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Executive Summary 
The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) reexamined the Fall River Public 

Schools in December 2006. With an average proficiency index of 64 proficiency index (PI) 

points in 2006 (74 PI points in English language arts and 55 PI points in math), the district is 

considered a ‘Low’ 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 

one-third of Fall River’s students scored at or above the proficiency standard on the 2006 

administration of the MCAS tests. 

District Overview 
The coastal city of Fall River, located on the banks of the Taunton River in Bristol County in 

southeastern Massachusetts, originally developed as both a transportation center and an industrial 

seaport serving foreign trade.  Densely populated, the city is home to an ethnically diverse, 

working-class population. Many immigrant populations from Europe and Canada were attracted 

to Fall River to work in textile mills and other manufacturing and maritime trades.  Today the 

largest sources of employment are in manufacturing, followed by educational, health, and social 

services. The city has a Mayor-City Council form of municipal government.  

Fall River is a comparatively low-income community with a mobile population.  According to 

the Massachusetts Department of Revenue (DOR), the city had a median family income of 

$37,671 in 1999, compared to the statewide median family income of $63,706, ranking it 343 out 

of the 351 cities and towns in the commonwealth.  According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the city 

had a total population of 91,938 with a population of 17,442 school-age children, or 19 percent 

of the total.  Of the total households in Fall River, 32 percent were households with children 

under 18 years of age, 11 percent were unmarried female-headed households with children, and 

28 percent were households with individuals age 65 years or older.  Sixty-five percent of 

households in Fall River are renter-occupied, and 35 percent are owner-occupied. Eleven percent 

of the population age 25 years or older held a Bachelor’s degree or higher, compared to 33 

percent statewide.   

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

Public Schools had a total enrollment of 10,969.  The demographic composition in the district 
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was: 72.8 percent White, 12.4 percent Hispanic, 8.2 percent African-American, 4.7 percent 

Asian, 1.4 percent multi-race, non-Hispanic, and 0.5 percent Native American; 14.8 percent 

special education, 58.3 percent low income, 29.7 percent first language not English, and 6.2 

percent limited English proficient.  Approximately 87 percent of school-age children in Fall 

River attended public schools.  Although the district does not offer school choice, 28 students 

from other school districts attended Fall River.  A total of 1,787 students from Fall River 

attended other public school districts, including 1,023 students who attended Diman Regional 

Vocational Technical High School, 72 students who attended Bristol County Agricultural High 

School, and 647 students who attended charter schools. 

The district has 29 schools serving grades pre-kindergarten through 12, including 22 elementary 

schools serving grades pre-kindergarten through 5, five middle schools serving grades 6 through 

8, and two high schools serving grades 9 through 12. Fall River Public Schools’ administrative 

team consisted of a superintendent, an assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction, a 

chief information officer, an executive director of special education and student services, a chief 

financial officer, an executive director of human resources, and a director of facilities and 

operations. The district has an eight-member school committee.  

In FY 2005, Fall River’s per pupil expenditure, based on appropriations from all funds, was 

$10,652, compared to $10,626 statewide, ranking it 123 out of the 328 school districts reporting 

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

requirement in each year of the reexamination period.  From FY 2004 to FY 2006, net school 

spending increased from $99,003,448 to $108,940,464; Chapter 70 aid increased from 

$85,448,326 to $88,654,097; the required local contribution increased from $12,988,314 to 

$13,825,097; and the foundation enrollment decreased from 12,797 to 12,009.  Chapter 70 aid as 

a percentage of actual net school spending decreased from 86 to 81 percent over this period.  

From FY 2004 to FY 2006, 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 

decreased from 58 to 57 percent. 
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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 Fall River Public Schools in December 2003, and the district was 

subsequently placed in ‘Watch’ status.  The district was monitored by an EQA examiner, 

Michael Molongoski, and reexamined by a team of EQA examiners in December 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 prior examination. 

The Fall River school district has worked to improve those areas earlier identified as ‘Poor’ or 

‘Unsatisfactory’ in the EQA report issued in March 2004 resulting from its prior examination in 

December 2003.  The district has made progress in addressing many of these issues.  The 

challenge remains to improve the district’s MCAS scores, which have remained flat since the 

initial visit. Members of the district staff stated that during the past two years they have been 

working on instituting changes, and that they need more time for the impact of their changes to 

result in improved student achievement. 

A new superintendent took over in August 2005, and he and his administrative team, of which 

two have been in the district for less than three years, created a comprehensive District 

Improvement Plan as well as a format to develop the existing School Improvement Plans.  The 

district appointed a person to be in charge of its student assessment data in order to improve data 

analysis and thus improve student achievement. In interviews, the EQA team learned that this 
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was the first time that many of the staff had so much data to work with. Further, the district now 

has a completed curriculum that aligns with the state frameworks.  

The superintendent did not evaluate principals during this time, but school improvement teams 

visit each principal twice a year, and principals must present their plans to improve student 

achievement in their buildings.   

In visiting classrooms, the EQA team did not always find that teachers had high expectations for 

student achievement. The district and school staffs recognize that professional development is 

necessary in this area and are working to offer more.  

Student discipline, dropouts, and student and staff attendance at the high school are issues that 

require attention.  Almost 50 percent of students drop out sometime during their four years of 

high school. The new principal began his work at the high school in September 2005 and made 

changes that, according to interviewees, are resulting in significant improvements. 

The district continues to face the challenge of funding.  Many in the district refer to a “culture” 

in the community that does not recognize the importance of local funding.  At this time, 85 

percent of school funding comes from the state. 

The EQA Reexamination Process 
The Massachusetts Legislature created the Office of Educational Quality and Accountability in 

July 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 December 4-7, 2006, the EQA conducted an independent reexamination of the Fall River 

Public Schools 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, 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) 
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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 onsite visit. 

For the period under reexamination, 2004-2006, this report finds Fall River to be a ‘Low’ 

performing school district with an average proficiency index of 64 proficiency index (PI) points 

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

‘Very Low’ in math on the 2004-2006 MCAS tests.  Over this period, student performance 

declined by approximately one PI point in ELA and improved by approximately one PI point in 

math, which closed the district’s average proficiency gap by less than one 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, math, and STE, eligible students in Fall River participated at 

levels which met or exceeded the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

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

On average, approximately one-third of all students in Fall River attained proficiency on the 

2006 MCAS tests, much less than that statewide.  Slightly more than two-fifths of Fall River 

students attained proficiency in English language arts (ELA), and close to one-fourth of Fall 

River students attained proficiency in math and in science and technology/engineering (STE). 

• Fall River’s average proficiency index (API) on the MCAS tests in 2006 was 64 proficiency 

index (PI) points, 14 PI points less than that statewide.  Therefore, Fall River’s average 

proficiency gap, the difference between its API and the target of 100, in 2006 was 36 PI 

points.   

• In 2006, Fall River’s proficiency gap in ELA was 26 PI points, 12 PI points wider than the 

state’s average proficiency gap in ELA. This gap would require an average improvement in 



 

6 

performance of more than three PI points annually to achieve adequate yearly progress 

(AYP).  Fall River’s proficiency gap in math was 45 PI points in 2006, 17 PI points wider 

than the state’s average proficiency gap in math.  This gap would require an average 

improvement of nearly six PI points per year to achieve AYP.  Fall River’s proficiency gap 

in STE was 38 PI points, nine PI points wider than that statewide.   

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

Between 2003 and 2006, Fall River’s MCAS performance showed some improvement overall, in 

math, and in STE, and little improvement in ELA. 

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

percentage points between 2003 and 2006, although much of the gain was made between 

2003 and 2004.  The percentage of students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased by 

five percentage points.  The average proficiency gap in Fall River narrowed from 41 PI 

points in 2003 to 38 PI points in 2006.  This resulted in an improvement rate, or a closing of 

the proficiency gap, of seven percent. 

• Over the three-year period 2003-2006, Fall River showed little improvement in ELA 

performance, improving by less than one PI point for this period. This resulted in an 

improvement rate of 2.5 percent, a rate lower than that required to meet AYP. 

• Math performance in Fall River showed greater improvement during this period, improving 

by an average of almost two PI points annually. This resulted in an improvement rate of 11 

percent, also a rate lower than that required to meet AYP. 

• Between 2004 and 2006, Fall River showed some improvement in STE performance, 

improving by an average of more than two PI points per year for this two-year period.  This 

resulted in an improvement rate of 10 percent. 

Do MCAS test results vary among subgroups of students? 

MCAS performance in 2006 varied substantially among subgroups of Fall River students. Of the 

nine measurable subgroups in Fall River, the gap in performance between the highest- and 

lowest-performing subgroups was 25 PI points in ELA and 21 PI points in math (non low-

income students, students with disabilities, respectively).   
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• The proficiency gaps in Fall River 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 

these subgroups, approximately one-fourth 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, more than one-third 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, approximately one-third 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 Fall River, with the exception of students with disabilities, had 

improved performance in ELA between 2003 and 2006, although the pattern of change varied 

among subgroups.  The most improved subgroup in ELA was Hispanic students.   

• In math, all subgroups in Fall River showed improved performance between 2003 and 2006, 

and the gains were generally larger than those in ELA.  The most improved subgroup in math 

was also Hispanic students.   

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

widened from 27 PI points in 2003 to 30 PI points in 2006, and the performance gap between 

the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups in math widened from 19 PI points to 25 PI 

points over this period. 

Standard Summaries 

Leadership, Governance, and Communication 

The Fall River Public Schools experienced high administrative turnover at the central office level 

in the past three years.  In the 2006-2007 school year, the superintendent was in his second year, 

the assistant superintendent was in her third year, and the chief financial officer was completing 
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her first year of service.  The high school administrative team was in its first year, and the district 

had replaced two of the four middle school principals within the past two years.  The district 

recently created the position of director of human resources, after a twenty year absence, and 

appointed an individual who then resigned after a brief period; the position was vacant at the 

time of the reexamination.  The school committee had not evaluated the superintendent and had 

extended the timeline for the evaluation.   

At the time of the site visit, the district had eliminated four K-12 curriculum coordinator 

positions.  It was the objective of the superintendent to ensure that principals serve their schools 

as instructional leaders, assuming authority and responsibility for hiring, firing, and evaluating 

all personnel.  Although the superintendent had not evaluated principals in accordance with the 

pre-existing instrument during the 2005-2006 school year, he did establish a School 

Improvement Visiting Team to ensure annual evaluation on state assessment results.  This group 

of examiners consisted of four to six professionals (including the superintendent) who visited 

each school twice a year to determine their progress on the DIP and the SIPs and to ascertain 

improvement in student academic achievement.  They followed these visits with a constructive 

narrative, which delineated individual school performance. 

According to documentation, the district had a priority based, school committee endorsed 

District Improvement Plan (DIP) that encompassed the years 2004 to 2007.  Improved student 

achievement was a priority for the district.  In addition, the School Improvement Visiting Teams 

approved School Improvement Plans (SIPs) that aligned with the goals in the DIP. 

School committee policies were under development.  For the most part, they lacked adoption 

dates, there were no provisions for amendments or revisions, and there were no procedures for 

periodic review. 

The current superintendent, after analyzing existing district and school practices and programs, 

established goals that focused on educational needs and Massachusetts education reform.  Major 

areas identified for attention were student academic achievement, data analysis, curriculum, and 

instruction, evaluations of teachers and administrators, and community support for the Fall River 

Public Schools. 
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Curriculum and Instruction 

During the 2004 to 2006 period, Fall River developed a District Improvement Plan (DIP) 

containing five priority goals and appointed a manager to oversee and monitor each one.  In 

addition, each school during the review period completed the Performance Improvement 

Mapping (PIM) process, examined various aspects of achievement, identified root causes 

affecting poor performance in a subject area, established instructional change objectives, 

strategies and activities, and analyzed data to identify specific strengths and weaknesses in 

curriculum and instruction.  Half the schools in the district developed a School Improvement 

Plan (SIP) for 2004-2006, and the others began in 2005 to develop plans for 2005-2007.   

Each building followed a consistent template to produce its SIP that contained objectives and 

major strategies to address each root cause.  Faculty reviewed these at curriculum and PIM 

meetings in the buildings where the process was in place.  Each building engaged in the process 

had a PIM team in place to review and monitor the status of the PIM objectives and an 

instructional leadership team to support and implement strategies and goals in the SIP.  In some 

buildings, the leadership merged the curriculum and PIM teams to review data that affected the 

SIP and that would inform instruction.  While the DIP and SIPs listed goals that included 

addressing the special needs student subgroup, data analysis to determine strengths and 

weaknesses focused mainly on aggregate data.  In 2006, 85 percent of special needs students 

scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories on the MCAS tests.  

While the curriculum aligned with the Massachusetts curriculum frameworks, building 

leadership incorporated standards that data analysis revealed as needing strengthening or 

improvement in the SIP where there was a process for ongoing review and modification.  In each 

building, the PIM team and instructional leadership team would identify professional 

development needs.  If the needs were specific to a building, they would provide professional 

development on site.  If the need was districtwide, the district addressed it during professional 

development days. 

The district had implemented and was supporting promising emerging practices.  They assigned 

literacy and/or mathematics coaches to each building to play a part in the classroom, modeling 
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lessons and providing ongoing support.  The coaches met as a group on Fridays for their own 

professional development.  

Another emerging practice was Looking at Student Work (LASW).  The district chose America’s 

Choice as the literature program for the middle schools.  The program included a professional 

development component for teachers that described protocol for Looking at Student Work.  The 

practice had spread to other content areas in some buildings. 

The district increased instructional time for literacy and mathematics at the elementary and 

middle school levels and for at-risk students at the high school level.  Students spent 90 minutes 

on literacy and 60 minutes on mathematics daily at the elementary level.  In addition, if students 

were struggling, the three tier model provided an additional 30 minutes of reading per day and 

additional monitoring.  Ramp-Up classes at the middle and high schools added an extra class for 

students identified as needing additional support.  The high school had increased continuous 

class time with a five-period block schedule, but due to contract implications the school reverted 

to a seven-period day of fifty-minute classes. 

Teaching staff across the district embraced initiatives in varying degrees.  At some elementary 

schools, teachers had become proficient in using Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

Skills (DIBELS) and the Curriculum Based Management Maze (CBM), and began bringing 

complete analyses to faculty meetings and recommending strategies to address the data and 

monitor progress in grades 4 and 5.  Other elementary administrators reported that teacher 

conversations were much more about instruction, with more sharing of information and 

examining student performance in math.  Similar conversations began to occur at the middle 

schools.  The district had introduced and implemented many consistent protocols and practices 

across the district that in time would be embedded in its culture. 

Assessment and Program Evaluation 

During the 2004-2006 reexamination period, the district established clear policies and formal 

procedures for collecting and analyzing student achievement data to systematically monitor 

student performance, establish improvement goals, inform curriculum and instruction, and 

improve supplementary and support programs. 
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Leadership teams set student learning objectives and instructional change objectives from causal 

analysis of the MCAS test results and other student assessment data for the District Improvement 

Plan (DIP) and the School Improvement Plans (SIPs).  The district held principals accountable 

for the assessment of student achievement and analysis of student performance data.  School 

leaders used the SIPs to guide and monitor improved student achievement in the schools.  A 

district leadership team monitored the schools’ progress toward achieving improvement goals 

and evaluated the effectiveness of the schools’ plans. 

The district and its schools used analysis of student achievement data to effect changes in 

curriculum and instruction and academic support.  For example, as a result of improved 

achievement on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy (DIBELS) in pilot schools, the 

district planned for system-wide K-5 implementation of the three tier model of reading 

intervention in 2006-2007.  The district eliminated the “work-readiness” track at the high school, 

effective 2006-2007, because the courses did not provide students with the content, scope, and 

rigor to meet state academic performance standards.  To better meet the needs of those grade 6 

students entering middle school two years below grade level, the district instituted America’s 

Choice Ramp-Up program in mathematics and literacy.  Analysis of performance assessments 

revealed a group of elementary students needing more academic challenge and led the district to 

form two classrooms for talented and gifted children.  The district reviewed disaggregated data 

and recognized the achievement gap between its student subgroups and regular education 

students, but needed to build the capacity of its school leaders and teachers to do better causal 

analysis to refine specific interventions and goals.  

The district did not have a formal program evaluation policy but did engage in periodic review of 

some programs, such as pilots or grant-funded programs, and used results to make decisions 

about continuing, expanding, or eliminating practices and services.   

At the time of the reexamination, the district had not realized substantial improvement in student 

achievement and had not made adequate yearly progress (AYP) in 2005 and 2006.  However, the 

district did not fully implement several of its academic initiatives and programmatic changes 

based on analysis of student achievement data until the 2006-2007 school year.   
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Human Resource Management and Professional Development 

The district created a policy manual that was undated, but did not contain an adoption date or 

policy amendment dates, and that stakeholders described as being a work in progress.   

The district initiated a number of strategies to improve school, program and personnel evaluation 

and increased accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff. . Evaluations of district 

principals and central office administrators did not occur during the 2005-2006 school year.  

Rather than focusing on formal evaluation, the superintendent concentrated on implementing a 

system of supervision that included the school improvement visit practice.   

The administration did not conduct teacher evaluations in a timely manner during the 

reexamination period.  Evaluations reviewed ranged from limited to no suggestions of ways to 

promote professional growth or improve overall effectiveness.  In November 2006, the 

superintendent presented his proposal for a new teacher evaluation system to the school 

committee, which the district piloted on a voluntary basis, with full implementation pending 

negotiation with the Fall River Educator’s Association.  

The school committee did not evaluate the current superintendent by mutual agreement of both 

parties, deferring the 2005-2006 evaluation.  The current superintendent’s evaluation instrument 

referenced student achievement, but not the DIP and its relevant progress. 

While the district did not have a formalized procedure for program evaluation, it did review 

programs and instructional practices as part of the data analyses in the development and 

monitoring of the School Improvement Plans.   

Hiring practices continued to occur primarily at the building level, while recruitment efforts 

expanded to website postings and participation in recruitment fairs in the 2005-2006 school 

year.  The district conducted its own recruitment fair at the high school on March 8, 2006, in an 

attempt to attract teachers who were not residents of Fall River to seek employment in the 

district.  That event attracted some 600 candidates.  As a result of this fair, the district hired 

approximately 140 individuals, of whom 102 were not residents of Fall River.  The district 

scheduled another local recruitment fair for the 2006-2007 school year. 
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In 2004-2005, the district created a DIP and aligned it with the SIPs, embedding its professional 

development plan within the DIP.  The district updated its professional development plan 

annually, and provided adequate professional development funding.  The district’s program was 

informed by the district’s SIPs, which were developed based upon analyses of student 

achievement data and overall school performance.  

Despite the absence of a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), schools within the 

district utilized a multi-step curriculum accommodation process, and made every attempt to 

improve the achievement of students through regular education initiatives prior to considering a 

special education pre-referral.  

Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support 

Improving student attendance rates was one of the five priority goals of the new District 

Improvement Plan.  The district formed a vertical team, composed of both central office and 

building administrators, to address the attendance issue on a system-wide basis.  School 

Improvement Plans throughout the district also included the reduction of student absenteeism as 

one of their primary goals.  A number of age-appropriate changes and improvements in 

attendance policies, procedures, practices, and incentives were put into place at all grade levels.  

A new computerized data collection and analysis system supported these efforts and enabled 

district and building administrators as well as school personnel to access disaggregated data 

needed to improve student performance.  In response to these efforts, daily attendance rates, 

although still approximately four percent below state levels, have begun to inch upward at both 

the elementary and middle school levels. Yet, at the same time, student attendance at Durfee 

High School failed to improve, declining slightly from 87.2 percent to 86.8 percent during the 

reexamination period.  This pattern was also true of the high school’s dropout rate, which 

climbed to 10.7 percent in 2006, almost three times the state average. 

The district also focused its attention on improving faculty attendance rates.  The School 

Improvement Plans stressed the importance of establishing more effective staff attendance 

policies and practices.  The superintendent’s office monitored faculty attendance and held school 

principals to increased levels of both expectation and accountability for improving the attendance 

of both teachers and students in their buildings.  Principals reported that the regular use of 
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attendance data available to them helped them to respond proactively to problematic attendance 

issues.  The EQA team’s review of attendance data for the first term of the 2006-2007 school 

year revealed continued improvements in faculty attendance patterns.  Administrators said in 

interviews that while they were encouraged, they also acknowledged that they still needed 

substantial additional progress to achieve their objective.  District data indicate that the system-

wide staff average of 17.7 days of absence per year in 2003-2004 declined to 15.7 days for the 

2005-2006 school year. 

The district took a number of steps to improve the manner in which it collected and used data.  

The assistant superintendent and three district administrators acted as “priority managers” and 

established a district planning/performance team to collect and analyze student data.  The team’s 

work supported and expanded the role of the district’s new high capacity web-based 

management system and the role of the district’s assessment director.  Their efforts to correlate 

student and teacher attendance data and evaluate their effect on staff performance and student 

achievement were primarily school based and relatively informal.  The DIP and SIPs 

acknowledged the need to continue to train principals and other key personnel to serve as data 

resource teams; to provide computers, software, and data to each team; and to provide 

documentation templates to use on a districtwide basis.   

The district improved its capacity to raise the achievement of its at-risk students.  The district 

designed a remedial math and language arts program for grade 6 and grade 9 students who were 

more than two years behind grade level.  Each school principal maintained an Individual Student 

Success Plan (ISSP) for each student in grades 3-10 who scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or 

‘Needs Improvement’ category on the MCAS tests. 

Although the district lacked a current District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), 

schools in the district utilized a multi-step curriculum accommodation process.  This enabled 

teachers to identify and implement strategies within the regular education program to meet the 

varied learning styles of their students in an attempt to improve their achievement prior to 

considering a special education pre-referral. 

The issue of student transitions from elementary school to middle school and from middle school 

to high school had begun to receive some attention during the reexamination period.  The district 
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began efforts to make the transition experience more positive and efficient for both students and 

their parents.  Interviews with central office and building administrators revealed that transition 

activities were the responsibility of individual schools, and that the absence of any clear, 

uniform, districtwide policies and procedures resulted in widely differing practices among 

schools at both elementary and middle school levels. 

Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency 

The EQA examiners conducted a full examination on Standard VI and gave the Fall River Public 

Schools an overall rating of ‘Needs Improvement’ on this standard. They rated the district as 

‘Satisfactory’ on three and ‘Needs Improvement’ on 10 of the thirteen performance indicators in 

this standard. 

The Fall River Public Schools had an open and participatory budget development process in 

which the school district administration had no parameters or restrictions regarding the budget 

requests from school building administrators.  The schools built their respective budgets to 

address the goals in their School Improvement Plans.  Although the budget was built based on 

needs determined by the district administration, availability of funds ultimately determined the 

budget.  The district exceeded state net school spending (NSS) requirements for each year of the 

reexamination period, but inadequate resources continued to be an issue in the areas of materials, 

supplies, and technology.  The consideration of student achievement data and analyses of the 

cost effectiveness of some programs were components of the budget development process.   

The fiscal year 2006 budget information was inaccurate and led to a projected fiscal year 2006 

budget deficit of between $2.9 million and $4 million.  City officials and the city’s independent 

auditor stated that the reasons for the projected deficit were inaccurate personnel included in the 

budget document and higher than projected utilities expenses.  The city assisted the district in 

addressing this issue.  Administrators cited examples of programs reduced or not offered due to 

lack of funding, such as after-school programs at all schools, intramurals, summer programs, and 

new technology initiatives.   

Financial controls were in place to ensure district personnel followed procurement laws.  There 

was disagreement between the city and the district regarding the levels of approval needed for 

purchasing goods and services; however both sides agreed to review the process.  The accuracy 
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of financial reports was an issue in the district, as evidenced by the projected fiscal year 2006 

deficit, and the independent auditor’s review of the End of Year Pupil and Financial Report cited 

the district for not having an accurate methodology for recording student and financial data.  The 

city’s independent annual audits cited the school department for several issues regarding the 

management of grants, and the business administration had developed detailed action plans to 

address grants management.  For example, the school department was cited for “not adequately 

monitoring the budget established for certain grants and directly charging the expenditures,” and 

it “does not obtain sufficient documentation for the work performed by employees who are 

receiving stipends.” 

The district facilities varied in condition.  The district and city had construction and renovation 

projects underway during the site visit, although the district did not have a long-term capital 

plan.  All officials agreed that facility and capital planning needed to be addressed.  The district 

had a crisis plan policy, and EQA examiners found school buildings to be secure. 
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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 Fall River 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 Fall River; 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 entities.  

When the performance gap narrows over time, equity increases; when it widens over time, equity 

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

Findings: 

• On average, approximately one-third of all students in Fall River attained proficiency on the 

2006 MCAS tests, much less than that statewide.  Slightly more than two-fifths of Fall River 

students attained proficiency in English language arts (ELA), and close to one-fourth of Fall 

River students attained proficiency in math and in science and technology/engineering (STE). 

• Fall River’s average proficiency index (API) on the MCAS tests in 2006 was 64 proficiency 

index (PI) points, 14 PI points less than that statewide.  Therefore, Fall River’s average 

proficiency gap, the difference between its API and the target of 100, in 2006 was 36 PI 

points.   

• In 2006, Fall River’s proficiency gap in ELA was 26 PI points, 12 PI points wider than the 

state’s average proficiency gap in ELA. This gap would require an average improvement in 

performance of more than three PI points annually to achieve adequate yearly progress 

(AYP).  Fall River’s proficiency gap in math was 45 PI points in 2006, 17 PI points wider 

than the state’s average proficiency gap in math.  This gap would require an average 

improvement of nearly six PI points per year to achieve AYP.  Fall River’s proficiency gap 

in STE was 38 PI points, nine PI points wider than that statewide.   
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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 Fall River 
  Advanced 15 4 
  Proficient 41 28 
  Needs Improvement 31 42 
  Warning/Failing 14 26 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 56 32 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 78.3 64.3 

 
In 2006, 32 percent of Fall River students attained proficiency on the MCAS tests overall, 24 percentage 
points less than that statewide.  Twenty-six percent of Fall River students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 
category, 12 percentage points greater than that statewide.  Fall River’s average proficiency index (API) 
on the MCAS tests in 2006 was 64 proficiency index (PI) points, 14 PI points lower than that statewide.  
Fall River’s average proficiency gap in 2006 was 36 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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  Advanced 13 4 17 5 10 3 
  Proficient 51 38 30 17 31 22 
  Needs Improvement 29 45 33 39 42 50 
  Warning/Failing 7 13 20 39 17 25 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 64 42 47 22 41 25 
Proficiency Index (PI) 84.3 73.9 72.3 54.7 71.4 61.7  

In 2006, achievement in English language arts (ELA), math, and science and technology/engineering 
(STE) was lower in Fall River than statewide.  In Fall River, 42 percent of students attained proficiency in 
ELA, compared to 64 percent statewide; 22 percent attained proficiency in math, compared to 47 percent 
statewide; and 25 percent attained proficiency in STE, compared to 41 percent statewide. 

Fall River students had stronger performance on the 2006 MCAS tests in ELA than in math and STE.  
The proficiency index for Fall River students in ELA was 74 PI points; in math it was 55 PI points; and in 
STE it was 62 PI points.  These compare to the statewide figures of 84, 72, and 71 PI points, respectively. 

The proficiency gap for Fall River students was 26 PI points in ELA, 45 PI points in math, and 38 PI 
points in STE.  These compare to the statewide figures of 16, 28, and 29 PI points, respectively.  Fall 
River’s proficiency gaps would require an average annual improvement of more than three PI points in 
ELA and nearly six PI points in math to meet AYP. 
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Figure/Table 3: Student MCAS English Language Arts (ELA) Test Performance, by 
Grade, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students 
at each performance level
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  Advanced 7 2 5 1 2 2 7 
  Proficient 33 32 37 36 39 49 41 
  Needs Improvement 48 52 48 49 46 36 34 
  Warning/Failing 12 14 10 14 13 13 19 

Percent Attaining Proficiency 40 34 42 37 41 51 48 
 
The percentage of Fall River students attaining proficiency in 2006 in ELA varied somewhat by grade 
level, ranging from a low of 34 percent of grade 4 students to a high of 51 percent of grade 8 students.   
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Figure/Table 4: Student MCAS Math Test Performance, by Grade, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level
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  Advanced 1 8 4 5 2 2 15 
  Proficient 24 17 19 18 13 11 18 
  Needs Improvement 42 55 42 33 37 32 31 
  Warning/Failing 33 20 36 44 49 54 36 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 25 25 23 23 15 13 33 

 
The percentage of Fall River students attaining proficiency in 2006 in math also varied somewhat by 
grade level, ranging from a low of 13 percent of grade 8 students to a high of 33 percent of grade 10 
students.   
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Figure/Table 5: Student MCAS Science and Technology/Engineering (STE) Test 
Performance, by Grade, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students 
at each performance level
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  Grade 5 Grade 8
  Advanced 6 1 
  Proficient 29 15 
  Needs Improvement 52 47 
  Warning/Failing 13 37 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 35 16 

 
In Fall River in 2006, 35 percent of grade 5 students attained proficiency in STE, and only 16 percent of 
grade 8 students did so. 
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Figure/Table 6: Student MCAS Proficiency Indices, by Grade and Subject, 2006 
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ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) 74.3 71.0 76.0 71.6 73.4 77.2 72.8 

Math Proficiency Index (MPI) 59.9 64.8 56.2 53.8 46.8 44.5 60.0 

STE Proficiency Index (SPI)   70.4   53.1  

 
By grade, Fall River’s ELA proficiency gap in 2006 ranged from a low of 23 PI points at grade 8 to a 
high of 29 PI points at grade 4.  Fall River’s math proficiency gap ranged from a low of 35 PI points at 
grade 4 to a high of 55 PI points at grade 8.  Fall River’s STE proficiency gap was 30 PI points at grade 5 
and 47 PI points at grade 8. 

Performance in ELA was stronger than performance in math at all tested grades, substantially so at most 
tested grade levels. 
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Figure/Table 7A-C: Student MCAS ELA Proficiency Index vs. Math Proficiency Index, by 
School, 2006 

A. Middle/High Schools 
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 ELA PI Math PI Number 
of Tests 

A Fall River 73.9 54.7 11,295  
B Edmond Talbot Middle 69 49.6 1,224  
C Fall River Alternative Middle 38.8 16.0 74  
D Henry Lord Middle 72.4 44.3 1,358  
E Matthew Kuss Middle 73.4 45.6 983  
F James Morton Middle 81.3 52.5 1,424  
G Durfee High School 73.2 60.2 1,256  
H Fall River Alternative High 33.3 30.0 11  

 
Among the five middle schools and the two high schools, Fall River’s ELA proficiency gap in 2006 
ranged from a low of 19 PI points at James Morton Middle School to a high of 67 PI points at the Fall 
River Alternative High School.  Fall River’s math proficiency gap ranged from a low of 40 PI points at 
Durfee High School to a high of 84 PI points at Fall River Alternative Middle School. 
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B.  Elementary Schools 
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 ELA PI Math PI Number of 
Tests 

A Fall River 73.9 54.7 11,295   
B A. S. Letourneau Elementary 79.5 61.2 168   
C Boys Club Alternative 37.5 33.3 29   
D Charles V. Carroll Elem 76.7 59.2 291   
E Coughlin Elementary 80.8 64.4 146   
F Davol Elementary 65.5 51.3 158   
G Fowler Elementary School 85.6 79.7 160   
H Harriet T. Healy Elementary 63.2 45.3 148   
I Hector L. Belisle Elementary 81.7 65.1 144   
J James Tansey Elementary 86.1 67 275   
K John J. Doran Elementary 62.4 51.9 362   
L Laurel Lake Elementary 70.8 58.2 238   
M Leontine Lincoln Elementary 76.5 61 132   
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C.  Elementary Schools, continued 
 

A

B

C
D

E
F

G

HI

H

K
L

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

ELA Proficiency Index (EPI)

M
at

h 
Pr

of
ic

ie
nc

y 
In

de
x 

(M
PI

)

 

 ELA PI Math PI Number of 
Tests 

A Fall River 73.9 54.7 11,295   
B N. B. Borden Elem 53.3 44.5 137   
C North End Elementary 67.3 56.5 398   
D Osborn Street Elem 76.8 64.4 144   
E Ralph M. Small Elem 65.3 48.9 178   
F Samuel Watson Elem 77.8 56.7 263   
G Slade 69.0 53.5 168   
H Spencer Borden Elem 84.7 70.2 379   
I Susan H. Wixon Elem 83.5 66.9 254   
J Westall Elementary 87.7 81.4 217   
K William Connell Elem 71.5 55.8 129   
L William S. Greene Elem 69.4 62.1 447   

 

Among the 23 elementary schools, achievement by school was highest in both ELA and math at Westall 
Elementary School and lowest at Boys Club Alternative School.  Fall River’s ELA proficiency gap in 
2006 ranged from a low of 12 PI points at Westall School to a high of 63 PI points at Boys Club 
Alternative School.  Fall River’s math proficiency gap ranged from a low of 19 PI points at Westall 
Elementary School to a high of 67 PI points at Boys Club Alternative School.   
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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 Fall River students. Of 

the nine measurable subgroups in Fall River, the gap in performance between the highest- 

and lowest-performing subgroups was 25 PI points in ELA and 21 PI points in math (non 

low-income students, students with disabilities, respectively).   

• The proficiency gaps in Fall River 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 

these subgroups, approximately one-fourth 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, more than one-third 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, approximately one-third of the 

students attained proficiency. 
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Figures 8 A-C/Table 8: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups, 2006 

A. 

Percentage of reportable students 
by student status

Disability
16%

Regular education
84%

 
 
B. 

Percentage of reportable students 
by race/ethnicity

White
79%

African-American
9%

Hispanic
12%
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C. 

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

FRL/Y
64%

FRL/N
36%

 
 

  
Subgroup Number of  

Students 

Regular education 4,594   Student status 
Disability 900   
White 4,282   
Hispanic 624   Race/ethnicity 

African-American 497   
FRL/N 2,060   Free or reduced-cost lunch status
FRL/Y 3,665   

 
In 2006, Fall River had a moderate percentage of students with disabilities (16 percent) and non-white 
students (21 percent), and a high percentage of students participating in the free or reduced-cost lunch 
program (64 percent).   
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Figure/Table 9: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status Subgroup, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students 
at each performance level

100
80
60
40
20

0
20
40
60
80

100

 State Fall River  State Fall River

Regular Education Disability

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

  A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

 
Regular 

Education Disability 

  St
at

e 

Fa
ll 

R
iv

er
 

St
at

e 

Fa
ll 

R
iv

er
 

  Advanced 18 5 2 2 
  Proficient 46 31 20 13 
  Needs Improvement 28 43 41 38 
  Warning/Failing 8 21 36 47 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 64 36 22 15 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 84.0 68.2 55.9 48.6 

 
In Fall River in 2006, the proficiency rate of regular education students was more than two times greater 
than that of students with disabilities.  Thirty-six percent of regular education students and 15 percent of 
students with disabilities attained overall proficiency on the MCAS tests. 

Fall River’s average proficiency gap in 2006 was 32 PI points for regular education students and 51 PI 
points for students with disabilities.  The average performance gap between regular education students 
and students with disabilities was 19 PI points. 
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Figure/Table 10: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Race/Ethnicity Subgroup, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level
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  Advanced 17 5 4 2 4 3 
  Proficient 45 30 23 18 27 23 
  Needs Improvement 29 41 40 43 40 44 
  Warning/Failing 9 24 33 38 28 31 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 62 35 27 20 31 26 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 82.9 66.4 59.2 54.4 63.2 59.8 

 
In Fall River in 2006, performance on the MCAS tests varied by race/ethnicity, as 35 percent of White 
students, 26 percent of African-American students, and 20 percent of Hispanic students attained overall 
proficiency. 

Fall River’s average proficiency gap in 2006 was 34 PI points for White students, 40 PI points for 
African-American students, and 46 PI points for Hispanic students.  The average performance gap 
between White students and African-American students was six PI points, and between White and 
Hispanic students it was 12 PI points. 
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Figure/Table 11: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Socioeconomic Status and Gender 
Subgroups, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level
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  Advanced 19 8 5 2 13 4 17 5 
  Proficient 46 36 27 23 40 26 41 29 
  Needs Improvement 27 37 40 44 32 43 29 41 
  Warning/Failing 8 19 27 30 15 27 13 25 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 65 44 32 25 53 30 58 34 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 84.5 71.7 63.5 60.1 77.1 63.1 79.6 65.7

 
In Fall River in 2006, 25 percent of low-income (FRL/Y) students attained overall proficiency on the 
MCAS tests, compared to 44 percent of non low-income (FRL/N) students.  The average proficiency gap 
was 40 PI points for low-income students and 28 PI points for non low-income students, and the average 
performance gap between the two subgroups was 12 PI points. 

Performance on the 2006 MCAS tests was comparable for male and female students in Fall River, with 
34 percent of female students and 30 percent of male students attaining overall proficiency.  The average 
proficiency gap was 34 PI points for female students and 37 PI points for male students, and the average 
performance gap between the two subgroups was three PI points. 
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Figure/Table 12: Student MCAS ELA Proficiency Index vs. Math Proficiency Index, by 
Subgroup, 2006 
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 ELA PI Math PI Number 
of Tests 

A Fall River 73.9 54.7 11,295   
B Regular Education 78.3 58.1 9,181   
C Disability 56.6 40.6 1,652   
D White 76.0 56.7 8,440   
E Hispanic 63.3 45.6 1,231   
F African-American 71.3 48.4 978   
G FRL/N 81.6 61.9 4,040   
H FRL/Y 69.6 50.7 7,243   
I Male 71.0 55.2 5,859   
J Female 77.0 54.3 5,424   

 
Of the nine measurable subgroups in Fall River in 2006, the gap in performance between the highest- and 
lowest-performing subgroups was 25 PI points in ELA and 21 PI points in math (non low-income 
students, students with disabilities, respectively).   

The proficiency gaps in Fall River 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 13: Student MCAS English Language Arts (ELA) Test Performance, by 
Grade and Gender, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level
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  Advanced 6 8 2 2 3 7 1 2 1 3 0 5 5 9 
  Proficient 32 34 28 36 36 39 32 41 36 42 44 54 34 46 
  Needs Improvement 50 46 54 50 50 45 50 47 48 45 39 32 34 34 
  Warning/ Failing 12 11 16 12 11 9 17 10 15 10 16 9 27 11 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 38 42 30 38 39 46 33 43 37 45 44 59 39 55 

 
In Fall River in 2006, female students outperformed male students on all grade-level ELA tests.   
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Figure/Table 14: Student MCAS Math Test Performance, by Grade and Gender, 2006 

Percentage of reportable students at each performance level

100
80
60
40
20

0

20
40
60
80

100

 M
al

e

 F
em

al
e

 M
al

e

 F
em

al
e

 M
al

e

 F
em

al
e

 M
al

e

 F
em

al
e

 M
al

e

 F
em

al
e

 M
al

e

 F
em

al
e

 M
al

e

 F
em

al
e

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade
10

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

  A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

 
 

Grade 
3 

Grade 
4 

Grade 
5 

Grade 
6 

Grade 
7 

Grade 
8 

Grade 
10 

  M
al

e 

Fe
m

al
e 

M
al

e 

Fe
m

al
e 

M
al

e 

Fe
m

al
e 

M
al

e 

Fe
m

al
e 

M
al

e 

Fe
m

al
e 

M
al

e 

Fe
m

al
e 

M
al

e 

Fe
m

al
e 

  Advanced 1 1 10 7 5 2 6 5 2 2 2 2 13 17 
  Proficient 24 24 20 14 20 17 18 17 12 14 10 13 18 18 
  Needs Improvement 42 42 54 57 44 40 34 33 38 35 31 32 29 32 
  Warning/ Failing 34 33 17 23 30 42 43 45 48 49 56 52 40 33 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 25 25 30 21 25 19 24 22 14 16 12 15 31 35 

 
On the 2006 MCAS tests in math, male students outperformed female students at grades 4, 5, and 6.  
Female students outperformed male students at grades 7, 8, and 10, and both genders had equal 
percentages of students attaining proficiency at grade 3. 

 



 

38 

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

Findings: 

• Between 2003 and 2006, Fall River’s MCAS performance showed some improvement 

overall, in math, and in STE, and little improvement in ELA. 

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

percentage points between 2003 and 2006, although much of the gain was made between 

2003 and 2004.  The percentage of students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased by 

five percentage points.  The average proficiency gap in Fall River narrowed from 41 PI 

points in 2003 to 38 PI points in 2006.  This resulted in an improvement rate, or a closing of 

the proficiency gap, of seven percent. 

• Over the three-year period 2003-2006, Fall River showed little improvement in ELA 

performance, improving by less than one PI point for this period. This resulted in an 

improvement rate of 2.5 percent, a rate lower than that required to meet AYP. 

• Math performance in Fall River showed greater improvement during this period, improving 

by an average of almost two PI points annually. This resulted in an improvement rate of 11 

percent, also a rate lower than that required to meet AYP. 

• Between 2004 and 2006, Fall River showed some improvement in STE performance, 

improving by an average of more than two PI points per year for this two-year period.  This 

resulted in an improvement rate of 10 percent. 
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Figure 15/Tables 15 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 4 5 5 6 
  Proficient 23 25 23 25 
  Needs Improvement 40 41 43 41 
  Warning/Failing 34 29 29 29 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 27 30 28 31 
Average Proficiency Index (API) 58.6 62.1 60.7 62.3 

B. n-values 

  2003 2004 2005 2006 
Advanced 224 269 274 302 
Proficient 1,419 1,481 1,319 1,314 
Needs Improvement 2,474 2,412 2,505 2,173 
Warning/Failing 2,092 1,683 1,705 1,567 
Total 6,209 5,845 5,803 5,356 

 
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 Fall River students attaining overall proficiency on the MCAS tests increased from 27 
percent in 2003 to 31 percent in 2006.  The percentage of students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 
decreased from 34 percent in 2003 to 29 percent in 2006.  The average proficiency gap in Fall River 
narrowed from 41 PI points in 2003 to 38 PI points in 2006, resulting in an improvement rate of seven 
percent. 
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Figure/Table 16: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2003-2006 

Percentage of reportable students 
at each performance level
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  Advanced 4 4 5 3 3 5 5 7   5 3 3 
  Proficient 35 38 33 37 14 16 15 16   20 19 22 
  Needs Improvement 46 43 46 45 36 40 41 38   39 49 50 
  Warning/ Failing 15 14 16 15 47 39 39 39   36 29 25 
Percent Attaining Proficiency 39 42 38 40 17 21 20 23   25 22 25 
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Note: Trend data include grades for which testing was administered for each subject in all four years; therefore, the 
2006 data for ELA and math may differ from those reported in Figure/Table 2. STE data for 2003 are not available. 
 
The percentage of Fall River students attaining proficiency in ELA increased from 39 percent in 2003 to 
40 percent in 2006.  The proficiency gap in ELA narrowed by less than one PI point over this period, 
resulting in an improvement rate of 2.5 percent, a rate lower than that required to meet AYP. 

Fall River students made greater gains in math than in ELA between 2003 and 2006.  The percentage of 
Fall River students attaining proficiency in math increased from 17 percent in 2003 to 23 percent in 2006.  
The proficiency gap in math narrowed from 51 PI points in 2003 to 45 PI points in 2006, resulting in an 
improvement rate of 11 percent, a rate also lower than that required to meet AYP. 

Although the percentage of Fall River students attaining proficiency in STE remained flat at 25 percent 
between 2004 and 2006, the proficiency gap in STE narrowed from 42 PI points in 2004 to 38 PI points in 
2006, resulting in an improvement rate of 10 percent. 
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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 Fall River, with the exception of students with disabilities, had 

improved performance in ELA between 2003 and 2006, although the pattern of change 

varied among subgroups.  The most improved subgroup in ELA was Hispanic students.   

• In math, all subgroups in Fall River showed improved performance between 2003 and 2006, 

and the gains were generally larger than those in ELA.  The most improved subgroup in math 

was also Hispanic students.   

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

widened from 27 PI points in 2003 to 30 PI points in 2006, and the performance gap between 

the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups in math widened from 19 PI points to 25 PI 

points over this period. 
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Figure/Table 17: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups, 2003-2006 
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Number of Students Percentage of students 

  2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Fall River 4,543 5,261 5,051 5,725 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Regular 3,689 4,350 4,106 4,594 81.2 82.7 81.3 80.2 
Disability 690 780 769 900 15.2 14.8 15.2 15.7 
White 3,493 3,991 3,777 4,282 76.9 75.9 74.8 74.8 
Hispanic 388 490 515 624 8.5 9.3 10.2 10.9 
African American 371 469 461 497 8.2 8.9 9.1 8.7 
FRL/N 2,024 2,130 1,833 2,060 44.6 40.5 36.3 36.0 
FRL/Y 2,519 3,131 3,218 3,665 55.4 59.5 63.7 64.0 

 
Note: The 2006 percentages of students reported here may differ from those reported in Figure 8; the percentages 
shown here are based on the total number of students in the district, whereas the percentages shown in Figure 8 are 
based on the number of students in reportable subgroups. 
 
The student population of Fall River increased substantially between 2003 and 2006 by 1,182 students.  
Most of the new students were low-income (FRL/Y) students, and the proportion of low-income students 
increased by nine percentage points during this period.  The Hispanic population increased by more than 
two percentage points.   
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Figures 18 A-D/Table 18: 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 Fall River 

Subgroup Year EPI MPI Subgroup Year EPI MPI 
2003 87.3 74.7 2003 76.6 52.3 
2004 89.2 77.4 2004 76.5 57.6 
2005 88.3 78.2 2005 75.3 56.4 

Regular 
Education 

2006 89.0 78.9 

Regular 
Education 

2006 77.7 59.1 
2003 62.1 45.3 2003 51.4 34.7 
2004 63.3 47.9 2004 57.1 37.7 
2005 62.9 49.0 2005 52.0 38.3 

Disability 

2006 61.2 48.4 

Disability 

2006 49.3 36.6 
2003 87.9 75.9 2003 77.9 53.2 
2004 88.9 78.1 2004 78.6 59.5 
2005 88.3 79.0 2005 78.3 60.6 

FRL/N 

2006 88.6 79.7 

FRL/N 

2006 79.4 61.7 
2003 66.6 50.7 2003 65.7 45.7 
2004 69.7 53.9 2004 68.7 49.5 
2005 68.8 55.0 2005 65.9 48.5 

FRL/Y 

2006 70.0 56.3 

FRL/Y 

2006 67.4 50.7 
2003 86.9 74.4 2003 74.3 51.5 
2004 87.7 76.2 2004 75.0 55.5 
2005 87.1 77.2 

White 

2005 72.6 55.0 
White 

2006 87.4 77.8   2006 74.6 57.1 
2003 61.4 45.7 2003 54.9 37.1 
2004 64.8 49.3 2004 64.7 45.4 
2005 64.6 50.6 2005 61.2 43.1 

Hispanic 

2006 65.8 52.2 

Hispanic 

2006 61.3 46.5 
2003 67.1 48.4 2003 66.2 42.2 
2004 70.5 52.3 2004 69.8 50.3 
2005 69.4 52.8 2005 66.8 47.1 

African-
American 

2006 70.9 55.2 

African-
American 

2006 67.5 47.8 
 
All student subgroups in Fall River, with the exception of students with disabilities, had some 
improvement in performance in ELA between 2003 and 2006.  The most improved subgroup in ELA was 
Hispanic students.  In math, all subgroups in Fall River showed improved performance between 2003 and 
2006, and the gains were generally larger than those in ELA.  The most improved subgroup in math was 
also Hispanic students.   

The performance gap between the highest- and lowest-performing subgroups in ELA widened from 27 PI 
points in 2003 to 30 PI points in 2006, and the performance gap between the highest- and lowest-
performing subgroups in math widened from 19 PI points to 25 PI points over this period. 
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Figure/Table 19: 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 

2003 62.2 76.6 52.3 45 19 
2004 65.7 76.5 57.6 46 24 
2005 64.3 75.3 56.4 43 22 

Regular 
education 

2006 66.8 77.7 59.1 47 26 
2003 41.9 51.4 34.7 17 7 
2004 45.1 57.1 37.7 25 9 
2005 44.3 52.0 38.3 16 8 

Disability 

2006 41.8 49.3 36.6 15 7 
 
Regular education students had improved overall performance on the MCAS tests from 2003 to 2006, 
while the performance of students with disabilities was relatively flat.  The average proficiency gap for 
Fall River’s regular education students narrowed from 38 PI points to 33 PI points, resulting in an 
improvement rate of 12 percent.  For students with disabilities, the average proficiency gap remained at 
58 PI points.   

Between 2003 and 2006, the average performance gap between regular education students and students 
with disabilities widened by five PI points. 
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Figure/Table 20: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Race/Ethnicity Subgroup, 2003-
2006 
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API EPI MPI 
Percent 

Attaining 
Proficiency

ELA 

Percent 
Attaining 

Proficiency 
Math 

2003 61.0 74.3 51.5 43 19 
2004 63.8 75.0 55.5 45 23 
2005 62.3 72.6 55.0 40 21 

White 

2006 64.4 74.6 57.1 43 25 
2003 44.2 54.9 37.1 17 7 
2004 53.5 64.7 45.4 28 12 
2005 50.8 61.2 43.1 24 10 

Hispanic 

2006 52.6 61.3 46.5 24 14 
2003 52.0 66.2 42.2 31 11 
2004 58.4 69.8 50.3 36 16 
2005 55.8 66.8 47.1 37 12 

African-American 

2006 55.4 67.5 47.8 35 14 
 
All three racial subgroups in Fall River had improved overall performance on the MCAS tests between 
2003 and 2006, although for each subgroup the improvement was uneven over this period.  The average 
proficiency gap for White students narrowed from 39 to 36 PI points; for Hispanic students, it narrowed 
from 56 to 47 PI points; and for African-American students, it narrowed from 48 to 45 PI points.  These 
gains in performance resulted in improvement rates of nine percent for White students, 15 percent for 
Hispanic students, and seven percent for African-American students.   

Between 2003 and 2006, the average performance gap between the highest- and lowest-performing racial 
subgroups narrowed by six PI points. 
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Figure/Table 21: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Socioeconomic Status Subgroup, 
2003-2006 
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API EPI MPI 
Percent 

Attaining 
Proficiency

ELA 

Percent 
Attaining 

Proficiency 
Math 

2003 63.5 77.9 53.2 50 22 
2004 67.6 78.6 59.5 53 28 
2005 68.1 78.3 60.6 51 30 

FRL/N 

2006 69.2 79.4 61.7 53 32 
2003 53.9 65.7 45.7 29 13 
2004 57.6 68.7 49.5 33 15 
2005 55.8 65.9 48.5 30 13 

FRL/Y 

2006 57.5 67.4 50.7 31 17 
 
Both the low-income (FRL/Y) and non low-income (FRL/N) subgroups in Fall River had improved 
overall performance on the MCAS tests between 2003 and 2006.  The average proficiency gap for low-
income students narrowed from 46 PI points to 42 PI points, and for non low-income students it narrowed 
from 36 to 31 PI points.  These gains in performance resulted in improvement rates of eight percent for 
low-income students and 16 percent for non low-income students.   

Between 2003 and 2006, the average performance gap between low-income students and non low-income 
students widened by one PI point. 
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Figure/Table 22: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Gender Subgroup, 2003- 2006 
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 API EPI MPI 
Percent 

Attaining 
Proficiency

ELA 

Percent 
Attaining 

Proficiency 
Math 

2003 57.5 69.7 49.0 36 18 
2004 61.0 70.3 54.1 38 21 
2005 59.6 67.8 53.7 33 20 

Male 

2006 60.7 69.0 55.0 35 23 
2003 59.9 73.8 49.8 42 17 
2004 63.3 76.2 53.9 46 21 
2005 62.1 74.6 52.9 44 20 

Female 

2006 63.9 75.9 55.2 46 23 
 
Both gender subgroups in Fall River had improved overall performance between 2003 and 2006.  The 
average proficiency gap for male students narrowed from 42 PI points to 39 PI points, and for female 
students it narrowed from 40 to 36 PI points.  These gains in performance resulted in improvement rates 
of eight percent for male students and 10 percent for female students. 

Between 2003 and 2006, the average performance gap between male and female students widened by one 
PI point. 
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Participation 
Are all eligible students participating in required state assessments? 

Finding: 

• On the 2006 MCAS tests in ELA, math, and STE, eligible students in Fall River participated 

at levels which met or exceeded the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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n-Values by Subgroup and Performance Level, 2006 

Subgroup Performance Level ELA Math STE 
ALL LEVELS 5,649 5,646 1,752 
Advanced 203 279 54 
Proficient 2,156 955 384 
Needs Improvement 2,537 2,190 872 

Fall River 

Warning/Failing 753 2,222 442 
Advanced 188 268 49 
Proficient 1,988 866 348 
Needs Improvement 2,034 1,896 730 

Regular Education 

Warning/Failing 383 1,558 301 
Advanced 15 10 5 
Proficient 145 72 35 
Needs Improvement 399 235 119 

Disability 

Warning/Failing 267 509 120 
Advanced 0 1 0 
Proficient 23 17 1 
Needs Improvement 104 59 23 

Limited English 
Proficient 

Warning/Failing 103 155 21 
Advanced 175 240 47 
Proficient 1,731 782 312 
Needs Improvement 1,827 1,644 651 

White 

Warning/Failing 490 1,551 295 
Advanced 8 11 0 
Proficient 156 61 28 
Needs Improvement 307 220 95 

Hispanic 

Warning/Failing 142 326 61 
Advanced 14 13 2 
Proficient 168 58 29 
Needs Improvement 232 194 85 

African-American 

Warning/Failing 73 226 51 
Advanced 6 15 5 
Proficient 85 52 13 
Needs Improvement 149 112 36 

Asian 

Warning/Failing 39 101 31 
Advanced 126 177 32 
Proficient 1,014 442 173 
Needs Improvement 720 786 284 

Free or Reduced-Cost 
Lunch/No 

Warning/Failing 159 616 95 
Advanced 77 102 22 
Proficient 1,140 513 211 
Needs Improvement 1,812 1,403 588 

Free or Reduced-Cost 
Lunch/Yes 

Warning/Failing 591 1,605 347 
Advanced 67 149 32 
Proficient 1,023 506 215 
Needs Improvement 1,367 1,145 441 

Male 

Warning/Failing 469 1,133 223 
Advanced 136 130 22 
Proficient 1,131 449 169 
Needs Improvement 1,165 1,044 431 

Female 

Warning/Failing 281 1,088 219 
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n-Values by Grade and Year, 2003-2006 

Grade Year ELA Math STE 
2003 904 0 0 
2004 960 0 0 
2005 824 0 0 

Grade 3 

2006 812 812 0 
2003 943 949 0 
2004 894 901 0 
2005 902 899 0 

Grade 4 

2006 755 762 0 
2003 0 0 0 
2004 0 0 915 
2005 0 0 891 

Grade 5 

2006 869 869 869 
2003 0 1,026 0 
2004 0 916 0 
2005 0 863 0 

Grade 6 

2006 857 860 0 
2003 1,011 0 0 
2004 983 0 0 
2005 891 0 0 

Grade 7 

2006 827 833 0 
2003 0 1,056 0 
2004 0 975 976 
2005 0 964 965 

Grade 8 

2006 887 885 883 
2003 614 610 0 
2004 590 586 0 
2005 648 636 0 

Grade 10 

2006 642 625 0 
2003 3,472 3,641 0 
2004 3,427 3,378 1,891 
2005 3,265 3,362 1,856 

All Grades 

2006 5,649 5,646 1,752 
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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 the 
table of n-values by year: 
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 Fall River 

Public Schools.  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 9.2 9.3 9.4 9.6 9.7 9.8 10.1 10.5 13 

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

Unsatisfactory  2004 2004 2004 2004 2006 2006 
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: 

• A School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school in the district aligned with the District 

Improvement Plan (DIP). 

• The leadership reported annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

progress made on the DIP and SIPs. 
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• The superintendent commenced his tenure in September 2005 and to date had not been 

formally evaluated. 

• The administration did not conduct formal evaluations of principals for the 2005-2006 

academic year. 

• The district had a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involved appropriate 

administrative and staff participation. 

• The school committee adopted a Critical Incident Plan.  Future revisions will include 

contributions from police and fire department representatives. 

Summary 
The Fall River Public Schools experienced high administrative turnover at the central office level 

in the past three years.  In the 2006-2007 school year, the superintendent was in his second year, 

the assistant superintendent was in her third year, and the chief financial officer was completing 

her first year of service.  The high school administrative team was in its first year, and the district 

had replaced two of the four middle school principals within the past two years.  The district 

recently created the position of director of human resources, after a twenty year absence, and 

appointed an individual who then resigned after a brief period; the position was vacant at the 

time of the reexamination.  The school committee had not evaluated the superintendent and had 

extended the timeline for the evaluation.   

At the time of the site visit, the district had eliminated four K-12 curriculum coordinator 

positions.  It was the objective of the superintendent to ensure that principals serve their schools 

as instructional leaders, assuming authority and responsibility for hiring, firing, and evaluating 

all personnel.  Although the superintendent had not evaluated principals in accordance with the 

pre-existing instrument during the 2005-2006 school year, he did establish a School 

Improvement Visiting Team to ensure annual evaluation on state assessment results.  This group 

of examiners consisted of four to six professionals (including the superintendent) who visited 

each school twice a year to determine their progress on the DIP and the SIPs and to ascertain 

improvement in student academic achievement.  They followed these visits with a constructive 

narrative, which delineated individual school performance. 
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According to documentation, the district had a priority based, school committee endorsed 

District Improvement Plan (DIP) that encompassed the years 2004 to 2007.  Improved student 

achievement was a priority for the district.  In addition, the School Improvement Visiting Teams 

approved School Improvement Plans (SIPs) that aligned with the goals in the DIP. 

School committee policies were under development.  For the most part, they lacked adoption 

dates, there were no provisions for amendments or revisions, and there were no procedures for 

periodic review. 

The current superintendent, after analyzing existing district and school practices and programs, 

established goals that focused on educational needs and Massachusetts education reform.  Major 

areas identified for attention were student academic achievement, data analysis, curriculum, and 

instruction, evaluations of teachers and administrators, and community support for the Fall River 

Public Schools. 

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 
During the initial review period, the district had no central oversight and depository of district 

data that was readily accessible.  All data including budgetary, student achievement, and 

attendance (staff and students) data were archived among various departments with specific 

responsibilities for specific activities.  The district collected data and maintained it in various 

files throughout the school system.  According to district administrators, there was no effort to 

coordinate or focus data collection toward strategies for a districtwide plan.   

The EQA team learned in an interview with the superintendent and two central office 

administrators that during the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the 

administration addressed this deficiency in data management as identified in the EQA March 
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2004 report.  The superintendent reorganized central office responsibilities and created the 

positions of public information officer and data analyst.  These two individuals assisted the 

superintendent, who brought achievements of the district to the attention of the school committee 

at its scheduled meetings and to the local media at regular intervals.  Pronouncements of 

individual school achievements were the responsibility of principals who contacted the local 

press, published weekly bulletins for faculty, and notified designated parents in their native 

language. 

The superintendent supplemented these initiatives by hosting a monthly radio program and a 

roundtable discussion held prior to each school committee meeting.  The superintendent 

indicated that he planned to give one to one and a half hour presentations at each session.  He 

established a theme for each, and designated administrators assisted the superintendent in 

informally reviewing a given topic.  School committee members confirmed that these 

presentations were extremely informative and kept them aware of current school year activities. 

9.2. The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission 

statement, and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and practices.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district did not have a District Improvement Plan (DIP) 

consistent with the state’s statute.  According to a district administrator, the administration failed 

to provide the direction and focus necessary to develop data-driven School Improvement Plans 

(SIPs) due to absence of administrative oversight at the district level.  However, the district had a 

five-year strategic plan (dated 1999 to 2004) that was not systematically shared and implemented 

at the school level.  According to a district administrator, the strategic plan identified 

benchmarks that were not monitored or met at the school level.  District administrators stated 

that SIPs during the period under review were not data-driven or informed by the district’s 

strategic plan.  
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During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), a representative group from the 

school system developed a DIP for the 2004 to 2007 academic years.  The document identified 

five priorities and assigned a priority manager(s) to each.  Components of each priority included:  

district goal, improvement targets, hypotheses, key strategies, timeframe, expectations of change, 

and measures to monitor implementation.  The group designed a template for the schools in the 

district to provide assurance that the SIPs aligned with the DIP. 

Each priority manager had a K-12 vertical team of teachers and administrators who were 

responsible for monitoring status and developing status reports for distribution to the school 

committee and throughout the district.  A Fall River Public Schools Implementation Monitoring 

Plan from one project manager revealed the following summative components for the 2004-2005 

school year:  goal(s), degree of implementation, evidence of implementation, new data/issues, 

recommended adjustments, assessment tools, target, and performance analysis. 

The superintendent said that in the past there was a gap between the district’s vision/mission and 

the DIP.  Many district personnel viewed these as separate entities.  With the introduction of the 

previously mentioned organizational templates, and training for administrators and teachers in 

their use, the connections between the two were now understood and more visible. 

9.3. The school improvement plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, modification of educational programs, services, and practices.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
Between 2000 and 2003, the district revised the SIPs and updated them in October 2003, except 

for the high school, which had not had a SIP for the prior three years.  Fall River’s strategic plan 

and SIPs did not include student achievement data or data analysis during the initial period under 

review.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the SIPs adhered to a template 

established by central office administrators.  During its document review, the EQA team found 
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several major components in the SIPs, including an executive summary, math data analysis, 

English/language arts (ELA) data analysis, parent community activity, person responsible, 

resources needed, timeline, and measures of implementation. 

The superintendent organized a School Improvement Visiting Team of four to six central office 

personnel (including himself) that formally visited each school twice a year and analyzed the 

connectivity between the DIP and SIP and the academic progress of the school.  Prior to the visit, 

each principal received a five-year trend analysis of student academic performance.  Student 

achievement was the driving force for these semi-annual reviews. 

9.4. District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the 

goals identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and 

services that are most likely to result in improved student achievement.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
Although the district employed a data analyst, the analysis reports prepared did not correlate with 

the goals identified in the district’s strategic plan and SIPs.  The district leaders did not monitor 

student achievement data prior to the formation of the data collection department in 2003.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district created the position of 

data analyst to prepare achievement reports by each school and for the district regarding student 

progress, as revealed in an interview with the superintendent and two central office 

administrators.  These interim reports supplemented a five-year trend analysis.  A central office 

team visited each school twice a year to monitor SIP progress.  The DIP had identified five 

priorities.  A manager(s) assigned to each priority, with responsibility for vertical coordination, 

met individually with principals to articulate goals and ascertain progress.  Student achievement 

was the driving force for these sessions and was a major emphasis at bimonthly administrative 

council meetings. 

Because of these initiatives, the district implemented a reorganization of programs and services.  

For example, the district eliminated four K-12 curriculum coordinator positions, which placed 
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more accountability on principals as the instructional leaders for their schools.  The district 

established the positions of “coach” for reading and mathematics.  These coaches worked 

directly with teachers, modeled lessons, and exposed teachers to best practices.  The district 

created data analysis teams at each school, and for the district, emphasizing the need for teachers 

and principals to use data analyses when examining student achievement.  

9.6. The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in 

improved student achievement.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement  

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the school committee required that all central office and 

building administration staff attend every school committee meeting.  The administration did not 

report the MCAS test results to the school committee in terms of state expectations or targets.  

During the initial site visit, the EQA team members learned that MCAS test data did not drive or 

inform improvement in student achievement.  The leadership did not report annually to the 

school committee, staff, and community concerning the District Improvement Plan because such 

a plan did not exist. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the central office developed a five-

year academic trend analysis, interpreted it with principals, and presented it via PowerPoint to 

the school committee, as revealed in an interview with the superintendent and two central office 

administrators.  The school committee televised its meetings live on cable TV.  The 

superintendent hosted a monthly local radio program and made himself accessible to the local 

newspaper.  The superintendent and central office team held a Parents Night at each middle 

school and at the high school.  The district had established a website to post updated information 

on student achievement.  However, according to an interview with the EQA monitor and an 

analysis of performance data, these recently implemented activities had a limited impact on 

achievement since there had been only slight improvement in student academic performance 

over the two-year period. 
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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: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence 
At the time of the initial site visit in December 2003, the school committee had not evaluated the 

superintendent (hired in August 2002) for his first year in the position.  The evaluation tool for 

the superintendent addressed educational leadership generically, but made no reference to 

assessment results or a DIP.  As stated previously, during the initial period under review, no 

administrative oversight of the Fall River strategic plan was evidenced.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the school committee had not 

formally evaluated the superintendent since his employment began in September 2005, as 

revealed in an interview with the school committee, a separate interview with the superintendent, 

and an inspection of the superintendent’s personnel folder.  The school committee indicated that 

by mutual agreement they had extended the timeline and would address the evaluation in the 

near future.   

A superintendent evaluation instrument included the following:  duties and responsibilities, 

relationship with the school committee, educational leadership, general management, budget 

management, personnel management, and communication/public relations.  Each major category 

listed expectations, which each school committee member graded as ‘Fails to Meet’, ‘Meets’, or 

‘Exceeds’.  Each major category also included a section for comments. 

The evaluation instrument did not reference the DIP and its relevant progress; however, it did 

reference student achievement under educational leadership.  The superintendent stated that he 

shared his efforts to improve student achievement at school committee meetings. 

The school committee had conducted an evaluation of the previous superintendent, though the 

parties did not sign or date it.  There was no evidence to reveal that a summative report became a 

matter of public record. 
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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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence 
The superintendent evaluated principals every two years, though this policy did not comply with 

state regulations for Principles of Effective Leadership.  Although not stated, the superintendent 

of schools evaluated the principals informally.  The district had a principal evaluation rubric that 

expected principals to be proficient by their third year.  Evaluations of all other administrators by 

their immediate supervisors (assistant principals, program directors, department chairs) occurred 

on a two-year cycle.  Interviews indicated that no measurable goals or objectives had been 

established between the principal and the superintendent.  Interviews also revealed that the 

superintendent made a renewed effort to include SIPs and improvement of student achievement 

as part of the principals’ evaluation and merit pay.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the administration did not conduct 

formal evaluations of principals for the 2005-2006 academic year, as revealed through an 

inspection of personnel folders.  Interviewees indicated that the newly appointed superintendent 

(September 2005), rather than conduct formal evaluations, had initiated a system of supervision 

strategy to ensure that principals would be evaluated annually on MCAS results and the 

implementation of their respective SIPs.  In the 2005-2006 school year, the superintendent and 

other members of the central office staff comprising a School Improvement Visiting Team 

implemented the supervision strategy system by visiting each school site in what they called 

school improvement visits.  The visits were designed to make principals more accountable and to 

focus greater effort on improving school performance through improved instruction.  During 

these hour-long visits, the principal responded to a series of four questions based upon goals 

identified in the SIP, and identified three areas for improving instruction to be worked on during 

the school year.  The four questions included: 1.) Instruction–behavior expected of students, 

what we teach (content), how we teach, and how we measure student performance; 2.) For each 

of your goals, have you identified where you are starting the year and where you want to end?  
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For example, if you have a reading goal, what are students’ levels of performance at each grade 

level in your school at the beginning of this year, where do you want to be at the end of the year?  

3.) How do you measure improvement for each goal?  How would you describe that 

improvement in your own words?  4.) For each goal in your improvement plan, who is 

accountable for what?  For example, as principal, what is your job in achieving the goal?  What 

is the teacher’s, the custodian’s, the secretaries’, etc?   

The visiting team recorded the principal’s responses to each of the questions, produced a school 

improvement visit document, and distributed copies to all participants.  This document served as 

part of a system of supervision and a primary basis of discussions with principals throughout and 

at the end of the school year.  A review of the personnel files of the 26 principals revealed that 

nine (34.6 percent) were new hires and did not yet require evaluations.  Evaluations reviewed 

indicated that only one of 17 (5.9 percent) was timely.  The file review indicated that four of 17 

(23.5 percent) contained no evidence that any evaluation had been performed.  Interviewees 

shared their perception that the district’s school improvement visit practice, implemented in the 

2005-2006 school year, was one that could likely result in both timely and meaningful personnel 

evaluation, and could focus accountability for all personnel on improving instruction in the 

district’s schools. 

The superintendent also indicated that he had immediately faced another impediment upon 

beginning his tenure: a $4 million dollar deficit.  In an interview, the superintendent indicated 

that dealing with this deficit consumed most of his time, and added that he had to fill over 125 

vacancies.   

10.1. The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision statement and DIP designed to achieve it.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the superintendent met regularly with administrators and 

members of the school committee, and the district developed a five-year strategic plan in 1999, 

projected through 2004.  However, for a majority of the initial period under examination, the 
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district leadership did not have a coherent, realistic district improvement statement for the school 

system.  

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

Improvement Plan, covering the academic years from 2004 to 2007, through a subcommittee.  

The subcommittee consisted of the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction, the 

Title I coordinator, the director of special education, an elementary and a middle school 

principal, a representative from the high school administration, a school support specialist, a 

teacher association representative, and a consultant.  The superintendent periodically presented 

progress reports on the DIP to the school committee at scheduled meetings, according to school 

committee members, who were aware of the DIP’s content and progress.   

The superintendent indicated that administrators were not initially cognizant of the connectivity 

between the district’s vision and the DIP.  The district then conducted workshops to ensure 

understanding and alignment between the DIP and the required development of SIPs.  

Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) training that was introduced to principals and 

teachers contributed to the development of detailed SIPs that aligned with the DIP.  The 

superintendent conducted individual and group meetings with principals to create awareness of 

issues and direction.  The superintendent stated that he “does not dictate,” but “made principals 

aware.”  During these training sessions, principals were encouraged to identify problems and to 

request specific assistance. 

10.5. The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff, which involves appropriate 

administrative and staff participation.  The process is perceived as fair and open and 

focuses on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the document review and interview process of the initial examination, no evidence was 

found to indicate that the district had a uniform hiring policy in place.  The district carried out its 

hiring practices at the building level.  There was no set interview process for the hiring of 

teachers and building-level personnel.  
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During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the administration became more 

aggressive in identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position, 

according to the superintendent and two central office administrators, placing advertisements in 

local and statewide media outlets, posting vacancies on the district’s website, and organizing 

recruitment fairs for March and August 2006, which approximately 700 candidates attended.  In 

the past, curriculum coordinators hired and evaluated teachers, but the district had eliminated 

these positions and had delegated the authority to principals, who organized booths at the fairs 

and made initial contacts with interested teachers.  Administrators supported the process and 

confirmed that it enhanced accountability. 

In an interview, representatives of the teachers’ association concurred that the job fairs were 

successful, yet they claimed that many new hires were not properly certified.  This statement was 

addressed by the superintendent, who distinguished “certification” from “qualification,” and a 

subsequent review showed that waivers were in place for all non-certified staff hired. 

2006 Indicator 

13. The superintendent created and disseminated a comprehensive safety plan in collaboration 

with the community and plans were reviewed annually with the police and fire departments 

prior to each school year.  School and district safety plans were aligned. 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 

An interview with the superintendent and an inspection of the school committee policy manual 

revealed the existence of a school committee approved Critical Incident Plan that was distributed 

to each school.  The central office organized a representative team that created the plan, though it 

had not consulted police and fire departments.  The district provided training for each principal 

in August 2005 regarding interpretation and administration of the plan.  A consultant from the 

University of New Hampshire who surveyed designated teachers and students at the elementary 

schools prepared a report that preceded the policy. 
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More specific plans were in the developmental stage for the middle schools and at the high 

school.  All plans were aligned because principals were mandated to adhere to the school 

committee policy. 
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Standard II: Curriculum and Instruction 

   Ratings▼ Indicators► 4.2 4.4 4.6 5.1 5.2 5.3 3.6 
Excellent        
Satisfactory        
Needs Improvement 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 
Poor 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 
Unsatisfactory        

 

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 School Improvement Plans (SIPs) drove data analysis and the review and modification 

of curriculum and instruction.  The district embedded curriculum standards into the SIPs that 

each building was to focus on.  Teachers were an integral part of developing, reviewing, and 

using the SIP to inform instruction. 

• Processes and protocols for Looking at Student Work (LASW) strengthened understanding 

of student performance levels where protocols were implemented.  

• A consistent format/template for SIPs and use of Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) 

created standard processes for data analysis, root cause identification, goal setting, change 

objectives, and a monitoring process.  The district did not consistently disaggregate data by 

subgroup in creating instructional objectives and strategies in the SIPs. 

• Promising practices were emerging from the PIM process, SIPs, instructional leadership 

teams, coaches, and the superintendent’s school improvement visits. 

• EQA observers found positive indicators of instructional practices in more than half the 

classrooms they observed.  They also found classroom time focused on challenging academic 

tasks in 59 percent of classrooms observed, and teachers communicating expectations of high 

quality work from students in 56 percent of classrooms.   
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• Though Durfee High School had tried a different approach to scheduling with a five-block 

70-minute class schedule, contractual implications led the administration at Durfee High 

School to revert to a seven-period day of classes, 50 minutes each, reducing the significant 

continuous time allotted for full-year core classes taught in the block.  The new schedule 

would retain Ramp-Up classes. 

• The district implemented consistent programs for reading, English language arts and 

mathematics in grades K-8 to address identified needs of students, and recognized the need to 

supervise and monitor programs for fidelity of implementation across the district. 

• Literacy and mathematics coaches met all day each Friday to engage in professional 

development, review data, and discuss instructional strategies to introduce in classrooms the 

following week. 

• The district eliminated four K-12 coordinators in core subjects for the 2006-2007 school year 

in order to expand the role of coaches.  

Summary  
During the 2004 to 2006 period, Fall River developed a District Improvement Plan (DIP) 

containing five priority goals and appointed a manager to oversee and monitor each one.  In 

addition, each school during the review period completed the Performance Improvement 

Mapping (PIM) process, examined various aspects of achievement, identified root causes 

affecting poor performance in a subject area, established instructional change objectives, 

strategies and activities, and analyzed data to identify specific strengths and weaknesses in 

curriculum and instruction.  Half the schools in the district developed a School Improvement 

Plan (SIP) for 2004-2006, and the others began in 2005 to develop plans for 2005-2007.   

Each building followed a consistent template to produce its SIP that contained objectives and 

major strategies to address each root cause.  Faculty reviewed these at curriculum and PIM 

meetings in the buildings where the process was in place.  Each building engaged in the process 

had a PIM team in place to review and monitor the status of the PIM objectives and an 

instructional leadership team to support and implement strategies and goals in the SIP.  In some 

buildings, the leadership merged the curriculum and PIM teams to review data that affected the 

SIP and that would inform instruction.  While the DIP and SIPs listed goals that included 
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addressing the special needs student subgroup, data analysis to determine strengths and 

weaknesses focused mainly on aggregate data.  In 2006, 85 percent of special needs students 

scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories on the MCAS tests.  

While the curriculum aligned with the Massachusetts curriculum frameworks, building 

leadership incorporated standards that data analysis revealed as needing strengthening or 

improvement in the SIP where there was a process for ongoing review and modification.  In each 

building, the PIM team and instructional leadership team would identify professional 

development needs.  If the needs were specific to a building, they would provide professional 

development on site.  If the need was districtwide, the district addressed it during professional 

development days. 

The district had implemented and was supporting promising emerging practices.  They assigned 

literacy and/or mathematics coaches to each building to play a part in the classroom, modeling 

lessons and providing ongoing support.  The coaches met as a group on Fridays for their own 

professional development.  

Another emerging practice was Looking at Student Work (LASW).  The district chose America’s 

Choice as the literature program for the middle schools.  The program included a professional 

development component for teachers that described protocol for Looking at Student Work.  The 

practice had spread to other content areas in some buildings. 

The district increased instructional time for literacy and mathematics at the elementary and 

middle school levels and for at-risk students at the high school level.  Students spent 90 minutes 

on literacy and 60 minutes on mathematics daily at the elementary level.  In addition, if students 

were struggling, the three tier model provided an additional 30 minutes of reading per day and 

additional monitoring.  Ramp-Up classes at the middle and high schools added an extra class for 

students identified as needing additional support.  The high school had increased continuous 

class time with a five-period block schedule, but due to contract implications the school reverted 

to a seven-period day of fifty-minute classes. 

Teaching staff across the district embraced initiatives in varying degrees.  At some elementary 

schools, teachers had become proficient in using Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 
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Skills (DIBELS) and the Curriculum Based Management Maze (CBM), and began bringing 

complete analyses to faculty meetings and recommending strategies to address the data and 

monitor progress in grades 4 and 5.  Other elementary administrators reported that teacher 

conversations were much more about instruction, with more sharing of information and 

examining student performance in math.  Similar conversations began to occur at the middle 

schools.  The district had introduced and implemented many consistent protocols and practices 

across the district that in time would be embedded in its culture. 

2004 Indicators 

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: Needs Improvement  

Evidence 
During the initial review period, all teachers in the district had access to curriculum guides, 

which provided frameworks for instruction, required teaching practices, expected student 

learning experiences, resources, and outcomes.  Based on staff members’ descriptions of 

curricula used and the district’s student performance data, it was unclear to what extent the 

district expected teachers to use the adopted curriculum in planning and delivering instruction.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), administrators indicated that all staff 

had access to the current curriculum, aligned with the Massachusetts frameworks for all subjects 

K-12, as contained in curriculum binders.  The School Improvement Plans integrated the 

standards from those documents, and teachers and principals viewed them as living documents 

that drove curriculum and instruction.  Teachers were expected to include the standards that were 

emphasized in the SIPs in their lesson plans.  The staff used the SIPs as the vehicle to examine 

data and evidence such as those from LASW, and use that information to inform instruction and 

curriculum revisions.  This occurred during curriculum meetings by teams, grade levels, 
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departments, and the entire faculty.  These processes were already in place in many schools in 

the district beginning in 2004-2005, although some schools began as late as 2006-2007. 

Administrators indicated that the district had no required format, template, or components for 

lesson plans.  The district had a lesson plan template on its website; however, teachers were not 

required to use it.  Principals interviewed said they expected to see in the lesson plans the 

appropriate standards from the SIPs, strategies, and assessments, at a minimum.  Expectations 

for instruction included less teacher talk, an opening work period, and sharing ideas at the end of 

the lesson.  EQA examiners observed 71 classrooms across the district and across all levels 

(elementary, middle, and high school) in which they recorded the presence or absence of 26 

attributes reflected in the Principles of Effective Teaching.  The attributes were grouped into five 

categories: classroom management, instructional practice, expectations, student activity and 

behavior, and climate.  The category of instructional practice contained a list of nine practices 

that include questioning techniques, time management, pacing, alignment to frameworks, and 

tasks to engage all learners.  Examiners observed some of these indicators in 61 percent of the 

classrooms observed.  They found positive indicators from the expectations category in 54 

percent of the classrooms observed.  Of these indicators, examiners found that the classroom 

time focused on challenging academic tasks in 59 percent of classrooms observed.  Positive 

indicators from the student activity and behavior category were evidenced in 58 percent of 

classrooms observed.  These included students showing an awareness and understanding the 

objectives of the lesson, students engaged in the learning process, constructive and productive 

interactions between students, and contributions of students were valued and followed up by the 

teacher’s questions and the comments of other students. 

The district utilized the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA) Measure of Academic 

Progress, an online testing program, to test all elementary and middle school students.  Teachers 

received training in Stepping Stones to Data to make use of the data, which they could then 

access the next day to use in planning, forming student groupings, and informing instruction.  

The district had results of the test within 36 hours.  The district piloted the test in 2004-2005, 

tested all students in 2005-2006, but discontinued it for the 2006-2007 school year.  Elementary 

schools administered DIBELS three times each year in grades K-3, tracking student progress 

over time, and monitored at-risk students bi-weekly. 
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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: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement  

Evidence 
During the initial review period, district staff discussed the curriculum as it related to student 

achievement at a variety of meetings and levels throughout the district.  In 2003, 87 percent of 

the district’s special education students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the MCAS tests, while 68 percent of the district’s regular 

education students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories.  After 

discussions, the district not only mainstreamed special education students into regular education 

classrooms, but also teamed them up with other students, and instructed them using the district’s 

ELA curriculum.  As much as the district revised the curricula, it did not result in improving 

equitable achievement among all student subgroups.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district eliminated the K-12 

position of curriculum director for the four core subject areas who had been responsible for 

curriculum development and revision.  Administrators indicated that the present administration 

felt that the principals should be responsible for curriculum leadership in their buildings.  This 

led to utilizing the SIPs as a vehicle to deliver curriculum that the district could evaluate for 

effectiveness in improving student achievement.  The district filled a need for an overall 

curriculum committee by initiating vertical teams for curriculum review and revision during the 

2006-2007 school year, according to administrators.  Interviewees indicated that the new process 

would be much more data driven and based on identified and prioritized needs.  Teams would be 

composed of K-12 teachers by subject area.  They would prepare reports for the instructional 

leadership teams and engage in deep causal analysis, working in 10 to 12 hour-long meetings 

during the year.  
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Again, administrators indicated this was a process implemented in half the schools during 2005-

2006 and in the rest during 2006-2007.  Many schools had common planning time with regular 

curriculum meetings, with agendas scheduled either by grade level or by content area.  Since the 

faculty of each building took part in the review of SIP data at monthly meetings, they were aware 

of, and helped formulate, curriculum changes supported by data.  Despite these curriculum 

revisions, there was not equitable improvement in student achievement for all subgroup 

populations.  While the district and individual schools using the SIPs to evaluate the curriculum 

for its effectiveness in improving achievement for all students, analysts did not frequently break 

out data by subgroup either to develop specific strategies for various groups, or to identify if 

their needs were different.  Goals in the SIPs mainly focused on improvement for all students. 

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: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district exceeded state requirements for instructional time at 

all levels.  After reviewing several years of poor math MCAS test scores, the district increased its 

math instructional time at the elementary level to one hour a day.  While the district was aware 

that its math scores were poor, prior to 2003 there was no evidence that it used the analysis of 

math achievement data to meet students’ educational needs. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district met or exceeded state 

requirements for instructional time at all levels.  For elementary English language arts (ELA), the 

district implemented a three tier model as a component of the Harcourt Brace Trophies program.  

Students who were found to be at risk received an additional 30 minutes of reading instruction in 

tier two and were reviewed after a quarter.  If students needed additional support, tier three 

provided individual designed programs with additional time for reading.  If the student did not 

make progress, the district referred him or her to the curriculum accommodation team (CAT).  
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Principals reported that math instruction at the elementary level is now 90 minutes: 60 minutes 

of math instruction and 30 minutes of Calendar Math.  Administrators indicated that all 

principals attended training in Lenses on Learning (training for what mathematics instruction 

should look like and sound like).  The district planned to train the six principals hired for the 

2006-2007 school year.  The MCAS test scores for 2006 showed that the grade 4 math composite 

proficiency index (CPI) was 65.4 points (compared to the state average of 73.3), and the grade 6 

math CPI was 56.5 (compared to the state average of 70.5).  The grade 4 proficiency rate in 

mathematics fluctuated from 24 percent in 2003 to 29 percent in 2004, 18 percent in 2005, and 

25 percent in 2006.  The grade 5 proficiency rate was 22 percent in 2006 (first year of test), and 

the grade 6 proficiency rate rose from 15 percent in 2003 to 16 percent in 2004 to 20 percent in 

2005 to 22 percent in 2006. 

Administrators reported that, beginning in 2005-2006, the district extended instructional time in 

literacy and mathematics for at-risk students through the Ramp-Up to Literacy and Ramp-Up to 

Math programs, respectively, at grade 6 and grade 9.  Students attended their regular classes and 

then received an extra period of instruction through the programs.  In addition, middle school 

special needs students were assigned to a Strategies class.  Students who scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ’Warning/Failing’ categories on the MCAS tests were assigned to an MCAS 

prep class in place of art or consumer technology.  Students were grouped by identified needs 

with the classes taught by teachers of special needs and math using released MCAS questions.  

The high school operated on a 72-minute block schedule with elongated periods for math and 

ELA.  During the EQA visit, examiners learned that the high school principal had presented a 

new schedule proposal to the school committee that would return the high school to a seven-

period day four-day cycle with classes of 50 minutes each.  The overall instructional time on 

learning chart in the proposal showed equal time on learning; however, the proposal reduced 

time for individual core courses on a daily basis. 
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5.1. The district has implemented instructional programs that:  

a. are designed to meet the assessed needs of its students; and  

b. include the practices, resources, and procedures needed to support the instructional 

programs. 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district received a grant to purchase a new anthology-based 

reading series for implementation in 2003 across the district.  The grant required the district to 

purchase a scientific research-based program.  Thus, the implementation of this new reading 

series was grant driven and not based on the assessed needs of students.  

During the 1999-2000 academic year, the district partially implemented the Connected Math 

series at the middle school level.  Despite the introduction of this new series, the district’s results 

on the grade 8 MCAS math test remained flat.  The percentage of students who scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories was 92 percent in 2000, 92 percent in 

2001, 93 percent in 2002, and 93 percent in 2003.   

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

Investigations mathematics program at grades K-5 in the fall of 2005, and the Lucy Caulkins 

Writing program in the spring of 2006.  The district chose the math program based on an analysis 

of data that showed students needed to develop stronger mathematical skills, especially the 

ability to explain their thinking in mathematics.  According to administrators, the district offered 

brief professional development workshops in the math program for staff prior to implementation, 

followed by professional development offerings during the school year and support through math 

coaches in those buildings where analysis of data indicated a greater need in the area of 

mathematics.  The district also offered voluntary professional development for the writing 

program during the summer of 2006, and implemented pacing guides for the Trophies reading 

program at the elementary level. 
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In addition to literacy and math coaches, one elementary school added a writing coach to work in 

English language learner (ELL) and sheltered English immersion (SEI) classrooms based on the 

Massachusetts English Language Oral Assessment (MELA-O) and the Massachusetts English 

Proficiency Assessments (MEPA) test scores.   

At the middle school level, the district further completed implementation of the Connected 

Mathematics Program (CMP), partially implemented in 2000, to include all CMP components, 

introducing a pacing guide to assist teachers, according to administrators.  Principals stated they 

expect a lesson to include an opening (launch), a work period, and a sharing at its conclusion.  

The program expects students to work cooperatively in different roles to complete 

‘investigations’ and principals said they always looked for this in monitoring classrooms.  In 

addition, teachers developed a supplementary curriculum based on fractions to address gaps in 

the program. 

The district provided professional development with Lenses on Learning, training that shows 

principals what to look for in active, engaged mathematics classrooms, and what math 

instruction should look like and sound like.   

Interviewees reported the district selected America’s Choice for its middle level language arts 

curriculum, as it met the assessed student needs; provided pacing guides, and offered training for 

coaches in Looking at Student Work to improve student achievement.  For the 2006-2007 school 

year, middle schools adopted a three-phase model for Looking at Student Work that promoted 

learning how to encourage dialogue about student performance.  One principal reported they 

began working with a four-point rubric to examine student work, but would consider a level 

above a four in order to increase rigor. 

Interviewees from the high school indicated it was moving to quarterly assessments to identify 

weaknesses prior to students taking the MCAS tests.  In some cases, topics were sequenced 

differently to provide more timely instruction. 

Because of the SIP and the PIM process, the district was able to address weak areas and 

resources needed.  Not all schools received equitable or adequate resources, and there was no 

plan for equitable allocation of resources.  Reading First and Title I schools received many 
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resources mainly tied to grants.  The district had closed one middle school library and there were 

no books. 

5.2. Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of:  

a. the district;  

b. each of its schools;  

c. the students;  

d. their parents; and  

e. the community.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement  

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the first goal in the district’s strategic plan was to improve 

student achievement; however, for most of the period under review, the SIPs did not reflect the 

use of data to improve student achievement.  The district wrote Individual Student Success Plans 

(ISSPs) for all students who failed the MCAS tests.  

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

District Improvement Plan to address improving student achievement.  A review of the document 

revealed extensive use of data to develop five priority goals, with an identified manager 

responsible for each one.  Additionally, individual SIPs followed a consistent template across the 

district, using the PIM process to identify root causes of identified weakness and develop 

instructional objectives to address them.   

b.)  Administrators indicated that the high school had developed small learning communities, 

such as the Freshman Academy, to address issues there.  English teachers developed an agenda 

that each teacher has containing central questions for each reading assignment.  At the middle 

schools, principals showed a desire for more data and for proactive rather than reactive 

collaboration in reviewing them, such as grade 6 teachers requesting the grade 5 data for the 

students now in grade 6 to get a better picture of student strengths and weaknesses.  At one 
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middle school, a teacher from one grade asked students in the next grade why they answered as 

they did on the recent MCAS tests, in an effort to target areas for improvement. 

Administrators said the professional development focus during 2005-2006 was on “What is 

Effective Instruction?”  The new administration has shifted its focus to principals, and aimed 

professional development at supporting the principals as instructional leaders.  All principals and 

department heads received training from Resources for Better Teaching (RBT) through the 

Massachusetts Elementary School Principals’ Association ((MESPA), and several will be 

involved in the National Institute for School Leadership (NISL) training during the 2006-2007 

school year. 

Interviewees indicated that the degree to which district leadership have embraced initiatives 

varied across the district.  At a Reading First school, the principal reported that teachers gained 

proficiency in using DIBELS and Curriculum Based Management Maze, and could come to 

faculty meetings with complete data and develop strategies.  They introduced this progress 

monitoring into grade 4 and grade 5.  Other elementary administrators reported that teacher 

conversations were much more about instruction with more sharing of information and 

examining performance in math. 

c.)  At the high school, the New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) 

academic expectation rubrics have been incorporated into the life of the school indicating 

students’ shared responsibility in sustaining their achievement.  Having peer-tutoring volunteers 

for the high school program was another example.  At one middle school, messages prominently 

displayed in every classroom stated, “You can do it,” “I won’t give up on you,” and “Effort 

makes a difference.” 

d.)  Interviewees indicated that parents support student achievement through volunteering and 

fund raising targeted at needs such as library books. 

e.)  A district administrator indicated that the DIP and each SIP contained action plans and goals 

related to enhancing parent communication and student attendance to share in the responsibility 

of improving student achievement.  Other initiatives aimed at involving the community included 
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a superintendent’s round table meeting for one and a half hours before school committee 

meetings and a monthly telecast to the community. 

While classroom observations, document reviews, and interviews showed the district 

implemented procedures and practices to improve student achievement in several areas, they 

have not yet become consistently and cohesively engrained in the culture across the district. 

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: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, at the elementary level schools allocated a minimum of 90 

minutes for ELA instruction.  Some Literacy Collaborative schools reported a maximum of two 

and a half hours per day of ELA instruction.  The district allocated 75 minutes per day for math 

instruction at the elementary level.  This schedule provided sufficient time in the core content 

areas.  While the instructional time met state requirements, it did not result in a successful level 

of proficiency and academic achievement as indicated by the district’s MCAS test results during 

the initial review period.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district allocated additional time 

in the core content areas to promote academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all 

students.  Nevertheless, the MCAS test results for the period 2004 through 2006 does not show 

an increased level of proficiency for all students.  ELA scores of regular education students 

remained flat over the three years (CPI of 76.5, 75.3, 77.7), and those of students with disabilities 

declined from 2004 to 2006 (57.1, 52.0, 40.5). ELA scores of non low-income students were flat 

(78.6, 78.3, 79.4), and those of low-income students decreased from 2004 to 2005 and then 

improved slightly in 2006 (68.7, 65.9, 67.4); the achievement of this subgroup closely matched 

the state average each year, while achievement of all other subgroups was significantly below the 

state averages. 
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In mathematics, the aggregate scores had improved slightly from 2004 to 2006, while the scores 

of the students with disabilities decreased from 2004 to 2006.  The math achievement of non 

low-income students improved slightly each year but remained well below state averages, while 

the achievement of low income students remained flat from 2004 to 2006. 

Elementary schools allocated 90 minutes each to math and literacy instruction.  In addition, the 

three tier model for reading support in the Trophies program added an additional 30 minutes 

daily at level two and individualized strategies at level three.  At the middle school level, schools 

placed those non-special needs students who were two years below grade level in a Ramp-Up to 

Math or Ramp-Up to Literacy program for an additional class each day.  A Strategies class at 

grade 8 for special needs students provided additional time in mathematics. 

At the high school, interviewees told the EQA team that since a one-semester block of a core 

class was not sufficient time, they changed core classes to yearlong classes, and extended the 

time for grade 9 Ramp-Up classes from 72 minutes to 110 minutes. 

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;  

b. set priorities for professional development; and  

c. reallocate resources to improve achievement levels for all student populations.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement  

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district had only recently begun to disaggregate student 

achievement data by subgroup through its involvement in the Performance Improvement 

Mapping (PIM) process.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district and its schools used 

disaggregated data (such as MCAS item analyses and MCAS results by subgroup) along with 
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aggregate data in the development of the SIPs, to infer strengths and weaknesses in curriculum 

and instruction, to inform professional development offerings, and to reallocate resources. 

a.)  Interviewees indicated that the district recognized the gap in CPI scores between its subgroup 

and regular education populations and were of the opinion that the district and its schools 

“needed to do more and better causal analysis” of the subgroup achievement data.  The district 

and its schools used the commonalities, not the differences, found in achievement data (for 

example, MCAS subgroup item analyses) to identify specific strengths and weaknesses in 

curriculum and to plan for modifications.  These analyses resulted in changes such as the 

introduction of Small Learning Communities at the high school, the three tier model for reading 

intervention at the elementary schools, and the expanding of America’s Choice Ramp-Up 

programs.  In interviews, district leaders stated that the ELL program leaders now had a better 

understanding of causal analysis for the ELL subgroup due to additional assessment data from 

the MELA-O and the MEPA. Interviewees added that, although schools included subgroup 

achievement data in the SIPs, the district needed to “build capacity and support for deep level 

analysis.” 

b.)  The district first began to address the significant subgroup achievement gaps with 

professional development in differentiated instruction at the high school in 2004-2005 and at the 

elementary and middle schools in 2005-2006.  The district’s professional development priorities 

reflected the most frequent training needs identified in the data-driven SIPs.  For example, in 

2005-2006 the district provided 24 hours of training in Discrete Mathematical Ideas (DMI) for 

all elementary teachers. 

In an effort to improve the quality and effectiveness of the SIPs and to promote continuous 

improved instruction and achievement for all students, the district has committed itself to 

providing professional development for principals.  The process began with Effective 

Instructional Leadership, given by the Massachusetts Elementary School Principals Association, 

and the district has arranged for yearlong training by the National Institute for School Leadership 

in 2006-2007. 

Administrators stated that literacy coaches at the elementary and middle schools participated in 

classrooms on a daily basis doing demonstration lessons and providing support.  Coaches 
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collaborated with principals and the leadership team(s) as to needs and strategies.  Coaches met 

as a group on Fridays to assess progress, develop strategies, and review data use and analysis.  

Coaches attended professional development on Fridays and brought the material back to 

classrooms the following week.  All together, there were 27 coaches in math and literacy for the 

2006-2007 school year.  

Principals forwarded needs for professional development to the professional development 

coordinator.  If the coordinator perceived needs as global, the leadership would address them at 

the district level; for example, the district offered 24 hours of training in Discrete Mathematical 

Ideas for all elementary teachers during the 2005-2006 school year.   

c.)  The district’s ongoing cost analysis of the Reading Recovery Program’s effectiveness and 

longitudinal achievement indicated that the costs of reallocating funding sources to support 

instructional interventionists would impact the achievement levels of a larger number of 

students.  Further, the district’s schoolwide Title I programs shifted a portion of funds to support 

intervention specialists and math coaching for classroom teachers to bring effective instructional 

practices to all students.  The district analysis of disaggregated writing assessment performance 

data resulted in the reallocation of staff to provide a writing coach at the school servicing the 

district’s elementary ELL classrooms. 

Each school developed a SIP, used the PIM process to examine various aspects of achievement, 

identified root causes affecting a subject area, established instructional change objectives, 

strategies and activities, and analyzed data to identify specific strengths and weaknesses in 

curriculum and instruction.  Each year half of the schools went through the process of developing 

a two-year SIP.  Instructional leadership teams, PIM teams, and school faculty reviewed and 

made revisions periodically based on new data such as benchmark assessments, program 

assessments, or Looking at Student Work.  While some schools have worked with this template 

and process for a full two years, others began with the 2005-2006 school year. 

Under the subheading Mathematics, the SIPs listed several examples of causes of poor 

improvement in student achievement: “The pacing chart is not completed during the school year. 

CMP units are not consistently implemented. Students lack prerequisite foundation skills to 

access CMP curriculum, and they lack enough opportunity to apply knowledge and deepen their 
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understanding of variables. There is not a consistent approach to helping students transfer new 

skills and knowledge from grade to grade and class to class.”  Plans listed objectives and major 

strategies for each cause.  Faculty reviewed these at curriculum and PIM meetings in the 

buildings where the process was in place.  

A review of one middle school SIP showed an expectation that student achievement in 

mathematics would improve from a CPI score of 39 in 2004 to 50 in 2006.  Actual 2006 data 

show the school’s CPI score in mathematics for 2006 was 43.  For special needs students, the 

CPI score in math declined from 29 in 2004 to 25 in 2005 and then rose to 33 in 2006. 
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Standard III:  Assessment and Program Evaluation 

   Ratings▼ Indicators► 1.1 1.4 1.7 3.2 3.3 
Excellent      
Satisfactory 2006 2006  2006  
Needs Improvement   2006  2006 
Poor 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 adopted a formal assessment policy, and the district developed and 

implemented a system of continuous collection and analysis of student achievement data, 

during the period under reexamination.   

• The district trained all administrators and staff in root-cause data analysis, which resulted in 

each school using analysis of student achievement data to generate student learning 

objectives and instructional change objectives with periodic monitoring targets for school 

improvement planning.   

• From 2004 to 2006, the district’s leadership and Performance Improvement Mapping teams 

together completed one cycle of quarterly monitoring of progress toward and 

accomplishment of the SIPs’ instructional change objectives and student learning objectives, 

and made improvements to the process for implementation in 2006-2007 based on analyses 

of these SIP evaluations. 

• Although the district’s Competency Determination rate did not improve, the district did note 

an increase of several percentage points annually in the percentage of students scoring in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ performance categories on the grade 10 MCAS ELA and math 

tests. 
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• The district did not develop a formal program evaluation policy or plan for a systematic 

evaluation of district programs.  However, the district leadership did collect and use 

comparative student achievement data to determine the effectiveness of pilot programs and 

achievement of or progress toward the school improvement instructional change objectives 

included in the SIPs. 

• The district used disaggregated data to monitor and compare the academic performance of 

student subgroups, but did not engage routinely in a level of causal analysis that identified 

the distinct learning and instructional needs of these subgroups.   

• The district used analysis of student achievement data to modify or institute programs and 

services intended to improve student performance; however, the district had not yet realized 

improved MCAS performance resulting from these efforts.  The district did not make 

adequate yearly progress (AYP) in ELA and mathematics for the aggregate student 

population or for its subgroups. 

Summary  
During the 2004-2006 reexamination period, the district established clear policies and formal 

procedures for collecting and analyzing student achievement data to systematically monitor 

student performance, establish improvement goals, inform curriculum and instruction, and 

improve supplementary and support programs. 

Leadership teams set student learning objectives and instructional change objectives from causal 

analysis of the MCAS test results and other student assessment data for the District Improvement 

Plan (DIP) and the School Improvement Plans (SIPs).  The district held principals accountable 

for the assessment of student achievement and analysis of student performance data.  School 

leaders used the SIPs to guide and monitor improved student achievement in the schools.  A 

district leadership team monitored the schools’ progress toward achieving improvement goals 

and evaluated the effectiveness of the schools’ plans. 

The district and its schools used analysis of student achievement data to effect changes in 

curriculum and instruction and academic support.  For example, as a result of improved 

achievement on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy (DIBELS) in pilot schools, the 

district planned for system-wide K-5 implementation of the three tier model of reading 
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intervention in 2006-2007.  The district eliminated the “work-readiness” track at the high school, 

effective 2006-2007, because the courses did not provide students with the content, scope, and 

rigor to meet state academic performance standards.  To better meet the needs of those grade 6 

students entering middle school two years below grade level, the district instituted America’s 

Choice Ramp-Up program in mathematics and literacy.  Analysis of performance assessments 

revealed a group of elementary students needing more academic challenge and led the district to 

form two classrooms for talented and gifted children.  The district reviewed disaggregated data 

and recognized the achievement gap between its student subgroups and regular education 

students, but needed to build the capacity of its school leaders and teachers to do better causal 

analysis to refine specific interventions and goals.  

The district did not have a formal program evaluation policy but did engage in periodic review of 

some programs, such as pilots or grant-funded programs, and used results to make decisions 

about continuing, expanding, or eliminating practices and services.   

At the time of the reexamination, the district had not realized substantial improvement in student 

achievement and had not made adequate yearly progress (AYP) in 2005 and 2006.  However, the 

district did not fully implement several of its academic initiatives and programmatic changes 

based on analysis of student achievement data until the 2006-2007 school year.   

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district did not have a formal, written assessment policy,  

although it had a system-wide schedule in place for the administration of assessments.  The 

district had only implemented these procedures toward the end of the initial review period, and at 

the time of the initial review it was unclear how much the analysis of assessment data was 

driving instruction. 
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During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district developed an assessment 

policy, which the school committee approved in January 2006.  It explicitly stated the district’s 

purposes for assessment for all students at all levels: data-driven decision-making, measurement 

of student learning outcomes, instructional planning, curriculum review and revision, and data 

analysis for the development of the SIPs. 

Priority Goal V of the 2004-2007 District Improvement Plan (DIP) outlined uniform practices 

and procedures.  These resulted in the systematic collection, dissemination, and analysis of 

student achievement data at both the central office and school levels.  The district’s assessment 

director distributed customized MCAS reports, such as state and school comparisons, four-year 

trend data, item analyses, and subgroup achievement comparisons, to all principals and school 

leadership teams for their use in evaluating progress toward SIP goals and for causal analysis to 

develop additional student learning objectives and instructional change objectives.  The 

assessment director and the district’s PIM team monitored and evaluated each school’s use of 

data analysis in the SIP process by evaluating the SIP documents using a districtwide rubric 

rating the school’s use of a variety of assessment data to improve curriculum and instructional 

practices, guide lesson planning, and inform school improvement planning. 

Interviewees at the district level stated that by 2005-2006, all principals and key members of 

school leadership and PIM teams understood Test Wiz report analysis.  Moreover, each school 

had a PIM team that regularly engaged in data analysis of performance and/or formative 

assessment results for the quarterly monitoring of progress toward SIP goals and objectives.  

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.  
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EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
For the majority of the initial period under review, the district did not utilize data in its decision-

making regarding curriculum, instruction, remedial programs, professional development, or 

purchasing and provisioning.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), through the PIM process and the 

SIP development and evaluation procedures, the district’s administrators and school leadership 

teams analyzed student achievement data to make improvements in curriculum, instruction, 

remedial programs and services, professional development, and academic resources available to 

students and teachers. 

a. and b.)  In curriculum and instruction, for example, interviewees cited that the item analysis of 

grade 10 MCAS math performance had resulted in the addition of Algebra I to grade 8 which 

improved the likelihood that more students would enroll in Geometry I by grade 10, having had 

increased time to pass Algebra I.  Department heads stated that the high school had developed 

semiannual common assessments in response to analysis of the MCAS data.  A causal analysis of 

students’ answers to open-response items resulted in common learning and instructional change 

objectives across the content areas to improve students’ use of relevant evidence in their 

response to open-ended questions.  Interviewees reported that the middle schools scheduled 

double periods of math and ELA to address more fully the student learning objectives and 

instructional change objectives in the SIPs.  The district also instituted two grade 4 districtwide 

talented and gifted classes when analysis of formative assessment results of the Northwest 

Evaluation Association (NWEA) Measures of Academic Performance identified a group of high-

performing students who needed more challenging curricular content.   

c.)  District elementary schools with early literacy grants used the student achievement profiles 

generated from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy (DIBELS) formative assessments 

to form small ad hoc groups for targeted reading strategy intervention.  Based on improvement in 

those schools that piloted this process for providing supplemental instruction, the district 

expanded the use of DIBELS and the intervention model to all elementary schools for full 
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implementation in 2006-2007.  The district offered further examples of its use of student 

achievement data to improve remedial programs.  The district used student achievement data to 

implement America’s Choice Ramp-Up mathematics and literacy programs for middle school 

students performing two years below grade level and an MCAS strategies class for grade 8 

students. It also used student achievement data to establish the Academic Resource Center at the 

high school for those special education students needing supplementary targeted skill instruction 

in ELA and mathematics. 

d.)  During the reexamination period under review, the district supported the professional 

development needs indicated in the individual SIPs and provided professional development such 

as training in differentiated instruction.  In interviews, district administrators indicated that 

student performance trends suggested a need to modify pedagogical and formative assessment 

practices in order to improve student achievement levels.  Thus, schools that did not have early 

literacy grants and some Title I schools reallocated a portion of direct service monies to fund 

academic coaches to provide job-embedded, on-going professional development.  The district 

provided principals with training in the curriculum initiatives then underway in the district so 

that they could knowledgeably lead, monitor, and supervise the instructional change objectives 

and student learning objectives in their respective SIPs. 

The district planned for and requested the materials, texts, and services needed to implement the 

programmatic and curricular improvements derived from the analysis of student achievement 

data.  For example, the district used grant and local funds to provide the elementary schools with 

reading intervention materials, academic coaches at the middle and elementary levels, America’s 

Choice Ramp-Up materials in the middle schools (during the period under reexamination) and 

grade 9 (for implementation in 2006-2007).  The district required that school level budget 

requests correlate with the SIPs’ learner and instructional change goals derived from the analysis 

of student achievement results. 

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: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence 
During the initial review period, the class of 2003 had a 90 percent rate in meeting the 

Competency Determination (CD) standard.  Also, at the time of the initial review, the district had 

already earned an 80 percent rate in meeting the CD standard for the class of 2004.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the Competency Determination 

attainment rates for the classes of 2004, 2005, and 2006 were 92 percent, 83 percent, and 91 

percent, respectively.  The district instituted MCAS academic support classes during the school 

day in addition to after-school MCAS tutoring because of poor attendance in the after-school 

programs.  A district analysis of students not passing the MCAS tests by their senior year 

indicated that special needs students comprised the largest number not attaining Competency 

Determination.  The district added in-class academic support and Project Success for this 

subgroup.  

EQA review of longitudinal grade 10 MCAS data from 2003 to 2006 showed an annual increase 

in the percentage of students attaining proficiency: from 41 percent in 2003 to 48 percent in 2006 

in ELA, and from 22 percent in 2003 to 33 percent in 2006 in mathematics.  Despite efforts to 

improve the percentage of students attaining the CD, the district’s CD attainment rate had 

decreased from 2004, and had not yet met the EQA standard of 95 percent. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district did not have a formal procedure in place for program 

evaluation.  During this period, the Reading Recovery program was the only program evaluated 

for its instructional and cost effectiveness.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district did not have a formal 

program evaluation policy but had examined the effectiveness of several district programs that 
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resulted in recommended modifications.  For example, district administrators indicated that the 

district routinely evaluated its pilot programs and completed evaluations as required by grant 

guidelines (Reading First, Title I).  Moreover, it looked at trends in aggregate student 

achievement data and comparative data to identify strengths and weakness in programming that 

resulted in the creation of classes for the gifted and talented for high achievers and the 

restructuring of academic support services at the high school.  

A district- and school-level causal analysis of those students enrolled in the “work-readiness” 

track at the high school found the curriculum content and academic expectations of the courses 

offered at this level did not provide the rigor and challenge needed for proficient MCAS 

performance.  As a result, the district planned for elimination of this track for implementation in 

the 2006-2007 school year. 

The district evaluated the following initiatives and pilot programs for their effectiveness in 

achieving their intended outcomes:  the three-tier model of reading instruction and intervention 

at the elementary level; America’s Choice Ramp-Up to Math and an English language learners’ 

class at the middle school; and the grade 9 Small Learning Communities at the high school.  

Interviewees noted that the positive results on student achievement of the three tier model in 

pilot and grant schools led to planning and providing for districtwide implementation in 2006-

2007.  Interviewees reported that because of the particular success of the Ramp-Up to Math 

program with the ELL class at the Talbot Middle School, the district planned a pilot of Ramp-Up 

to Algebra program for at-risk grade 9 students for implementation in 2006-2007.  Review of the 

district’s informal evaluation of the Small Learning Communities indicated improved attendance 

rates, fewer course failures, and fewer discipline incidents compared to the previous year’s grade 

9 class.  In addition, the district responded to low writing assessment performance of the 

elementary ELL students by hiring a writing coach to serve ELL students and teachers. 

The district also engaged an independent contractor to conduct reviews of selected special 

education programs on a regular two-year cycle.  A review of the special education external 

program evaluation reports conducted during the review period indicated no use of student 

achievement data.  Rather, the reports were qualitative and descriptive (with findings such as a 

commendation for teacher dedication and a recommendation to improve the physical setting of 
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an alternative education program).  However, the district informally evaluated its special 

education services and programs using MCAS results.  It provided additional services at the high 

and middle schools, such as a specifically designed strategies class and an MCAS prep class 

taught by special education teachers and mathematics teachers, in response to continued low 

performance.  Additionally, the district had not yet realized improved student achievement for 

the students with disabilities subgroup.  The proficiency gap in English language arts and 

mathematics between regular education students and students with disabilities had increased 

yearly from 26 points in 2004 to 28 points in 2006 in ELA, and from 26 points in 2004 to 31 

points in 2006 in mathematics.  Eighty-five percent of the district’s students with disabilities 

scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories of the MCAS tests.  

The district’s Title I internal program evaluation for neglected and delinquent programs and 

targeted assistance programs at the private schools piloted the use of the Survey of Youth 

Tutoring Outcomes (SAYO) (promoted by the Department of Education), which sampled 

participant opinions, included pre- and post-testing, and resulted in recommendations that 

supported the status quo.  However, district interviewees reported that the assessment tool did 

not provide them with the sort of data and information that would specifically inform program 

improvement.  Evaluation of the SIPs’ student leaning objectives and instructional change 

objectives, as well the analysis of MCAS data, constituted the Title I schoolwide program 

evaluations. 

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 

Evidence 
For the majority of the initial review period, the district did not have a formal, ongoing process 

to monitor and evaluate the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of its curriculum and 

instructional programs.  Despite the fact that the district had procedures and committees in place 
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for this purpose during the time under review, the district’s mid-cycle performance report cited 

that, in the aggregate, the district did not meet its AYP performance targets in both ELA and 

math.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district implemented procedures 

to review assessment data to inform curriculum and instruction.  A review of the DIP showed 

that the district implemented the PIM process with five priority goals, each with a manager who 

was responsible for gathering evidence and monitoring progress.  These goals were based on an 

analysis of student data and identified specific improvement targets, baseline data to be 

impacted, tentative hypotheses, key strategies to be utilized, implementation timeframe, steps 

toward implementation, expectations of change, indicators and measures utilized to monitor 

implementation, degree to which strategies were implemented, evidence of implementation, and 

observations/new data/issues.  The district aligned each SIP with the DIP, and evaluated each 

with a rubric.  The district adopted a consistent format/template for use throughout.  Interviews 

with principals and teachers confirmed that the SIPs were living documents that drove the 

curriculum and instruction in the schools.  Each school had an instructional leadership team and 

a PIM team.  Principals stated that the teams were the educational and instructional leaders in 

their buildings who monitored the implementation of the SIPs.  

Administrators said that the complex process for developing the SIPs had been streamlined, 

retaining all the key elements.  One-half of the district’s schools had developed a SIP for 2004-

2005 using the district template, and the other half did so in 2005-2006.  

The examiners reviewed curriculum binders for all subject areas K-12 and found they aligned 

with the Massachusetts curriculum frameworks.  Administrators reported that these documents 

were not directly placed in every classroom.  Based on analysis of the MCAS test data and other 

assessment data, schools embedded the framework standards they needed to address in their 

SIPs.  These were reviewed and addressed using benchmark assessments where established, 

protocols for Looking at Student Work, as well as program assessments and NWEA data.  

To evaluate quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of curriculum and instructional programs at the 

high school level, administrators described the English curriculum as a “living document” with 

its vertical and horizontal content syllabi being consistent for all courses, having common 
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assessments, and using benchmarks for Looking at Student Work.  At the high school, 

mathematics teachers developed common instructional tasks and common projects for 

instruction, adjusted the instructional order in response to data analysis, started using the MCAS 

formula sheet consistently, and developed one for use by special needs students during the tests 

(one approved by the Department of Education).  

For the 2006-2007 school year, the district hired math, literacy, or reading coaches, assigned at 

buildings to work with staff in addressing their professional development.  The vehicles for this 

professional development included model classes, demonstration classes, and classroom support. 

Administrators pointed to several procedures to show what they looked for when monitoring 

instruction in the classroom.  They asked three questions: “What are you working on?  How are 

you doing it?  How do you know you are doing it well?”  Some principals stated they looked to 

see if the instruction was purposeful: “What is the goal?  Is there a sharing out of what was 

learned?”  



 

95 

 
Standard IV: Human Resource Management and Professional Development 
   Ratings▼ Indicators► 3.1 3.4 3.5 7.2 7.3 7.4 7.5 7.7 

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

Unsatisfactory  2006 
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: 

• The superintendent instituted a system of supervision that included school improvement 

visits designed to make principals more accountable and to focus greater effort on improving 

school performance.  With this as his focus, the superintendent did not complete evaluations 

of district principals or central office administrators during the 2005-2006 school year. 

• Because teacher evaluations were not conducted in a timely manner and contained limited 

suggestions to promote growth and improvement, the superintendent developed a proposed 

teacher evaluation system which the district piloted on a voluntary basis in 2006-2007.   

• The current superintendent’s evaluation instrument referenced student achievement, but not 

the DIP. 

• The district did not have a formalized procedure for program evaluation but reviewed 

programs as part of the data analyses employed in the development and monitoring of the 

School Improvement Plans (SIPs). 

• The district’s professional development program was informed by the analyses of the 

district’s SIPs, school program analyses, and to a lesser degree on personnel evaluation.  The 

district annually updated and adequately funded its professional development plan, and 

embedded it within the district’s DIP and SIPs. 
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Summary 
The district created a policy manual that was undated, but did not contain an adoption date or 

policy amendment dates, and that stakeholders described as being a work in progress.   

The district initiated a number of strategies to improve school, program and personnel evaluation 

and increased accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff. . Evaluations of district 

principals and central office administrators did not occur during the 2005-2006 school year.  

Rather than focusing on formal evaluation, the superintendent concentrated on implementing a 

system of supervision that included the school improvement visit practice.   

The administration did not conduct teacher evaluations in a timely manner during the 

reexamination period.  Evaluations reviewed ranged from limited to no suggestions of ways to 

promote professional growth or improve overall effectiveness.  In November 2006, the 

superintendent presented his proposal for a new teacher evaluation system to the school 

committee, which the district piloted on a voluntary basis, with full implementation pending 

negotiation with the Fall River Educator’s Association.  

The school committee did not evaluate the current superintendent by mutual agreement of both 

parties, deferring the 2005-2006 evaluation.  The current superintendent’s evaluation instrument 

referenced student achievement, but not the DIP and its relevant progress. 

While the district did not have a formalized procedure for program evaluation, it did review 

programs and instructional practices as part of the data analyses in the development and 

monitoring of the School Improvement Plans.   

Hiring practices continued to occur primarily at the building level, while recruitment efforts 

expanded to website postings and participation in recruitment fairs in the 2005-2006 school 

year.  The district conducted its own recruitment fair at the high school on March 8, 2006, in an 

attempt to attract teachers who were not residents of Fall River to seek employment in the 

district.  That event attracted some 600 candidates.  As a result of this fair, the district hired 

approximately 140 individuals, of whom 102 were not residents of Fall River.  The district 

scheduled another local recruitment fair for the 2006-2007 school year. 
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In 2004-2005, the district created a DIP and aligned it with the SIPs, embedding its professional 

development plan within the DIP.  The district updated its professional development plan 

annually, and provided adequate professional development funding.  The district’s program was 

informed by the district’s SIPs, which were developed based upon analyses of student 

achievement data and overall school performance.  

Despite the absence of a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), schools within the 

district utilized a multi-step curriculum accommodation process, and made every attempt to 

improve the achievement of students through regular education initiatives prior to considering a 

special education pre-referral.  

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: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, although the district relied on its SIP goals and the MCAS test 

results to inform school evaluation and its focus on accountability for building principals, most 

SIPs prior to the 2002-2003 academic year were not data-driven with measurable goals or 

accompanying accountability measures.  The district’s process for holding staff members 

accountable for the programs they were responsible for was informal.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district refined its procedures 

and expectations for developing SIPs by using the PIM process and requiring the use of a 

uniform document template.  As a result, the SIPs developed during the reexamination period 

were data-driven documents containing measurable goals and objectives for student learning and 

instructional change that the district subsequently used to begin to address administrator and staff 

accountability for student performance.  During the 2005-2006 school year, the current 
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superintendent instituted school improvement visits, with the intention of making principals 

more accountable for student performance and improved instruction.  A review of personnel files 

and professional evaluation documents indicated that the district did not explicitly address 

accountability for improved student performance in the formal evaluation process. 

a.)  School Evaluation:  During the reexamination period, the high school created and 

implemented its School Improvement Plan. All school teams had data, performed causal 

analyses, and developed and implemented school improvement monitoring processes.  In support 

of these efforts, the district had also provided schools with specialists to provide site support.  In 

the 2005-2006 school year, the newly appointed superintendent and other members of the central 

office staff conducted school improvement visits as part of a system of supervision designed to 

make principals more accountable and to focus greater effort on improving school performance 

through improved instruction.  During the hour-long visits, the principal responded to a series of 

four questions and identified three areas to work on for improving instruction during the school 

year.  The four questions were: 1.) Instruction–behavior expected of students, what we teach 

(content), how we teach and how we measure student performance.  2.) For each of your goals, 

have you identified where you are starting the year and where you want to end?  For example, if 

you have a reading goal, what are students’ levels of performance at each grade level in your 

school at the beginning of this year, where do you want to be at the end of the year?  3.) How do 

you measure improvement for each goal?  How would you describe that improvement in your 

own words?  4.) For each goal in your improvement plan, who is accountable for what?  For 

example, as principal, what is your job in achieving the goal?  What is the teacher’s, the 

custodian’s, the secretaries’, etc? 

The administrative staff recorded the principal’s responses to each of the questions and later 

produced a school improvement visit document and provided copies to all participants.  This 

document served as a primary basis of supervisory discussions with principals conducted 

throughout and at the end of the school year.   

In the 2005-2006 school year, the district initiated the practice of assigning a representative from 

the central office to work with each principal in the development of his/her SIP.  Interviewees 

indicated that principals responded favorably to being able to call upon a district resource when 
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drafting their SIPs, and reported that it was helpful to have immediate feedback relative to 

district resources.  The practice also allowed for the sharing of ideas among schools.  Further, the 

2005-2006 school year was the first in which the district’s principals were able to work with a 

District Improvement Plan that was aligned to their respective SIPs. 

b.)  Program Evaluation: The district did not have a formalized system or procedure for program 

evaluation; however, principals and staff did review programs and instructional practices as part 

of the data analysis done in the SIP development and monitoring process.  Interviewees reported 

that although a majority of the district’s schools satisfactorily used data to evaluate programs and 

services, several schools had done little.  Thus, the use of informal program evaluation as an 

accountability tool varied within the district based on school administration expertise and 

experience.  The district required quarterly monitoring reports of the SIPs using a districtwide 

standard template.  Examiner review of a sample completed quarterly monitoring report showed 

that a principal set interim action steps for identified staff needing additional support and 

coaching to meet the instructional change or student learning outcomes in the SIP, as well as to 

implement building curriculum programs more effectively.  Interviewees reported that the 

district expects teachers to take responsibility for student learning and effective program 

delivery.  Moreover, interviewees stated that, during the period under reexamination, principals 

had recommended non-renewals and involuntary transfers based on poor performance relative to 

SIP expectations.  

c.)  Personnel Evaluation:  During the site visit, EQA examiners also had the opportunity to 

review 80 teacher personnel files.  Eleven of the files reviewed were of new hires who did not 

yet require any evaluations.  Of the remaining 69 files, the EQA team found 53 of them (77 

percent) to be somewhat informative and found seven (10 percent) to be instructive.  The 

preponderance of evaluations reviewed ranged from having limited to no suggestions of ways to 

promote professional growth and improve overall effectiveness.  In November 2006, the 

superintendent developed and presented a proposed teacher evaluation handbook to the school 

committee.  The document was entitled A Contemporary System for Evaluating the Practice of 

Teaching, and detailed a revised teacher evaluation system.  At the time of the EQA team visit, 

the district was piloting the proposed evaluation system on a voluntary basis, and full 

implementation was pending negotiation with the Fall River Educator’s Association (FREA).   
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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: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district had a formal evaluation process in place to evaluate 

administrators; however, at the site visit the EQA team determined that the district was not 

following its own articulated process.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), district administration did not 

complete evaluations of principals or central office administrators during the 2005-2006 school 

year.  The district’s formal evaluation practice for administrators did not comply with the 

requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act.  A review of the files of the district’s 

central office administrators indicated that none had been evaluated.  Of the 26 principals’ files 

reviewed, nine of them (35 percent) were new hires and did not yet require evaluations.  Of the 

evaluations reviewed, only one of 17 (six percent) was evaluated in a timely manner.  The new 

superintendent, who assumed the position in September 2005, indicated that his focus for the 

2005-2006 school year was a system of supervision that included the school improvement visit 

practice that he had initiated in the district, rather than the traditional evaluation of principals.  

Further, he indicated that he had to confront an estimated $4 million budget deficit for fiscal year 

2006, which occupied a great deal of his time and energy.  Interviewees indicated that the 

superintendent’s system of supervision was likely to result in both timely and meaningful 

personnel evaluation, and would focus accountability for all personnel.  

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 
During the initial review period, the district’s negotiated evaluation procedure for teachers 

complied with the requirements of the Education Reform Act.  Of the sampled professional 



 

101 

status teacher evaluations reviewed, 38 percent were not completed in a timely manner in 

accordance with the negotiated two-year cycle contract.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district’s negotiated evaluation 

practice for teachers did not comply with the requirements of the Education Reform Act during 

the 2005-2006 school year.  EQA examiners reviewed 80 teacher personnel files during the site 

visit.  Of those reviewed, 11 (14 percent) were new hires and did not yet require evaluations.  Of 

the 69 files remaining, 32 (46 percent) were timely, an increase of eight percent above the initial 

review period.  Limited suggestions to promote growth and improvement were contained in the 

evaluations.   

In the 2005-2006 school year, the new superintendent developed and presented to the school 

committee a proposed teacher evaluation handbook.  The document was entitled A 

Contemporary System for Evaluating the Practice of Teaching.  At the time of the site visit, the 

proposed evaluation system was under negotiation with the Fall River Educator’s Association 

(FREA). 

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: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, administrators indicated that the district updated the 

professional development plan (PDP) annually with recommendations from principals, 

curriculum directors, and teachers.  The district did not meet the state-mandated foundation 

budget for professional development in FY 2001 by $130,188.  The district did not meet its 

professional development requirement in FY 2002 by $39,674.  Preliminary numbers for FY 

2003 indicated that the district exceeded the state-mandated professional development 

requirement by $8,547.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district updated its professional 

development plan annually, including it in the district’s SIPs and DIP.  District expenditures for 
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professional development totaled $3,254,252 in FY 2005 and $2,178,366 in FY 2006.  Local 

funding sources accounted for 18.8 percent of professional development expenditures in FY 

2005 and 14.4 percent in FY06, with grant funding from Title I, Title IIA, Title III – ELL, and 

Title IV making up the balance.  Interviewees shared their perception that while grant funding 

supplemented professional development, additional funding was needed in order to continue the 

implementation of a coaching model that had been initiated two years ago.   

In making budgetary requests for professional development, district administrators indicated that 

they had requested three levels of funding: “gold,” “silver,” and “bronze.”  The “gold” level 

request was for $125 per student, the “silver” for $75 per student, and the “bronze” for $50 per 

student.  Administrators reported that the actual level of local funding resulted in the $35 per 

student range.  Interviewees also indicated that there were 27 districtwide coaches and that each 

elementary school had a coach for either mathematics or literacy.  The middle schools had one 

mathematics coach and one literacy coach each, as did the larger elementary schools.  

Interviewees indicated their desire to expand the number of coaches in the district to allow for 

one mathematics coach and one literacy coach to be in all elementary schools in the district.  

District coaches met every Friday at the central office to participate in active professional 

development activities designed to improve their performance and to serve as a “train-the-

trainer” model to improve instruction in the district.   

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.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
For the majority of the initial period under review, the analysis of student data did not influence 

curriculum and instructional changes in the district.  District administrators stated that the 

evaluation of programs and services was not a practice used to inform the district’s professional 
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development program.  Further, there was no evidence that the district used the evaluation of 

professional staff and administrators in developing its professional development plan.  

a and b.)  During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district used the SIPs 

to inform its professional development program, according to district staff.  The schools had 

relied on analyses of student performance data and overall school performance, school program 

analyses, and, to a lesser degree, personnel evaluations to develop their SIPs.  Interviewees 

indicated that through analyzing the SIPs the district determined the professional development 

needs of individual school sites.  Interviewees further indicated that alignment of the newly 

created DIP with the SIPs further informed the development of the professional development 

offerings in the district.  They cited as an example the analysis of special education subgroup 

data at the high school that led to professional development offerings addressing inclusion 

activities at the high school.  While the district had offered a large volume of professional 

development activities, interviewees perceived that the primary challenge was to translate 

professional development offerings into instructional change.   

c.)  During the 2005-2006 school year, the district’s negotiated evaluation practice for teachers 

did not comply with the requirements of the Education Reform Act.  Of 69 personnel files 

reviewed for teachers that required evaluations, only 32 (47 percent) were timely and contained 

limited commentary to inform professional development.  Further, during the 2005-2006 school 

year the superintendent had focused his efforts on implementing a system of supervision that 

included school improvement visits as a primary component and did not complete evaluations of 

district principals or central office administrators.  

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: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
In the Fall River Public Schools, for the majority of the initial period under review, professional 

development offerings in the district were not systemic; rather, they were determined on an 
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individual school basis.  Each school developed individual initiatives for professional 

development within their buildings.  

Beginning in 2003, a major initiative for each school in the district was to review learning 

standards in the frameworks in relation to each school’s MCAS test scores as directed by the 

PIM process.  District administrators indicated that training for parents and community 

representatives occurred as it related to school councils and the districtwide council.  Additional 

training for parents occurred as it related to Title I programs, school orientation programs, 

magnet school programs, and the grandparents volunteer program.  

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

professional development documents through an analysis of the district’s SIPs, as revealed 

through interviews and review of district documents.  An analysis of the district’s professional 

development and PIM calendar indicated a large volume of professional development activities 

primarily focused on meeting needs as identified in the analyses of the SIPs, which specified a 

need for training in the teaching of the curriculum frameworks.  While DIP priority #5 specified 

that the district provide professional development in the importance, impact, and strategies for 

engaging parents/families in their children’s learning, it mentioned nothing relative to training in 

participatory decision-making or community and parental involvement.   

The professional development offerings for the 2005-2006 school year included:  NASA-Lift Off 

to Learning; America’s Choice Ramp-Up programs in literacy and mathematics; DIBELS/CBM 

administration; Project Read-Phonology training; NWEA fall testing; Reading First leadership 

meetings; CMP training; mathematics coaches meetings; attendance at the New England 

Investigations Conference; fall data analysis support sessions; IDEA training; principals’ training 

in completing the district SIP; DMI 1; DOE Bilingual; DOE Presentation Read First; PIM 

trainings; small school PIM; specific school PIM; homeless education; and data analyses support 

sessions.  The district’s professional development director had oversight of these activities.   

Trainings were determined through an analysis of district professional development content 

needs as compiled by the office of the assistant superintendent and presented to EQA examiners 

in the form of a spreadsheet entitled Exploring Alignment of Content – Comments.  This 

document detailed professional development strategy needs and rated them in each of the 
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district’s schools.  Ratings included: 1) in plan and implementing; 2) not in plan but 

implementing; 3) not in plan but would be appropriate; 4) not in plan because data suggests this 

strategy is not appropriate at this time; 5) not in plan but would like more information; 6) in plan 

but needs to be expanded; and 7) not in plan but no comment.  Interviewees perceived this, 

coupled with the school improvement visits that focused the principals’ efforts for the school 

year on attainment of three specified priorities, as being predictive of goal attainment.   

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: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, although district administrators were trained in data analysis, 

there was no correlation between the training and the use of data to inform the professional 

development plan.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district did not use a District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP).  The EQA team reviewed an undated copy of a 

DCAP, and interviewees indicated that they were not even aware of its existence.  The 

superintendent indicated that the DCAP document was outdated and had no current relevance.  

He stated that current accommodation initiatives adhered to federal law (IDEA).  Despite the 

absence of the DCAP, schools within the district utilized a curriculum accommodation process.  

Interviewees also stated that they made every attempt to improve the achievement of students 

through regular education services prior to considering a special education pre-referral.   

Principals and curriculum accommodation team (CAT) members received professional 

development training to enable them to understand and recognize the importance of the student 

pre-referral process.  Documentation provided to EQA examiners outlined a multi-step process 

that identified individual student’s area(s) of difficulty, modifications attempted, intervention 

strategies suggested and planned, evaluation of student progress in terms of meeting prescribed 

and measurable goals, and student progress outcomes.  In initiating the process, the school 
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curriculum accommodation team would receive a referral from a teacher identifying the problem 

encountered with a particular student.  The teacher would meet with the CAT to discuss the 

matter and obtain strategies to employ.  After a six-week period had elapsed, the teacher would 

report back to the CAT, providing documentation of how the strategies implemented were 

progressing.  At that point, the CAT either recommended more strategies or the teacher and the 

CAT made a decision to initiate a special education pre-referral.   

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: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
For the entire initial review period, the district did not have a District Improvement Plan.  

Therefore, there was no possibility of alignment among district goals, goals from School 

Improvement Plans, and the district’s professional development plan.  

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

implemented a District Improvement Plan covering the period 2004 to 2007.  In accomplishing 

this, the district employed a consultant to draft the document and bring it into alignment with the 

SIPs.  Interviewees indicated that the high school had first developed its SIP, allowing the 

district to then develop its DIP.  In the process, the consultant called the principals together and 

engaged in work sessions designed to bring the documents into alignment.  In the 2004-2005 

school year, the documents came into alignment.  Interviewees indicated that, with the alignment 

of the DIP and SIPs, the district had determined its professional development needs through an 

analysis of each school’s SIP. 
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Standard V: Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support 

Indicators► 
Ratings▼ 6.1 6.2 6.3 6.5 6.6 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 8.1 8.2 8.4 8.6 8.7 

Excellent                
Satisfactory      2006 2006  2006  2006 2006   2006 
Needs 
Improvement 2006  2006 2006 2006   2006  2006   2006 2006  

Poor   2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004  2004 

Unsatisfactory 2004 2006 
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 new computer software system provided improved data collection, analysis, and 

accessibility capacity for district administrators and staff.  

• Reducing the absenteeism of both students and staff became a district priority during the 

reexamination period.  Student attendance rates at elementary and middle schools were 

slowly improving.  The faculty absenteeism rate also improved, decreasing from 17.7 days 

per teacher in 2003-2004 to 15.7 days per teacher in 2005-2006.   

• Attendance, retention, and suspension rates at Durfee High School showed no improvement 

and were well above state averages. The dropout rate at Durfee High School increased to 

10.7 percent during the reexamination period, almost three times the state average.   

• Transition programs for incoming grade 5 and grade 9 students varied widely in quality and 

composition.  The superintendent stated that “we need drastic improvements.”  

• The district implemented programs in English language arts and math for grade 6 and 9 

students who were more than two years behind grade level to enhance their academic 

achievement. 
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• Transient students represented a sizeable number of students within the district, yet the 

district did not adopt a policy to meet the needs of these students. 

• The district used a well-articulated school-based curriculum accommodation process and 

team to provide all students with the opportunity to succeed in the regular education 

program. 

• The district developed and implemented an Individual Student Success Plan (ISSP) for each 

student in grades 3 through 10 who scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories on the MCAS tests. 

Summary 
Improving student attendance rates was one of the five priority goals of the new District 

Improvement Plan.  The district formed a vertical team, composed of both central office and 

building administrators, to address the attendance issue on a system-wide basis.  School 

Improvement Plans throughout the district also included the reduction of student absenteeism as 

one of their primary goals.  A number of age-appropriate changes and improvements in 

attendance policies, procedures, practices, and incentives were put into place at all grade levels.  

A new computerized data collection and analysis system supported these efforts and enabled 

district and building administrators as well as school personnel to access disaggregated data 

needed to improve student performance.  In response to these efforts, daily attendance rates, 

although still approximately four percent below state levels, have begun to inch upward at both 

the elementary and middle school levels. Yet, at the same time, student attendance at Durfee 

High School failed to improve, declining slightly from 87.2 percent to 86.8 percent during the 

reexamination period.  This pattern was also true of the high school’s dropout rate, which 

climbed to 10.7 percent in 2006, almost three times the state average. 

The district also focused its attention on improving faculty attendance rates.  The School 

Improvement Plans stressed the importance of establishing more effective staff attendance 

policies and practices.  The superintendent’s office monitored faculty attendance and held school 

principals to increased levels of both expectation and accountability for improving the attendance 

of both teachers and students in their buildings.  Principals reported that the regular use of 

attendance data available to them helped them to respond proactively to problematic attendance 

issues.  The EQA team’s review of attendance data for the first term of the 2006-2007 school 
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year revealed continued improvements in faculty attendance patterns.  Administrators said in 

interviews that while they were encouraged, they also acknowledged that they still needed 

substantial additional progress to achieve their objective.  District data indicate that the system-

wide staff average of 17.7 days of absence per year in 2003-2004 declined to 15.7 days for the 

2005-2006 school year. 

The district took a number of steps to improve the manner in which it collected and used data.  

The assistant superintendent and three district administrators acted as “priority managers” and 

established a district planning/performance team to collect and analyze student data.  The team’s 

work supported and expanded the role of the district’s new high capacity web-based 

management system and the role of the district’s assessment director.  Their efforts to correlate 

student and teacher attendance data and evaluate their effect on staff performance and student 

achievement were primarily school based and relatively informal.  The DIP and SIPs 

acknowledged the need to continue to train principals and other key personnel to serve as data 

resource teams; to provide computers, software, and data to each team; and to provide 

documentation templates to use on a districtwide basis.   

The district improved its capacity to raise the achievement of its at-risk students.  The district 

designed a remedial math and language arts program for grade 6 and grade 9 students who were 

more than two years behind grade level.  Each school principal maintained an Individual Student 

Success Plan (ISSP) for each student in grades 3-10 who scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or 

‘Needs Improvement’ category on the MCAS tests. 

Although the district lacked a current District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), 

schools in the district utilized a multi-step curriculum accommodation process.  This enabled 

teachers to identify and implement strategies within the regular education program to meet the 

varied learning styles of their students in an attempt to improve their achievement prior to 

considering a special education pre-referral. 

The issue of student transitions from elementary school to middle school and from middle school 

to high school had begun to receive some attention during the reexamination period.  The district 

began efforts to make the transition experience more positive and efficient for both students and 

their parents.  Interviews with central office and building administrators revealed that transition 
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activities were the responsibility of individual schools, and that the absence of any clear, 

uniform, districtwide policies and procedures resulted in widely differing practices among 

schools at both elementary and middle school levels. 

2004 Indicators 

6.1. District and school policies and practices require all staff and students to be in attendance.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period in Fall River, while the student handbooks, teachers’ contract, 

and administrative manual contained attendance policies, the district recognized its problematic 

attendance issues with both students and staff.  Guidance counselors at the middle and high 

schools indicated that they did not routinely monitor student attendance as part of their 

responsibilities.  In point-of-fact, guidance counselors stated that the vice-principals monitored 

student attendance and rarely brought attendance issues to the attention of guidance counselors.  

The administration also recognized staff attendance as a concern in the district.  Administrators 

indicated that they did not discuss staff attendance during the staff evaluation process.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the need to improve student and 

staff attendance became a focal point of district and school improvement efforts.  A review of the 

District Improvement Plan and individual School Improvement Plans confirmed this objective to 

be a priority throughout the school system.  The district’s new data collection system provided 

considerably more and better information for administration and attendance staff to reference in 

their improvement efforts.  Principals reported that the superintendent’s office carefully 

monitored faculty attendance patterns and held principals accountable for doing so in their 

schools.  Teacher focus groups confirmed that the administration stressed and enforced 

expectations for improved attendance.  A review of faculty attendance data revealed that the 

2003-2004 districtwide average of 17.7 days of absence per year had been reduced to 15.7 days 

for the 2005-2006 school year.  Data provided for the first term of the current year indicated that 

faculty attendance rates are continuing to improve.   
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A review of student attendance statistics indicated that although they remained below the state 

average by approximately four percent, attendance rates at both the elementary and middle 

school levels had slowly increased during the course of the reexamination period.  In interviews 

with EQA examiners, administrators and attendance staff attributed this to the implementation of 

a range of improved practices, procedures, and incentives, better enforcement of existing 

attendance policies and requirements, and clearly communicating attendance expectations to all 

members of the school community. 

Interviews with high school administrators, guidance staff, and attendance officers indicated that 

the district had also made efforts to deal with its high student chronic absenteeism rates, 

particularly with the freshman class, a group with well-documented absence and dropout 

patterns.  Among the actions cited was the creation of smaller “learning communities” in the 

freshman class.  Each of these academic groups is composed of approximately 100 students.  A 

teacher team was assigned to each of these learning communities, and teachers were provided 

common planning time, as well as additional counseling and support services.  School 

administrators, guidance counselors, and attendance officials also report that they were working 

together in a more formal and systematic manner to deal with attendance issues.  They indicated 

that the district’s greatly improved data analysis capacity has helped them be more proactive in 

their ability to identify and appropriately respond to attendance problems and concerns. 

Despite these efforts, attendance rates at Durfee High School failed to improve during the 

reexamination period, decreasing slightly from 87.2 percent to 86.8 percent.  The school 

committee appointed a new high school principal and administrative team in September 2006.  

Many of those interviewed indicated that improvements in the enforcement of existing 

attendance policies and practices, as well as increased expectations and enforcement of 

responsible student behaviors, have generally enhanced the school climate and led to more 

positive student attitudes.  A review of data for the first term of the current school year indicated 

that student attendance rates have begun to improve. 



 

112 

6.2. The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation 

in quality educational programs for all students.  The policies, procedures and practices 

address:  

a. transition management; and  

b. dropout prevention.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence 
The most recent data available at the time of the initial review indicated that the district had a 7.0 

percent dropout rate in 2001, compared to the statewide dropout rate of 3.5 percent.  Despite a 

higher than state average dropout rate, the district offered no evidence of well-documented 

policies and practices regarding dropout prevention, as reflected in the trend of increasing 

dropout rates: 5.2 percent in 1999, 6.8 percent in 2000, and 7.0 percent in 2001.  

During the initial review period, the district had an intra-district choice program at the 

elementary and middle school levels.  The director of guidance coordinated the school choice 

program.  At the elementary level, adjustment counselors worked with the student population in 

the transition from elementary to middle school.  The middle school guidance counselors 

coordinated the transition from grade 8 to grade 9.  The administration identified the transition of 

students from grade 8 to grade 9 as a problem.  Despite the district’s efforts, based on data 

provided by the DOE, approximately 50 percent of grade 9 students were chronically absent.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district’s dropout rate continued 

to increase.  For school year 2005-2006, the district reported a dropout rate of 10.7 percent, 

almost three times the state average of 3.7 percent.  Although the district cited improved student 

attendance at the high school as a priority, in both documentation and interviews, the EQA team 

saw little evidence to indicate that the problem of student withdrawal was receiving similar 

attention.  School policies and practices relative to at-risk and dropout students remained 

relatively unchanged during the period under reexamination.  A review of data indicated that 

retention, in-school suspension, and out-of-school suspension rates at the high school showed 

little change and continued to be substantially above state averages.  
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Interviewees said that the transition of students from grade 4 to grade 5 and from grade 8 to 

grade 9 received some attention during the reexamination period.  Principals and their building 

leadership teams regularly examined the transition experience for students and their parents.  The 

SIPs included improvements to strategies for facilitating transitions from elementary to middle 

school and from middle to high school to be more positive and efficient.  Principals reported a 

number of new transition activities, including spring orientation visits for incoming grade 5 and 

grade 9 students, summer programs for grade 5 students and their parents, a high school 

information fair for grade 8 students, and special education outreach programs.  Transition 

activities also included increased written correspondence between school and home on a wide 

variety of relevant issues such as academic requirements and attendance policies.  Interviews 

with central office and building administrators revealed that transition activities are primarily the 

responsibility of individual schools, and that the absence of any clear uniform districtwide 

policies and procedures resulted in widely different transition practices among schools at both 

the elementary and middle school levels.  In addressing this issue, the superintendent said that 

“drastic improvements” are needed and will be forthcoming. 

6.3. The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation 

in quality educational programs for all students that address:  

a. high expectations for all students;  

b. participation in challenging courses;  

c. support for students to remain in and succeed in quality programs; and  

d. equitable participation in advanced and AP-type courses.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, in a position paper dated December 2003, the superintendent 

stated that, “All too often, efforts to improve student performance in our schools have not 

addressed whole school reform based upon the identified needs of students.”  Further, the 

superintendent added, “As we move forward, we need to establish a new emphasis on high 
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expectations, effective standards-based instruction, and a more rigorous approach to the use of 

data to inform curriculum and instruction.”  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district’s mission and vision 

statements as well as the District Improvement Plan (DIP) and individual School Improvement 

Plans (SIPs) set high expectations for student achievement and equal access for all students.  The 

mission statement ensured that the district will “provide a quality education so that all students 

attain their fullest potential.”  Similarly, the vision statement described “academic excellence as 

a priority in the Fall River Public Schools.  All students are challenged to meet and exceed the 

rigorous Massachusetts State Standards.”  During the period under reexamination, the DIP and 

the SIPs did not cite that mission or vision.   

The District Improvement Plan did describe five priorities that guided the efforts of the district 

during the past three years.  Three of them reflected clear expectations and set high standards for 

student achievement and improvement in mathematics, English language arts, and science and 

technology/engineering for all students at all levels, particularly those students with learning 

disabilities.  The plan set achievement targets for students, described needed resources, and 

articulated professional development opportunities for staff. 

The superintendent monitored and measured the progress of each SIP with a semi-annual school 

visit, dialogue with the principal, and a review of progress reports.  The superintendent set clear 

expectations for principals in terms of data gathering and analysis and its impact on instructional 

improvement.   

Based upon interviews with district staff, the district had eliminated programs such as the Work 

Readiness track at Durfee High School due to the lack of challenge and low expectations for 

student achievement.  The district implemented the Ramp-Up program at the middle and high 

schools.  District staff indicated that nearly 30 percent of the entering grade 9 students lagged 

two to three years behind grade level in math and ELA.  The Ramp-Up program provided twice 

as much instructional time in math and ELA for students in grades 6 and 9.  Durfee High School 

also instituted smaller learning communities to provide a closer student-school connection.  

Additionally, the district instituted a co-teaching model at its secondary schools to ensure that 

students with disabilities had full access to the curriculum. 
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The district implemented two “talented and gifted” classrooms to enroll students in grade 4 from 

both the northern and southern sections of the city.  Test scores determined their entrance 

eligibility for these classes.  The district intends to establish additional classes at subsequently 

higher grade levels each year.   

In its 2005-2006 program of studies, Durfee High School offered Advanced Placement (AP) 

coursework in mathematics, English language arts, and science.  Approximately 4.6 percent of 

the 2005-2006 senior class enrolled in Advanced Placement courses.  Of that number, the 

College Board reported student scores of three or higher for 29 of the 196 exams taken (15 

percent).  Minority students represented 13.6 percent of the test takers.  Based upon interviews 

with the high school’s administrators, those teachers expected to teach AP classes had received 

little or no support from the district in terms of understanding the AP curriculum and/or the 

expectations for the faculty assigned to teach it. 

6.5. The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students, which promotes their involvement in high quality and challenging programs.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, there was no evidence to indicate that the district had policies or 

programs in place to address the needs of transient students or support their involvement in high 

quality and challenging programs.  District administrators believed that transient students 

entering the school district, in particular at grades 9-12, contributed to an increase in student 

absenteeism, dropouts, and retentions.  However, the administration and guidance counselors did 

not offer any interventions to address these issues effectively. 

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district did not have a formal 

policy in place to address the needs of transient students.  Based upon interviews with district 

staff, those students represented a significant challenge to the district.  According to the 

superintendent, transient students at the Kuss Middle School represented approximately 35 

percent of its student body.  Similarly, the district had enrolled large numbers of transient 

students in its other schools.  According to the district and building-based administrators, the 
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district implemented a number of programs to ensure the successful entry of students into the 

school system and the transition of students from grade to grade and level to level.   

The district provided for the needs of its homeless students in accordance with the McKinney-

Vento Education Act.  According to records provided by the district, 86 homeless students 

attended Fall River Public Schools during the 2005-2006 school year, and the district expected to 

enroll twice as many homeless students in 2006-2007.  The district had appointed a homeless 

educational liaison who coordinated the district’s programs and services.  Building principals 

analyzed assessment results of homeless students to ensure the provision of appropriate services 

and programs. 

6.6. The district has policies and practices that assign faculty to students and courses that 

maximize all faculty talents and skills and promote high levels of student achievement.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, no evidence was found or given to support the existence of 

policies and practices to ensure that teaching styles were aligned with student learning.  The 

guidance department scheduled student programs and courses without the benefit of teacher 

assignments.  The assignment of teachers and students was based on coverage and did not align 

to the learning styles of students.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the collective bargaining agreement 

between the Fall River Educator’s Association and the Fall River School Committee required 

that the district assign teachers within their area of certification (license).  The elimination of 

system-wide directors in English language arts and math empowered the principals to assert a 

greater autonomy in the candidate recruitment and selection process.  In 2005-2006, the district 

aggressively recruited teacher candidates for its vacant positions at the job fair conducted by Fall 

River administrators with the assistance of human resource management consultants.  The job 

fair attracted more than 600 candidates, and the response to this event revealed an interest among 

candidates in the Fall River Public Schools that the district had not previously recognized.  
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Districtwide administrators and building principals indicated that the teacher selection process 

had enabled them to hire the best available candidates.  Teacher retirements, resignations, and 

contract non-renewals had created more than 140 teacher vacancies for September 2007.  The 

district budgeted and filled the position of executive director of human resources in response to 

the growing personnel needs; that position was vacant at the time of the review due to a 

resignation.  The district currently has a plan to expand that office and provide greater service 

and support.  To ensure staff retention, the district employed a teacher mentoring program.  

According to administrators, principals assigned experienced staff to mentor newly hired 

teachers.   

Principals received training in supervision and evaluation strategies and skills from Research for 

Better Teaching (RBT).  District administrators also participated in training provided by the 

National Institute for School Leaders (NISL) and a program offered by staff from University of 

Massachusetts at Dartmouth.  Based on interviews with districtwide leaders, the superintendent 

expected principals to visit classes daily to observe the quality of classroom instruction.  

Principals worked with the director of professional development to plan the professional 

development activities and programs.  A review of the DIP and SIPs revealed the inclusion of 

professional development priorities in both English language arts and mathematics.  According 

to district administrators, the district did not have a formal policy for assigning teachers to 

advanced and/or gifted classes.  Building principals determined each assignment, and the faculty 

selected tended to retain those assignments from year to year without regard to student 

achievement. 

2.1. The district and each of its schools have clear policies, procedures, expectations, and 

practices that requires all students to attend and participate in all required assessments.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review, the EQA’s document review did not disclose any written evidence of 

school polices that addressed student participation in the MCAS tests, Terra Nova tests, or any 

other district assessments.  During the interview process, a district administrator indicated that 

there may be such a policy but was not certain.  The EQA team learned from interviews that 
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MCAS test notices sent to parents from the district’s central administration office and from 

individual schools informed them of MCAS testing dates and included helpful suggestions to 

enhance student performance.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the improvement of student 

attendance rates became one of the priority goals in the new District Improvement Plan.  A 

review of that document revealed that the district established a vertical team, composed of both 

central office and building administrators, to address student attendance concerns on a system-

wide basis.  An examination of individual SIPs showed that all of the district’s schools had also 

identified reducing student absenteeism as an educational priority.  Interviews with principals 

and staff indicated that the district implemented a variety of changes and improvements in 

policies, procedures, practices, and incentives at all grade levels, with support from a new 

computerized system of data collection and analysis, that enabled district and school 

administrators and personnel to readily access the disaggregated data needed to improve student 

achievement.   

Also during the reexamination period, while elementary and middle school attendance rates 

trended upward, student attendance rates at Durfee High School declined slightly (from 87.2 

percent to 86.8 percent).  No formal districtwide policies were developed that specifically 

addressed student participation in all required assessments such as MCAS. 

Both improvements in overall district attendance rates and increased communication with 

parents on the importance of student participation in mandated assessments had a positive 

impact.  A review of state reports showed that the district’s aggregate participation rates for both 

ELA and mathematics MCAS tests exceeded the state’s 95 percent participation standard for 

each of the past two years.  Further, for all student subgroups, including special education, LEP, 

and all minorities, 2006 participation rates ranged from 97 percent to 100 percent. 

2.2. The district and all of its schools regularly monitor and evaluate data on student and staff 

attendance.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 
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Evidence 
It was indicated in the interview process that during the initial review period the district did not 

have an effective system-wide program to accurately maintain and review data related to student 

and staff attendance on a daily basis.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district focused a great deal of 

attention and effort on improving both student and staff attendance rates.  The improvement 

plans of the district and its individual schools were aligned on the importance of establishing 

more effective attendance policies, procedures, and practices.  The district introduced a new 

computer software program, the Nordex X-2 system, which has greatly improved and facilitated 

the collection, analysis, and accessibility of relevant data.  Administrators reported that a 

comprehensive battery of disaggregated student data is now available to them and their staffs.  

They said that they are using the data as a diagnostic tool with increasing frequency and 

effectiveness.  Interviews with central office and building administrators confirmed that the 

district holds principals to increased levels of expectation and accountability for improved 

student and faculty attendance in their individual schools.  Principals asserted that staff 

attendance was a focal point of their school improvement efforts and that they are making 

regular use of data to monitor teacher absences and absence patterns.  Further, administrators 

reported that the district now employs the services of a physician who administers independent 

medical evaluations to staff members in cases that the administration judges appropriate. 

Student attendance rates at almost all grade levels (except the high school) showed slow but 

generally steady improvement.  For example, average daily attendance at the district’s four 

middle schools increased from 91.5 percent in 2003-2004 to 92.8 percent in 2005-2006.  

Additionally, data indicated that the system-wide staff average of 17.7 days of absence per year 

during 2003-2004 was reduced to 15.7 days for the 2005-2006 school year.  District 

administrators indicated they were encouraged by this positive trend, but acknowledged that 

significant improvements were still warranted. 
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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: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district’s schools maintained student records related to 

attendance, discipline, and dropouts.  A review of the district’s documentation revealed no 

evidence to indicate that the district analyzed data by student subgroup.  During the interview 

process, a district administrator indicated that during the initial period of review, the district did 

not systematically analyze student data relative to attendance, suspensions, discipline, and 

dropouts to improve participation and involvement of all students and to track student dropouts.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district devoted its attention and 

resources to improve its processes for collecting, analyzing, disseminating, and applying data on 

student achievement.  Interviews with administrators indicated that PIM teams established in all 

district schools worked to develop, implement, and monitor policies, procedures, and programs 

to improve student attendance, as well as overall performance, as described in their individual 

School Improvement Plans and reinforced in the District Improvement Plan.  A review of 

relevant documents confirmed that the district collected and disaggregated comprehensive 

academic, attendance, and disciplinary data by student subgroup.  

Interviews with central office and building-level administrators revealed that a district data team  

began working to identify and coordinate data to be included in a comprehensive district data 

system which could be used for school and district planning and progress monitoring (e.g., 

student achievement, professional development, and parent/community engagement).  Consistent 

with this, one of the major goals in the District Improvement Plan was to improve the capacity of 

school personnel to collect, analyze, and disseminate required district and school data.  During 
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the past two years, the district provided training to principals and other key school staff to 

support this objective.  Interviews with central office and building administrators confirmed that 

the district was doing a better job of maintaining and making available comprehensive, detailed 

records of student academic performance, attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts for 

student subgroup populations.   

The district had no process or procedures in place to monitor or track students who have 

withdrawn from school.  The DIP and SIPs indicated, and interviews confirmed, that the district 

still needed more training.  The district planned training for the following areas: a) checking 

what data is available and how to access it; b) use of data by administrators and staff to better 

inform decision making and program planning; c) improving the ability of classroom teachers in 

collecting and analyzing instructional data to inform instruction; and d) expanding the capacity 

of individual schools to engage fully in the data analysis process. 

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 
During the interview process of the initial examination, a district administrator indicated that a 

system-wide, standardized letter for parents was drafted regarding student attendance (September 

4, 2003).  Prior to this date, staff at the school level wrote and disseminated communications to 

parents regarding student attendance.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), improving student attendance 

became a priority throughout the district.  The District Improvement Plan and School 

Improvement Plans emphasized the importance of promoting family, community, and school 

partnerships so that the schools would be made safer, affirming environments and parents would 

be more actively involved in their child’s learning.  Interviews with principals indicated that the 

district had taken a number and variety of age-appropriate actions to encourage students and 

parents to support regular daily attendance.  Principals reported working closely with their school 

councils and PIM teams to develop an expanded set of attendance strategies.  These included: a) 
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enhancing parent outreach activities (e.g., open house and orientation programs, parent-teacher 

conferences, family activity nights); b) more direct and frequent school-home communications; 

c) strengthening school community partnerships that support student attendance; d) improving 

use of data to better identify attendance problems and absenteeism patterns; e) stricter, more 

consistent enforcement of existing attendance policies; f) making data-driven changes to existing 

attendance policies where needed; and g) a more proactive approach to dealing with at-risk 

students and their parents.   

Principals asserted they had made improved student attendance a core objective in their school 

communities.  A review of available school literature and print materials, interviews with 

teachers, and the visibility of attendance-oriented postings and messages in classrooms visited 

provided additional evidence of the district’s commitment to reducing student absenteeism.  As 

part of this broad initiative, administrators reported the elimination of early release professional 

development days because of their high correlation with increased student absenteeism.  Further, 

the district hired a cadre of 18 permanent substitute teachers to ensure that there would always be 

adequate classroom coverage in the event of high teacher absences.  In addition, principals 

reported that the district carefully monitored and recorded parent/family attendance at open 

houses, orientation sessions, parent-teacher conferences, etc., and reported the statistics to the 

central office.  They indicated that during the period of reexamination, the data showed 

significant increases in the rates of parent attendance/participation in school programs. 

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: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, according to district administrators, the nearly completed 

implementation of the Nordex computerized system facilitated the monitoring of student and 
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staff attendance.  During the interview process, district administrators indicated that analysis of 

student attendance data in relation to student performance and achievement was occurring only 

on an informal basis.  However, during the initial period under examination, the district had not 

fully developed skills for using student data efficiently.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), despite the availability of more and 

better data and an emphasis on improving student and staff attendance, there was little evidence 

of any formal, systematic, and comprehensive examination of the effects of student attendance 

on academic achievement.  Yet, the collection and analysis of staff attendance data, according to 

interviews of district and building administrators and faculty, had been the focus of much 

attention.  The superintendent, principals, and high school department heads carefully monitored 

staff attendance records and patterns and made the information readily available.  Higher 

expectations and increased accountability were reflected in district data that showed 

improvements in faculty attendance rates over the past 18 months. 

As a priority in the DIP and SIPs, the district took a number of steps to improve its collection and 

use of data for both student and staff attendance.  Interviews with central office and building 

administrators, as well as teacher focus groups, confirmed the existence of a number of 

initiatives that were currently underway to achieve this goal.  The assistant superintendent and 

three district administrators were assigned as priority managers and established a district 

planning/performance team to collect and analyze student data.  To better monitor student and 

staff attendance, the district implemented a new high capacity web-based management system 

and expanded the role of the district assessment director. 

Key personnel in interviews characterized efforts to correlate student and teacher attendance data 

and evaluate their effects on staff performance and student achievement as being school based 

and relatively informal.  According to both the DIP and SIPs, the district still needed to continue 

training principals and key personnel to serve as data resource teams; to provide computers, 

software, and data to each team; and to provide documentation templates for use on a 

districtwide basis. 
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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 
During the initial review period, the district articulated a written five-year strategic plan for the 

years 1999 through 2004.  The administration considered this strategic plan to be the District 

Improvement Plan.  There was a disconnect between the analysis of test results and the 

implementation of instructional practices to improve student achievement.  The administration 

reviewed test results annually, but this review was not analytical and did not address the diverse 

learning needs of all students.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), though the district had a District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), according to the superintendent of schools and two 

central office administrators, no one was aware of its existence.  The EQA team reviewed a copy 

of the DCAP, which was undated.  The superintendent indicated that the DCAP document was 

outdated and had no current relevance.  Current accommodation initiatives adhered to the federal 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 

8.2. The district has a DCAP that is designed to assist the regular classroom teacher in:  

a. analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all students in the regular 

classroom; and  

b. providing appropriate services and support within the regular education program.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
During the initial review period, the district’s administrators stated that the teacher assistance 

teams (TAT) were active among all of the district’s schools.  According to these administrators, 
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the schools used the TATs extensively to support, where appropriate, students in the regular 

education program.  Instruction was delivered in an inclusive setting at most of the elementary 

and middle schools.  However, district administrators indicated that inclusion was not 

implemented at the high school level until the 2002-2003 academic year.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), despite the absence of a relevant 

District Curriculum Accommodation Plan, the schools within the district utilized a team process 

for curriculum accommodation.  Principals and accommodation team members received training 

to enable them to understand and recognize the importance of the student pre-referral process.  

The documentation used during the 2005-2006 school year outlined a multi-step process that 

identified an individual student’s area of difficulty, modifications attempted, intervention 

strategies suggested and planned, evaluation of student progress in terms of meeting prescribed 

and measurable goals, and student progress outcomes.  Interviews with principals revealed a 

commitment to ensure that every child received sufficient support to achieve success within the 

regular education program.  Data provided by the Massachusetts Department of Education 

indicated that during the 2005-2006 school year, special education students constituted 14.8 

percent of the total Fall River public school population, compared to the state average of 16.5 

percent.   

The District Improvement Plan and the School Improvement Plans articulated specific 

achievement gains expected of students, and included resources and professional development 

opportunities for teachers to ensure the success of students within the regular education program.   

8.4. The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services that are offered.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the period 1999-2002, the Fall River Public Schools were not engaged in a formal, 

comprehensive analysis of student assessment data to drive instruction.  
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During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district formally and routinely 

analyzed student performance data and needs through the DIP and SIP development and 

evaluation processes.  In interviews, administrators reported that the district used the 

Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) model for comparative data collection and causal 

analysis that identified achievement gaps and informed the content, scope, or development of the 

schools’ academic support services for underachieving students.  Many of the district’s academic 

support initiatives were in the planning stage or being piloted in selected schools during 2004-

2006; thus, the district did not yet have evidence of improved impact on at-risk student 

achievement system-wide.  The district did not make adequate yearly progress (AYP) in 2005 

and 2006 in ELA and mathematics for subgroups and for the aggregate student population. 

At the elementary level, the district planned and budgeted for the 2006-2007 system-wide 

implementation of the three-tier model for delivering supplemental reading intervention services 

during the school day based on the results of the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

(DIBELS) assessment and a comparative analysis of student achievement in pilot schools using 

the three-tier model and other district schools. Moreover, the district planned for extending the 

DIBELS assessment model and the three-tier model to grade 5, and purchased an intervention 

program suitable for upper elementary level students for implementation in 2006-2007.  Other 

support services designed in response to student underachievement included an extended day 

schedule in two elementary schools and one middle school and the allocation of Title I funding 

to include support intervention specialists and math/literacy coaches to improve instruction in 

addition to tutors for direct service. 

At the secondary level, the district instituted America’s Choice Ramp-Up to Mathematics and 

Ramp-Up to Literacy for underachieving grade 6 students.  They also planned for 

implementation of Ramp-Up to Algebra in 2006-2007 for at-risk grade 9 students achieving two 

years below grade level who the district would have enrolled in the “work-readiness” track at the 

high school.  The district planned for the elimination of the “work-readiness” level after analysis 

of student performance and MCAS item analysis indicated that the academic courses offered at 

this track did not provide the content, nor have the scope and rigor, to prepare students to meet 

state academic performance expectations.  Interviewees reported that during the reexamination 

period, the district evaluated its educational alternatives for underachieving high school students 
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and eliminated Project Bridge for not meeting its intended purpose and replaced it with Durfee 

Academy to better meet the needs of at-risk students.  The district also established a committee 

to develop a proposal to improve alternative education. 

The district’s middle school teachers and instructional leaders regularly assessed, monitored, and 

documented student progress toward targeted skills and knowledge in the science and 

mathematics curricula.  Although district curriculum documents stated the schools had 

responsibility “to re-teach or develop intervention plans for students who were not demonstrating 

satisfactory progress,” lack of funding and budgetary restrictions prevented the district and its 

schools from providing consistent supplementary academic support in these areas, other than the 

extended day in one middle school and the addition of 45 minutes daily for America’s Choice 

Ramp-Up grade 6 programs. 

8.6. Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During the initial period under examination, Reading Recovery was implemented in all grade 1 

classrooms in the Fall River Public Schools.  The Project Read grant focused on students in 

grades 1-3. Despite these reading intervention programs, in 2003, 47 percent of the district’s 

students achieved proficiency in reading compared to 63 percent of grade 3 students statewide.  

During the reexamination period under review (2004-2006), the district used a three-tier model 

to provide early intervention at the primary level to ensure that by the end of grade 3, students 

would be reading at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS test.  Some schools began using the 

model during the 2004-2005 year and the rest in 2005-2006.  This model supported struggling 

readers with an additional 30 minutes of reading instruction each day with progress monitoring 

for 10 weeks.  Students in tier two were monitored using DIBELS bi-weekly.  If students were 

still struggling or needed additional support, the team would devise an individual plan and 

strategies for the student.  Project Read was another intervention used.  Several schools were 

Title I and/or Reading First schools. 
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Elementary schools used the DIBELS assessment in kindergarten through grade 3 three times a 

year to monitor progress and inform instruction.  The district provided training for all 

kindergarten teachers in early reading intervention.  The district used Reading Recovery during 

the reexamination period but eliminated the program for the 2006-2007 year. 

In 2004, 48 percent of Fall River grade 3 students scored at the ‘Proficient’ level on the grade 3 

MCAS reading test, compared to 63 percent statewide.  In 2005, 48 percent of Fall River grade 3 

students scored at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS reading test, compared to 62 percent 

statewide. In 2006, 40 percent of Fall River grade 3 students scored at the ‘Proficient’ level on 

the MCAS reading test, compared to 58 percent statewide. 

8.7. The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute.  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
In Fall River, during the interview process of the initial examination, district administrators 

indicated that Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were not developed from 2001 to 2002, 

as mandated by the state for all students who required them.  

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

Individual Student Success Plans for all students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ MCAS performance categories.  Building principals had responsibility for 

maintaining the ISSPs.  Interviewees stated that neither the district principals nor the academic 

support program personnel evaluated the appropriateness or effectiveness of the interventions 

prescribed on an individual student basis.  The district and its schools maintained no longitudinal 

data on those students with ISSPs.  Improvement occurred as a result of the development of 

Individual Student Success Plans.   
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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               
   Satisfactory              3 
   Needs Improvement              10 
   Unsatisfactory               
 
 
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: Needs Improvement  

Findings: 

• The budget development process focused on achieving goals in the District Improvement 

Plan and the School Improvement Plans. 

• Resources in the district were not adequate to provide for supplies, materials, and technology.  

Some of the facilities did not have the adequate infrastructure to handle upgrades in 

technology. 

• Inaccurate budget information led to a projected fiscal year 2006 deficit.  The city assisted 

the school district in addressing this deficit. 

• The city’s 2004 and 2005 annual audit of state and federal grants OMB Circular A-133 cited 

several issues regarding the management and monitoring of certain grants and the charging 
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of grant expenditures.  The current administration developed an action plan to address these 

issues. 

• Prior to the appointment of the new chief financial officer (CFO), reports to the school 

committee regarding the status of the budget were not regular.  Since then, the CFO reported 

monthly on the status of the local budget and grants, and the budget subcommittee received 

quarterly reports on revolving accounts. 

• The city and school district had an internal control system to ensure that district personnel 

followed procurement laws and processed payroll accurately. 

Summary 
The Fall River Public Schools had an open and participatory budget development process in 

which the school district administration had no parameters or restrictions regarding the budget 

requests from school building administrators.  The schools built their respective budgets to 

address the goals in their School Improvement Plans.  Although the budget was built based on 

needs determined by the district administration, availability of funds ultimately determined the 

budget.  The district exceeded state net school spending (NSS) requirements for each year of the 

reexamination period, but inadequate resources continued to be an issue in the areas of materials, 

supplies, and technology.  The consideration of student achievement data and analyses of the 

cost effectiveness of some programs were components of the budget development process.   

The fiscal year 2006 budget information was inaccurate and led to a projected fiscal year 2006 

budget deficit of between $2.9 million and $4 million.  City officials and the city’s independent 

auditor stated that the reasons for the projected deficit were inaccurate personnel included in the 

budget document and higher than projected utilities expenses.  The city assisted the district in 

addressing this issue.  Administrators cited examples of programs reduced or not offered due to 

lack of funding, such as after-school programs at all schools, intramurals, summer programs, and 

new technology initiatives.   

Financial controls were in place to ensure district personnel followed procurement laws.  There 

was disagreement between the city and the district regarding the levels of approval needed for 

purchasing goods and services; however both sides agreed to review the process.  The accuracy 

of financial reports was an issue in the district, as evidenced by the projected fiscal year 2006 
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deficit, and the independent auditor’s review of the End of Year Pupil and Financial Report cited 

the district for not having an accurate methodology for recording student and financial data.  The 

city’s independent annual audits cited the school department for several issues regarding the 

management of grants, and the business administration had developed detailed action plans to 

address grants management.  For example, the school department was cited for “not adequately 

monitoring the budget established for certain grants and directly charging the expenditures,” and 

it “does not obtain sufficient documentation for the work performed by employees who are 

receiving stipends.” 

The district facilities varied in condition.  The district and city had construction and renovation 

projects underway during the site visit, although the district did not have a long-term capital 

plan.  All officials agreed that facility and capital planning needed to be addressed.  The district 

had a crisis plan policy, and EQA examiners found school buildings to be secure. 

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 
According to the current administrators, who did not develop of the fiscal year 2006 budget, the 

budget development process was open and participatory.  School building administrators 

solicited input from their respective staffs and school councils.  They compiled lists of requests.  

The central administration reviewed these requests to develop a preliminary budget.  This 

process began in January.  The school district administration had no parameters or restrictions 

regarding the budget requests.  The building principals and administration met with the school 

committee’s finance subcommittee.  After this review, they presented a budget to the school 

committee. 

The district’s fiscal year 2006 budget booklet contained the following information: a narrative 

explaining the process in budget development, and a financial section that presented major 
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revenue sources from 1992 to 2006.  The information compared the actual budget with minimum 

net school spending, minimum contribution, state Chapter 70 aid, and Chapter 70 increase.  The 

next section of the book was entitled “Mandated & Non-Mandated Budgetary Components” and 

listed the Department of Education function codes for net school spending with no funds 

associated.  The next section, overview of expenditures, presented fiscal year 2004 per pupil 

expenditure, fiscal year 2004 regular day pupil expenditure, and fiscal year 2004 special 

education per pupil expenditure.  It also listed the fiscal year 2003 percent of current 

expenditures allocated to total instructional services (80 percent), total pupil support services (7.8 

percent), central administration (2.8 percent), maintenance and operations (9.3 percent), and 

other current expenditures (0.1 percent).  The next section, appropriation by program, presented 

personnel salary, name, and position by line item and the total salary by program.  

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 
According to the EQA monitor, the Fall River school district built its budget based on the needs 

as determined by the administration; however, funding availability ultimately determined the 

budget.  According to the current administration, the district used student achievement data in 

developing the budget, namely the data from the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA) 

test, and it cited examples of using student data to inform budgetary decisions.  MCAS math 

results led to the implementation of Ramp-Up for Math for all grade 6 students.  DIBELS data 

supported funding for the reading teachers and coaches.  Enrollment and class size trends 

informed decisions regarding the use of local funds and the Title IIA grant.  The Kuss Middle 

School collaborated with America’s Choice and used the data for budget requests.  The Kuss 

School had an extended school day.  In fiscal year 2006, to aid the district in addressing the 

needs of English language learners, the district created a new position of English language 

learner director.  All district personnel had training in the PIM process.  Based on the grade 10 

MCAS scores the district added an Algebra course at grade 8.  The district used Title I funding to 

support math coaching districtwide. 
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The district administration also used the goals in the 2004 to 2007 District Improvement Plan as 

a component of budget development.   

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: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
According to the current administration, the fiscal year 2006 budget and supplemental funding 

were not adequate.  When the current superintendent and business administrator began their 

tenures they had to address a projected deficit of $2.8 million to $4 million for fiscal year 2006.  

City officials and the city’s independent auditor stated that the reasons for the projected deficit 

were inaccurate personnel included in the budget document and higher than projected utilities 

expenses.  The city and school district administration addressed the deficit.  Administrators cited 

examples of programs reduced or not offered due to lack of funding, such as after-school 

programs at all schools, intramurals, summer programs, and new technology initiatives.  The 

mayor funded after-school programs that ended midyear due to lack of funding.  The city funded 

the district above the minimum required local contribution for each year under review including 

fiscal year 2006.  Some of the district facilities were renovated and the city had built new 

schools.  Some of the facilities did not have the ability to handle modern networking technology 

and computers.   

A review of the school district’s End of Year Pupil and Financial Report, Schedule 1 

Expenditures By School Committee, showed that total expenditures for Texts and Related 

Software/Materials (DOE function code 2410) decreased from $1,103,560 in fiscal year 2005 to 

$506,024 in fiscal year 2006.  The total expenditures from grants and revolving accounts for 

Instructional Materials and Equipment (DOE function code 2400) and Instructional Technology 

(DOE function code 2450) decreased from $1,950,336 in fiscal year 2005 to $1,431,124 in fiscal 

year 2006. 
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The district administration provided the EQA examiners with a list of reductions from the 

proposed budget to the actual fiscal year 2006 approved budget.  Examples of reductions 

included: consolidation of elementary classes with five teachers reassigned; elimination of the 

proposed gifted and talented program at the middle school level; a 30 percent reduction in 

supplies; and a 30 percent reduction in social studies and science textbooks. 

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 
The current administration cited examples of cost effective analyses done in fiscal year 2006 and 

in developing the fiscal year 2007 budget.  The special education director presented to the school 

committee proposed changes in the special education program to provide speech therapy in-

district.  The district administrators examined the Reading Recovery program and determined 

that it was too costly; they ended the program and changed the method for providing reading 

services.  The district provided training in-house for professional development to begin the “train 

the trainer model” for data analysis.  Principals received training in analysis of NWEA data.  

They used grant funds in conjunction with the local budget to fund initiatives through the 

America’s Choice partnership and other programs.  The current superintendent eliminated the 

districtwide curriculum director positions and the NCLB coordinator to move toward a site-based 

management model.   

The district’s business office cross-trained staff to become more effective in its operations.  The 

district also cooperatively purchased goods and services through its membership in 

collaboratives and joint purchases with the city.  The current superintendent reorganized other 

central office positions creating a public information officer and data analyst. 

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: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence 
The district provided an Excel spreadsheet detailing the indirect costs charged for fiscal years 

2006 and 2007.  There were no signatures on this document.  District and city officials agreed on 

the charges and charged the district the actual expenses when known, in accordance with 603 

CMR 10.0.  The other charges used an agreed upon percent allocation.  

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 
According to the Massachusetts Department of Education data, the city of Fall River exceeded 

net school spending requirements each year from 2004 to 2006 (budgeted).  In fiscal years 2004 

and 2005, the city exceeded net school spending requirements by $566,808 and $4,512,524, 

respectively.  Based on the fiscal year 2005 End of Year Pupil and Financial Report, the city 

budgeted to exceed its net school spending requirement in fiscal year 2006 by $1,652,022. 

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: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
During fiscal year 2006, the school committee did not receive regular reports on the budget 

status until the hiring of the new chief financial officer/business manager.  The school committee 

received monthly reports beginning in April 2006.  Accuracy of reports prior to the new 

administration was an issue as evidenced by the projected deficit of 2006.  The district and city 

used MUNIS as its financial accounting system.  Not all building administrators had access to 

the system due to their respective buildings’ lack of adequate technological infrastructure; those 

administrators received monthly reports from the business office.  The district’s business office 

sent monthly grant reports to grant administrators for review and sign-off/approval of balances.  

The school committee also received monthly grant reports when the new administration began its 
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tenure.  The school committee’s budget subcommittee received quarterly reports regarding the 

status of the district’s revolving accounts.   

Accuracy of reports was an issue in the district.  The independent auditor’s review of the End of 

Year Pupil and Financial Report cited the district for not having an accurate methodology for 

recording student and financial data.  The district’s final financial reports and End-of-Year Pupil 

and Financial Report were timely.  The independent audits of the city and the single audit were 

late.  The district and city received a draft single audit for fiscal year 2005 in November 2006. 

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: Needs Improvement  

Evidence 
The district used MUNIS as its financial accounting system.  Most administrators with budget 

authority had access to the system.  Some of the district’s facilities did not have the technological 

infrastructure to handle the accounting system’s technology.  According to the district 

administration, the MUNIS reporting system was not as user-friendly as desired.  District 

administrators use the information from MUNIS to generate an Excel spreadsheet to present the 

budget information in a more user-friendly manner.  To complete Schedule 3 of the End of Year 

Pupil and Financial Report, the district had to manipulate the data; MUNIS could not complete 

the schedule.  The district tracked the building-based grants appropriately.  The administration 

charged the districtwide grants according to enrollment percentages.  Regarding forecasting 

expenditures, the current district administration provided, from April 2006 to present, monthly 

reports that included projected expenditures for the fiscal year.  Regarding control procedures to 

ensure spending within fiscal limits, the school committee approved each transfer.  The MUNIS 

system had control systems in place that did not allow any line item to go over budget.  In 

addition, the district and city had several layers of approval to purchase goods and services.  The 

district encumbered payroll.  The district’s maintenance budget had the flexibility to handle 
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emergencies.  Signatures of four of the seven school committee members were required to 

approve warrants for payment.  As cited above, not all building administrators had access to the 

MUNIS system due to their respective buildings’ lack of adequate technological infrastructure.  

Those administrators received monthly reports from the business office.  The district’s business 

office sent monthly grant reports to grant administrators for review and sign-off/approval of 

balances.   

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: Needs Improvement 

Evidence   
The school district had a system to apply for competitive grants.  It formed a team to determine 

the competitive grants to apply for and to determine if the grants meet the goals in the District 

Improvement Plan.   

According to the city’s independent auditor for fiscal years 2004 and 2005, there were several 

issues that needed to be addressed regarding the management of the school district grants.  In the 

fiscal year 2004 Single Audit Report by Hague, Sahady & Co., P.C., dated April 15, 2005, there 

were several findings and questioned costs.  Finding number 04-1 cited that “The School 

Department is not adequately monitoring the budget established for certain grants and directly 

charging the expenditures….  The school department had inadequate procedures in place to 

monitor both the budget and actual expenditures.”  Finding number 04-2 stated, “The School 

Department does not obtain sufficient documentation for the work performed by employees who 

are receiving stipends.”  The audit also stated that the city is not maintaining student activity 

fund transactions under general ledger control.  It further stated, “City is recording expenditures 

from the bank statement & not from warrants.  City has developed a corrective action plan. 

School Dept. did not file the FR-1s for fiscal year 2004 in a timely manner.”  The auditors cited 

the district for various recordkeeping issues related to the grants, payroll, and school lunch 

program.  The current administration developed an action plan, provided to EQA examiners, to 
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address most of these issues.  It disagreed with some of the findings, however.  For example, one 

of the issues cited in the audit was the fact that the district returned funds in fiscal year 2004.  

The business office administration provided documentation to show that some of these funds 

were in grants that had an allowable carryover provision.   

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: Needs Improvement  

Evidence 
The district’s website contained a link that directed staff to a “Telephone Quote Form” for use 

when ordering goods or services between $500 and $5,000.  The city’s purchasing department 

was the purchasing agent for the school district.  The city had more strict thresholds than Chapter 

30B for soliciting quotes, bids, and awarding of contracts.  According to district administration, 

city officials, and the fiscal year 2006 budget booklet, the purchasing procedures included: 1) 

purchases under $500 required one phone quote; 2) purchases between $500 and $2,499 required 

three phone solicitations; 3) purchases between $2,500 and $9,999 required four written quotes; 

and 4) purchases between $10,000 and $24,999 required four sealed quotes in writing.   

The city provided a “draft” single audit report for fiscal year 2005.  Material weaknesses and 

matters of noncompliance were cited.  The auditor cited the district for “not adequately 

monitoring the budgets established for certain grants and directly charging the expenditures.…  

The school department does not obtain sufficient documentation for the work performed by 

employees who are receiving stipends.…  The school department charged payroll to various 

school department funds without support time sheets or time sheet allocations.…  The school 

department is not adequately monitoring the budgets established for certain grants and directly 

charging the expenditures.” 
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The auditor for the city was Hague, Sahady and Co., P.C.  The firm was the auditor for over 20 

years.   

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: Needs Improvement 

Evidence 
The district had a formal preventative maintenance program for its newer facilities, and it had 

licensed maintenance personnel on staff including a licensed plumber, an electrician, and an 

HVAC technician.  The district had other maintenance positions responsible for grounds and 

light projects.  The district’s maintenance department had a work order system to track and 

monitor maintenance request forms.   

An EQA examiner conducted walk-throughs of some of the facilities to assess their condition.  

The Sylvia Elementary School, in its third year of operation, was clean, safe, well lit, and well 

maintained.  It had adequate technology throughout the school.  The five-year-old Green 

Elementary School had clean corridors and adequately sized classrooms.  The Spencer Borden 

School was in the same condition.  The antiquated Morton Middle School had minimal 

instructional technology and no library, although the facility was clean and not in disrepair.  The 

classrooms were small and crowded.  Some spaces were very cut up in that the school used every 

available space without holding classes under staircases.  The Talbot School had very little 

technology, the rugs needed replacement, and the seats in the auditorium needed repair.  

Classrooms were in need of painting, so the principal gave staff permission to paint rooms if they 

supplied the paint and labor.  The classrooms now show lots of individuality and creativity, and 

the facility is safe, warm, and inviting.  Each room had the school’s four slogans prominently 

displayed.  The building was clean and in good repair.  The design of rooms made lighting for 

board surfaces difficult.  The Kuss School was an old comfortable building with large 

classrooms.  It was clean and in good repair, though the clocks did not work.  There was no 

technology.  The very small 105-year-old Osborn Street Elementary School had 124 students 



 

140 

enrolled.  The school was clean and in fair to good condition, but two rooms were very cold, and 

one teacher remarked, “it's always this way.”  There were computers in classrooms.  The Durfee 

High School was clean and well maintained, though several damaged windows needed 

replacement.  The Lord Middle School was clean, well maintained, and in good shape.  The 

principal reported delays in getting maintenance repairs done on a timely basis.  Many light 

bulbs were not replaced in 2005-2006 until it became a significant safety issue.  The Tansey 

Elementary School needed much updating; however, it was clean and well maintained.  The 

Doran Elementary school was a new building and it was clean and well maintained. 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability Attachment E, Facilities Inventory gave 

the history of construction and renovation for each of the schools, and listed the enrollment and 

condition of the facilities as shown in the table below. 

School Grades Year 
built 

Year 
renovated Enrollment Condition 

Belisle School K to 6 1951 December 2002 137 Good 
Carroll School K to 5 1954 June 1998 295 Good 
Connell School K to 5 1893 September 2003 126 Poor 
Coughlin School K to 5 1893 June 1999 140 Good 
Davol School K to 5 1892 August 2003 146 Good 
Doran School pre-K to 5 2001  369 Excellent 
Dubuque School K to 5 1910 July 1996 50 Good 
Durfee High School 9 to 12 1978 August 2003 2851 Good 
Fowler School K to 6 1897 July 1999 149 Good 
Greene School pre-K to 5 2003  599 Excellent 
Healy School K to 5 1897 July 1999 214 Poor 
Henry Lord Middle School 6 to 8 1992 April 1992 703 Excellent 
Kuss Middle School 6 to 8 1934 May 2002 509 Good 
Laurel Lake School K to 5 1978 August 2003 228 Good 
Letourneau School K to 5 1924 July 2000 209 Poor 
Lincoln School K to 5 1906 July 2000 131 Good 
Morton Middle School 6 to 8 1924 June 1988 720 Poor 
N.B. Borden School K to 5 1868 July 2000 145 Good 
Osborn School K to 6 1892 July 1999 151 Good 
Spencer Borden School pre-K to 5 2003  430 Excellent 
Stone School pre-K to 2 1896 1985  Poor 
Talbot Middle School 6 to 8 1970 June 2002 636 Good 
Tansey School pre-K to 5 1952 1993 310 Good 
Watson School K to 5 1904 1994 259 Good 
Westall School K to 5 1907 1990 216 Good 
Wiley School K to 5 1910 1996    Good 
Wixon School K to 5 1912 1994 253 Good 
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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: Needs Improvement  

Evidence 
According to the district administration and city officials, the district did not have a long-term 

capital plan.  However, the district did renovate and build new facilities addressing capital needs. 

13. The schools were secure had systems to ensure student safety. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence 
The school committee had a crisis plan policy.  When the EQA examiners toured the facilities, 

they found the buildings secure.  The examiners found the doors locked and had to be let in by 

the main office. 
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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 

 
Foundation 
Enrollment 

Pct 
Chg 

Foundation 
Budget 

Pct 
Chg 

Required 
Local 

Contribution 
Chapter 70 

Aid 
Pct 
Chg 

Required Net 
School 

Spending 
(NSS) 

Pct 
Chg 

Actual Net 
School 

Spending 
Pct 
Chg 

Dollars 
Over/Under 

Requirement 

Percent 
Over/ 
Under 

FY97 12,528 1.0 81,770,314 1.4 10,050,144 64,902,480 8.0 74,952,624 7.6 76,079,817 5.3 1,127,193 1.5 
FY98 12,394 -1.1 82,878,538 1.4 10,664,733 68,368,262 5.3 79,032,995 5.4 79,583,700 4.6 550,705 0.7 
FY99 12,534 1.1 86,713,285 4.6 11,216,036 73,929,670 8.1 85,145,706 7.7 85,831,138 7.9 685,432 0.8 
FY00 12,551 0.1 87,029,474 0.4 11,848,276 76,364,024 3.3 88,212,300 3.6 89,166,572 3.9 954,272 1.1 
FY01 12,573 0.2 89,937,993 3.3 12,384,161 78,564,299 2.9 90,948,460 3.1 92,591,176 3.8 1,642,716 1.8 
FY02 12,777 1.6 96,094,065 6.8 13,180,518 84,520,361 7.6 97,700,879 7.4 98,416,458 6.3 715,579 0.7 
FY03 12,797 0.2 98,998,381 3.0 13,613,485 85,384,896 1.0 98,998,381 1.3 102,050,979 3.7 3,052,598 3.1 
FY04 12,797 0.0 98,436,640 -0.6 12,988,314 85,448,326 0.1 98,436,640 -0.6 99,003,448 -3.0 566,808 0.6 
FY05 12,369 -3.3 99,013,030 0.6 13,274,201 85,738,829 0.3 99,013,030 0.6 103,525,554 4.6 4,512,524 4.6 
FY06 12,009 -2.9 102,479,194 3.5 13,825,097 88,654,097 3.4 102,479,194 3.5 108,940,464 5.2 6,461,270 6.3 
              
   Dollars Per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation   

   
Foundation 

Budget 

Ch 
70 
Aid Actual NSS  

Ch 
70 

Required 
NSS 

Actual 
NSS   

Chapter 70 
Aid as 

Percent of 
Actual NSS  

FY97   6,527 5,181 6,073  79.4 91.7 93.0   85.3  
FY98   6,687 5,516 6,421  82.5 95.4 96.0   85.9  
FY99   6,918 5,898 6,848  85.3 98.2 99.0   86.1  
FY00   6,934 6,084 7,104  87.7 101.4 102.5   85.6  
FY01   7,153 6,249 7,364  87.4 101.1 103.0   84.9  
FY02   7,521 6,615 7,703  88.0 101.7 102.4   85.9  
FY03   7,736 6,672 7,975  86.2 100.0 103.1   83.7  
FY04   7,692 6,677 7,736  86.8 100.0 100.6   86.3  
FY05   8,005 6,932 8,370  86.6 100.0 104.6   82.8  
FY06   8,534 7,382 9,072  86.5 100.0 106.3   81.4   

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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