not a common examination, it was the first time the school had administered final 

examinations. 

• The district was working on developing benchmarks, and at the time of the EQA visit only 

benchmarks had been developed for the Algebra 1A course. 

• There were practices in place for the analysis of the MCAS results, but there was a greater 

focus on the aggregated rather than disaggregated data. 

• Not all teachers and administrators had training in the analysis of data even though this was a 

goal of the district’s five-year plan. 
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• The district’s rate of attainment of the competency determination improved from 96 percent 

in 2005 to 98 percent in 2006.  Curriculum documents were in place during the 2005-2006 

school year, and all content areas were linked to the state curriculum frameworks and 

teachers were expected to follow the district’s curriculum and assessment practices. 

Summary 
The school committee adopted an assessment policy (ADA) with a goal to “regularly assess 

student performance relative to state and local performance standards.”  The district did have 

practices for the evaluation of assessment results, including MCAS, on a regular basis.  The 

academic principal, who the superintendent appointed in the 2005-2006 school year, had been 

the data director and had established procedures for the regular analysis of data by teachers 

during departmental meetings.  In interviewees, the EQA team was told that the sharing of data 

with teachers was a “major change at all levels with staff taking ownership.”  The focus was still 

on aggregated rather than disaggregated data.  This focus had developed, according to 

interviewees, because in the past so many students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on 

the MCAS tests that disaggregation was not a priority.   

Another major change that occurred was the attitude of the vocational staff regarding the 

importance of the MCAS tests.  An administrator said that four years ago the shop teachers were 

not aware of the significance of the MCAS tests, and thus they did not feel it was relevant to 

them.  Now, he said, attitudes had changed. 

Assessments used by the district included the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), administered to 

all students in grade 8 in sending schools scheduled to attend Greater New Bedford Regional 

Vocational Technical High School. The district used the results not only for placement but also 

for attendance at summer school. During the 2005-2006 school year, final examinations were 

administered to the entire school, and each department was working toward developing common 

examinations.   

The only benchmarks that the district had developed were for the Algebra 1A course, but the 

EQA team learned that the district planned to develop other benchmarks in content areas.  The 

vocational school had course career guides with behavioral and performance assessment 

expectations that were developed by all vocational teachers. 
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The five-year plan stated that the district would train all administrators and teachers in the 

analysis of data. While it had offered several courses, the training for all staff had not yet 

occurred, but all those interviewed said that principals had emphasized the importance of data 

analysis in meetings with cluster coordinators and department heads. 

The competency determination attainment rate for students in 2005 was 96 percent, and in 2006 

it increased to 98 percent.  In interviews, all were aware of and working toward the 

superintendent's goal of 100 percent for the class of 2007.  During the past two years, all student 

subgroups had met adequate yearly progress (AYP) in both English language arts (ELA) and 

math. 

Department heads met on a regular basis during the 2003-2004 school year to determine what a 

curriculum format should look like.  The group developed a template that included objectives, 

standards, and scope and sequence.  The curriculum documents were in place and all content 

areas were aligned with the state frameworks.  Teachers were expected to follow the curriculum 

and the assessment practices contained therein. 

2004 Indicators 

1.1 The district has clear assessment policies and procedures that direct the regular evaluation 

of classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
At the time of the initial onsite review, a new assessment policy awaited school committee 

approval. Overall, the district lacked a comprehensive policy that could direct regular evaluation 

of classroom, school, district, and state assessment results.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the school committee's assessment 

policy (ADA) stated that it was district policy to “regularly assess student performance relative 

to state and local performance standards, and to review and improve curricula, instructional 

practices, and remedial progress based on those assessments.”  
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School assessment practices included administration of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) to 

all grade 8 students at the sending schools scheduled to attend Greater New Bedford Regional 

Vocational Technical High School as students in grade 9.  The district used the results not only 

for placement, but also for recommending students for a summer school program.   

During the 2005-2006 school year, the district scheduled final examinations for the whole 

school. Prior to that time, no final examinations were given to students.  Each teacher in a 

department developed a final examination, and in interviews the EQA team learned that each 

department was working toward developing a common examination. 

The math department developed a benchmark test for Algebra 1A students in January 2006 to 

determine students’ deficiencies.  At that time, the only benchmarks that existed were for 

Algebra 1A, but the district told the EQA team that the school plans to develop benchmarks in 

other content areas. The school implemented ELA “Strategies” classes for students who were 

reading below the grade 8 level, and used the STAR assessment program (Renaissance Learning) 

to determine student needs. 

When asked how teachers determined what their students knew, interviewees said that they 

gained this information through class work, homework, quizzes, and projects.  Further, that the 

school’s curriculum guides listed assessment practices.  An examination of these assessments 

ranged from simply quizzes to more comprehensive assessment strategies.  Interviewees did say 

that the district needed to do more work in assessment in the academic areas. 

The vocational program had course career guides with behavioral and performance assessment 

expectations that were developed by all vocational teachers.   

While the school had procedures for analyzing the MCAS data, there was a greater focus on the 

aggregated rather than the disaggregated data. Interviewees in the math and ELA content areas 

said that while disaggregated data were “looked at somewhat,” they were “a little behind in using 

it,” and that at this time only those teaching the integrated courses (in the vocational school) 

received the disaggregated data. The EQA team also learned that in the past the district did not 

prioritize analysis of disaggregated data since an “overwhelming” number of students were in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS tests.  
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1.4 Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a. curricula, 

b. instructional practices, 

c. supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d. professional development, and 

e. purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district conducted annual reviews and updates of the ELA 

curriculum, and the MCAS test data served as one minor element that it considered during this 

process. In 2003, the district began this practice for math along with the use of assessments to 

inform improvements to instructional practices, supplementary/remedial programs, or 

professional development.  

Curricula 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the use of data in developing 

curricula had increased in the last two years; however, it was still limited.  Curricular changes 

took place on an ongoing basis during the school year at departmental meetings and in the 

summer. Interviewees said that based on examining data, the district introduced the ELA and 

math strategies courses for students in grades 9 and 10 who needed extra support in ELA and 

math.  Based on the analysis of data, the district made Algebra 1A mandatory for all students and 

a prerequisite for Geometry, a course that is now offered at two levels.  Interviewees also said 

that based on the analysis of science assessment data, the science sequence has changed and 

science is now required for all four years.   

Instruction 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), technical teachers had access to 

technical journals in the library from which they assigned journal articles to students according 

to their reading level, and then tested them for mastery of what they read. 
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In interviews, the EQA team learned that examination of MCAS data led the district to determine 

that it needed to do more work to improve student performance on open-response questions. 

Department heads urged teachers to include more practice in this area.  

An administrator told the EQA team in an interview that the use of data to inform and/or modify 

classroom instruction did not appear to have a significant impact, as “teachers don’t know how to 

interpret and apply data,” and there was “little formal expectation to do so.”  

In order to improve students’ skills in the long composition on the MCAS test, the district 

showed movies of books from student assignments after school.  Technical teachers had access 

to technical journals in the library. Students in vocational classes were assigned to read journal 

articles from a leveled list in the school’s library, and then were tested regarding their mastery of 

what they read. 

Every new and special education student had an Individual Student Success Plan (ISSP) with 

specific student information available.  According to interviews, some teachers use the data to 

develop instructional strategies and “some do not.”   

Support Programs 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district made an effort to make 

math remediation efforts more effective by coordinating math courses with the regular math 

curriculum because of analyzing subgroup assessment data for special education students.  The 

district scheduled individualized study skills sessions for English language learner (ELL) 

students after school, as needed, and offered some training in sheltered immersion instructional 

strategies to regular education teachers. 

Professional Development 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), while in some cases the district used 

MCAS data to inform professional development, in general analysis of MCAS data was not part 

of the process of drafting the district’s annual professional development plan, according to 

school staff in interviews with the EQA team.  
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Purchasing and Provisioning 

The district offered no evidence and the examiners found none to show that the district had 

modified the previous practices and procedures for purchasing and provisioning to include an 

emphasis on improving student achievement during the reexamination period under review 

(2004-2006). In the budget process, staff had to justify all requested purchases in writing to the 

immediate supervisor prior to referral to a budget subcommittee, consisting of the 

superintendent, the two principals, the business manager, the plant facilities manager, and three 

members of the school committee.  This justification did not have to include student achievement 

assessment.  The teachers and other personnel responsible for initiating the purchase request had 

not had training in disaggregating the student data available.  The superintendent told examiners 

during interviews that administrators would come before the budget subcommittee and discuss 

student needs as justification for reallocating available monies.  There was no policy or formal 

procedure for the process of promoting student improvement through the purchasing methods.   

1.5 The district and each of its schools disseminate assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district did not routinely disseminate analyses of assessment 

data to its staff.  Administrators reported that the test data were available to teachers only if they 

asked for them.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the academic principal had served 

as the data director of the school before her appointment in 2005-2006, and because of her prior 

experience in this role, the principal believed she was well qualified to handle assessment data. 

Analysis of MCAS data began when the principal received them from the superintendent.  She 

then shared the data on a regular basis with department heads who, in turn, shared the 

information with teachers.   

According to interviewees, this sharing of data with teachers was a “major change at all levels 

with staff taking ownership.” Part of the process included the use of TestWiz to develop item 
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analyses for those students who were in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS tests. 

Another major change involved the attitude of the vocational school regarding the MCAS tests. 

An administrator said that four years ago the shop teachers were not aware of the significance of 

the MCAS tests, and thus they did not feel that they were relevant to them, nor did they feel 

directly involved.  “Now,” he said, “those attitudes have changed.”   

The district also made available assessment analyses to all teaching staff through on-line ISSPs 

for every new and special education student.  In the future, all students will have an ISSP, and 

district administrators hoped that teachers would access the information.  At this time, no formal 

process was in place other than department heads monitoring teacher use of data.  The 

administrator said, “Some used the data and some did not.” 

Interviewees did say that the district distributed disaggregated data by program to teachers in the 

vocational area.  

1.6 District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrate that they have the 

skills to use aggregate and individual test analyses to improve instructional programs and 

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, administrators revealed that there was not any formal training in 

assessment data analysis, and that any limited practices of analyzing test data were restricted to 

ELA and math. The district was not in the regular practice of looking at data disaggregated by 

student subgroup. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district's five-year plan stated 

that all administrators and teachers would be trained in the analysis of data.  Information 

received during interviews with school administrators showed that this had not occurred for all 

administrators and teachers.  The EQA team learned that there had been summer institutes for 

administrators and department heads, and that most of the department heads had attended the 

institutes. Additionally, the team learned that there had been two six-week courses in data 
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analysis offered in-house after school for teachers.  Approximately 20 teachers out of a teaching 

staff of 180 had attended these six-week courses.  The district also provided an in-service 

training in item analysis.  Some teachers offered conflicting evidence regarding teacher training. 

Some said, “Everyone has had general training,” and others said “all are not yet fully trained” 

and that it was “an on-going process.”  But all agreed that principals had emphasized the 

importance of data analysis in meetings with cluster coordinators and department heads. 

1.7 The district educates all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency Determination 

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 91 percent of the Greater New Bedford 

class of 2003 earned a Competency Determination (CD), compared to 95 percent of the 

statewide class of 2003. On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 79 percent of 

the Greater New Bedford class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination, compared to 89 

percent of the statewide class of 2004.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), 96 percent of Greater New Bedford 

students earned the Competency Determination in 2005, and the percentage increased to 98 

percent in 2006. Ninety-two percent of special education students earned the Competency 

Determination in 2005, and this increased to 97 percent in 2006. 

In interviews, all were aware and working toward the superintendent's goal of 100 percent for the 

class of 2007. 

1.8 Classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations for teachers and students are 

consistently linked with learning standards articulated in the state curriculum frameworks. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence 
During the initial review period, there was variation from department to department regarding 

expectations for linkage of assessment standards and practices to the state curriculum 

frameworks.  Overall, the district’s assessment standards did not align with the state curriculum 

frameworks.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), department heads met on a regular 

basis during the 2003-2004 school year to determine what a curriculum format should look like. 

The group developed a template that included objectives, standards, and scope and sequence. 

The curriculum documents were in place for one year, and all content areas aligned with the state 

curriculum frameworks.  Interviewees said that the administration expected teachers to follow 

the curriculum and the assessment practices.  A department head said that she had reviewed all 

final exams to determine alignment as well as quality.  She said, “some were better than others, 

but the majority were strong.”  An analysis of the Algebra 1A benchmark test presented to the 

EQA team showed each item’s alignment with the frameworks.  Questions for other math exams 

came from a bank of the MCAS test questions that teachers in the department had collected.  All 

subgroups that attended the school had met adequate yearly progress (AYP) in math and ELA for 

the past two years.  Interviewees gave several reasons for this success, including the fact that 

“math was low to begin with,” and the Accelerated Reading Program in ELA had provided the 

support necessary for the average grade 9 student to read 12 to 15 books per year instead of the 

usual three. Open-response questions were used schoolwide.  Vocational interviewees said the 

“whole school approach” was responsible for the success in attaining AYP. 

3.2 The results of the district’s program evaluation are analyzed and used to inform needed 

changes or modifications in the district’s programs and services that would most likely 

result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 

During the initial review period, the program advisory committees (for the vocational program) 

met two times per year, actively recommending necessary changes to improve achievement in 
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vocational areas.  The academic areas did not have this same kind of process; however, the ELA 

department reviewed its curriculum annually and made changes based on identified weaknesses. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the school committee’s policy on 

evaluation stated that it would “implement evaluation for all academic programs.”  Interviewees 

said that while there were no formal evaluation practices in place, there was a formal evaluation 

plan. Its components included a starting date of June 2006, when all teachers would participate 

in an annual review of curriculum guides for their departments.  The plan included a five-year 

goal for the revision of curriculum.  Administrators said that the district had only completed 

curricula a year ago, and that the formal implementation of the plan would take place during the 

coming year. 

The vocational program had a formal annual vocational technical program review.  It included a 

checklist for program review listing specific areas to be met by various members of the school. 

Documentation was also required, as were Perkins data indicators.  A rating was included, and 

the cluster coordinator was required to “justify the rating” as well as to write goals to improve 

performance on this standard.   
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Standard IV: Human Resource Management and Professional Development 
Ratings▼ Indicators► 3.1 3.4 3.5 3.6 7.2 7.3 7.4 7.5 7.7 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 2006 2006 
Needs Improvement 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 
Poor  2004 2004 2004 2004 
Unsatisfactory 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 

IV. Human Resource Management and Professional Development 
The district identified, attracted and recruited effective personnel, and structured its environment 

to support, develop, improve, promote and retain qualified and effective professional staff who 

were successful in advancing achievement for all students. 

Findings: 

Staff Evaluation 

• The district had conducted program evaluations in vocational-technical areas, but not in 

academic program areas.  It had created, but had not implemented, an evaluation template. 

The program evaluations were not used to hold staff accountable for student achievement or 

to inform the district’s professional development program. 

• The administrator evaluations did not comply with MGL Chapter 71, Section 38 in that 

district did not evaluate administrators every year.  The district used a mid-cycle measure of 

progress in alternate years which did not contain components of education reform or the five 

standards against which district administrators were to be evaluated. 

• The district had a “bonus incentive plan” directly linking compensation to administrator 

performance on five standards that included MCAS scores in English language arts (ELA), 

MCAS scores in mathematics, student attendance, positive placement rates, and student 

dropout rates. 

• The district did not have a history of timely evaluation of the superintendent until the school 

committee evaluated the current superintendent in July 2006.  The evaluation was 

informative, but only contained limited instructive commentary. 
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• Teacher evaluation procedures complied with the requirements of education reform, but the 

district did not complete them in a timely manner.  It had developed a new “Teacher 

Performance Evaluation Form” in 2005, for implementation in the 2005-2006 school year. 

• Principals’ evaluations were not tied to MCAS test results or the manner in which they 

assisted the superintendent in the implementation of the District Improvement Plan (DIP). 

While the “bonus incentive plan” linked compensation directly to student performance on 

MCAS and other factors, the long-standing practice had been to provide the same annual 

percentage increases to all administrators, which matched the annual percentage increases 

given to the district’s teachers. 

• The district did not consider MCAS data as part of the process of developing its annual 

Professional Development Plan at the time of reexamination.   

Professional Development and Mentoring  

• The district annually updated its Professional Development Plan and provided adequate 

funding to support it, in accordance with the timeline contained in the DIP.  The Professional 

Development Plan aligned with the 2004-2005 DIP, which included the District Curriculum 

Accommodation Plan (DCAP). 

• The professional development committee recognized the need to provide more structure in its 

approach to the annual review and development of the Professional Development Plan, and 

to develop and implement a professional development evaluation instrument.  Further, it 

recognized that personnel evaluation did not drive the creation of professional development 

offerings in other than an informal way, and that it needed to consider these data as well. 

• The district offered several courses related to curriculum development and curriculum 

frameworks, and by April 2005 the English, mathematics, science, and social studies 

departments developed 21 frameworks-based curriculum guides. 

• The 2004 DIP specified that the professional development committee annually include data 

analysis skills for staff and accommodations for diverse learning styles in its annual 

Professional Development Plan.  The district annually offered multiple courses in these 

topics, and planned to train all administrators down to the department head level in test item 

analysis using TestWiz in April 2007.   
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• The 2005 DIP charged the professional development committee with developing an annual 

plan that included and supported the district’s 10 five-year goals, and an action plan that 

identified nine specific tasks with accompanying deadlines for completion.   

• The district provided offerings for all tasks that required professional development by June 

2006 with the exception of test item analysis, for which it planned to provide at least one 

three-hour course in the use of TestWiz in April 2007.   

• Mentors in the district received no formal training; however the mentor coordinator was 

completing mentor training at UMASS Dartmouth and planned to use a “train-the-trainer” 

model in training new mentors. 

Summary 

Staff Evaluation 

In addressing identified areas of deficiency, the district had undertaken many initiatives since the 

first report including revision of personnel performance evaluation forms, and initiation of a 

“Bonus Incentive Plan” for all school staff that linked compensation directly to performance on 

five indicators: MCAS ELA scores, MCAS math scores, student attendance, positive placement, 

and student dropout rates. The district’s evaluation programs needed improvement in several 

areas. In the area of academic program evaluation, the district created the template for 

conducting those evaluations and needed to implement it in all academic areas.  The district had 

conducted more program evaluations in vocational-technical areas, largely through its program 

advisory councils, but had not conducted formal academic program evaluations.  The program 

evaluations were not used for staff accountability purposes or to inform the district’s professional 

development offerings. 

The personnel evaluation instruments, revised in October 2005, were not fully implemented at 

the time of the EQA reexamination.  Implementation of the mid-cycle evaluation instrument had 

placed the district in a non-compliance status with MGL Chapter 71, Section 38 relative to 

administrator evaluation.  Teacher evaluations complied with education reform requirements 

with the exception that they were not completed in a timely manner.  Personnel evaluations of 

both administrators and teachers contained limited instructive commentary. 
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Professional Development and Mentoring 

The district’s professional development program had adequate funding and did not use 

professional development funding for salaries, with the exception of the stipends for the mentor 

chairperson and district mentors.  Department heads informally evaluated the Professional 

Development Plan, which aligned with the District Improvement Plan (DIP) that included the 

District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP).  The district offered professional 

development in curriculum development, curriculum alignment, and accommodations for diverse 

learning styles. It planned training for all district administrators down to the department level for 

April 2007. It provided all the onsite professional development activities to staff at no cost. 

Teachers were reimbursed $186 for each three-credit course taken, and they could take more 

than one course in a given year. Additionally, all professional status teachers received a check 

for $170 in June of each year to defray the cost of any additional professional development 

activities in which teachers might have participated.  This was not considered a reimbursement.   

District personnel identified needed improvements in professional development as they 

introduced more structure to the professional development committee’s approach to the annual 

review and development of the Professional Development Plan, through the creation and 

implementation of a professional development evaluation instrument and the inclusion of 

personnel evaluation data in the development of the plan.   

The mentoring program had been in place in the district for eight years, and was made more 

formal with a policy adoption in 2004.  There was a one-day induction for new teachers at the 

start of the school year, which included meetings with mentors relative to curriculum; 

development of lesson plans; and development of the Individual Professional Development Plans 

(IPDPs). Teachers new to the district met monthly with the mentor coordinator. Mentors used a 

common mentor observation form that included a listing of professional standards such as: uses 

lesson plans; incorporates technology; has awareness of students with individual education plans; 

provides effective instruction; communicates high expectations; has good communications skills 

and good rapport with students; has good classroom management skills; has effective discipline 

skills; and meets professional responsibilities.  The form included space to indicate whether the 

standard had been met or was still in need of improvement.  The mentoring program did not have 

a mentor handbook, but the district planned to create one.  District mentors had not been trained, 
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but at the time of reexamination the mentor coordinator was completing mentor training at 

UMASS Dartmouth and planned to use a “train-the-trainer” model with the district mentors.    

2004 Indicators 

3.1 The district employs a system of:  

a. school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

b. program evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators and staff; and 

c. personnel evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and 

staff. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory   

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
Between 2000 and 2003, according to interviews with administrators, the district did not conduct 

any school evaluations.  Within the vocational-technical areas, program advisory committees 

(PACs) reviewed and evaluated the effectiveness of the programs.  These types of evaluations 

did not tie back to staff, and staff members were not held accountable.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district had initiated strategies 

toward addressing school, program, and personnel evaluation, as determined both through 

interviews with district administrators and staff and onsite document review.  In March 2004, the 

district adopted a series of 33 district goals, one of which was that it would employ a system of 

school, program, and personnel evaluation, focused on accountability and the improvement of 

student achievement.  The 2004 District Improvement Plan (DIP) included Action Step 4.4.1 that 

indicated the district would revise its personnel evaluation system to focus on accountability.  In 

the summer of 2004, the school committee approved a bonus incentive plan for all school staff 

that linked compensation directly to performance on five indicators:  MCAS ELA scores, MCAS 

math scores, student attendance, positive placement rates, and student dropout rates.  In the fall 

of 2005, the district conducted a follow-up self-study on the then-existing EQA standards and 

indicators. 
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In interviews with principals and a review of district documents, the EQA team found that while 

the district had not implemented a full school evaluation process, it had evaluated all of the 

occupational and the academic English and mathematics departments through an end-of-year 

report that correlated with the school goals. These evaluations did not focus on accountability 

for administrators and/or other staff.  In January 2005, the district’s leadership committee 

approved the “Annual Vocational Technical Program Review” document, drafted by the 

vocational-technical principal, for use in conducting annual reviews of all of the district’s career 

and technical education programs.  That same month, the leadership committee approved a 

similar document, drafted by the academic principal, for use in conducting annual reviews of the 

academic programs, including English language arts (ELA), mathematics, science, social studies, 

health/physical education, guidance, English language learners (ELL), and special education. 

Interviewees indicated that they perceived the district’s use of these two documents as serving as 

the combined school and program evaluations, along with other certifications.   

Since the time of the initial EQA review in 2004, the district’s vocational programs had earned 

additional certifications and recognitions.  Those included: HVAC-R service technician program 

certification through the National Center for Construction Education and Research (NCCER); 

recognition in January 2005 by the Home Builders Institute as a credentialed institution in 

teaching residential construction; certification of the curriculum for architectural drafting and 

electromechanical drafting in February 2005 by the American Design Drafting Association 

(ADDA); and national certification for the district’s culinary arts program from the American 

Culinary Federation (ACF) in July 2005.  

Interviewees indicated that the district’s curriculum committee initiated an effort in 2004 to 

determine a unified curriculum format that included objectives, standards, and scope and 

sequence throughout the academic curricula.  In so doing, it developed a template for use in 

evaluating program effectiveness.  With the curricula in place for one year, the committee 

created the review format for program evaluation and placed it on file.  EQA examiners received 

a copy of the “Plan for Annual Review of Curriculum (Academic)” that the district intended to 

implement in June 2006. Interviewees informed the EQA team that the English department used 

the evaluation review format informally in the 2005-2006 school year.   
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The components of the plan included annual review of curriculum guides; use of test item 

analysis to assist in the annual reviews; creation of a committee to review teacher commentary; 

implementation of a five-year curriculum review committee in each department; and 

participation by all academic teachers in annual review of curriculum guides for their 

departments (based upon a list of review areas that department heads had created).  The deadline 

for submission of the lists of changes was August 1, and the district planned to incorporate 

revisions to the curriculum guides by the following September.  The “Plan for Annual Review of 

Curriculum (Academic)” document further indicated that the curriculum committee would 

distribute the resultant plan annually to all teachers, and that evaluation of department heads 

would consider, in part, whether teachers in their departments carried out the plan.  Interviewees 

did indicate that, while this was the intended plan for the future, the district’s program evaluation 

practice at the time of district reexamination was still informal in nature.   

Through interviews and reviews of school evaluation instruments, as well as actual teacher and 

administrator evaluations, the EQA team learned that, while the district had implemented 

strategies to improve personnel evaluation procedures and practices with a focus on 

accountability for all school staff, its evaluation procedure for administrators did not comply 

with the requirements of MGL Chapter 71, Section 38, which prescribes that all administrators 

shall be evaluated every year.  While the teachers’ evaluation procedure complied with the 

requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, evidence showed that the district had 

continued to perform teacher evaluations in an untimely manner.  At the time of reexamination, 

the district did have a system structure that interviewees perceived as likely to result in both 

timely and meaningful personnel evaluations. 

During the reexamination period under review, the school established a program evaluation 

system for the occupational programs and the English and math programs, fulfilling one of the 

goals outlined in the District Improvement Plan. The system consisted of tracking attendance, 

progress in completion of curriculum, individual test results for students in the programs, and 

student placement at graduation for the occupational programs. 
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3.4 The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators complies with the requirements of the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district’s evaluation process for administrators complied 

with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act.  However, a review of files 

revealed that the district had not consistently evaluated administrators in a timely manner.  The 

superintendent said that until recently the school committee had not conducted his evaluation at 

all, despite his 20-year history as the superintendent at Greater New Bedford.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district’s evaluation procedure 

for administrators did not comply with the requirements of MGL Chapter 71, Section 38 that 

prescribes that all administrators shall be evaluated every year, as determined through interviews 

and in a review of the evaluations of all 17 of the district’s administrators.  The district had 

revised, on August 16, 2004, its administrator performance evaluation forms to append a “Mid-

Cycle Performance Evaluation Form” for the second year to the “Administrator Performance 

Evaluation Form.”  In the fall of 2005, the district had implemented the use of those instruments.  

The “Administrator Performance Evaluation Form” contained the components of education 

reform.  It was composed of five standards that included Educational Leadership, Budget 

Management, Personnel Management, Communications with Staff, Students, Parents and 

Community, and Professional Responsibilities.  The district used this instrument in conjunction 

with a two-year goal-setting process between the administrator and his/her immediate superior. 

Administrative interviewees indicated that while the district designed this instrument for use 

every other year, nothing precluded its use on an annual basis. 

The “Mid-Cycle Performance Evaluation Form” did not contain the same components of 

education reform, nor did it address the five standards against which district administrators were 

to be evaluated. Rather, the instrument contained a restatement of each of the two-year 

administrator’s goals, the administrator’s self-assessment on progress made toward attainment of 

each goal, and the administrator’s plans for completion and goal attainment.  The instrument 
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included space for the evaluator to provide written commentary on each of the administrator’s 

goals relative to the degree of progress attained at the point of review.  In interviews, district 

personnel gave their perception that the “Mid-Cycle Performance Evaluation Form” measured 

progress made on each administrator’s two-year goals.   

A review of the personnel files of all 16 of the district’s administrators serving under the 

superintendent indicated that 13 of 16 (81.25 percent) of administrative evaluations were timely 

and signed by both the administrator and his/her evaluator.  All of the administrative evaluations 

were somewhat informative, and 10 of 16 (62.5 percent) were instructive in that they provide 

some general and/or concrete suggestions to enhance growth or overall effectiveness.  All of the 

district’s administrators were certified for the positions that they held.  

To ensure adequate supervision, the administration provided department heads with time on a 

daily basis to make informal observations in classes within their respective departments.  It 

expected department heads to supervise those classrooms a minimum of eight times per quarter. 

Another form of administrative supervision was the monitoring of teacher lesson plans to ensure 

the correlation of instructional lessons to the frameworks.  The district’s non-professional status 

teachers were required to submit their plan books for review at the end of each instructional 

cycle (nine-day academic/vocational cycle).   

The school committee had not conducted an evaluation of the superintendent in a timely manner 

until it evaluated the current superintendent in July 2006.  This document was a summation of 

evaluations submitted by individual members of the school committee.  Both the superintendent 

and chairperson of the school committee had signed it.  The document was composed of two 

sections. The first was a numerical representation of six criteria on which the committee was 

asked to rank the superintendent.  The rankings were provided, tabulated, and averaged based on 

the six criteria including: Relationship with the School Committee, Instructional Leadership, 

Administration and Management, Staff and Personnel Relationships, Relationship with the 

Community, and Personal Qualities. Rankings were assigned values of “0” for needs 

improvement, “1” for meets expectations, and “2” for exceeds expectations.  The second section 

contained a narrative of the summation of general comments made by individual committee 

members on the superintendent’s performance, plus a summation of areas that the superintendent 
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was asked to focus on for improved performance in the future.  The annual performance 

evaluation of the superintendent for the 2005-2006 school year, while informative, contained few 

instructive suggestions for improved performance.  

3.5 The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers complies with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
A review of documentation and personnel files revealed that the district’s evaluation process for 

teachers during the initial review period complied with the requirements of the Massachusetts 

Education Reform Act. However, this review of files also revealed that the district had not 

consistently evaluated teachers in a timely manner. A random sample review of 20 percent of the 

teachers’ files found that only 94 percent of them had been evaluated according to the schedule 

required by Massachusetts state law. One administrator explained, “[we were] trying to create a 

system to ensure that evaluations [were] done in a timely manner.” 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the school’s evaluation document 

for teachers complied with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, but a 

review of 47 teacher evaluation documents did not indicate that teacher evaluations had been 

performed in a timely manner.  The district had adopted a policy on March 9, 2004 directing a 

district evaluation process for professional staff.  Policy GCO – Evaluation of Professional Staff 

included development and periodic review of procedures for making evaluations, interpretation 

of evaluation results in terms of the objectives of the instructional program, and application of 

those results to the planning of staff development and in-service training activities to improve 

instruction and increase teacher competence.  The policy also directed that the process include a 

self-evaluation, supervisor-initiated observations, and an analysis of student assessment data, and 

that all formal evaluations be written and discussed by the supervisor with the person being 

evaluated. The policy directed written evaluations to be specific in terms of strengths and 

weaknesses, and that improvement areas were to be clearly set forth with recommendations for 

improvement being made and reflected on in subsequent evaluations.  The policy further 
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authorized the superintendent to determine when to conduct the evaluations of both teachers and 

administrators.   

On October 31, 2005, the “Teacher Performance Evaluation Form” was revised and planned for 

implementation in the 2005-2006 school year.  The evaluation instrument had a format with four 

standards that included Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment, Effective Management of 

Classroom Environment, and Professional Responsibilities.  This instrument was used in 

conjunction with a 10-item self-evaluation questionnaire that was completed by the teacher and 

submitted to the evaluator at the time the evaluation was discussed.  Interviewees indicated that 

the district now evaluated teachers on a schedule that included two written evaluations per year 

by the coordinator or department head for teachers without professional status, and one written 

evaluation by the coordinator or department head every two years for teachers with professional 

teacher status. In an attempt to ensure adequate supervision, the district provided department 

heads with time on a daily basis to make informal observations in classes within their respective 

departments, according to interviewees.  They were required to supervise those classrooms at a 

minimum of eight times per quarter.  Also, department heads monitored teacher lesson plans to 

ensure correlation of planned instruction to the frameworks.  The district’s non-professional 

status teachers were required to submit their plan books for review at the end of each 

instructional cycle (nine-day academic/vocational cycle). 

Of 47 teacher evaluations that EQA examiners reviewed, 37 (78.7 percent) were timely, and 43 

(91.5 percent) had been signed by both parties.  Thirty-seven (78.7 percent) were informative 

and 29 (61.7 percent) were considered instructive, containing some general and some concrete 

suggestions to promote growth and improve overall effectiveness.  Forty-three (91.5 percent) of 

the teachers held appropriate certification for positions that they held, and four (8.5 percent) were 

employed under valid DOE waivers.  The district had eight teachers employed serving under 

DOE waivers. Those included two academic area teachers (English language learners) and six 

from the vocational-technical areas (two diesel technology, one information technology, one 

engineering technology, one carpentry, and one computer programming and software 

development). 
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3.6 In order to improve achievement for all students, the district uses disaggregated assessment 

scores to: 

b. set priorities for professional development; and ... 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, it was not a consistent practice within the district to use 

disaggregated student assessment results to inform educational operations.  While there was 

some limited evidence of disaggregated student test data in use in the vocational-technical areas, 

there was little or no usage in the academic areas. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district presented no evidence to 

show that it had used either aggregated or disaggregated student assessment results in setting 

priorities for professional development.  In interviews, district personnel indicated that in 

developing the district’s annual Professional Development Plan, they had not considered MCAS 

data as part of the process until the district had reviewed its goals in light of the review of MCAS 

data at the October 2006 in-service day.  Interviewees further indicated that it was the intent of 

the professional development committee to incorporate MCAS data into its discussions at its 

November 2006 meeting to determine inclusions into the district’s winter professional 

development brochure.  Interviewees gave their perception that a structure needed to be put into 

place that would include the incorporation of MCAS data into the professional development 

committee’s deliberations.  

7.2 The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a budget for 

professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 
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Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district updated its Professional Development Plan. 

According to the DOE data, the district’s professional development spending from its foundation 

budget was less than the state average.   

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district annually updated its 

Professional Development Plan and allocated funds for professional development from both 

budget and grant funding sources. 

The DIP Action Step 5.1.1 directed that the professional development committee annually update 

the district’s Professional Development Plan by October 15.  Interviewees said the funding was 

adequate, and noted that, with the exception of the stipends for the mentor chairperson 

($750/year) and for individual mentors ($300/year), no professional development budgetary 

funds were used for teacher salaries including district in-service days.  Professional development 

budgetary expenditures during the review period rose from $137,702 in FY 2004 to over 

$200,000 in FY 2005 and FY 2006. Additional funding for professional development was 

received by the district from the Title II-A Improving Teacher Quality grant; Carl D. Perkins 

allocation, Title I; Title II-D; Title IV-A; Title V; and special education grants.  

Teachers who took pre-approved college courses were reimbursed $186 per three-credit course 

toward their tuition. Interviewees indicated that many teachers completed more than one course. 

Additionally, interviewees reported that all onsite professional development courses were offered 

at no cost to the participants.  Further, teachers serving with professional teacher status were 

issued a check for $170 in June to help to cover the cost of any professional development 

activities in which they might have participated during the school year. 

7.3 The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following: 

a. analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup populations; 

b. evaluation results of programs and services; and 

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 
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EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, there was no evidence that indicated that professional 

development plans were informed by an analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by 

student subgroups. Department heads interviewed during the EQA review indicated that they 

were aware of this concern and were beginning to address it with their staff members. The 

department heads evaluated their programs informally at department meetings.  Other than the 

requirements of Title I, there was no significant focus on evaluation of ongoing services in the 

district. No evidence existed that evaluation drove professional development during the time 

under review. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the EQA team found no evidence in 

its review of 64 staff evaluations (including all administrators) that those evaluations were 

connected to the district’s professional development program.  The district did present evidence 

that it took steps toward improving the manner in which the district’s professional development 

program was to be informed.  Action Step 3.1.1 contained in the 2004 DIP directed that the 

district’s professional development committee be provided with student assessment data 

disaggregated by student subgroups, evaluation results of programs and services, and summaries 

of evaluations of professional staff and administrators.  Additionally, the professional 

development committee was to receive copies of the Perkins Local Plan, DIP, and DCAP.  The 

district had a two-tier professional development program.  The first tier included half-day in-

service activities (seven per year) under the direction of school administrators.  The 10-member 

professional development committee organized and scheduled the second tier itself. 

In interviews with school personnel, it was indicated that in October 2005 the 10-member 

committee had surveyed district faculty and staff seeking requests for professional development 

activities.  The district’s administrators informed the professional development committee of its 

requests for the inclusion of specific professional development activities in an informal manner. 

Program advisory committees (PACs) also provided recommendations for professional 

development.  Based upon the compilation of the survey results and administrative and PAC 
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requests, the professional development scheduling process for the 2005-2006 school year was 

initiated. Those interviewed further indicated that the MCAS data, both aggregated and 

disaggregated by student population subgroups, that had been forwarded to the professional 

development committee had been “inadvertently overlooked” in the professional development 

planning process, and did not inform the development of the plan.  Interviewees added that at the 

October 2006 district in-service day staff had reviewed the district’s goals in light of a review of 

MCAS data, and that the committee had scheduled to meet again in November 2006.  Then, one 

of the agenda items would be the incorporation of MCAS data in the determination of the winter 

professional development brochure.   

Committee members indicated that the district planned to include annually professional 

development offerings for data analysis skills, beginning with the 2006-2007 school year. 

Interviewees indicated that the district initiated the practice of producing professional 

development brochures in the 2006-2007 school year, and that the whole process of evaluating 

the program was still perceived as “developing.”  Under consideration was the development of a 

professional development evaluation instrument.  This would take the form of a post-

participation survey that the district had become aware of at a Massachusetts Association of 

Vocational Administrators (MAVA) conference.  The survey was projected for implementation 

in March 2007. Department heads continued to evaluate the professional development programs 

informally through discussions at departmental meetings, but the EQA team found no evidence 

that personnel evaluation data drove the creation of professional development offerings during 

the period under reexamination in other than what interviewees described as an informal manner.  

7.4 The district’s Professional Development programs include training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

involvement, and other skills required for the effective implementation of education reform. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 

A review of past professional development offerings indicated that the district included limited 

training on the state curriculum frameworks during the initial review period.  There was no 
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evidence that training in participatory decision-making and community/parental involvement 

was available to teachers. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district’s professional 

development programs included several courses related to curriculum development and the 

frameworks.  Interviewees said that beginning in spring 2004, the district created committees 

charged with designing, by August 2004, frameworks-based curriculum guides for all grade 9 

and 10 courses in the four core academic departments.  These committees met their goal by 

creating 21 curriculum guides.  This accomplished, the district’s leadership committee directed 

the English, mathematics, science and social studies departments to complete frameworks-based 

curriculum guides for all of their courses by April 2005.  Supporting this charge from the 

leadership committee, the district’s professional development program offered courses related to 

curriculum development and curriculum frameworks.  These included AC109 Aligning Social 

Studies Curriculum, VT303 Aligning Curriculum to DOE Standards, VT101 Standards-Based 

Cycle Plans, and VT102 Integrating Core Subject Standards.  The professional development 

offerings in the 2004-2005 school year also included courses in participatory decision-making as 

well as community and parental involvement.  Interviewees said that the district’s professional 

development program was still developing in a positive direction, and that a little more structure 

and the addition of an evaluation component would enhance it.  The professional development 

committee met on a monthly basis. 

7.5 The district’s Professional Development Plan and programs include: data analysis skills for 

staff, accommodations for diverse styles of learning, and are aligned with the District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
The District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) in place during the initial review period 

that was submitted for the EQA document review was a list of activities, rather than a useable 

plan. No evidence existed that training in data analysis skills was a significant part of 
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professional development. Since no usable instrument existed, data analysis and 

accommodations for diverse learning styles could not align with a DCAP.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district worked to incorporate 

data analysis skills for staff and accommodations for diverse learning styles, and to align the 

district’s Professional Development Plan to the DCAP.  The 2004 DIP included direction and 

support to the professional development committee and required that the committee annually 

include the above-mentioned skills in its annual Professional Development Plan and course 

offerings. The DIP also indicated that the professional development committee would align the 

district’s Professional Development Plan and programs with the DCAP, and that support would 

include the professional development committee being provided with student assessment data 

disaggregated by student subgroups, evaluation results of programs and services, and summaries 

of evaluations of professional staff and administrators.   

In reviewing the district’s Professional Development Plan, the EQA team found that a course in 

data analysis skills for staff (AC203/VT203 Test Item Analysis) had been included and that 

professional development offerings were available on the district’s website.  Interviewees 

indicated that after the spring 2005 discussions of the district’s leadership committee, it was 

determined to make the Test Item Analysis course mandatory for all administrators and teachers, 

particularly newly hired teachers.  The interviews with professional development committee 

members indicated that few teachers and not all department heads had been trained in the use of 

TestWiz, and that training for all administrators down to the department head level was planned 

for as soon as April 2007. 

The district’s Professional Development Plan included several courses in accommodations for 

diverse learning styles. Those were AC101 Sheltered Instruction/ELL, Accelerated 

Reader/Accelerated Math Instruction, AC105 IEPs and Evaluation Sheets, AC106 School-Based 

Support Team, VT204 Multiple Learning Styles, and VT304 Reading in Technical Areas. 

Interviewees indicated and a review of district documents further supported that the Professional 

Development Plan fully aligned with the 2004-2005 DIP, which included the DCAP.   
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7.7 The district’s Professional Development Plan is implemented to address and sustain the 

goals identified in the District Improvement Plan and individual School Improvement 

Plans. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the District Improvement Plan had goals loosely related to 

professional development.  At the time of the site visit, a 2003 Professional Development Plan 

was made available to examiners, but this was for only one of the four years under examination. . 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the 2005 DIP indicated that the 

district’s professional development committee was charged with developing its annual plan that 

would include and support the district’s 10 five-year goals.   

Also included in the DIP was an action plan that specified nine specific tasks with accompanying 

deadlines for completion.  In interviews and through its document review, the EQA team learned 

that the district had successfully completed six tasks on time.  Those were: 1.) All core subject 

teachers would be certified in the content area that they teach by September 2005; 2.) 

Vocational-technical teachers would participate in state-sponsored professional development 

workshops related to the newly-developed COP frameworks by July 2005; 3.) The district would 

review assessment policies IK, IKA, IKAAA, and IKAB to ensure that they were sufficiently 

comprehensive to direct the district’s regular evaluation of classroom, school, district, and state 

assessment results by July 2005; 4.) The district would conduct a comprehensive self-study of its 

operations using EQA standards and indicators by November 2005; 5.) The completed self-study 

report would be provided to the leadership committee and used as the basis for future district 

improvement efforts by December 2005; and 6.) Special education and ELL teachers would be 

certified in the area that they taught or would satisfy DOE professional development 

requirements to hold their particular teaching position by September 2005.   

Interviewees said and a review of district personnel records verified that the district had on staff 

two ELL teachers, employed on valid DOE waivers. Both individuals had taken the appropriate 

certification examination and were awaiting their results.  The district had not allowed those 
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individuals to teach alone, but had assigned them to work with other properly certified teachers 

until they received their test results.    

Three remaining tasks had not been completed in accordance with the planned timeline: 1.) The 

district would develop a plan to distribute relevant MCAS data regularly to administrators and 

teachers by June 2005; 2.) The district would implement an evaluation instrument to review the 

effectiveness of all academic programs annually by July 2005; and 3.) All administrators would 

complete at least one three-hour course in Test Item Analysis by June 2006. 

With respect to the implementation of an evaluation instrument to annually review the 

effectiveness of all academic programs, interviewees indicated that the district had developed a 

template (Plan for Annual Review of Curriculum – Academic) to be utilized to evaluate program 

effectiveness, but that implementation, originally planned for June 2006, had not taken place. 

Interviewees indicated that the evaluation review format had been informally used by the English 

department beginning in the 2005-2006 school year, and that the district’s academic program 

evaluation practice at the time of district reexamination was still largely informal in nature. 

Professional development committee members said that, while the district’s Professional 

Development Plan included a course in Test Item Analysis for staff, and while the leadership 

committee had discussed making the Test Item Analysis course mandatory for all administrators 

and teaching personnel, still only a few teachers and not all department heads had been trained to 

use TestWiz for test item analysis.  They also said that training for all administrators down to the 

department head level was planned for as soon as April 2007. 
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Standard V: Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support 
Ratings▼ Indicators► A.2.3 A.2.4 A.2.5 A.3.7 C.8.1 C.8.3 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 2006 2006 2006 2006 
Needs Improvement  2006  2006 
Poor  2004  2004 2004 
Unsatisfactory 2004  2004  2004 

V. Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support 
The district provided quality programs for all students that were comprehensive, accessible and 

rigorous. Student academic support services and district discipline and behavior practices 

addressed the needs of all students. The district was effective in maintaining high rates of 

attendance for students and staff and retained the participation of students through graduation. 

Findings: 

• A formal, comprehensive District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) was developed 

and fully implemented during the reexamination period.   

• An increased number of specialized remedial programs and individualized support services 

were available to all students and student subgroups. 

• All English as a second language (ESL) student subgroups had achieved adequate yearly 

progress (AYP) during the reexamination period. 

• The district had greatly improved its methods for collecting and analyzing student attendance 

and participation data. Student absences, tardiness, dismissals, suspensions, and exclusions 

are now generated and analyzed by student subgroup. 

• The increasing use of data collection and analysis by building administrators and some 

departmental leaders had enabled the district to better identify student learning needs and 

deliver appropriate services in a more timely and effective manner. 

• District administrators reported that additional professional development training was still 

needed in order to provide all members of the faculty with the ability to collect and analyze 

student performance data and to use these data as an effective educational tool. 
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• The district made the improvement of student attendance one of its top five priorities during 

the reexamination period.  The district had taken a number of actions, including development 

of a stringent new attendance policy and introduction of a faculty bonus incentive plan, tied 

in part to student attendance. Student daily attendance rates improved from 92.5 percent in 

2002-2003 to 95.2 percent in 2005-2006. 

• The district had not initiated a comprehensive plan to analyze data on staff attendance and to 

evaluate its effects on student achievement. 

Summary 
During the reexamination period, the district took a number of steps to improve its methods for 

collecting and analyzing student attendance and participation data.  It created a new position, 

scheduling and reporting specialist, to prepare regular detailed reports that tracked student 

absences, tardiness, dismissals, suspensions, and exclusions.  The specialist generated and 

analyzed data by student subgroup and distributed the analysis to principals, department heads, 

guidance staff, and attendance officers. Some training in data collection was provided to faculty, 

but considerably more is still needed. 

The district made improved student attendance one of its top priorities and introduced a number 

of initiatives during the reexamination period.  The most significant of these were: 1.) 

development of a new attendance policy requiring students with more than nine days of absence 

to make up their days lost; 2.) creation of an attendance monitor program, matching teachers and 

other staff members with students with identified attendance problems; 3.) hiring an attendance 

officer to work directly with the school’s attendance coordinator; 4.) systematic tracking of 

disaggregated attendance data with weekly reports provided to administrators and key school 

staff; 5.) emphasizing the importance and value of regular attendance in all school literature and 

communication media; 6.) increased school outreach efforts to communicate with students with 

high absenteeism and their parents; and 7.) the school committee’s new bonus incentive plan that 

tied an additional one percent salary increase for all district faculty and staff to schoolwide 

performance on five key performance indicators, one of which is student attendance.  The 

positive effects of these efforts were reflected in the improvements noted in the district’s student 

attendance rates, which improved from 92.5 percent in 2003-2004 to 95.2 percent in 2005-2006.    
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During the reexamination period, the district developed plans to greatly expand its use of 

disaggregated assessment data to identify specific strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and 

instruction. It had subsequently begun to analyze data for a number of educational subgroups as 

part of program review and had taken several action steps.  These included: 1.) transfer of 

supervision/coordination of English as a second language (ESL) programs and services from 

special education to the language arts department; 2.) analysis of MCAS and Language 

Assessment Scales for Reading and Writing (LAS-R/W) scores of the ESL population; 3.) 

development of curriculum guides by the special education department for all its ESL courses; 

and 4.) making student handbook and all other important school documents and literature 

available in Portuguese and Spanish.  Although principals and other key staff had received 

training, most of those interviewed believed that considerable data analysis training was still 

needed for the faculty in general. 

Finally, the district developed and adopted a formal District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 

(DCAP). The district has incorporated the DCAP into the District Improvement Plan, which it 

distributed electronically to all faculty, staff, and administration, included in the employee 

handbook, posted on the district website, and made available in the superintendent’s office.  The 

DCAP provides specific and appropriate educational accommodations for all students to ensure 

their continued success at school. A review of selected DCAPs confirmed they were 

comprehensive four-year educational plans designed to provide flexible scheduling and 

individualized support services to meet identified academic needs. 

2004 Indicators 

2.3 The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts 

by student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a. analyzes these records;  

b. uses the analyses to improve participation and involvement of all students; and 

c. tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory   

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 
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Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district maintained detailed records for each student but did 

not conduct any general analyses of this information.  The district did not look at data 

disaggregated by student subgroup. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district took a number of steps to 

improve its methods for collecting and analyzing student attendance and participation data.  The 

District Progress Report (June 2006) indicated that a new position, scheduling and reporting 

specialist, was created to prepare detailed weekly reports for the attendance coordinator, 

attendance officer, and principals.  These reports tracked student absences, tardiness, dismissals, 

suspensions, and exclusions. The specialist generated and analyzed data by student subgroup 

and distributed the work to principals, department heads, and guidance counselors.  A review of 

documentation confirmed that the district data collected for the following subgroups: regular 

education, special education, limited English proficient, free/reduced lunch, African-American, 

Asian-Pacific, Hispanic, and White students.  Interviews with school administrators and teachers 

indicated that in-service training thus far offered had not provided the entire faculty with 

sufficient training to analyze and apply disaggregated data to adequately promote student 

attendance, participation, and educational opportunities.  Although no formal dropout recovery 

program was in place, interviews with principals and guidance staff indicated that strong efforts 

were made to discourage student withdrawals.  For example, two full-time at-risk counselors 

worked directly with that target population and their families.  Furthermore, the district tracked 

both students who had graduated as well as those who had withdrawn for a period of one year.  

2.4 The district actively encourages student attendance in conformity with their policies and 

expectations. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
Administrators and the district’s documentation revealed that the district encouraged students to 

attend school during the initial review period. However, for the years 2000-2002, student 

attendance figures averaged 92.25 percent, several points below the state average for that period. 
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During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district introduced several 

initiatives that resulted in student daily attendance rates improving to 95.2 percent for the 2005-

2006 school year. Interviews with principals and other key faculty identified the most significant 

of these changes as: 1.)development of a new attendance policy requiring students absent more 

than nine days to make up their days lost; 2.) creation of an attendance mentor program, 

matching teachers and staff with students identified with attendance problems; 3.) hiring an 

attendance officer to work directly with the attendance coordinator; 4.) systematic tracking of 

disaggregated attendance data with weekly reports provided to administrators and key staff 

members; 5.) emphasizing and reinforcing in all school communications, both print and 

electronic, that student attendance was the highest priority; 6.) increased outreach efforts by 

relevant school personnel to communicate and counsel students with high absenteeism and their 

parents; and 7.) the school committee’s bonus incentive plan that ties an additional one percent 

salary increase for all staff to schoolwide performance on five key performance indicators, one 

of which is the student attendance rate. 

2.5 The district collects and uses data on: 

a. student attendance and evaluates the effects of student attendance on performance and 

achievement, and 

b. staff attendance and evaluates the effects of staff attendance on staff performance and 

student achievement. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, it was not the practice of the district to use student or faculty 

attendance data to inform or evaluate their impact on student achievement. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district developed an 

improvement plan that declared its intention to collect and use disaggregated data on attendance 

to evaluate its effects on student academic achievement (particularly on MCAS scores), and to 

develop a system to collect and use data on staff attendance and evaluate its effects on staff 

performance and student achievement.  A review of documents verified that the district had 
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made greater efforts to collect relevant data and make it available to administration and faculty. 

In interviews, principals and staff members acknowledged that the actual use of disaggregated 

data had been limited primarily to special education and limited English proficient (LEP) 

students. Staff in other departments had not received adequate training in data analysis to use it 

as an effective educational tool. Furthermore, they indicated that although a new data-driven 

teacher performance evaluation instrument had been approved, a comprehensive plan to analyze 

data on staff attendance and evaluate its effects on staff performance and student achievement 

had not been developed. 

3.7 The district focuses on and improves educational outcomes, including English language 

proficiency for all English language learners (ELL) and: 

a. maintains clear, accurate, program and individual records of all English language 

learners; 

b. annually reviews disaggregated data from standardized tests, attendance, suspension, 

discipline, and dropout records; and 

c. uses data analyses to review programs and services to English language learners and 

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district administered the Massachusetts English Language 

Assessment-Oral (MELA-O), a bilingual language test, as well as the LAS-R/W to all ELL 

students.  The results from these tests were added to the students’ standard cumulative file.  It 

was not a district practice to review assessment data disaggregated by subgroup.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district developed plans to 

expand and improve its use of disaggregated assessment scores to identify specific strengths and 

weaknesses in curriculum and instruction.  According to the district’s 2006 progress report, data 

for a number of student subgroups, including LEP students, were analyzed as part of a 

comprehensive program review.  Interviews with principals and other members of the school’s 

94 



 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

leadership committee identified a number of action steps subsequently taken.  These included: 

1.) transfer of supervision/coordination of the ESL program and services from the special 

education to the English department; 2.) analysis of MCAS and LAS-R/W scores for the ESL 

population; 3.) development of curriculum guides by the special services department for all its 

ESL courses; and 4.) making the student handbook and all other important school materials and 

literature available in Portuguese and Spanish. Examiners were informed that two full-time ESL 

teachers, as well as bilingual academic aides and secretaries, provided support for students and 

their families.  Individualized study skills services were scheduled during the school day, as 

needed. Those interviewed indicated that the district had offered some after-school training to 

teach regular education faculty about sheltered immersion instructional strategies.  Although 

principals and some administrators and staff had received training, respondents believed that 

staff still needed more extensive and specialized professional development.  An examination of 

ESL student folders showed that educational records for each pupil were accurate and complete. 

Further, state assessment data indicated that the district had achieved AYP for all ESL subgroups 

for the past two years. 

8.1 The district has adopted and is implementing a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 

(DCAP), which may be a component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP), to assist 

principals in ensuring that all efforts have been made to meet students’ needs in regular 

education. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
A review of the documentation provided to the EQA indicated that there was no evidence of a 

fully-developed District Curriculum and Accommodation Plan (DCAP) in the district during the 

initial review period. Embedded in the District Improvement Plan (DIP) was a listing of services 

provided to students to meet their needs in regular education.   

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district developed and adopted a 

formal DCAP.  A review of the plan verified that its components were fully consistent with state 

guidelines and statutes. The 2006 progress report stated that the district had incorporated its new 
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DCAP into the District Improvement Plan, and had distributed the new document electronically 

to all faculty, staff, and administration.  The DCAP was included in the employee handbook, 

posted on the district’s website, and made available in the superintendent’s office.  Interviews 

with building administrators and staff indicated that the DCAP provided specific and appropriate 

educational accommodations for all students to ensure their continued success in school.  A 

review of selected documents confirmed the DCAPs were comprehensive four-year educational 

plans designed to provide flexible scheduling and individualized support services to meet the 

identified academic needs of students.  

8.3 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere 

with learning; 

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and 

d. assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them 

analyze and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
Although there was no DCAP for the initial period under review, following a review of the 

students’ performance on the STAR assessment the student would have been placed at the 

appropriate reading level. Provisioning services to address students whose disabilities might 

have interfered with their learning was coordinated through the guidance office.  A school 

support team met regularly to assist teachers with students’ behavior issues that might have 

affected their learning. 

The district administrators reported that a mentoring program was in place, which paired first-

year teachers with teachers with professional status.  Parental involvement began at the start of 
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freshman orientation.  Some interviewees expressed concern that the professional development 

needed to be more specific to the various academic and trade departments. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district developed and adopted a 

comprehensive DCAP.  An examination of the new DCAP showed that it consisted of a number 

of components and strategies that the district believed would best meet student educational 

needs. These included: 1.) assistance to regular education teachers, such professional 

development that helped them to analyze and accommodate various student and student 

subgroup learning needs; 2.) support services that are available to students through the regular 

education programs, including students whose behavior may interfere with learning; 3.) direct 

and systematic instruction in reading for all students; 4.) encouragement of teacher mentoring 

and collaboration; and 5.) encouragement of parental involvement in their children’s education. 

Interviews with principals and other key staff indicated that a number of specialized programs 

and support services were available to students. Further, through the increased use of 

disaggregated data analysis, the district was better able to identify student learning needs and 

deliver those services in a more coordinated and systematic manner.   
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Standard VI: Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency 
Ratings▼ Indicators► 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total 

Excellent 9  9 2 
Satisfactory 9  9 n/a 9 9 9 9 9  9 8 
Needs Improvement 9  9 2 
Unsatisfactory 0 

Rather than reexamine the district only on those 2004 indicators on which the district was rated 

‘Poor’ or ‘Unsatisfactory,’ the EQA conducted a full examination of the district on Standard VI 

covering the period 2004-2006. 

VI. Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The district engaged in a participative, well-documented, and transparent budget process that 

used student achievement as a factor in the overall budget. The district acquired and used 

financial, physical, and competitive capital resources to provide for and sustain the advancement 

of achievement for all students enrolled in the district. The district regularly assessed the 

effectiveness and efficiency of its financial and capital assets and had the ability to meet 

reasonable changes and unanticipated events. 

Standard Rating: Satisfactory 

Findings: 

• The district based budget decisions not on student needs but on minimum net school 

spending. 

• Disaggregated student assessment data were not used in the allocation of resources. 

• The district’s preventative maintenance plan was worthy of replication. 

• Internal controls in the business office were adequate to ensure that procurement laws were 

followed and that payroll was followed correctly. 

• Written procedures for program evaluations were in place but not implemented.  An 

evaluations-based review process to determine the cost effectiveness of all programs, 

initiatives, and activities was not evident and did not have written procedures. 
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Summary 
The district’s budget was developed through an open participatory process. Budget documents 

were clear and comprehensive.  Accurate information was provided on all fund sources.  It was 

the practice of the district to budget the minimum net school spending amount. 

The budget did not allocate resources based upon the ongoing analysis of aggregated and 

disaggregated student achievement data.  The district had no formal evaluation-based review 

process to determine the cost effectiveness of its programs. 

The district developed an outstanding preventative maintenance program.  The district had a 

five-year capital plan and recently bonded $22 million for the construction of academic 

classrooms and selected renovation projects.  The district employed an outside consultant to 

review building needs over the next 20 years.  The district submitted all federal and state reports 

accurately and in a timely fashion, and single source audits for the period under review listed no 

audit exceptions. 

The school was secure and systems to ensure student safety were efficient and worthy of 

replication. 

2006 Indicators 

1. The district’s budget was developed through an open, participatory process, and the 

resulting document was clear, comprehensive, complete, current, and understandable. The 

budget also provided accurate information on all fund sources, as well as budgetary history 

and trends. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
Interviews with administrators and a review of documents indicated that the school budget 

process started with zero-based budgets. It was the position of the district during the period 

under review not to exceed the minimum net school spending dollar amounts.  The data 

collection process began in October when the advisory committee met with each teacher to 

discuss industry standards and resulting programmatic changes that were necessary to keep 

programs current.  Lead teachers and department heads then met with their respective staff to 
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discuss instructional supplies, staffing, equipment, etc.  All budget data moved forward to 

vocational coordinators and the academic and vocational principals.  In February, budget 

information then moved to the budget committee, comprised of the superintendent/director, 

business manager, the academic and vocational principals, and the facilities manager.  The 

finance subcommittee of the school committee met with the budget committee on a regular basis.  

The budget was not finalized until the legislature finalized Chapter 70 aid and the required 

minimum contribution.   

References to the utilization of student assessment data as a driving force in the construction of 

the school’s operating budget were not observed in budget documents and school committee 

policies. All parties stated that they developed the annual budget based upon perceived needs. 

The budget document used to present the FY 2007 budget was clear and included summary 

information and detailed line-item information. The Greater New Bedford Regional Vocational 

Technical High School FY07 Budget Summary presented total personnel expenditures and total 

operational budget by Department of Education function codes, and sub-account information by 

finance center. There was no narrative from the superintendent/director or school committee. 

The district did not utilize student assessment information when building or reducing the school 

budget. Although the district publicly posted meeting dates of the budget subcommittee, the 

subcommittee did not maintain minutes.  In addition, the administrative budget committee did 

not maintain its minutes.    

2. The budget was developed and resources were allocated based on the ongoing analysis of 

aggregate and disaggregated student assessment data to assure the budget’s effectiveness in 

supporting improved achievement for all student populations. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
Interviews and a review of the documents informed examiners that the district utilized 

aggregated data on a limited basis but lacked policies and procedures for utilizing disaggregated 

data to assure the budget’s effectiveness in supporting improved achievement for all student 

populations. There was little evidence that student achievement data were the driving force of 

budget decisions. According to the current administration, the school constructed its budget 
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based on its perception of needs, basing its budget decisions on the required minimum 

contribution of member districts.  Once this number was determined, the school committee and 

administration adjusted the budget to meet this figure. 

3. The district's budget and supplemental funding were adequate to provide for effective 

instructional practices and to provide for adequate operational resources.  The community 

annually provided sufficient financial resources to ensure educationally sound programs 

and facilities of quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy and level of local 

spending for education. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
Based on an analysis of the district’s End of Year Pupil and Financial Report for fiscal years 

2003 through 2005, the net school spending reported on Schedule 1 increased.  In FY 2003 the 

total instructional expenditures, function code 2000, including Chapter 70, totaled $14,640,123. 

In FY 2005, total instructional expenditures, including Chapter 70, totaled $14,871,947, an 

increase of $231,824 or 1.6 percent.  The total operational budget for the same period increased 

from $22,955,081 in FY 2003 to $24,921,472 in FY 2006 for an increase of $1,966,391 or 8.6 

percent. In FY 2003, fixed assets expenditures totaled $79,095.  In FY 2004, fixed assets 

expenditures were $32,456, and in FY 2005 expenditures for fixed assets were $15,001,437. 

This increase was due to a $22 million classroom construction and renovation project.  The 

district met net school spending requirements in fiscal years 2003 through 2007.  A review of the 

district’s financial documents indicates that the district had one revolving account for the food 

service program.  All other revenue was placed into a supply account for that department.  On 

June 30 of that fiscal year, all accounts were zeroed out with any remaining balances transferred 

to the excess and deficiency (E&D) account. The statutory requirement for E&D funds is five 

percent of the total operational budget, or $1.4 million.  At the close of FY 2006, the district had 

an E&D balance of $3.2 million.  The district was in the process of meeting with town officials 

to work out details for the return of $800,000. 

Circuit breaker and Medicare funds were minimal or non-existent for the period under review. 

In FY 2006 the total local assessment to the member districts was, excluding Chapter 70, 
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$5,506,735, or 21.1 percent of the total district budget.  In FY 2006 New Bedford’s share of the 

district budget including Chapter 70 was $20,061,785 or 80.5 percent, Fairhaven’s share 

including Chapter 70 was $2,791,205 or 11.2 percent, and Dartmouth’s share including Chapter 

70 was $2,068,482 or 8.3 percent. 

4. The district, as part of its budget development, implemented an evaluation-based review 

process to determine the cost effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

This process was based, in part, on student performance data and needs.  

Rating: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
Administrators interviewed stated that there was no official evaluation review process to 

determine the cost effectiveness of the district’s programs and activities.  Interviewees indicated 

that there were informal evaluation procedures involving advisory councils, student placement 

records, and operational costs that assessed the overall efficiency and effectiveness of academic 

and technical programs.  As a result, due to declining enrollments and the lack of job 

opportunities, the school transformed its four-year painting and decorating program into a two-

year residential remodeling and design program and the four-year printing program was 

eliminated, with elements of it being incorporated within the new four-year media technology 

program.  Practices were in place to reduce the energy budget by $10,000 to $15,000 monthly. 

Utilizing a $2.7 million bond, the school district installed School Dude, a software program that 

tracks all maintenance issues.  The school has replaced all windows, reduced three high-pressure 

boilers to one, and installed a new roof. 

The district did not charge a user fee for any activity nor did it charge admission for any event. 

EQA examiners found that the district developed a curriculum review process in 2006.  In 

practice, an evaluation review process based on cost and student performance data for the 

academic subjects was lacking.  Administrators indicated that the district did not perform any 

independent external evaluations of the Title I program, special education program, after-school 

programs, and summer programs.  The New England Association of Schools and Colleges 

(NEASC) and the Department of Education (DOE) conducted external evaluations for Title I and 

special education. 
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5. The district and community had appropriate written agreements and memoranda related to 

603 CMR 10.0 that detailed the manner for calculating and the amounts to be used in 

calculating indirect charges levied on the school district budget by the community.  

Rating: N/A 

Evidence 
The Greater New Bedford Regional Vocational Technical High School was not required to have 

a written agreement in accordance with 603 CMR 10.0. 

6. The combination of Chapter 70 Aid and local revenues, considering justified indirect 

charges, met or exceeded the Net School Spending (NSS) requirements of the education 

reform formula for the period under examination. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
The combination of Chapter 70 aid and the assessments paid by the member communities met or 

exceeded the net school spending requirement each year under review.  In FY 2004, the required 

net school spending was $19,612,319; the actual net school spending was $20,669,564, 

exceeding the requirement by $1,057,245 or 5.4 percent.  In FY 2005, the required net school 

spending was $20,549,989; the actual net school spending was $21,713,273, exceeding the 

requirement by $1,163,284 or 5.7 percent.  In FY 2006, the required net school spending was 

$22,846,543; the actual net school spending was $23,329,237, exceeding the requirement by 

$482,694 or 2.2 percent. 

7. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school 

committee, appropriate administrators and staff, and the public. In addition, required local, 

state, and federal financial reports, and statements were accurate and filed on time. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
The school committee received monthly reports from the financial office.  In this report, the 

business manager provided detailed information when requested.  In addition, the district had a 

policy requiring school committee authorization to transfer $10,000 or more.  Also, the 

committee was notified of potential issues and areas of concern.  No formal treasurer’s report 
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was submitted.  It was stated in interviews that the treasurer spent the winter in Florida.  The 

EQA team learned through interviews and a review of the district’s organizational chart that the 

treasurer did not report to the school committee, but reported to the business manager.  A review 

of federal and state grant reports indicated that the superintendent/director signed all grants. 

Administrators with budget authority were able to monitor expenditures and line item balances 

on-line from their offices. Based upon reviews by independent auditors of the End of Year Pupil 

and Financial Report Agreed Upon Procedures Review, the district reported accurate information 

each year under review.  All other reports were accurate and timely.  The single audits were 

clean with no findings and no questioned costs. 

8. The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated the district-level financial 

information of each school and program, and the district used forecast mechanisms and 

control procedures to ensure that spending was within fiscal budget limits. District 

administrators were able to regularly and accurately track spending and other financial 

transactions. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
The district used MUNIS as its financial accounting system.  Administrators with budget 

authority had “read only” access to the system for account balances and other financial 

information.  They could not enter data.  Only the finance office could enter and delete financial 

data. The business manager was in charge of processing payroll.  The treasurer had signatory 

authority and only one signature was required.  The treasurer signed all payrolls and accounts 

payable. The business manager signed checks from the student activity and the scholarship 

accounts. The business manager forecasted cash flow needs and filed the required Department 

of Revenue (DOR) reports that detailed the cash on hand.  The district’s facilities manager 

utilized the energy management system provided by School Dude.  The business manager 

approved every purchase order and department heads and coordinators approved invoices. 

Approved invoices were then forwarded to the finance office for payment.   

A sample review of purchases and payrolls revealed that the district’s internal control system 

was adequate. The district kept a folder for each vendor.  A review of these folders revealed that 
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the appropriate documentation and process was used for bidding.  The bids reviewed were for 

computers, transportation, fuel, and cafeteria supplies.  Each bid had a designated bid number 

assigned, contracts were signed, and notification of a vote by the school committee was included. 

The awards were always the lowest quoted price.  A sample of random vendors revealed that the 

district used sound business practices for purchasing.  State approved vendors were used 

whenever applicable.  The internal system was adequate to ensure payroll was processed 

correctly. Each employee had a unique number assigned.  Deductions for state and federal taxes 

as well as retirement contributions were clearly identified.  Hourly employees had timesheets 

approved by their supervisors.  No discrepancies were found when comparing staff positions 

with payroll rosters. 

9. The district had a system in place to pursue, acquire, monitor, and coordinate all local, state, 

federal, and private competitive grants and monitored special revenue funds, revolving 

accounts, and the fees related to them to ensure that they were managed efficiently and used 

effectively for the purposes intended. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
The EQA examiners’ review of the DOE End of Year grant summary indicated that the district 

had a system to pursue and acquire competitive grants.  In FY 2004, the district received 

$1,604,990 in federal grants and $136,787 in state grants.  In FY 2005, the district received 

$1,459,369 in federal grants and $52,996 in state grants.  In FY 2006, the district received 

$1,717,242 in federal and state grants. 

Based on a review of the district’s single audit for each year under review, the district managed 

its grants efficiently and effectively.  There were no findings or questioned costs of a financial 

nature. 

Grant management in the district was through the department, coordinator, or principal.  They 

were segregated with respect to accounts and funds.  The district managed its special revenue 

accounts on the district’s financial accounting system. 
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10. The district had a system in place to ensure that state procurement laws were followed, that 

appropriate staff had MCPPO credentials, and that all assets and expenditures were 

monitored and tracked to insure efficient and maximum effective utilization.  The district 

also competitively procured independent financial auditing services at least every five 

years, shared the results of these audits, and consistently implemented their 

recommendations.  All procurement, tracking, monitoring systems, and external audits were 

accurate, current and timely.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
For the period under review, the district’s business manager was the chief procurement officer 

for the district. The business manager held certification but did not possess MCPPO credentials. 

School committee policy DJE Fiscal Management-Bidding Procedures stated that all purchases 

exceeding $10,000 must use competitive bidding.  All purchases from $5,000 to $9,999 will 

require a minimum of three quotations from vendors.  All purchases from $1,000 to $4,999 will 

require a minimum of three verbal quotations.  Purchases less than $1,000 will use best business 

practices. There will be no multiple bids for purchases in excess of $10,000. 

Administration can make fund balance transfers under $10,000.  Transfers over $10,000 require 

school committee approval.  Fixed assets over $5,000 were inventoried in accordance with 

GASB No. 34. 

The district’s auditor was Hodgson, Pratt, and Associates for 2004 and 2005.  According to the 

auditor, the district was financially sound and very well managed from a fiscal perspective. 

Examiners learned that in 2006 the district had employed a new auditing firm. 

11. The district had a formal preventative maintenance program to maximize and prolong the 

effective use of the district’s capital and major facility assets, to ensure that educational and 

program facilities were clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, and conducive to promoting 

student learning and achievement. 

Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence 
According to interviews, the administration held preventive maintenance to a high standard. 

EQA examiners, as they traveled throughout the school, did not observe any graffiti or any 

structure in disrepair. 

The school facility occupies 475,000 square feet of space, located on 45 acres of land.  The 

district employs 18 custodians, two grounds keepers, three maintenance employees, and one 

individual to maintain its card access system to manage security for 170 doors and outside gates 

and to track usage for adult education and child care programs. 

School Dude software provided a personalized schedule and monitored all facility operation 

issues from school and from off-site locations.  The school installed 90 high quality cameras to 

monitor the roof, the grounds, and selected areas within the school.  Professional development 

was provided annually and on an as needed basis.  Staff meetings were held every Wednesday. 

Energy consumption was tracked and the district was saving $10,000 to $15,000 monthly due to 

energy conservation efforts. Air quality was checked three or four times annually.  All ductwork 

was cleaned every five years.  Carpeting is being replaced with VCT.  Students and staff were 

hired for summer beautification projects. Last summer 40 rooms of ceiling tiles were replaced. 

12. The district had a long-term capital plan that clearly and accurately reflected the future 

capital development and improvement needs, including educational and program facilities 

of adequate size. The plan was reviewed and revised as needed with input from all 

appropriate stakeholders. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
The district had an extensive five-year school capital plan on file for the years 2007-2011.  In 

addition, the school commissioned a facilities study conducted by Drummey, Rosane, Anderson, 

Inc., dated November 2, 2006, totaling $20,661,870 to identify building needs in future years.   

Capital equipment was included in the budget requests of each department.  Approximately $1 

million or five percent of the budget was earmarked for capital projects.  Interviews with staff 
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and advisory board representatives indicated that each program received the capital equipment 

needed and supported by the district improvement and local improvement plans. 

During 2004, the school bonded a $22 million construction project for additional academic 

classrooms and for selected renovation projects. 

13. The schools were secure and had systems to ensure student safety. 

Rating: Excellent 

Evidence 
The superintendent/director disseminated a comprehensive safety plan to all staff.  Professional 

development regarding the implementation of the plan was conducted annually for all staff 

members and substitutes.  The fire and police departments reviewed plans each year.  Restraint 

training was provided to all teachers annually.   

The school was secure as evidenced by outside security personnel in the morning, afternoon, and 

evening. All students and staff entered through the main entrance.  Visitors reported to the main 

desk to sign in for escort to their destination.  All students and staff had picture identification 

cards. In addition, students wore lanyards that indicated their shop area.  The school utilized an 

electronic key system for doors and gates limiting access to authorized personnel.  Ninety high 

quality cameras monitored the grounds, the roof, and selected areas within the school.  Staff 

provided adequate supervision in the cafeteria, the corridors, parking areas, and throughout the 

school. The electronic key system also controlled access to the lavatories, identifying usage, 

date, time, room, etc. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index (PI) 
The proficiency index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 
regarding their performance on the MCAS tests. The proficiency index is a measure of the level 
of achievement a district, school, grade, or subgroup has made in relation to the ‘Proficient’ 
achievement level on the MCAS tests. There are four indices: the Average Proficiency Index 
(API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI), the Math Proficiency Index (MPI), 
and the Science and Technology/Engineering Index (SPI). The API currently is a weighted 
average of the EPI and MPI; the SPI will be included beginning in 2007, when passing the STE 
test becomes a graduation requirement. 

The proficiency index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test    x 0 = A 
Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test     x 25 = B 
Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test     x 50 = C 
Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test     x 75 = D 
Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 

The proficiency index equals the sum of A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Anywhere High School had the following results on the 2006 MCAS tests: 

12 percent of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12 percent x 0 = 0 
15 percent of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15 percent x 25 = 3.75 
21 percent of all students scored 220-228; therefore, 21 percent x 50 = 10.5 
34 percent of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34 percent x 75 = 25.5 
18 percent of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18 percent x 100 = 18.0 

The average proficiency index is calculated by adding: 0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

The average proficiency index (API) for the Anywhere High School would be 57.75. 

The EPI would use the same calculation using the ELA results for all students taking the ELA 
exam. The MPI would use the same calculation using the math results for all students taking the 
math exam. The SPI would use the same calculation using the STE results for all students taking 
the STE exam. 

The 100 point proficiency index is divided into six proficiency categories as follows: 90-100 is 
‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-
59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Chapter 70 Trends, FY 1997 – FY2006 
Required Net 

Required School Actual Net Dollars Percent 
Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Local Chapter 70 Pct Spending Pct School Pct Over/Under Over/ 
Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Contribution Aid Chg (NSS) Chg Spending Chg Requirement Under 

FY97 1,681 -1.0 15,205,462 2.3 1,841,615 12,054,803 7.8 13,896,418 7.5 14,566,119 10.0 669,701 4.8 
FY98 1,749 4.0 16,289,389 7.1 1,931,598 13,292,907 10.3 15,224,505 9.6 15,230,354 4.6 5,849 0.0 
FY99 1,759 0.6 16,912,628 3.8 1,784,098 14,030,539 5.5 15,814,637 3.9 15,930,120 4.6 115,483 0.7 
FY00 1,838 4.5 17,778,841 5.1 1,988,782 16,031,693 14.3 18,020,475 13.9 17,914,398 12.5 -106,077 -0.6 
FY01 1,857 1.0 18,313,248 3.0 2,448,319 18,113,788 13.0 20,562,107 14.1 20,114,472 12.3 -447,635 -2.2 
FY02 1,816 -2.2 18,598,837 1.6 2,985,022 18,294,926 1.0 21,279,948 3.5 20,635,040 2.6 -644,908 -3.0 
FY03 1,809 -0.4 19,154,030 3.0 3,283,779 18,294,926 0.0 21,578,705 1.4 21,459,516 4.0 -119,189 -0.6 
FY04 1,828 1.1 19,493,130 1.8 2,843,762 16,768,557 -8.3 19,612,319 -9.1 20,669,564 -3.7 1,057,245 5.4 
FY05 1,853 1.4 20,549,989 5.4 3,218,358 17,331,631 3.4 20,549,989 4.8 21,713,273 5.0 1,163,284 5.7 
FY06 1,901 2.6 22,363,849 8.8 4,239,109 18,124,740 4.6 22,363,849 8.8 22,846,543 5.2 482,694 2.2 

Dollars Per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation Chapter 70 
Aid as 

Foundation 
Budget 

Ch 70 
Aid Actual NSS 

Ch 
70 

Required 
NSS 

Actual 
NSS 

Percent of 
Actual NSS 

FY97 9,045 7,171 8,665 79.3 91.4 95.8 82.8 
FY98 9,314 7,600 8,708 81.6 93.5 93.5 87.3 
FY99 9,615 7,976 9,056 83.0 93.5 94.2 88.1 
FY00 9,673 8,722 9,747 90.2 101.4 100.8 89.5 
FY01 9,862 9,754 10,832  98.9 112.3 109.8 90.1 
FY02  10,242 10,074 11,363 98.4 114.4 110.9 88.7 
FY03  10,588 10,113 11,863 95.5 112.7 112.0 85.3 
FY04  10,664 9,173 11,307 86.0 100.6 106.0 81.1 
FY05  11,090 9,353 11,718 84.3 100.0 105.7 79.8 
FY06  11,764 9,534 12,018 81.0 100.0 102.2 79.3 

Foundation enrollment is reported in October of the prior fiscal year (e.g. FY06 enrollment = Oct 1, 2004 headcount). 
Foundation budget is the state's estimate of the minimum amount needed in each district to provide an adequate educational program. 
Required Net School Spending is the annual minimum that must be spent on schools, including carryovers from prior years. 
Net School Spending includes municipal indirect spending for schools but excludes capital expenditures and transportation. 
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