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Executive Summary 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) examined the Southbridge Public 

Schools in mid-May of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Low’ performing school 

systems in the Commonwealth. The following provides a summary of the findings of the 

examination and the district’s performance on the 2003 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
• 	 Southbridge’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 61.9, which was based on the 2003 

MCAS results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Southbridge 
among the ‘Low’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the 
district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 71.7, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In 
math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 52.2, and the state average for MPI 
was 69.3. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 71.2% of the students in Southbridge scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 23.0 percentage points 
higher than the state average percentages of students in those categories. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 59.9% of the students in Southbridge scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 20.8 percentage points higher than the 
state’s average percentages of students in those categories. 

• 	 On the same test, in math, 82.2% of the students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 25.0 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages of students in those categories.  

• 	 In 2003, in Southbridge, the Proficiency Indices of 71.7 for ELA and 52.2 for math were 10.5 
and 17.1 points lower than the statewide averages. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet or exceed state 
proficiency standards. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet the state average 
performance nor did it meet or exceed state proficiency standards. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2003, 94.7% of the Southbridge Class of 
2003 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class 
of 2003. 
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• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2003, 90.4% of the Southbridge Class of 
2004 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 93% of the statewide Class of 
2004. 

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 64.1% of the regular education students at Southbridge scored in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 23.0 percentage points higher 
than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the same test, 92.8% of the special education students at Southbridge scored in these 
categories, 13.8 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 
categories for this subgroup of students.   

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 81.9% of the FRL/Y students at Southbridge scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.6 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages in those categories for this subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the same test, 60.6% of the FRL/N students at Southbridge scored in these categories, 
21.5 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 
subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 87.8% of the Hispanic-American students at Southbridge scored in 
these categories, 9.4 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 
categories for this subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the same test, 62.1% of the White students at Southbridge scored in these categories, 20.9 
percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 
subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education, Hispanic-American, and FRL/Y students in 
Southbridge all scored below the district average PI in both ELA and math. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance of the district’s special education and Hispanic-American 
students varied substantially from and in a lower than satisfactory manner to the district’s 
regular education and White students, respectively. 

Improvement: 
• 	 In Southbridge, 7.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 0.6% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index fell by 1.3 points and 
in math, by 4.3 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 8.0% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 3.3% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• 	 In math, 7.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 4.3% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2003, Southbridge’s student achievement figures in the aggregate and for 

regular education, special education, FRL/Y, FRL/N, Hispanic-American, and White 
students’ results improved by less than the state averages in both ELA and math. 

Participation and Access: 
• 	 Overall, eligible students were participating in ELA and math assessments at required levels. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on six, ‘Poor’ on five, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on ten of the twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In Southbridge, for the period under review, the district had a limited capacity to analyze 
aggregate and individual student assessment data. 

• 	 During the period under review, student performance declined rather than improved. The 
majority of the district’s students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning’ 
categories in both ELA and math. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district provided little oversight for implementation of 
curriculum and instruction initiatives. 

• 	 The district lacked a formal process that linked classroom assessment standards, practices, 
and expectations for teachers and students with the learning standards in the state curriculum 
frameworks.   

• 	 During the period under review, while the district met the MCAS test participation targets in 
the aggregate, it did not meet required participation targets for its subgroup populations. 

• 	 Although the district tracked both student and teacher absences, there was no evidence that 
the district evaluated the data and used it to inform the decision-making processes.   

• 	 Training in the analysis of data was minimal in the district, which limited its capacity to 
analyze or use disaggregated student data to improve student performance. 

• 	 The district did not use disaggregated data to review programs and services for English 
Language Learners (ELLs). 

• 	 During the period under review, the district did not employ a formal process that focused on 
accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff that was connected to improving student 
achievement. 
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• 	 In Southbridge, until the creation in January 2004, of its No Child Left Behind  (NCLB) 
Consolidated Plan, there was little evidence of data-driven decision making to improve 
student achievement. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district had limited administrators to monitor and evaluate the 
effectiveness and adequacy of its curriculum and instructional programs. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eight, ‘Poor’ on ten, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on six of the twenty-four performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 During the period under review, there was no grades PreK-5 curriculum coordination for the 
district. 

• 	 With the exception of the secondary level ELA and math, no evidence existed that the 
curriculum was academically sound or clearly understood by all who administered and taught 
in the district. In the aggregate, 60% in ELA and 82% in math of the district’s students did 
not reach the state proficiency levels. 

• 	 The district had a written curriculum aligned to the state curriculum frameworks for ELA and 
math in grades 9-12; however, the district lacked written, aligned curriculum for ELA and 
math in grades PreK-5. 

• 	 In Southbridge, neither adopted instructional materials and programs nor supporting in-
service training opportunities, provided during the period under review, resulted in improved 
student MCAS performance in the aggregate.  

• 	 Important constituent groups (e.g. parents, school committee members, and teachers) were 
not well represented in district initiatives to improve students’ MCAS test performance 
during the period under review. 

• 	 A significant majority of the elementary school teachers and slightly fewer than half of the 
secondary school teachers remained in the district for five or more years. 

• 	 In the Southbridge Public Schools, no district-wide transition management plan existed 
between 2000-2003 to facilitate student transition from one school level to another. 
Transition activities in place during the period did not take into account academic needs of 
students. 

• 	 Regular education students performed much higher on the MCAS test than either students 
with disabilities or Hispanic-American students, which raised concerns about equality of 
student access to quality education programs. 

• 	 Neither well-documented policies nor well-established practices were identified that 
supported equitable student participation in quality education programs. Instead, piecemeal 

7




curriculum, instruction, professional development, and evaluation initiatives were 
documented. 

• 	 A detailed district-wide behavior code had been in place for the past five years.  Interviewees 
indicated that it was enforced at the middle school and inconsistently at the high school. 
However, data were not available to ascertain the effectiveness of the behavior code. No 
evidence existed to ascertain the effectiveness of transient student programs in place during 
2000-2003. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district’s professional development plan lacked focus 
and was loosely aligned with professional development activities in identified individual 
School Improvement Plans (SIPs). 

• 	 The District Improvement Plan (DIP) was not aligned with the MCAS test improvement for 
the majority of the time between 2000-2003, and the professional development plan that 
mirrored it was not aligned with improvement on the MCAS test. 

• 	 Until 2003, the district’s professional development plan was not informed by analysis of 
student data, evaluations of programs, or evaluations of staff. 

• 	 The district provided no formal training for community decision-making and parental 
involvement for the effective implementation of education reform. 

• 	 The district did not develop the skills or build the capacity of principals and teachers to 
disaggregate and analyze school data. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district’s budget for professional development was not 
consistently within the confines of the foundation budget. Further, each school identified 
specific professional development needs in their school improvement plans, but schools did 
not have school-based budgets to develop in-service opportunities to address their 
professional development needs. 

Student Academic Support Services: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on three and ‘Poor’ on four of the 

seven performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In Southbridge, during the majority of the period under review, the district curriculum 
accommodation plan (DCAP) was not designed or implemented to assist regular education 
teachers in analyzing and accommodating the diverse learning styles of all students in the 
regular education classrooms. 

• 	 For the period under review, the district’s early intervention reading program was not 
successful for over one third of the district’s Grade 3 students. 
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Leadership and Governance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on six, ‘Poor’ on 

five, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In the Southbridge Public Schools, during the period of review, the development of the 
District Improvement Plan (DIP) did not include participation by the school committee. 

• 	 In Southbridge, the DIP did not inform modifications and initiatives designed to 
incrementally improve student achievement and was not developed by using an analysis of 
student achievement data. 

• 	 The School Improvement Plans (SIPs) did not reference an analysis of student achievement 
data. 

• 	 The school system did not offer training in the analysis of student achievement data to 
principals and teachers. 

• 	 The superintendent of schools was not evaluated annually, and the evaluations that were 
completed contained no reference to the DIP. 

• 	 In Southbridge, principals were not evaluated based upon the incremental improvement of 
student achievement. 

• 	 During the period 2000-2003, no direct link could be found between the vision and mission 
and the DIP for staff development and certification. 

• 	 In Southbridge, some key organizational positions did not have written job descriptions. 

• 	 Between 2000-2004, personnel records were well maintained and in excellent order. 

• 	 In Southbridge, there were no formal school district programs or citations to recognize the 
accomplishments of staff. 

Business and Finance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on four, ‘Poor’ on eleven, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on five of the twenty performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 During the period under review, in Southbridge, there was no systemic link between student 
achievement and budget decisions. 

• 	 While the district’s budget was level funded from FY2003 to FY2004, the municipality had 
excess levy capacity of over one million dollars. 

• 	 During the latter period under review, the district’s capacity to provide adequate resources 
and materials was limited due to funding made available by the Town. 
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• 	 During the FY2003 and FY2004 period, the district’s ability to track, monitor, and control 
spending was inadequate. 

• 	 In Southbridge, during the FY2004 budget development and implementation period, there 
were significant encumbrance, reporting, and tracking issues. Reporting was neither 
consistent nor regular, and spending appeared to be unaccounted for and uncontrolled. 

• 	 The district’s financial management software, while also in place within the Town, limited 
the district’s ability to effect payroll functions, such as reconciliation and reporting. 

• 	 The district’s buildings were quite old. In particular, the high school was in need of upgrades 
to the library area, the heating system, and ventilation system. 

• 	 The Town lacked a capital management program making, timely repairs, as well as 
preventive measures of the district’s buildings, less predictable. 

• 	 Beginning in FY2004, the district discontinued the use of management reports to the school 
committee, eliminating its financial controls and reporting.   

• 	 A careful review of student assessment data was not considered in the district’s budget 
development process. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On May 11-13, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Southbridge Public 

Schools for the period between 2000-2003. This examination applied the standards related to the 

EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, Assessment and Evaluation; B, 

Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, Leadership and 

Governance; and E, Business and Financial Management. The EQA’s examination process for 

school districts involved two tiers of investigation and utilized twelve standards. The basis of this 

report is the result of the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, 

interviews with the representative from the school committee, the district leadership team, school 

administrators, and additional documents submitted while in the district. The report does not 

include documents, revised data, or comments that may have surfaced after the on-site visit. 

Southbridge is a small town located in southern Worcester County in central Massachusetts. 

Manufacturing is the largest source of employment in Southbridge, followed by education, 

healthcare, and social services. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 17,216 

people and a median family income of $41,863, while the median family income in 

Massachusetts is $61,664. Southbridge has a Town Manager/Town Council form of government 

and a nine-person school committee. The Southbridge Public Schools have six schools serving 

Grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures 

indicate that there were 2,629 students enrolled in the district on October 1, 2003. The 

demographic/subgroup composition in the Southbridge Public Schools is: 60.3% White, 35.1% 

Hispanic-American, 2.5% African-American, 2.1% Asian-American, Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), 3.5%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 48%; and Special Education 

(SPED), 16.8%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, Southbridge’s state 

Chapter 70 Aid increased by 106.8%, from $7,042,198 in FY1993 to $14,564,180 in FY2002. 

For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Southbridge received $12,234,179; $12,664,504; 

$14,564,180; and $14,564180 for a total of $54,027,043 in state Chapter 70 Aid. 

This report finds the Southbridge Public Schools to be a ‘Low’ performing school district, which 

is marked by student achievement that is ‘Moderate’ in English Language Arts (ELA) and ‘Low’ 
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in math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 2000, 

Southbridge has also demonstrated little improvement on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores, and in the 

2003 administration of the MCAS test, 71.2% of its students scored below standard. 

Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 

At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

Southbridge’s MCAS test results (2000-2003) is framed by the following five essential 

questions: 

1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all of the 

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

2. Equity of Achievement: How does MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

3. Improvement: How has MCAS test performance for all students in the district changed 

over time? 

4. 	Equity of Improvement: How has MCAS test performance for the district’s student 

subgroups changed over time? 

5. 	Opportunity and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

In order to respond accurately to these questions, the EQA did several types of analyses on the 

most current test data: a comparative analysis of the MCAS test data using state and district 

results by grade, ethnicity, and student category, a school-based analysis, a “performance gap” 

analysis, and a series of analyses to determine whether the mean responses for students in the 

district differed significantly from those of the state and between student subgroups within the 

district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2003 MCAS test revealed significant 
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differences between students in the district and the average scores of students in Massachusetts. 

A discussion of the analyses follows. 

Southbridge vs. Massachusetts: 
• 	 The aggregate of students in Southbridge scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s 

students. 

• 	 The regular education students in Southbridge scored lower than the state’s regular education 

students. 

• 	 The special education students in Southbridge scored lower than the state’s special education 

students. 

• 	 The FRL/Y students in Southbridge scored lower than the state’s FRL/Y students. 

• 	 The FRL/N students in Southbridge scored lower than the state’s FRL/N students. 

• 	 The Hispanic-American-American students in Southbridge scored lower than the state’s 

Hispanic-American-American students. 

• 	 The White students in Southbridge scored lower than the state’s White students. 

Southbridge’s totals vs. Southbridge’s subgroups: 
• 	 The FRL/Y students in Southbridge scored lower than all other subgroups in Southbridge 

except Hispanic-American and special education students. 

• 	 The special education students in Southbridge scored the lowest of all subgroups in 

Southbridge. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003 

1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS performance of all the district’s 

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 71.2% of the students in Southbridge scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 23.0 percentage points 

higher than the state average percentages of students in those categories. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 59.9% of the students in Southbridge scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 20.8 percentage points higher than the 

state’s average percentages of students in those categories. 

• 	 On the same test, in math, 82.2% of the students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 25.0 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages of students in those categories.  

• 	 In 2003, in Southbridge, the Proficiency Indices of 71.7 for ELA and 52.2 for math were 10.5 

and 17.1 points lower than the statewide averages. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet or exceed state 

proficiency standards. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State	 Southbridge 

Advanced 14.2 4.8 
Proficient 37.6 24.0 
Needs Improv. 32.2 42.3 
Warning/Failing 16.0 28.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Southbridge had 9.4% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 13.6% fewer score in the 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s students in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was almost one-

third that of the state’s students in that category, 4.8% to 14.2%. 

• 	 Southbridge had 10.1% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 12.9% 

more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s students in those categories on the 

2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 

100

80

60

40

20


0

Be

lo
w

 S
ta

nd
ar

d
 A

bo
ve

 S
ta

nd
ar

d 

20

40

60

80


100

State ELA Southbridge ELA State MTH Southbridge MTH 

Advanced 
Proficient 
Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

12.1 
48.4 
30.2 
8.9 

7.3 
32.8 
44.7 
15.2 

15.9 
26.9 
34.1 
23.1 

2.3 
15.5 
40.0 
42.2 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Southbridge had 4.8% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 15.6% fewer in the 

‘Proficient’ categories in ELA than the state’s students in those categories on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge had 14.5% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 6.3% 

more in the  ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state’s students in those categories 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge had 13.6% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 11.4% fewer in the 

‘Proficient’ categories in math than the state’s students in those categories on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

• 	 In math, Southbridge’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was almost 

one-seventh that of the state’s students in that category, 2.3% to 15.9%. 
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• 	 Southbridge had 5.9% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 19.1% 

more in the  ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state’s students in those categories 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

Figure/Table 3: 
Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 

ELA Math 
Southbridge 71.7 52.2 

Grade 04 66.1 57.0 
Grade 07 78.6 NA 
Grade 08 NA 43.9 
Grade 10 70.9 58.5 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 On average, in Southbridge, the math PI was 19.5 points lower than that for ELA system-

wide (the statewide average for this gap was 12.8 Proficiency Index points).  

• 	 In ELA, the Proficiency Index in Grade 7 was 6.9 points higher than and in Grade 4 it was 

5.6 points and in Grade 10 was 0.8 points lower than the district average of 71.7. 

• 	 In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 4 was 4.8 points and in Grade 10 was 6.3 points 

higher than and in Grade 8 it was 8.3 points lower than the district average of 52.2.  

2. 	Equity of Achievement: How does a MCAS performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 64.1% of the regular education students at Southbridge scored in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 23.0 percentage points higher 

than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this subgroup of students. 
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• 	 On the same test, 92.8% of the special education students at Southbridge scored in these 

categories, 13.8 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 

categories for this subgroup of students.   

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 81.9% of the FRL/Y students at Southbridge scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.6 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages in those categories for this subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the same test, 60.6% of the FRL/N students at Southbridge scored in these categories, 

21.5 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 

subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 87.8% of the Hispanic-American students at Southbridge scored in 

these categories, 9.4 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 

categories for this subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the same test, 62.1% of the White students at Southbridge scored in these categories, 20.9 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 

subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education, Hispanic-American, and FRL/Y students in 

Southbridge all scored below the district average PI in both ELA and math. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance of the district’s special education and Hispanic-American 

students varied substantially from and in a lower than satisfactory manner to the district’s 

regular education and White students, respectively. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level 
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State Reg Southbridge Reg State Disability Southbridge 
Disability 

Advanced 
Proficient 
Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

16.8 
42.2 
30.4 
10.7 

6.0 
29.9 
44.3 
19.8 

2.3 
18.7 
41.3 
37.7 
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41.4 
51.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Southbridge had 10.8% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 12.3% 

fewer score in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s regular education students in those 

categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was almost one-third that of the state’s regular education students in that category, 6.0% to 

16.8%. 

• 	 Southbridge had 13.9% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 9.1% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s regular 

education students in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge had 1.4% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

12.4% fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students in those 

categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was one half that of the state’s students in that category, 0.9% to 2.3%. 

• 	 Southbridge had 0.1% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 
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Improvement’ and 13.7% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s special 

education students in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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State FRL (Y) Southbridge FRL (Y) State FRL (N) Southbridge FRL (N) 

Advanced 
Proficient 
Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

3.6 
23.2 
41.3 
32.0 

0.5 
17.6 
45.4 
36.5 

18.0 
42.9 
28.9 
10.2 
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30.4 
39.2 
21.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 Southbridge had 3.1% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 5.6% fewer 

score in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students in those categories on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was less than one-seventh that of the state’s students in that category, 0.5% to 3.6%. 
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• 	 Southbridge had 4.1% more of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

4.5% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge had 9.0% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 12.5% fewer 

in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students in those categories on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was one-half that of the state’s students in that category, 9.0% to 18.0%. 

• 	 Southbridge had 10.3% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

11.2% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students in those 

categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s FRL/N students in that category by more than two times, 21.4% 

to 10.2%. 
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Figure/Table 6: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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State Hispanic Southbridge Hispanic State White Southbridge White 

Advanced 2.6 0.3 16.6 7.5 
Proficient 19.0 11.9 42.2 30.5 
Needs Improv. 39.9 44.6 30.3 40.3 
Warning/Failing 38.5 43.2 10.9 21.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

• 	 Southbridge had 2.3% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

7.1% fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-American students in 

those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of Hispanic-American students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was less than one-eighth that of the state’s students in that category, 0.3% to 2.6%. 

• 	 Southbridge had 4.7% more of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 4.7% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-

American students in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge had 9.1% fewer of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 11.7% fewer 

in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s White students in those categories on the 2003 

MCAS test. 
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• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than 

one-half that of the state’s students in that category, 7.5% to 16.6%. 

• 	 Southbridge had 10.0% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

10.9% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s White students in those 

categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southbridge’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s White students in that category by two times, 21.8% to 10.9%. 
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Figure/Table 7: 
N-values by category 

ELA Math 
Southbridge Advanced 40 13 

Proficient 179 88 
Needs Improv 244 227 

Warning/Failing 83 239 

Regular Advanced 38 13 
Proficient 172 81 

Needs Improv 182 193 
Warning/Failing 20 148 

Disability Advanced 2 0 
Proficient 7 7 

Needs Improv 59 33 
Warning/Failing 41 73 

LEP Advanced 0 0 
Proficient 0 0 

Needs Improv 3 1 
Warning/Failing 22 18 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 2 1 
Proficient 77 21 

Needs Improv 142 111 
Warning/Failing 65 138 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 38 12 
Proficient 102 67 

Needs Improv 102 116 
Warning/Failing 18 101 

African-American Proficient 6 1 
Needs Improv 9 9 

Warning/Failing 1 4 
Asian-American Advanced 0 0 

Proficient 2 4 
Needs Improv 6 3 

Warning/Failing 1 3 

Hispanic-American Proficient 37 8 
Needs Improv 99 69 

Warning/Failing 57 106 

White Advanced 38 13 
Proficient 134 75 

Needs Improv 130 146 
Warning/Failing 24 125 
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Figure/Table 8: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, and Race 
ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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A SOUTHBRIDGE 71.7 52.2 

B Regular 80.5 57.0 

C Disability 49.5 38.9 

D FRL/Y 63.8 44.6 

E FRL/N 80.5 59.1 

F Hispanic-American 58.1 39.6 

G White 79.7 58.3 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 
• 	 In Southbridge, regular education, FRL/N, and White students scored 8.8, 8.8, and 8.0 

Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 71.7. 

• 	 In Southbridge, special education, Hispanic-American, and FRL/Y students scored 22.2, 

13.6, and 7.9 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in ELA than the district 

average of 71.7. 

• 	 In Southbridge, FRL/N, White, and regular education students scored 6.9, 6.1, and 4.8 

Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in math than the district average of 52.2.  

• 	 In Southbridge, special education, Hispanic-American, and FRL/Y students scored 13.3, 

12.6, and 7.6 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in math than the district 

average of 52.2. 

3. Improvement:  How has MCAS performance for all students in the district changed 

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
• 	 In Southbridge, 7.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 0.6% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index fell by 1.3 points and 

in math, by 4.3 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 8.0% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 3.3% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 7.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 4.3% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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Figure/Table 9: 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 6.6 5.9 6.6 4.8 
Proficient 29.9 28.7 30.6 24.0 
Needs Improv. 35.2 45.8 41.6 42.3 
Warning/Failing 28.3 19.6 21.3 28.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• 	 In Southbridge, 4.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 24.0% in the  ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 6.6% and 29.9% of all students achieving these categories in 

2000. 

• 	 In Southbridge, 42.3% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 28.9% in the 

Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 35.2% and 28.3% of all students scoring in 

these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 10: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 

Prof. Index Trend Data 
100.0 

90.0 
80.0 

70.0 
60.0 

50.0 
40.0 

30.0 
20.0 

10.0 
0.0 

75.7 77.3 
73.0 71.7 

58.4 56.5 58.3 
52.2 

2000 2001 2002 2003 

ELA Math 

ELA Math 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 7.0 6.4 6.4 7.3 6.2 5.4 6.8 2.3 
Proficient 41.1 39.5 41.7 32.8 19.1 18.3 19.1 15.5 
Needs Improv. 33.5 43.9 42.3 44.7 36.8 47.7 40.9 40.0 
Warning/Failing 18.5 10.2 9.6 15.2 37.9 28.7 33.2 42.2 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index fell by 1.3 points, 

from 73.0 to 71.7. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index fell by 4.3 points, 

from 56.5 to 52.2. 

• 	 In ELA, 40.1% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 48.1% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In ELA, 59.9% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003, in contrast to 52.0% of all students scoring at these categories in 2000. 
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• 	 In math, 17.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 25.3% of all students scoring in these levels in 2000.  

• 	 In math, 82.2% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003, in contrast to 74.7% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

4. 	Equity of Improvement: How has MCAS performance for the district’s student 

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Southbridge’s student achievement figures in the aggregate and for 

regular education, special education, FRL/Y, FRL/N, Hispanic-American, and White 

students’ results improved by less than the state averages in both ELA and math. 
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Figures 11A-D/Table 11: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003

GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Southbridge; dots = State)
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11 TABLE Format: 
Trend Data by Subgroup (Southbridge.) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

ELA Math ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 75.7 58.4 ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

‘02 77.3 58.3 ‘02 81.6 67.0 
‘03 71.7 52.2 ‘03 82.2 69.3 

Regular ‘01 78.3 61.3 Regular ‘01 84.1 71.9 
‘02 81.2 62.2 ‘02 85.8 71.4 
‘03 80.5 57.0 ‘03 87.2 74.5 

Disability ‘01 52.4 45.1 Disability ‘01 55.3 43.5 
‘02 51.4 36.6 ‘02 58.1 42.6 
‘03 49.5 38.9 ‘03 62.0 46.4 

FRL/Y ‘01 66.0 50.8 FRL/Y ‘01 62.4 48.1 
‘02 67.1 44.3 ‘02 65.5 47.6 
‘03 63.8 44.6 ‘03 66.7 51.3 

FRL/N ‘01 81.0 62.7 FRL/N ‘01 84.1 72.6 
‘02 83.8 65.4 ‘02 86.0 72.2 
‘03 80.5 59.1 ‘03 87.8 75.8 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 64.1 44.6 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 57.1 42.6 

‘02 64.6 45.8 ‘02 60.3 42.1 
‘03 58.1 39.6 ‘03 61.6 46.3 

White ‘01 82.2 66.3 White ‘01 84.3 72.8 
‘02 84.3 65.6 ‘02 86.4 72.7 
‘03 79.7 58.3 ‘03 86.9 74.5 

Analysis of Figures/Table 12: 

• 	 In Southbridge, between 2001-2003, all students decreased by 4.0 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and by 6.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Southbridge, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 2.2 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and decreased by 4.3 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 

and 2.6 points for this subgroup statewide. 

• 	 In Southbridge, between 2001-2003, special education students decreased by 2.9 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 6.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 

points for this subgroup statewide. 
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• 	 In Southbridge, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students decreased by 2.2 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 6.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.3 and 3.2 points for 

this subgroup statewide. 

• 	 In Southbridge, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students decreased by 0.5 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 3.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points for 

this subgroup statewide. 

• 	 In Southbridge, between 2001-2003, Hispanic-American students decreased by 6.0 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and by 5.0 points in math, as compared with increases of 

4.5 and 3.7 points for this subgroup statewide. 

• 	 In Southbridge, between 2001-2003, White students decreased by 2.5 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 8.0 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points for 

this sub group statewide. 

5. 	Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 
required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• 	 Overall, eligible students were participating in ELA and math assessments at required levels. 

Table 13: 
ELA Math 

Tested 96.43% 97.57% 
NTA 0.89% 0.69% 
NTM 0.71% 0.17% 
NTO 1.96% 1.56% 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

Standards  Indicators  
Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 – Participation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S3 - Evaluation Processes 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

3 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

7 8 Total 

0 0 0 
0 0 2 
1 0 3 
0 1 3 

0 N/A 0 
0 N/A 2 
0 N/A 1 
1 N/A 4 

N/A N/A 0 
N/A N/A 2 
N/A N/A 1 
N/A N/A 3 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their 

students relative to state and local student performance standards, and analyze aggregate 

and individual assessment results to improve curricula, instructional practices, and 

supplementary and remedial programs.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Southbridge, for the period under review, the district had a limited capacity to analyze 

aggregate and individual student assessment data. 

• 	 During the period under review, student performance declined rather than improved. The 

majority of the district’s students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning’ 

categories in both ELA and math. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district provided little oversight for implementation of 

curriculum and instruction initiatives. 
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• 	 The district lacked a formal process that linked classroom assessment standards, practices, 

and expectations for teachers and students with the learning standards in the state curriculum 

frameworks.  

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district has clear assessment policies and procedures that direct the regular evaluation of 

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had no specific policies that directed 

the regular evaluation of the state assessment results. Practice, however, dictated that the 

district’s academic coaches, one for math in grades 6-12 and one for ELA in grades 6-12, 

analyze the MCAS test results. The MCAS test was the only common assessment that was 

administered across the district across all grade levels.   

2. 	District and building administrators carefully and accurately implement the “Principles of 

Test Administration” in their jurisdictions and provide complete and accurate information on 

student status and participation in accordance with the “Principles” in the administration of 

the MCAS test and system-wide tests. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southbridge, at least one of the academic coaches attended the annual DOE 

training in the “Principles of Test Administration.” Academic coaches provided training to 

building administrators, proctored and were responsible for test administration and oversight. 

3. 	The district regularly employs criterion-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests, or other 

standardized tests in addition to the MCAS test to assess the progress of all student 

populations. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: With the exception of the MCAS test, the district administered no other criterion-

referenced, norm-referenced, or standardized tests to assess the progress of its student 

population. In the aggregate, in Southbridge, 7.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 than in 2000, and 0.6% more students scored in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category. In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency 

Index fell by 1.3 points, and in math, by 4.3 points. In ELA, 8.0% fewer students scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 than in 2000, and 3.3% more students 

scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. In math, 7.5% fewer students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 than in 2000, and 4.3% more students scored 

in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

4. Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a. curricula, 

b. instructional practices, 

c.  supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d.  professional development, and 

e.  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Although the district annually reviewed the MCAS assessment results and made 

some changes to curriculum, instructional practices, supplementary program and services, 

professional development, and purchasing and provisioning. Those changes did not result in 

improved student performance. In 2001, 89% of the district’s Grade 6 students were in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning’ categories. In 2003-2004, the district added the 

Connected Math Program to students in grades 6-8. In 2002, the percentage improved with 

72% of Grade 6 students in those combined categories.  In 2003, 84% of the Grade 6 students 

were in ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning.’ In 2001, the district had 86% of Grade 8 

students in the combined categories of ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning.’ That percent 

improved slightly in 2002 with 82% of Grade 8 students in those categories, but in 2003, 

88% of the district’s Grade 8 students were in the combined categories of ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning.’ 
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Administrators indicated that a review of the MCAS test trend data in math prompted the 

addition of a second period for math, which was required of all students at the middle school 

level beginning in the 2003-2004 school year, and a practical math class. A review of the 

MCAS test scores and anecdotal evidence from teachers and academic coaches determined 

that students lacked the basic skills and did not understand theconnection between math and 

the real application. Essentially, students had poor practical knowledge of math skills. The 

percentage of students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Failing’ categories in MCAS math 

scoring from 56% in 2001 to 73% in 2003 prompted the district to add two programs for 

grades 9 and 10 students. The district offered a semester MCAS test preparation/skills review 

class to Grade 10 students in addition to the regular daily math course and a 10-week block 

of instruction using PLATO software, which offered small group, computerized instruction. 

Initially, the district tried to mandate the two additional programs to students with low and 

failing MCAS test scores, but some students and some parents refused.   

During the 2002-2003 school year, the district used a committee of 27 members (middle 

school administrators and teachers) to plan the restructuring at the middle school.  One of the 

results of the restructuring included a standardized lesson plan form that required teachers to 

align their daily lessons to the standards in the state curriculum frameworks. In addition, the 

district developed benchmarks for ELA and math for elementary grades, a scope and 

sequence in ELA and math for grades 6-12, and outlines and course objectives for grades 6

12. Lesson plans were collected twice a month for review by the academic coaches and 

building principals. At the middle school level, the district began to use portfolios. 

Project Success, used at the elementary level, and the PLATO and MCAS Success Program 

at the high school level were both offered during the day to supplement instruction. During 

the time under review, the district offered professional development in writing across the 

curriculum through the John Collins Writing Program at the elementary level, grades K-5. 

The academic coaches offered some professional development in data analysis and the 

special education director offered training in differentiated instruction. However, there was 

little district-wide professional development offered during the period under review. 
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5. 	 The district and each of its schools disseminate assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District and school administrators indicated that, during the period under review, 

assessment results were distributed from the superintendent to the principals and academic 

coaches. Principals disseminated results to appropriate staff and school councils. The 

academic coaches analyzed the results and provided the reports to principals and staff. 

6. District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrate that they have the 

skills to use aggregate and individual test analyses to improve instructional programs and 

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In general, for the period under review, the district’s instructional programs did 

not resulted in improved achievement levels for all students. In the aggregate in Southbridge, 

7.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 2003 than in 

2000, and 0.6% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. In ELA, 

performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index fell by 1.3 points and in math, 

by 4.3 points. In ELA, 8.0% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ 

categories in 2003 than in 2000, and 3.3% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category. In math, 7.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

in 2003 than in 2000, and 4.3% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

Interviewees indicated that for the period under review, in general, the academic coaches 

provided the majority of data analysis for aggregate and individual test scores. Interviewees 

indicated that administrators and teachers had had limited formal training in data analysis 

until the district participated in the No Child Left Behind  (NCLB) planning process and the 

Root Cause Analysis training provided by the Department of Education (2002-03 school 

year). The district’s NCLB Plan was accepted by the DOE for the 2003-2004 school year, 
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and, at the time of the on-site review, the district was in the process of completing its NCLB 

Plan for 2004-2006. 

It was the Root Cause Analysis (RCA) that revealed that the district’s students had “major 

skill deficiencies” in math. Prior to the RCA, there was no deliberate effort to address the low 

district-wide math scores. There were some attempts based at the building level, but 

interviewees described them as “not intense or systemic.” 

7. 	The district educates all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency Determination 

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Based on the progress report on students attaining the Competency Determination 

(CD), released by the DOE in 2004, 94.7% of the Class of 2003 earned a Competency 

Determination, and 90.4% of the Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination. 

8. 	Classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations for teachers and students are 

consistently linked with learning standards articulated in the state curriculum frameworks. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees indicated that, for the majority of time under review, there was no 

formal process that linked classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations for 

teachers and students with the learning standards in the state curriculum frameworks. As a 

result of the RCA training, the district developed a walk-through observation form for use in 

the middle school, but the instrument was not used until January 2004.  Information gathered 

on the form was shared anecdotally with teachers, but it was not part of the teacher’s 

evaluation. Interviewees indicated that the academic coaches conducted informal walk-

though visits at the secondary level, but there was nothing in place to formally track those 

observations. 

39




Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: The district and all of its schools have documented policies, 

procedures, and practices that meet federal and state participation and attendance standards. 

Data on participation in state and local tests are monitored and assessed to ensure participation 

and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under review, while the district met the MCAS test participation targets in 

the aggregate, it did not meet required participation targets for its subgroup populations. 

• 	 Although the district tracked both student and teacher absences, there was no evidence that 

the district evaluated the data and used it to inform the decision-making processes.   

• 	 Training in the analysis of data was minimal in the district, which limited its capacity to 

analyze or use disaggregated student data to improve student performance. 

• 	 The district did not use disaggregated data to review programs and services for English 

Language Learners (ELLs). 

Indicators: 

1. 	The district and each of its schools have clear policies, procedures, expectations, and 

practices that require all students to attend and participate in all mandatory and appropriate 

assessments. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had a system-wide policy addressing student attendance and 

participation.  However, according to attendance data submitted by Southbridge High School, 

the average daily attendance from 2000-2003 was on the decline. The average daily 

attendance raged from 89.6% in 2000-2001 to 87.4% in 2002-2003, which was lower than 

the state average. Interviewees indicted that this rate was consistent for approximately fifteen 

years. 
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Many problems with regard absenteeism and tardiness at the high school were also cited in 

School Safety Report to the School Committee, published in March 2002.  The report cited a 

lack of an overall plan to address absenteeism and tardiness and recommended better 

tracking of attendance, better statistical analysis, consistent notification of parents, required 

notes for absences, and better accountability with respect to monitoring attendance and 

tardiness and required follow-up. Not attending classes and leaving the school campus during 

the school day was cited as problematic. According to interviewees, at the time of the on-site 

review, this continued to be an issue at the high school. 

In 2003-2004, the high school surveyed students to examine root causes of poor attendance. 

Administrators also revised the language in the handbook with regard to the attendance 

policy, which the school committee approved. The revisions specified that high school 

students who exceeded eight absences from a class in a semester lose one credit for that 

class. Absences were split into one of two categories: documented or undocumented. A 

student who was tardy more than one-half of a class was considered absent from that class. 

After the first offense, suspensions were counted in total days absent for the semester. A 

student who exceeded 20 absences in a semester might forfeit his/her right to remain in 

school for that semester. According to interviewees, the school called home when students 

were absent. Administrators indicated that there was an Attendance Review Board at the high 

school, but it was rarely utilized. In addition, the high school and the middle school were 

assigned Resource Officers, and, in March 2004, eight police officers were given the 

authority to pick up and transport truant students to their respective schools. Each month, the 

attendance and dropout rates were submitted to the school committee from all five schools. 

According to the Tier I data, the retention rate in Southbridge began to increase at Grade 6, 

with a disproportionate number of Hispanic-American students being retained. Likewise, 

according to a revised dropout report from 2002-2003, dated April 7, 2004, and submitted to 

the EQA team, 50% of the 44 students who dropped out of school were in the Hispanic-

American subgroup. Furthermore, the dropout trend data of all school districts in the state 

projected that the number of dropouts was on the increase in Southbridge. This was 

supported by the data from 2002, which stated that the aggregate retention rate at 
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Southbridge High School was approximately 13%. Southbridge’s aggregate dropout rate in 

2003 was 8.7%, with a 9.1% dropout rate in Grade 9 and 15% dropout rate in Grade 10. This 

was higher than the state average. Positive changes from the revised attendance policy and its 

influence on this data were yet to be determined. However, despite all of these actions, the 

district’s Root Cause Analysis Report, submitted on May 7, 2004, cited that problems with 

tardiness and absences continued to be a problem, especially at the high school level.  

According to the 2003 Mid-cycle Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) report, there were no 

changes in the aggregate attendance rate at the Mary E. Wells Jr. High, which remained at 

91.9%. At the middle level, although Southbridge met its attendance target for White 

students, it did not meet its attendance target for any other subgroup.   

At the lower grades, although the elementary schools in Southbridge had met their attendance 

targets, they were statistically on the decline according to the 2003 Mid-cycle AYP Report. 

The preschool tracked its own student attendance. Although interviewees indicated that there 

was a grade K-5 attendance committee, they also indicated that each school sets its own 

standards as to how and when parents were contacted by phone or by letter about tardies and 

absences, and that each school maintained its own attendance records using Win School or 

MAC School. Each school submitted monthly report to the central office. 

The district had mixed results for participation in the MCAS testing. According to 

interviews, Southbridge had clear expectations and practices with regard to participation in 

MCAS exams. In the aggregate, according to the 2003 Mid-cycle AYP report, 98% of 

Southbridge students took the MCAS test reading test at Grade 3. The lowest subgroup 

categories were 95% for Hispanic-American students and 97% for FRL/Y students. 

Therefore, Southbridge met its targeted MCAS test participation at Grade 3. Likewise at 

Grade 5, in the aggregate, Southbridge met its targeted MCAS test participation in ELA and 

math with 99% and 100%, respectively with all subgroups above 95%, the state target. 

However, at the middle grades, although Southbridge met its target in ELA in the aggregate, 

it did not meet its target for Hispanic-American students with 92% participation on the 

MCAS test. In math, the targeted participation was met by all subgroups.  At the high school, 
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Southbridge met its MCAS test participation target in ELA in the aggregate at 95%. 

However, it did not meet its participation target for the FRL/Y participants in ELA at 93%. 

In math, all subgroups met the participation target for the MCAS test. 

2. 	 The district and all of its schools regularly monitor and evaluate data on student and staff 

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In Southbridge, the lack of follow through and accountability on the part of 

administration and staff with regard to attendance and tardiness was cited in the School 

Safety Report of 2002. The lack of coordinated systems, technology, and personnel to track 

data were cited in the district’s Root Cause Analysis, sponsored by the DOE in 2003-2004. 

According to documentation submitted on-site, each principal submitted a monthly 

administrative report to the superintendent and school committee, which detailed the 

following data: current enrollment, transfers in and out, suspensions (in-house and out-of-

school), expulsions, dropouts, the number of times the Southbridge police were called (for 

assistance, information, or drop-in), and an update on instructional programs. According to 

interviewees, they expressed strong beliefs that the limited English proficient (LEP) 

population was larger than it was and that they had a transient student problem. The EQA 

team determined that both views were contrary to the district profile and the ‘transfer in and 

outs’ on monthly data sheets submitted to the superintendent. Principals cited students 

missing the last two weeks of the school year as a specific attendance problem. However, 

there was no evidence that the district had addressed the problem and implemented consistent 

follow through or oversight. 

Each school site used its own software to track attendance and disciplinary actions. 

However, what was done to evaluate the data was not clear at any level of the school system. 

Administrators from the Pre-Kindergarten to Grade 5 levels indicated that they had few 

problems tracking and monitoring student attendance. However, analysis of the data had not 

been routinely conducted at any level. Data indicated that absenteeism was increasingly 

problematic at the middle grades and escalated to a significant problem at the high school. 

43




Starting in 2003-2004, all teachers and paraprofessionals were required to sign-in each day 

they were present in a school building. Two permanent substitutes were placed at each school 

site to cover daily absences. Principals indicated that they monitored staff attendance and that 

excessive absences were not an issue. When asked if they could address staff attendance if 

needed, they responded that it was definitely not an issue that they thought they could 

address in staff evaluations. When asked why, interviewees told the EQA that they were 

careful not to address it ‘because of a 1993 court case that was still being litigated in the 

district.’ Therefore, they were careful not to address attendance issues in staff evaluations. 

However, when the Report of Instructional Staff Attendance, submitted to the EQA and 

dated May 27, 2004 was analyzed, it revealed the following data: teachers at Southbridge 

High School were absent an average of 14.6 days in 2003-2004.  Teachers at the Wells Junior 

High were absent an average of 13.2 days. Teachers at the West Street School were absent 

13.6 days. Teachers at the Charlton Street School were absent an average of 7.7 days. 

Teachers at the Eastford Road School were absent an average of 8.9 days. Generally, there 

was a high rate of teacher absences beginning at the upper elementary through the secondary 

grades. Only 7.5% of these absences were connected to staff development initiatives. 

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; 

c. 	 tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, according to district interviews, each school site 

maintained accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts. However, 

these records were disaggregated by subgroup for dropout students only. According to the 

monthly and summary reports submitted to EQA, dropouts were tallied according to gender 

and ethnicity. In general, analysis of most data across the school district was limited to 
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administrators. According to a district report on dropouts in 2002-2003, submitted by the 

high school and provided to the EQA examiners on-site, the high school tracked students 

who dropped out by grade, ethnicity, and gender. Out of the 46 students who dropped out, 

two returned, leaving 44 who never returned. However, a majority who transferred to a 

General Education Diploma (GED) program were Hispanic-American. No further data were 

available in the report with respect to dropout prevention, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), or 

Intervention, even though these categories were listed on the front of the report. 

4. 	The district actively encourages student attendance in conformity with their policies and 

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In 1994, the Southbridge School Committee codified a policy with respect to 

student absences and excuses (File JH). Excused absences included illness, bereavement, 

inclement weather, and observance of major religious holidays. In addition, a student could 

be excused for other reasons with the approval of the school administrator. Parents were 

expected to provide a written explanation for the absence or tardiness, in advance if possible. 

In instances of chronic or irregular absences reportedly due to illness, the school 

administration might have requested a physician’s statement. 

At each school level, this policy was adapted in Southbridge to meet school level goals at 

grades Pre-K-1, 2-3, 4-5, 6-8 and 9-12. For example, at the middle level, the student 

handbook stated that unexcused tardiness and absences were not permitted, and students 

were expected to make up any missed schoolwork.   

The attendance policy at the high school was the most conservative.  At the high school level, 

if students failed to bring a signed note documenting an absence, detention and/or 

investigation by the supervisor of attendance proceeded with an investigation. Students who 

exceeded 12 absences from a class in a semester were to have received no credit for that 

class. A student who exceeded 20 absences in a semester forfeited his/her right to remain in 

school for that semester. At the high school, warning notes were mailed to parents after eight 
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and again after 12 absences from class. The first out-of-school suspension and all in-school 

suspensions were not considered absences. Loss of credit might have been appealed to an 

Attendance Review Board. A student received no credit for all missed/cut classes under the 

Attendance Policy. 

In April, 2004, the school committee passed a truancy intervention policy that made it clear 

that police officers would have identified, but not transported students, who appeared to be 

truant. Interviewees indicated that since April 8 members of the police department were 

authorized to work with the resource officers assigned to the high and middle school levels to 

transport truant students. Despite these efforts, however, the district’s attendance rate 

continued to decline. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the period under review, Southbridge did little to evaluate student attendance 

and its effect on student achievement. Although some students were recommended to attend 

‘Project Success’ and/or the MCAS test summer school offered at the secondary level to help 

students with remediation and make up work, the district provided only anecdotal evidence 

and overall impressions, and examiners could not determine whether the program was well 

attended or actually served to decrease retention or the rate of dropouts. 

In the period under study, administrators indicated that staff attendance was not a significant 

issue in Southbridge. The data on staff attendance indicated otherwise. According to the 

report submitted to examiners on staff attendance, teachers at Southbridge High School were 

absent approximately 15 days, approximately 13 days at middle school level, and 14 days at 

the grades 4-5 school. Teachers at the Charleton Elementary School were absent eight days, 

and teachers at the Eastford Road School were absent nine days. While some of the absences 
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were connected to staff development, the district had yet to analyze the effect of staff 

attendance on staff performance or student achievement. During the latter period under 

review, in the Root Cause Analysis (January 2004), the district acknowledged the connection 

of student attendance and student achievement. 

6. The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

a. student waivers for LEP and ALT status for MCAS assessment; 

b. waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews, in 2003-2004, the district maintained an accurate count 

of student waivers for LEP and alternative assessment (ALT) status for the MCAS testing for 

this year. However, for most of the period under review, this was disputed. According to the 

MCAS test data from 2003, only 83.3% of LEP students participated in the 2003 MCAS test 

in ELA. Seventy-six percent of LEP students participated in the MCAS test in math. In other 

words, according to this data, 16.7% did not participate in the 2003 MCAS test in ELA for 

other reasons, and 24% of LEP students did not participate in the 2003 MCAS test in math. 

With respect to ALT status for MCAS testing, the district provided documentation that 

indicated that all 32 students in the ALT category in special education were serviced in out-

of-district placements. 

According to interviewees, most of the teachers on waivers were ELL teachers. The district 

officials indicated that, at the time of the on-site review, there were nine ELL teachers who 

were working on making progress toward certification and these were monitored by the ELL 

director and the superintendent. One of these teachers needed dual certification in 

Spanish/bilingual and special education. According to individual school NCLB report cards, 

the percent of licensed teachers from school to school ranged from 87.23% at the high school 

to 100% at two primary schools. One math teacher out of nine at the junior high was working 

on a waiver, while the percent of licensed teachers at that site was 88.79%. Although this 

information could not be verified by district documents, it was verified by the NCLB Report 

Cards on the DOE website. 
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7. 	The district focuses on and improves educational outcomes, including English language 

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

a. 	maintains clear, accurate, program and individual records of all English language 

learners; 

b. 	annually reviews disaggregated data from standardized tests, attendance, suspension, 

discipline, and dropout records; 

c. 	uses data analyses to review programs and services to English language learners and 

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the most part, the district had yet to analyze most disaggregated student data 

in term of attendance, suspension, discipline, and dropout records. Although disaggregated 

data on dropouts and suspensions were collected and included in monthly reports, they were 

not disaggregated by student subgroup, and the district did little to analyze the results. With 

respect to suspension and discipline data, some principals, especially a new principal to the 

district, had begun to use discipline data to address the problem at specific grade levels. 

However, there was no systemic effort to use disaggregated student data to improve student 

performance. According to interviewees, the district only began to analyze disaggregated 

data in 2003-2004. 

Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESSES: The district uses student assessment data in its 

development, implementation, and analysis of school, program, and personnel evaluation.  The 

evaluation process focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff, and one of 

the goals of the process is the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under review, the district did not employ a formal process that focused on 

accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff that was connected to improving student 

achievement. 

48




• 	 In Southbridge, until the creation in January 2004, of its No Child Left Behind  (NCLB) 

Consolidated Plan, there was little evidence of data-driven decision making to improve 

student achievement. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district had limited administrators to monitor and evaluate the 

effectiveness and adequacy of its curriculum and instructional programs.  

Indicators: 

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; 

c. 	 personnel evaluation that focuses on accountability for all administrators, teachers, and 

staff. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: District and school administrators indicated that, with the exception of Title I, 

during the period under review the district did not formally evaluate programs. There was no 

evidence that the district used a formal evaluation process that focused on accountability for 

school administrators. During the time under review, the district’s academic supervisor 

presented monthly status reports to the school committee on curriculum and student 

achievement.  

When the district restructured the middle school, they decided to implement a literacy-based 

model and approached the change through writing. Interviewees indicated that teachers, 

administrators, and the academic coordinators reviewed student portfolios to determine the 

effectiveness of the program and student progress, not the effectiveness of particular teachers 

at particular levels. District and building administrators and the academic coordinators 

indicated that they thought that the recently developed and mandated lesson plan format that 

required teachers to list alignment with the state curriculum frameworks was an 

accountability measure, but that, in and of itself, did not constitute a program evaluation. 
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The district’s evaluation procedures for teachers and administrators contained the 

components required under the Education Reform Act, but they did not focus on or reference 

accountability for student achievement. A review of principals’ evaluations for the period 

under review indicated that, with the exception of one newly hired principal, principals were 

not formally evaluated on accountability for student achievement or lack of it. The same was 

true of the evaluations sampled for professional status teachers. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, with the exception of Title I, the district 

conducted no formal program evaluations. Information from staff evaluations did not inform 

changes in the district’s programs or services. During the period under review, the district 

used the John Collins Writing Program for grades K-5, and, during the 2003-2004 school 

year, added it to grades 6-8. 

Based on anecdotal information and a review of MCAS test scores, the district determined 

that a majority of the district’s students lacked basic skills and their connection to practical 

application, particularly in math. Also, academic coordinators determined that, in general, 

most teachers spent a disproportionate amount of time teaching or re-teaching skills that 

should have been previously learned. In response, the district developed a district-wide, 

mandated lesson plan form that required teachers to indicate alignment with standards in the 

state curriculum frameworks.    

District-wide student achievement in the state assessment in the aggregate declined between 

2002 and 2003. In ELA, 8% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ 

categories in 2003 than in 2000, and 3.3% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category. In math, 7.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

in 2003 than in 2000, and 4.3% more students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In Southbridge, at the middle school, district and building administrators and 

academic coordinators indicated that math department meetings were held twice in a six-day 

cycle. Academic coordinators and building principals collected lesson plans every two 

weeks. During the latter part of the period under review, the principals began collecting data 

on math pre-tests and post-tests in grades 4-5. Interviewees indicated that there was no 

formal, systemic process to monitor for the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of the 

district’s curriculum and instructional programs. In addition, interviewees indicated that there 

were an insufficient number of personnel to monitor curriculum and instruction. 

4. 	 The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators is aligned with the requirements 

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators contained the components 

required under the Education Reform Act. A review of all administrator evaluations for the 

time under review indicated that the superintendent evaluated administrators annually. The 

sample evaluations of principals that were reviewed, however, contained no connection, 

implicit or explicit, with improving student achievement. One principal indicated that the 

current contracts contained clear expectations related to improving student achievement. 

5. 	The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers is aligned with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district’s evaluation procedure for professional 

status teachers contained the components required under the Education Reform Act. The 
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evaluation tool listed the components in checklist fashion. Evaluators had the option of 

indicating if components were ‘Satisfactory,’ ‘Needs Improvement,’ ‘Not Applicable,’ or 

‘Not Observed.’ Evaluators were directed to provide narrative in cases where improvement 

was needed in performance. In general, of the sample of the approximately 50 evaluations 

that were reviewed, approximately 50, two indicated the need for improvement. None of the 

professional status teacher evaluations sampled included any specific reference to the MCAS 

test or improving instruction to improve student learning. One of the files contained a 

previous reference to improving instructional delivery and classroom management and 

suggested that the teacher visit other classrooms where instructional delivery and classroom 

management were having more positive results. Most principals and both academic 

coordinators agreed that with few exceptions teachers and administrators did not view the 

process as a means of accurately identifying the strengths and weaknesses of instructional 

delivery. All of the evaluations sampled were completed in a timely manner and reflected an 

evaluation cycle of every two years for professional status teachers. 

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 staff and resources to improve achievement levels for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District and building administrators indicated that, during the period between 

2000-2003, the district did not use assessment score data disaggregated by subgroup to 

evaluate specific strengths and weaknesses in the curriculum, set priorities for professional 

development, or reallocate staff or resources to improve student achievement levels.  In 2003, 

the district’s participation in the Root Cause Analysis training, provided by the DOE, served 

as the impetus for district and school administrators to begin to plan for data-driven decision-

making, and part of that plan included a review of data disaggregated by subgroup. The 

district provided little formal professional development and none that had been determined 

based on a review of data disaggregated by student subgroups. When the district restructured 
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the middle school day, they did not allocate additional staff or resources to implement the 

restructuring initiative. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 5aVoc. 6 7 8 9 Total 

Satisfactory 

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction 
S4 – Curriculum 
Excellent 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

2 
0 

Poor 0 1 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 1 
Unsatisfactory 

S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies 
0 0 1 1 1 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 3 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

2 
0 

Poor 1 1 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

Programs 
S6 - Access To Quality Education 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

2 
0 

Poor 0 0 0 1 1 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 3 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 1 

Training 
S7 - Professional Development & 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 0 0 0 0 N/A 
N/A 

1 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

2 
Poor 0 1 0 1 0 N/A 0 1 N/A N/A 3 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 1 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 2 

Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district, each of its schools, and programs utilize curricula 

that are aligned with the state curriculum frameworks in the core academic subjects of English 

Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, science and technology, history and social science, and 

world languages. The curricula are current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all 

who administer and teach in the district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under review, there was no grades PreK-5 curriculum coordination for the 

district. 

• 	 With the exception of the secondary level ELA and math, no evidence existed that the 

curriculum was academically sound or clearly understood by all who administered and taught 

in the district. In the aggregate, 60% in ELA and 82% in math of the district’s students did 

not reach the state proficiency levels. 
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• 	 The district had a written curriculum aligned to the state curriculum frameworks for ELA and 

math in grades 9-12; however, the district lacked written, aligned curriculum for ELA and 

math in grades PreK-5. 

Indicators: 
1. 	 A curriculum leader is assigned to and active in every school in the district. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: At the elementary level, principals were considered curriculum leaders in their 

buildings. In 2001, the district had curriculum coaches in the core content areas for grades 6

12. After 2001, due to budget constraints, the district eliminated all academic coaches for 

grades 6-12 except for those responsible for ELA and math. At the secondary level, 

curriculum was a shared responsibility between academic coaches and building principals.  

There were no curriculum supervisors employed for the elementary (PreK-5) grade levels. 

While elementary principals indicated that they were responsible for elementary-level 

curricula within each of their respective schools, no written curriculum documents for 

elementary grade levels were evident. According to individuals interviewed, no PreK-5 

coordination for core subjects existed across the district other than in ELA and math. 

Interviewed staff expressed the view that the district was, and continued to be, “light on 

administrative coordination.” 

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: Poor 

Evidence: In the Southbridge Public Schools, the elementary-level curriculum was 

apparently building-specific and at the discretion of the elementary building principal. No 

written curriculum documents were evidenced for grades PreK-5. While elementary 

principals alluded to adopted texts (the Addison Wesley Math Series), no evidence of teacher 

training in the use of curriculum materials was evident at the elementary (PreK-5) grade 
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levels. Further, no documentation was provided to indicate any expectations of teachers 

regarding curriculum usage in planning and delivering instruction during the period under 

review. In interviews with secondary-level curriculum coaches, they acknowledged that there 

was no curriculum articulation at the elementary levels. 

At the middle school and high school levels, two curriculum supervisors/coaches had 

provided leadership to the development of a coordinated curriculum (grades 6-12) in ELA 

and math, although the curriculum did not include changes to time on learning and new 

program adoptions of math at the middle level. Written curriculum documents were in 

evidence for these two subject areas. Curriculum leaders stated that they held regular training 

sessions for faculty, and building principals corroborated this. In addition, individuals 

interviewed indicated that all faculty meetings were designated as staff training meetings 

during the 2003-2004 school year, and that faculty who stayed beyond the contractually 

required 30 minutes were compensated for the additional 30 minutes. However, attendance to 

curriculum training was not mandatory for all teachers.   

3. 	 The district has an established, well-documented process that involves teachers in the annual 

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

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviewees, the district had no established or well-documented 

process for the annual review and/or revision to curriculum. On-going assessment of 

curriculum effectiveness was reportedly accomplished by locally developed and/or classroom 

teacher-generated informal assessments. Other than the MCAS test, no standardized testing 

was utilized to assess student performance or curricular effectiveness. 

The two curriculum “coaches” reported that they meet with secondary teachers twice each 

year to review what does and does not work in ELA and math. Subsequently, they gave 

leadership to any curricular or instructional changes that may have been indicated. However, 

there was no comparable process articulated for grades Pre K-5. 
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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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district provided no written documentation to 

indicate that the modifications and/or curriculum revisions were evaluated for their 

effectiveness in improving student achievement. Additionally, individuals interviewed stated 

that the district did not engage in a curriculum revision process that evaluated the 

effectiveness in improving student achievement during the period under review.  This was a 

serious concern given that, in the aggregate, student achievement declined during the period 

under review. Interviewees expressed hope that a plan would be implemented next academic 

year (2004-2005). 

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system, and 

b. 	 sequencing and alignment of learning goals and expectations from one Grade to the next 

– K–12.

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

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, interviewees indicated that sufficient personnel were 

not available to effectively coordinate curriculum grades PreK-12. No established, well-

documented process existed to ensure horizontal or vertical curriculum articulation or 

sequencing of learning goals and expectations from one grade to the next. The two 

secondary-level academic coaches for ELA and math have no responsibility for grades PreK

5 curriculum. The district-developed curriculum developed “benchmarks” for grades PreK-5, 

but interviewees acknowledged that benchmarks did not reflect the state curriculum 

frameworks in grades PreK-5 and were to not aligned with secondary level (grades 6-12) 
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curriculum. Curriculum alignment with curriculum frameworks was not in place at the grade 

PreK-5 levels. Secondary ELA and math teachers were required to work on curriculum 

alignments. Interviewees acknowledged the lack of coordination and integration of 

curriculum, particularly since 2001 when the district eliminated the academic coaches for 

core content except ELA and math. 

5a. VOC: In vocational schools and districts, the district implements an established, well-

documented process to ensure: 

a. 	 integration of academic skills, particularly in ELA, mathematics and science and 


technology into each occupational area,


b. 	  sequencing and alignment of learning goals, skills and expectations from one Grade to 

the next - 9-12. 

c. 	 alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades and occupational areas 

9-12. 

EQA Rating: N/A 

Evidence: N/A 

6. 	Staffing levels are adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students and student 

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees indicated that, for the period under review, staffing levels were 

adequate. The estimated class sizes were 1:15 teachers to students at the high school, 1:20-22 

teachers to students at the middle school, and 1:25-28 teachers to students (plus aides) at the 

elementary schools. Despite budgetary issues, those interviewed stated that, at least to date, 

there had been no significant staff reductions. However, individuals interviewed suggest that 

supervisory staffing was “thin.” No curriculum coordination, for example, existed for grades 

Pre-K-5. During the period under review, the district eliminated three of the five academic 

coaches, but these coaches were responsible for monitoring the delivery of curriculum by 

teachers, not the actual delivery to students. 
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Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES:  The district uses the 

analysis of student achievement data to develop policies and documents that express high 

expectations for student achievement, the employment of quality faculty and staff, and clear 

expectations of the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all 

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Southbridge, neither adopted instructional materials and programs nor supporting in-

service training opportunities, provided during the period under review, resulted in improved 

student MCAS performance in the aggregate.  

• 	 Important constituent groups (e.g. parents, school committee members, and teachers) were 

not well represented in district initiatives to improve students’ MCAS test performance 

during the period under review. 

• 	 A significant majority of the elementary school teachers and slightly fewer than half of the 

secondary school teachers remained in the district for five or more years. 

Indicators: 

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: Poor 

Evidence: In the period under review, the district had no explicit policies and procedures 

pertaining to assessing learning needs of students in grades K-12. Instead, between 2000

2003, district leaders’ efforts to address students’ poor MCAS test performance resulted in 
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the acquisition of textbooks and supplementary instructional resources geared to the 

perceived average needs of the student population in grades 6-12. The district’s two 

academic curriculum coaches directed implementation of these resources, initiated alignment 

of these resources with the MCAS test in collaboration with building principals, and 

introduced and annually modified related in-service training opportunities. The coaches’ 

alignment initiatives were hampered by the piecemeal nature of the district’s grade K-12 

curriculum.  Neither the new instructional materials nor the accompanying in-service training 

opportunities were focused upon the assessed learning needs of students. 

Academic supervisors were not employed at the elementary school level; hence, the three 

building principals faced the challenge of paralleling the secondary school supervisors’ 

efforts. Evidence available indicated alignment of the MCAS test standards with existing 

elementary school programs was not a priority between 2000-2003. While there was minimal 

coordination of ELA and math programs in grades 6-12, there was no coordination of 

instructional initiatives for grades K-12, and minimal systematic in-service work to relate 

instructional resources with assessed ELA and math needs of students, with the exception of 

the middle school walk through observation tool and the mandated lesson plan form 

implemented in the 2003-2004 school year. There were minimal changes to teacher and 

administrator evaluation protocols to support the MCAS test-related work, and no district-

wide policies to support and expand the MCAS test-related instructional initiatives. 

2. 	 Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

the district, each of its schools, the students, their parents, and the community. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Important constituent group members did not share responsibility for improving 

student achievement in grades PreK-12 between 2000-2003. For example, parents and 

community members were not actively recruited, and, as a result, were not involved.  Central 

administrators and school committee members were not involved through policy-making to 

facilitate improvements. During the time between 2000 and 2003, with the exception of the 

Root Cause Analysis training late in the period under review, the district did not provide 
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training to administrators and teachers in data analysis of MCAS test results to improve 

student achievement. While the school improvement councils developed school improvement 

plans, none of the plans included solid, measurable objectives for improving student 

achievement. 

The coaches and building principals took some steps to improve student achievement 

between 2000-2003; however, student achievement as measured by MCAS test results, 

continued to decline. The coaches initiated instructional programs and monitored their 

implementation, whereas the principals up-graded instructional staff and helped implement 

instructional programs. “Writing Across the Curriculum” and the “Connected Mathematics 

Program” are two examples of new initiatives.  These kinds of initiatives were piecemeal and 

were not part of a comprehensive grades K-12 curriculum in ELA and math. 

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. 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: Poor 

Evidence: Even though time allocated for ELA and math instruction met or exceeded state 

requirements at each level of instruction, most students’ academic proficiency levels, as 

measured by MCAS in ELA and math, were not satisfactory. The number of students in these 

two categories increased between 2000 and 2003. Analyses of district data and information 

and interviews with nearly all district administrators did not yield evidence that teachers 

systematically utilized MCAS test item analysis feedback to meet educational needs of 

students. The MCAS test data analysis was not listed among district priorities, it was not 

highlighted as a professional development priority, and it was not incorporated within teacher 

and administrator evaluation forms. 
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4. 	 The district employs highly qualified teachers, that are certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Elementary school teachers were certified in the area of their primary assignment, 

and middle school and high school ELA teachers were certified in their areas of primary 

assignment. One of the math teachers in grades 6-12 was not certified in the area of primary 

assignment. 

Forty-seven personnel folders were randomly selected and analyzed to verify the certification 

status of the teachers. The EQA found that among the 47 personnel folders selected for 

review, there was one teacher with a waiver pending, and the remainder held current 

certification. 

5. 	 District employment policies and practices identify, and encourage skilled, highly qualified 

personnel to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southbridge, most teachers who were hired remained in the district for five or 

more years. This was especially true at the elementary school level. Approximately 90% of 

the grades K-1 Eastford Road School’s teachers had been there five or more years and about 

10% for one or two years. Approximately 85% of the grades 2-3 Charlton Street School 

teachers had been there five or more years, and approximately 1% for one or two years.  In 

the district 90% of the grades 4-5 West Street School teachers had been there five or more 

years, and approximately 8% for one or two years. Approximately 25% of the ELA teachers 

and 33% of the math teachers had been employed at the middle school level for five or more 

years. Approximately 75% of the ELA teachers and 67% of the math teachers had been 

employed there for one or two years. Most of these teachers were new to the school. In 

Southbridge, approximately 65% of the ELA teachers and 50% of the math teachers had been 
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employed at the high school level for five or more years, while 35% of the ELA teachers and 

5% of the math teachers had been employed there for one or two years. 

Standard 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

policies and practices require all faculty, staff and students to be in attendance.  Retention, 

suspension, transition management, and dropout prevention policies and programs encourage and 

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In the Southbridge Public Schools, no district-wide transition management plan existed 

between 2000-2003 to facilitate student transition from one school level to another. 

Transition activities in place during the period did not take into account academic needs of 

students. 

• 	 Regular education students performed much higher on the MCAS test than either students 

with disabilities or Hispanic-American students, which raised concerns about equality of 

student access to quality education programs. 

• 	 Neither well-documented policies nor well-established practices were identified that 

supported equitable student participation in quality education programs. Instead, piecemeal 

curriculum, instruction, professional development, and evaluation initiatives were 

documented. 

• 	 A detailed district-wide behavior code had been in place for the past five years.  Interviewees 

indicated that it was enforced at the middle school and inconsistently at the high school. 

However, data were not available to ascertain the effectiveness of the behavior code. No 

evidence existed to ascertain the effectiveness of transient student programs in place during 

2000-2003. 
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Indicators: 

1. 	 District and school policies and practices require all staff and students to be in attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time period under review, the Southbridge Public School Policy Manual 

did not offer specific policies and practices pertaining to staff attendance. However, the 

district’s contract with its teachers cited that, after three days of consecutive absences or 

patterns of absences, the district require the teacher to submit to an examination by a 

physician who was mutually acceptable by both parties. Time was set aside during end-of-

summer staff orientation meetings and during September staff meetings to clarify 

expectations for teacher attendance.   

The Southbridge Public School Policy Manual (File JH) articulated general policies and 

practices pertaining to student attendance. These policies were fleshed out at the building 

level and then monitored by designated school staff. School handbooks articulated the 

policies that were unique to each building. For example, eight or more unexcused absences 

from a semester-long class caused a student to lose high school course credit. 

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, 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, no district-wide transition management policies existed 

between 2000-2003 to impact upon student transition from one school to another (e.g., grades 

K-1 to a grade 2-3 school, grade 2-3 to a grade 4-5 school, grade 4-5 to a middle school, and 

middle school to high school). The district, however, managed transition by practice and 

procedure established by each of the principals. According to principals interviewed, 
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arrangements were made between specific schools annually to carry out transition activities. 

For example, principals considered the academic needs of students, and students enrolled in 

the grade 4-5 school participated in a “rite of passage” day held at the middle school, which 

involved: a visit to the receiving school, greetings from school staff members, a building 

tour, and an overview of school expectations. These transition activities helped orient 

students and parents to the receiving school’s climate. Additionally, the same staff followed 

ELL students and their cumulative folders from one building to the next. 

Dropout prevention was not viewed as a systems problem, because the high school was 

merely the end point of the system, according to the high school principal. During 2003, 44 

of the 531 students enrolled dropped out of high school. Even though White students 

outnumbered Hispanic-American students by a 2:1 ratio, the 46 dropouts were divided 

evenly between the two groups. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, graduation requirements were increased. 

Community service was required of all students, beginning in 2003. A pre-algebra course 

was introduced at the Grade 7 level. The district offered dual enrollment courses in college 

writing and English courses at the high school. Additionally, Advanced Placement (AP) 

classes in calculus and history were offered. ELL students were offered higher-level courses 

at the high school. Work in this area also increased during the 2003-2004 school year. 

However, the DOE conducted a Coordinated Program Review (CPR) in May 2002, and 

determined that ELL and special education students did not have access to the same 
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curriculum or facilities as other students. Subsequently, the district’s Corrective Action Plan, 

approved by the DOE, addressed this issue. 

The same Coordinated Program review of May 2002 cited that “the district has not ensured 

that all students have equal access to district programs and services.”  Therefore, since not all 

students were provided equal access to all courses, for the majority of time under review the 

district did not provide support to allow all students to be successful in more challenging 

courses, such as AP and dual enrollment.    

When the MCAS test proficiency indices were examined by subgroup in ELA and math for 

2000-2003 at the Tier I level, inequalities in performance across the subgroups became 

apparent. Regular education student performance was substantially higher than the 

performance of Hispanic-American students and students with disabilities. 

The district’s regular education students, students with disabilities, and Hispanic-American 

students scored consistently lower than the state’s counterpart groups between 2000 and 

2003. These comparisons raised questions about the caliber of education programs offered 

students, as well as expectations held for students during the time period. Neither well-

documented policies nor well-established practices were identified that supported equitable 

participation in quality educational programs. Instead, piecemeal curriculum, instruction, 

professional development, and evaluation initiatives were documented. 

Between 2000 and 2003, the following occurred at the grade 6 to 12 levels to raise 

expectations and to improve student performance: The two academic coaches and the middle 

school and high school principals met with teachers to raise expectations and to improve 

performance. The amount of time invested was increased during 2003-2004 to “two days of 

visitation every six-day instructional cycle. ” Curriculum mapping was initiated to coordinate 

instructional resources with state standards. Teachers were asked to prepare comprehensive 

lesson plans in ELA and math and to maintain lesson plan books. The middle school 

implemented a detailed lesson plan policy in September 2003. The frequency of principals’ 

classroom visits, called “walk-throughs,” increased and eventually became a part of the 
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teacher evaluation process. The MCAS test-taking skills were introduced in the form of 

preparatory classes, writing programs, and tutorials. The MCAS test item-analysis data were 

obtained by the coaches and principals and shared with teachers. 

Work in these areas increased during the 2003-2004 school year. Expectations for student 

performance increased in a number of ways at the grades 6-12 levels during this period. For 

example, the two lists of activities described above did not take into account work under way 

at the three elementary schools between 2000 and 2003. Interviews with the three elementary 

school principals indicated that teachers were not trained to make use of the MCAS test data, 

the MCAS test data were not used in conjunction with curriculum and instruction revisions, 

and “multicultural awareness” work was included in the curriculum. 

4. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

support student needs in an equitable manner. The policies, procedures, and practices address 

issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, and exclusion. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the time under review, policies, procedures, and practices related to 

suspensions and exclusions were included under the Southbridge School Committee 

Behavior Uniform Management Policy approved on September 1, 1999. Referred to by the 

district as “BUMP” in order to “reduce disruptive and maladaptive behavior and to teach and 

reinforce appropriate responsible behavior,” the 16-page policy document existed in English 

and Spanish and was placed in all schools. Since that time, each school developed 

appropriate documents to monitor students’ behavior. For example, the middle school used 

an “Office Referral Form” and a “Disciplinary Report Form” to keep “track of student 

behavioral transgressions.” There was no evidence of a district-wide policy governing 

retention. 

At the middle and high school levels, teachers reviewed the “BUMP” policies with all 

students during the first week of school, and then they obtained signed statements from 

parents/guardians to verify that family members were familiar with the policies. 
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Interviewees indicated that it was the joint responsibility of principals, assistant principals, 

guidance counselors, teachers, and resource officers to enforce the policy. The 

implementation of the behavioral code at the three elementary schools was not determined. 

During a brief visit to the Charlton Street School, the EQA field examiners observed “Peace 

School” bulletin boards displayed conspicuously. This theme reflected the district’s school 

code intent. 

The middle school principal indicated that behavioral issues continued to be problematic. 

Consequently, in 2003-2004, the following were initiated: four days of professional 

development for the middle school staff entitled “Developing Responsible Behavior,” 

initiation of student-teacher behavior contracts, better follow-up to monitor application of 

student penalties, and an alternative school was established in 2003 for secondary students. 

A report entitled, “School Safety,” which was submitted to the Southbridge School 

Committee in March, 2002, by a hired consultant, addressed the high school application of 

the BUMP policy on a numbers of pages. The report pointed out sufficient rules and adequate 

policies pertaining to student behavior. However, interviewees indicated that adequate 

enforcement of these rules and policies was lacking, responsibility for enforcement was 

unclear or not carried out, and consistency in the application of school discipline was needed. 

Communication between high school teachers and the administration had broken down in 

conjunction with enforcement of the behavioral rules and policies. The author of the report 

recommended steps to be taken to make the BUMP viable and to improve upon school 

safety. Interviewees indicated that the high school addressed these issues, but, at the time of 

the review, the policy was not being fully implemented and/or incidents lacked adequate 

follow up. 

Evidence was only obtained from the middle school pertaining to the retention of students in 

grades 6-8. During 2002-2003, there were four students retained in Grade 6, eight students 

retained in grade 7, and six students retained in Grade 8. A new Promotion/Retention Policy 

was implemented at the school in 2003-2004. A district behavior code had been in place for 

the past five years; it was enforced at the middle school, and it remained “a work in progress” 
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at the high school where interviewees indicated that some of the problems cited in the report 

still existed. 

5. 	 The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies, and programs promote transient student involvement in high quality 

and challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not disaggregate data pertaining to transient students to determine 

programmatic needs during the years 2000-2003. During 2003-2004, of 575 students enrolled 

in the high school at the beginning of the year, 563 remained; of 652 students enrolled at the 

middle school at the beginning of the year, 600 remained. Interviewees indicated that the 

turnover rate of ELL students was a “big problem” throughout the year; however, no data 

were available about the number of turnovers. Elementary school student transition data were 

not made available for any of the years between 2000 and 2004. 

There were three guidance counselors at both the middle and high schools who monitored 

transient students. Activities for transient students at grades 6-12 were the responsibility of 

the principals, the guidance counselors, and teams of teachers (N=16 altogether) who 

functioned as mentors. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: In Southbridge, by contract, the reassignment and utilization of teachers within 

the building was at the discretion of the principal. Interviewees indicated that principals at 

the grade K-5 level met annually with teachers to discuss student placement. Principals 

attempted to balance classes to make heterogeneous groups balanced by behavior and 

performance needs. At the middle school level, the principal made similar attempts to 

balance grade-level teams. At the high school, interviewees stated that homeroom placement 

was alphabetical. However, the practices followed by the district did not resulted in high 
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levels of achievement for all students. The MCAS test results in ELA and math indicated 

student achievement between 2000 and 2004 was well below state levels at the elementary 

and middle school levels, and marginal at the high school level. 

Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan developed through the analyses of 

data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional staff, paraprofessionals and teacher 

assistants, and professional support teams.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under review, the district’s professional development plan lacked focus 

and was loosely aligned with professional development activities in identified individual 

School Improvement Plans (SIPs). 

• 	 The District Improvement Plan (DIP) was not aligned with the MCAS test improvement for 

the majority of the time between 2000-2003, and the professional development plan that 

mirrored it was not aligned with improvement on the MCAS test. 

• 	 Until 2003, the district’s professional development plan was not informed by analysis of 

student data, evaluations of programs, or evaluations of staff. 

• 	 The district provided no formal training for community decision-making and parental 

involvement for the effective implementation of education reform. 

• 	 The district did not develop the skills or build the capacity of principals and teachers to 

disaggregate and analyze school data. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district’s budget for professional development was not 

consistently within the confines of the foundation budget. Further, each school identified 

specific professional development needs in their school improvement plans, but schools did 
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not have school-based budgets to develop in-service opportunities to address their 

professional development needs. 

Indicators: 
1. 	The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs.  The district has developed and implemented a professional 

development plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals,

b. teachers, and 

c. 	 other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district identified professional development 

for principals, teachers, and paraprofessionals. Every school improvement plan included a 

specific plan for school-wide professional development. Except for graduate courses, much 

of the district’s professional development consisted of self-directed teacher groups that lasted 

at least ten hours. According to SIP documentation, each school wrote professional 

development goals in its SIP. However, a review of them indicated that they lacked 

specificity. For example, the high school’s goal was that: “professional development 

activities would specifically target best practices as they applied to all subgroups of students 

in an all inclusive classroom.” Other school professional development plans encouraged 

teachers to get involved in mentoring, participation in graduate courses, in-service training 

programs, or participation on a steering committee or district-wide committees. The 

professional development plan at one school specified overall instructional improvement in 

math or ELA, but the specific professional development to address improved achievement 

was not articulated. Each school had the opportunity to identify professional development 

needs through the district professional development committee that approved the formation 

of study groups for the school district. 

The teacher contract stated that each teacher could be reimbursed for one graduate-level 

course per year at the state college rate. The district belonged to the Central Massachusetts 
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High School Alliance, which offered courses such as Creative Arts in the Content Area, 

Curriculum Developments and Innovations in Secondary Schools, and Classroom 

Management for the Non-professional Status Teacher. Through Teachers 21, the district 

offered a four-credit summer course on Differentiated Instruction. Through Title 2A and 

Simmons College, summer courses were offered on Number Sense and Literacy for ELL 

students. The special education department offered updates to principals and teachers on 

special education law, differentiated learning, inclusive classrooms, 504’s, and discipline and 

behavior management. According to interviewees, the overarching focus of the district 

professional development last summer (2003) was to learn more about implementing 

inclusion and mainstreaming practices. In the two years prior to that, the focus of district 

professional development was cultural diversity, anti-bullying culture, and courses offered 

through a grant from Brown University that focused on changing attitudes and beliefs. 

Paraprofessionals could have attended any workshop offered to teachers and were also 

offered online professional development. Tutors were in the same contract as 

paraprofessionals. None of the School Improvement Plans (SIPs) listed a site-based 

professional development budget. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: Through EQA interviews, it became evident that professional development 

activities in the district were grant dependent. During the period under review, the district did 

not meet expenditure requirements for professional development (2002 and 2003). 

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: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: During the latter period under review, in January 2003, the district began to 

analyze student data by subgroup populations. Only the ELA Supervisor and the math coach 

were trained is using TestWiz. Interviewees indicated that they used the TestWiz analysis for 

the principals. They also stated that awareness of the need to use subgroup data was new 

during year the 2003-2004 and that the district was in the beginning stages of using it to 

inform its decision-making process. The district had also not yet begun to collect data in 

order to evaluate the results of programs and services, except what was mandatory for Title I 

and special education. In the 47 evaluations of professional status teachers that were 

reviewed, there was only one specific recommendation made for required professional 

development.   

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: Poor 

Evidence: According to district interviews, there was some ongoing internal training with 

regard to the curriculum frameworks by the ELA supervisor and the math coach in grades 6

12. There was, at one time a curriculum coach in each core content area and a supervisor for 

curriculum that organized them in their work. All but the academic coaches for ELA and 

math were eliminated to budget cuts. 

School Improvement Councils (SICs) participated in the development of school improvement 

plans; however, principals indicated, that for the period under review, there was no formal 

training in participatory decision-making or community and parental involvement.      

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: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: The district’s professional development plan did not contain ongoing training in 

the use of data analysis for its teaching staff. According to those interviewed, training in data 

analysis was begun in 2003 and was limited to some, but not all, members of the 

administrative team. Furthermore, during the period under review, the district did not provide 

sustained in-service or training to build capacity in teams of teachers from each building to 

analyze individual student data in their own school sites. However, the professional 

development plan did contain an introduction to inclusion strategies and differentiated 

instruction. Unfortunately, this in-service training was limited to small numbers of staff who 

participated in training on a voluntary basis. This district’s focus toward inclusion and 

mainstreaming began in the summer of 2003, which was during the latter time of the period 

under review. The district accommodation plan (DCAP) consisted of a checklist that was 

used to select and track student accommodations as they were implemented by the teaching 

staff. The DCAP included a section of generic professional development suggestions. 

6. 	 Administrators and Teachers advance their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by 

enrolling in courses that are directly related to their professional assignments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the negotiated contract between the district and the district’s 

teachers, teachers were not reimbursed for courses outside the teachers’ areas of primary 

certification or current teaching assignment. The re-certification process validated that 

teachers and administrators took courses in their primary areas of certification and current 

responsibilities. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: In Southbridge, the district had identified the District Improvement Plan for 

Professional Development and re-certification as the district improvement plans for 2001
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2002 and 2002-2003. Each of these documents contained a consistent statement of purpose, 

vision statement, mission statement, and five system-wide goals. These same district goals 

were replicated in all individual SIPs. According to district interviews, each year a system-

wide committee, consisting primarily of administrators and with teacher representation, 

developed a DIP. 

The DIP included a general list of suggested professional development topics under the 

categories of Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment, Students’ Needs and Differences, 

School-Home-Community Connections, and Superintendent’s System-wide Initiatives. The 

plan described types of professional development options. These included suggested educator 

designed activities, courses/seminars/institutes, DOE sponsored activities, and district and 

collaborative initiatives. However, the professional development plan did not articulate 

specific professional development to address specific improvement goals at the district 

and/or school levels. 

The professional development plan, as a whole, reflected a compilation of efforts by different 

funding sources rather than a focused systemic plan.  Most of the professional development 

in the district consisted of ten-hour study groups that were proposed and accepted by the 

district committee. Except for Title 2A and special education, the district could not produce 

documentation that verified what professional selections were offered, who participated, or 

the percent of staff who attended these professional development choices. Despite requests 

for more information during the visit, the district liaison indicated that the EQA had all of the 

available documentation, and that some of the documentation was destroyed by a significant 

problem with mold in one of the buildings. Interviewees indicated that, in the summer of 

2003, the district focused professional development initiatives on inclusion and 

mainstreaming topics.   

According to interviewees, in 2003, since the district-wide goals were not aligned with the 

MCAS test, they were abandoned. For 2003-2004, the DIP was replaced by an NCLB 

Consolidated Plan approved by the DOE for 2003-2004 and included professional 

development. 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 

Standards    Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 
Domain C - Academic Support Services 
S8 - Academic Support Services 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 N/A 3 
Poor 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 N/A 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

that are not meeting state performance expectations.  The district engages in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that are offered. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Southbridge, during the majority of the period under review, the district curriculum 

accommodation plan (DCAP) was not designed or implemented to assist regular education 

teachers in analyzing and accommodating the diverse learning styles of all students in the 

regular education classrooms. 

• 	 For the period under review, the district’s early intervention reading program was not 

successful for over one third of the district’s Grade 3 students.  

Indicators: 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The development and implementation of the DCAP was the responsibility of the 

special education department until the district’s most recent DOE Coordinated Program 
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Review (CPR) in May 2002. The district’s current DCAP (2003-2004) was developed from 

the findings of that CPR, and the responsibility for the development and implementation of it 

shifted to general education. When this change occurred, the DCAP was analyzed and used 

by each school building’s site-based councils to develop a building-based curriculum 

accommodation plan.  

Some of the schools at the elementary and the middle school levels in the district had DCAP 

committees comprised of classroom teachers, guidance staff, special education, and or ELL 

staff. These committees were used to analyze individual cases to determine the extra 

accommodations that may be needed. 

Interviewees described the district’s alternative school program as a reflection of the 

accommodations articulated in the DCAP. The small class sizes and overall structure of the 

program enabled teachers to analyze and address the individual needs of students. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, until after the CPR in May 2002, the district did not 

have a DCAP that was designed to assist regular education teachers in analyzing and 

accommodating for diverse learning needs of students. The district’s DCAP did little more 

than articulate a list of services that the district had available to regular education teachers. 
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3. 	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. 	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. 	 provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning; 

c. 	 provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and 

d. 	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: With the implementation of the DCAP in the 2001-2002 school year, the 

components of the DCAP included direct and systematic instruction in reading through a 

variety of methods at different levels. The Wilson Reading Program was implemented at the 

Grade 6 level. The Harcourt Brace series was introduced in 1998 at the grade K-5 level 

initially and then into Grade 6. The John Collins Writing Program was introduced at the 

grade 4-5 schools in 1994. The John Collins program was implemented at the middle school 

level in the 2003-2004 school year. The folder of each student in the Collins model followed 

the student throughout the school system. The Title I services were also used in the 

instruction of reading. 

To address the needs of students whose behavior may have interfered with learning, the 

district DCAP offered a strategy for a contract between the student and teacher regarding 

behavioral expectations for the student. Another strategy suggested using school adjustment 

counselors, social workers, and peer mediation coordinators. The DCAP also suggested 

professional development offerings would “emphasize the application of effective behavioral 

management skills.” 

Teacher collaboration was a component of the DCAP as a strategy stated under the 

“Accommodations of the Curriculum, Teaching Strategies, Teaching Environment and/or 

Materials” Section. It stated “Co-teacher and team teaching models including collaboration 
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to assist learners and teachers with provision for common planning time.” In the 

“Professional Development” section of the DCAP, teacher collaboration was stated regarding 

professional development offerings as providing “the capacity to consult/collaborate with 

colleagues in order to address diverse learner needs.” In the “Use of Support Services, 

Consultative Services, and Building Based Teams” section of the DCAP, there was a strategy 

of using the parents as a resource. Parents were also involved in the DCAP committees and 

the student agenda books were sent home to the parents for review and sign-off. At the 

alternative school, the agenda books were mailed directly to the parent/guardian. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The only assessments formally analyzed were the MCAS test results. At the 

alternative school, interviewees indicated that individual reading needs were determined 

based on analysis. The Collins Writing results were used to determine the services offered. 

PLATO was used at the high school and the middle school grades.   

5. 	 Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to*: 

a. 	 identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b. 	 provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district used benchmarks up to Grade 5, but the benchmarks were not aligned 

with the learning standards articulated in the state curriculum frameworks. The Title I 

remedial services were offered from the Kindergarten level to Grade 6. Kindergarten 

screening was also done during registration in the fall. District interviewees indicated that the 

classroom teachers identified low-performing students. Within the school day, the district 

provided assistance to ESL students identified as low performing, and Title I provided an 

extended day option for at-risk students. Additionally, the district offered Project Success, an 
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after school program, and MCAS test preparation classes after school to students at the 

secondary level. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: In 2003, the district had 39% of its Grade 3 students score in the combined 

categories of ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing.’ In 2002, the district had 36% of 

its Grade 3 students score in those same categories, and in 2001, the district had 49% of its 

Grade 3 students score in those same categories. While there has been improvement since 

2001, well over a third of the district’s Grade 3 students had not yet reached proficiency in 

reading. 

7. 	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

*These indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational schools and  districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district developed Individual Student Success 

Plans (ISSPs) for all students who qualified for them. The EQA team reviewed a sample of 

ISSPs from every level and found that they contained the components required by the statute.   
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

 Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 4 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Standards Total 
omain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization 

S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 
Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 
Management 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data. 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. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance.   

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In the Southbridge Public Schools, during the period of review, the development of the 

District Improvement Plan (DIP) did not include participation by the school committee. 

• 	 In Southbridge, the DIP did not inform modifications and initiatives designed to 

incrementally improve student achievement and was not developed by using an analysis of 

student achievement data. 

• 	 The School Improvement Plans (SIPs) did not reference an analysis of student achievement 

data. 
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• 	 The school system did not offer training in the analysis of student achievement data to 

principals and teachers. 

• 	 The superintendent of schools was not evaluated annually, and the evaluations that were 

completed contained no reference to the DIP. 

• 	 In Southbridge, principals were not evaluated based upon the incremental improvement of 

student achievement. 

Indicators: 
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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district leaders provided most of the documentation on programs and 

initiatives requested by the EQA team. The major exceptions were in the areas of 

professional development and some curriculum development materials.  Due to a problem 

with a bacteria/ mold at the high school, a district administrator indicated that some records 

covering 35 years of his career were destroyed and lost. There was no back up to these 

records that focused on some past curriculum initiatives. Further, district leaders could not 

provide attendance records, the attendees, or the percentage of attendance from each building 

at local professional and in-service initiatives. While these two exceptions were serious, the 

EQA process was not seriously compromised. All other documentation was readily available 

and accessible. 

The Southbridge Public Schools had a revised District Policy Manual consistent with the 

Education Reform Act of 1993. The policy revisions were completed in 1994 under the 

guidance of the Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC). According to 

interviews, policy development was ongoing and involved all stakeholders. Evidence of this 

ongoing process was found in the adoption dates of more recent policies. Also, EQA team 
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members were present at a school committee meeting where new policies were being 

discussed. 

All personnel records were well organized and maintained at the office of the superintendent 

of schools. The Title I and special education records were housed in the office of the director 

of student services. The superintendent of schools maintained Criminal Offender Record 

(CORI) checks, and safeguards were in place to protect the privacy and confidentiality of 

these records. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: District administrators provided the examiners with several documents that 

interviewees identified as the district improvement plan (DIP). These documents included the 

district improvement plans for staff development 2001-2002 and 2002-2003, and the NCLB 

Consolidated Plan for 2003-2004. Each of these plans had the same vision and mission 

statements, which were written in 1997. According to interviewees, the vision and mission 

statements were revisited and revised annually. However, the vision and mission statements 

were the same as those written in 1997. 

None of the previously identified DIPs made any reference to student achievement data as 

the driving force for school district initiatives. The NCLB Consolidated Plan did list future 

MCAS Achievement Targets for specified subgroups for time periods beyond the scope of 

this review. The 2001-2002 and the 2002-2003 DIPs for staff development focused on 

professional growth activities with no reference to student achievement data. In response to 

the findings in the most recent DOE CPR (May 2002), the district’s NCLB Consolidated Plan 

made reference to ELL and special education students meeting certain MCAS test targets on 

future tests. The stated targets referenced meeting the state average for the specific 

subgroups. 
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The EQA was provided no evidence of a DIP that used an analysis of student achievement 

data as the driving force for the improvement of student achievement for the period under 

review. In an interview with members of the school committee, the most veteran member 

(three years) indicated that the school committee was not involved with the development or 

writing of a DIP. Other school committee members agreed there was no history of a DIP with 

student assessment data as its foundation. 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The EQA was presented with school improvement plans (SIP) for each school. 

Each SIP had an exact copy of the school district’s 1997 vision and mission statements. 

Interviews indicated that the vision and mission statements were subject to review on an 

annual basis. With the exception of the middle school SIP, all other SIPs made no specific 

reference to an analysis of student achievement data. Each SIP identified specific educational 

initiatives for the following year. 

During interviews it was stated that educational initiatives to improve student achievement 

were recommended in the SIPs, but that these initiatives were not linked to any specific 

analysis of student achievement data.  Further, it was stated that for the period under review, 

teachers or principals were provided with no district training in the analysis and use of 

MCAS test results. 

Further validation of the non-existence of an analysis of student achievement data was found 

in the reading of the SIPs. With the exception of the 2003-2004 (middle school SIP beyond 

the scope of this review), there was no reference to student achievement data or the use of an 

analysis of student achievement data to affect a desired or targeted change. In the interview 
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with members of the school committee, they indicated that MCAS test results were not used 

as the criteria for granting approval of the SIPs. 

The 2003-2004 SIP did list the goals of the NCLB Consolidated Plan as the focus for 

improving student achievement. The NCLB plan referenced the MCAS test, but the plan 

contained few specific, quantifiable goals or incremental measures of attainment. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The Southbridge School district did not monitor student achievement throughout 

the school year. During several interviews, it was stated that no assessment tools were in 

place to monitor student achievement in the intervals between the MCAS testing. District 

leaders stated that a lack of funding prohibited the district from purchasing assessment 

instruments. Central office personnel indicated that the district was in the process of 

developing locally prepared pre-tests and post-tests for math and ELA for 2004-2005 

(beyond the scope of this review). According to district administrators, the purchase of local 

system-wide assessment tools had been included in each schools’ annual SIP. However, the 

purchase of standardized testing was not funded as part of the school budget. In the absence 

of a local system-wide assessment instrument, student achievement was not being monitored 

systematically between dates of the MCAS testing. 

5. 	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, all personnel involved in administrative activities were 

not certified as administrators. These professionals included the academic supervisor/coach 

for ELA and several staff with the title of assistant director. These positions carried a 

responsibility for collaborative staff evaluations and management of specific programs. In 
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each instance of collaborative evaluations, a certified administrator was requested to sign off 

on the evaluations.  The local teachers association supported this practice. 

All other administrators in key administrative roles: principals, director of student services, 

and director of alternative middle/high school, were appropriately certified. Each of these key 

administrative professionals was required to sign off for the collaborative evaluations 

involving assistant directors. Several assistant directors were pursuing administrative 

certification. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews with school committee members, leadership did not 

report on the effectiveness of the DIP and SIPs in improving student achievement. Further, 

school committee members indicated that the NCLB Consolidated Plan was presented to 

them as a completed document. Committee members could not recall any reports made to 

them on these plans for the time under review. Also, interviewees indicated that the DIPs for 

staff development and certification were, in fact, the Southbridge schools’ DIP. 

The SIPs were presented to the school committee annually in June. The plans were presented 

by the principals and formally voted on by the school committee. However, dialogue with 

school committee members established that the SIP presentation did not focus on the results 

of improved student achievement. The SIPs were developed with each school council. Also, 

principals presented the SIP to parents and staff. Other than the public school committee 

meeting annually in June, the public was not involved in a formal presentation of the SIPs. 

Presentations of the DIP and SIPs did not include a focus on improvements to student 

achievement or the lack of improvement. 
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7. 	The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s 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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Despite a contract specifying annual evaluations, the superintendent of schools 

was not evaluated on an annual basis. According to the superintendent, her last evaluation 

was in the spring of 2003. Prior to the spring of 2003, the superintendent indicated that an 

evaluation of her performance had taken place three years earlier. 

The superintendent indicated that the school committee used an evaluation instrument 

gleaned from samples of MASC Evaluations. The superintendent’s evaluation did not 

address or mention the DIP. Further, student performance and achievement on the MCAS 

test was not part of the superintendent’s evaluations, according to the superintendent. Also, 

the superintendent indicated that recommendations for future goals tied to student 

achievement and her future performance were not discussed with the school committee as 

part of her evaluation. According to the superintendent, individual school committee 

members would meet with her outside of the formal evaluation process to suggest areas of 

improving the superintendent’s performance. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the principals were evaluated annually by the 

superintendent of schools, but state assessment results for their building were not part of 

those evaluations. An examination by EQA found the evaluations to be timely and the 

format consistent with education reform. However, the EQA review found vague, or most 

often, no reference to state assessment results of student achievement. School Improvement 

Plans were cited and discussed in the superintendent’s narrative. However, the SIPs, with one 
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exception, made no reference, to improving student achievement as measured by the MCAS 

test. The one exception was a recent hire to the school district. 

The superintendent’s narrative stated recommendations for improving job performance. 

However, none of the recommendations referenced measurable goals relative to improving 

the achievement of students as measured by the MCAS test. The most recent principal 

evaluations did reference goals detailed by Southbridge’s NCLB Consolidated Plan for 2003

2004. Also, principals did establish annual goals with the superintendent on an annual basis. 

Principals hired under a previous contract could be given a $1,000 bonus for meeting annual 

goals. Several principals received these bonuses. However, goals for principals were not tied 

to measurable goals for the improvement of student achievement or any measurable 

incremental improvement of MCAS test scores. 

Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period 2000-2003, no direct link could be found between the vision and mission 

and the DIP for staff development and certification. 

• 	 In Southbridge, some key organizational positions did not have written job descriptions. 

• 	 Between 2000-2004, personnel records were well maintained and in excellent order. 

• 	 In Southbridge, there were no formal school district programs or citations to recognize the 

accomplishments of staff. 
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Indicators: 
1. 	The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Under the direction of the superintendent of schools, the district vision and 

mission statements were written in 1997. The superintendent indicated that the Vision and 

Mission Statements were reviewed on an annual basis. Interviewees indicated that a 

representative subcommittee under the chairmanship of a central office professional staff 

member wrote the actual vision and mission statements. The representative subcommittee 

included professional staff members, business people, school council members, and the 

school committee. 

However, in interviews with school committee members, the school committee indicated that 

it was not involved in the development of the DIP for staff development and certification. 

School committee members and other school personnel identified the DIP for Staff 

Development and Certification as the district’s DIP. Interviewees provided examiners with 

copies of DIP for 2001-2002 and 2002-2003, but not for 2000-2001. 

Although administrators were involved in the development of the DIP, the superintendent did 

not conduct regular meetings with administrators and school committee members to develop 

the DIP as an implementation of the vision and mission. Examiners established through 

interviews that school committee members were presented with the DIP, but did not 

participate in its development. 

A subcommittee including administrators revised the DIP for Staff Development and 

Certification on an annual basis.  The staff development and related certification activities 

were vaguely related to the district’s vision and mission at best.  There was no evidence 

provided to examiners that documented a direct link between the DIP and the vision and 

mission statements. 
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2. The superintendent effectively delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the superintendent of schools, principals were held accountable for 

the following activities: safe and clean schools on a daily basis, enforcement of the discipline 

code, implementation of the inclusion model identified in the Corrective Action Plan of the 

CPR findings, implementing strategies for differentiated learning, uniformity in lesson 

planning, curriculum assessment, consistency among administrative styles of operations, staff 

development, and faculty and staff meetings at each building.  In addition to these duties, the 

high school principal was responsible for preparations associated with the New England 

Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) accreditation scheduled for the fall of 2004. 

Directors were delegated control and oversight of their respective programs with similar 

responsibilities. Many of these activities and responsibilities came directly from 

Southbridge’s participation in the development of the NCLB Consolidated Plan. Southbridge 

had been approved to use the NCLB Consolidated Plan as the DIP for 2003-2004. 

3. 	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a. 	 all principals are aware of and understand published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. 	 the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All principals had a copy of the most recent revision of the codified written 

policies of the Southbridge schools. According to the superintendent of schools, the 

principals had a working and operational knowledge of the policies that governed the 

management of their building. Further, the superintendent and the school department’s 

attorney were available to the principals to interpret policies. 

Further, several principals and a number of program directors were involved with other 

professional staff, parents, and community leaders in the development of the school district’s 
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vision and mission statements. In 1997, a committee of 14 members, in cooperation with the 

previously stated stakeholders, and chaired by the academic supervisor/coach for ELA, wrote 

the original vision and mission statements. Interviewees indicated that the vision and mission 

statements were reviewed on an annual basis. The vision and mission were incorporated in 

the district’s DIP and the NCLB Consolidated Plan for 2003-2004 and the School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs). 

The district provided evidence to indicate that principals or other parties had involvement 

with new policies and revisions of policies when and where it was appropriate. Although 

MASC guided the updating and codification of school policy, the school committee did not 

adopt all MASC recommendations. The school committee elected, through a sub-committee 

of the whole, to write certain policies that were specific to Southbridge. The writing of the 

policies and the adoption dates documented involvement by principals, professional staff and 

other stakeholders. Further, the vision and mission statements were found in each of the SIPs. 

The most recent SIP also included the strategies articulated in the NCLB Consolidated Plan. 

According to the superintendent, the bi-monthly meeting with the administrative team was 

the primary vehicle for intra-district communication. Participants at these sessions were 

required to disseminate information and communicate to respective staff, school council, and 

parent constituencies. The superintendent indicated that the chain of command was the first 

avenue for feedback to the administration from faculty and staff. Once the chain of command 

was exhausted, the superintendent attempted to mediate issues or make a ruling. 

4. 	The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are current, 

published and available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: While the superintendent provided the EQA with a revised organization chart 

upon the team’s arrival in Southbridge, it was not in effect for the period under review. In the 

district, all principals and key administrators were certified for the responsibilities assigned 

to them. There were several positions with supervisory and oversight responsibilities where 
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the individuals did not have administrative certification. These administrators participated in 

the evaluation of staff in collaboration with a key administrator who possessed administrative 

certification. The teachers’ labor union sanctioned this arrangement because the 

administrators were incorporated in the teachers’ collective bargaining agreement. 

The teachers’ labor union recognized the potential issues and conflicts posed by these 

administrators, according to an interview with the union’s leadership. Nevertheless, the union 

formally supported these positions while the current staff remained in office. The union 

indicated that possible changes would be made when a successor agreement was negotiated 

after June 30, 2006. Two of the administrative positions that appeared on the organizational 

chart were the academic supervisor/coach of ELA and the academic supervisor/coach of 

math. Neither of these positions had job descriptions. Also, the assistant directors had 

administrative responsibilities without corresponding certifications. There were no job 

descriptions on file for all positions listed on the organizational chart. 

5. 	The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that 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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews, of the 245 classroom teachers in Southbridge, about 4% 

to 5% were lost each year to surrounding or other school districts. The superintendent cited 

the health benefit package as the primary reason for the loss of this staff.  Southbridge 

offered staff a 50/50 split on the cost of health benefits, while other neighboring districts 

might pay as much as 94% of the cost. 

The superintendent indicated that well-qualified administrators, ELL staff with credentials in 

a content area (especially at the high school), and special education staff with second 

language credentials were particularly difficult positions to fill. For candidates to fill 

professional vacancies in these critical areas, Southbridge used the Equity Center at Brown 
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University and locally, Worcester State College. Other recruitment was pursued through 

media advertisements locally, regionally, and statewide. 

6. 	 The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: A review by the examiners validated that personnel files were complete and in 

good order. All appropriate employment records and other personnel data were available and 

accessible. According to the superintendent of schools, the personnel files were stored and 

maintained under her direct supervision. The superintendent’s administrative assistant was 

delegated the responsibility for the daily routine associated with the personnel files. 

Requests to review the personnel files were required in writing to the superintendent of 

schools. Upon the agreement of a mutually convenient time, personnel files could be viewed 

under the direct supervision and observation of the administrative assistant. 

Individuals had the right to view their personnel files. Also, principals were allowed see the 

files of staff assigned to their buildings. According to the superintendent, all other access to 

personnel files was denied and prohibited. Any exceptions to this administrative directive 

were brought to the attention of to the superintendent of schools. The superintendent was 

committed to the maintenance of the confidentiality of the personnel files, and, further, the 

superintendent was committed to protecting the privacy of these files as dictated by the 

general laws of the state. 

7. 	 The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers new to the Southbridge Public Schools were introduced to the school 

system through a system-wide induction program. Examiners were provided with a document 

that described and validated the existence of the induction program. Further, interviews with 

administrators established the fact that all teachers new to the district were involved in a 

93




formal process for the entire first year of their employment. This process included a pre-

service orientation, mentoring, a network of collaborative seminars, and courses delivered by 

the district’s professional staff. 

The mission of the induction program was to provide support and supervision to new staff in 

the areas of discipline, classroom management, interaction with parents, diversity of students, 

and instructional issues. The induction program detailed a list of six other headings of new 

teacher mentoring designed to support the retention of highly qualified staff. Teachers in the 

induction program were assigned to a mentor within two weeks of the start of their teaching 

duties. 

The induction program had two co-coordinators with an office at Southbridge High School. 

Mentors received training from Teacher 21 and programs offered by the DOE. Mentors were 

volunteer veteran educators who assumed this responsibility without compensation. During 

2001-2002 mentors developed and produced a booklet of the most frequently asked questions 

with appropriate responses for new teachers. Several mentors participated in “Beginning 

Teachers–Train the Trainers” workshops at Holy Cross College. Mentors were part of a 

support team that included other professionals appropriate to the new teacher’s duties and an 

administrator responsible for teacher evaluations. Mentors and mentees were compensated 

for mentoring activities and training beyond the normal school day. 

8. 	The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the time under review, according to interviews with personnel, there was no 

formal recognition of professional and support staff accomplishments in the Southbridge 

Public Schools. Peers recognized their own, and school committee members were invited to 

attend. 
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During the period under review, the superintendent of schools sent a letter to each staff 

member who may have had perfect attendance for the year. Based on interviews with district 

leaders the EQA determined that Southbridge experienced an approximate 4% or 5% 

turnover rate. The annual loss of staff was due primarily to retirement, and, according to 

administrators, 17 professional staff members were to retire June 30, 2004. This large 

number of retirees in one year was the exception rather than the rule, as stated by a member 

of the central administration. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards  

Excellent 

Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

S11 - Budget Planning & Development 
Domain E - Business & Financial Management 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Poor 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 6 
Unsatisfactory 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

2 
0 

Poor 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 5 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 

Southbridge’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993 to 2003: For the 11

year period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Southbridge 

met the state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Southbridge increased 106.8% (from $7,042,198 to $14,564,180). 

Southbridge’s Required Local Contribution increased 1.7% (from $5,644,699 to $5,740,765). 

For the period since the Education Reform Act, Southbridge received a total of $122,200,628 in 

Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $49,623,827. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 

Aid was $54,027,043 and the Required Local Contribution was $19,987,957. For the period 

between FY1993 and FY2003, Southbridge’s foundation enrollment increased 3.2% and its 

student headcount increased 2.2%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment 

increased 5.6% and its student headcount increased 0.6%. 

Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under review, in Southbridge, there was no systemic link between student 

achievement and budget decisions. 

• 	 While the district’s budget was level funded from FY2003 to FY2004, the municipality had 

excess levy capacity of over one million dollars. 

• 	 During the latter period under review, the district’s capacity to provide adequate resources 

and materials was limited due to funding made available by the Town. 

• 	 During the FY2003 and FY2004 period, the district’s ability to track, monitor, and control 

spending was inadequate. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southbridge, the school committee policy manual, specifically DA, DB, and 

DBC, established district fiscal management goals, requirements, processes, responsibilities, 

and timelines for the completion of the annual budget. Following adoption and approval of 

the school budget by the school committee, the committee forwarded to the town manager 

and the town council the school department budget. The district’s policy manual created a 

budget schedule and calendar and the coordination, and collection. The business manager and 

superintendent coordinated the analysis of individual and district budget documents. In 

addition, the school committee’s sub-committee on finance provided the superintendent and 

central office leadership the direction and support upon which budgets were developed. The 

district’s principals and directors were responsible for the development and justification of 

spending within each building and program. There was evidence, as demonstrated by school 

committee meeting minutes, that during the period under review there was significant 

discussion regarding budget and finances. The district and town shared financial management 
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resources, and a joint treasurer/business agent was employed to oversee the financial 

concerns of both the town and the school departments. This continued until 2002 when the 

school committee voted to establish a business manager position and hired a full-time 

business manager. A full-time business manager served until February 2004, when the he/she 

left the district. A business consultant was hired in May 2004, and was the financial contact 

during the site visit. During the time of the site visit, the district acknowledged that they were 

experiencing a significant financial deficit in FY2004 ranging from $2.5 to $3 million. This 

financial dilemma created enormous managerial and educational challenges in FY2004 and 

into FY2005. During the on-site visit, the school committee and town council jointly met to 

discuss the deficit and potential resolutions and also received, from the town manager, a 

revenue target figure for FY2005 that was approximately $6 million less than the school 

committee’s adopted budget for the upcoming year. 

2. 	Relevant budget decisions are premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data, as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period of time under review, revenue and spending was able to 

support the educational program on a year-to-year basis by providing and expending funds 

that supported a level service program. During the FY2004 period, the district budget was 

level funded, requiring adjustments to be considered to account for COLA increases, 

additional transportation, and increases in projected special education costs. There was no 

documentation provided to suggest that budget decisions were the result of an analysis of 

student performance data. Rather, the increases were related to increases in Chapter 70 

funding. 

98




3. 	 The district’s budget process is clear and well-documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s school committee policies, DA, DB, and DBC, were the sources that 

described the district’s budget process. The superintendent and business manager developed 

the district’s budget. Principals made up their individual budgets in line with district goals. 

The superintendent was responsible for presenting budgets to the school committee. School 

committee minutes reflected discussion and approval of these various budget presentations, 

and, following a public hearing, ultimate approval of a district budget. The school committee 

then provided a recommended budget to the town council outlining school department 

spending for the upcoming year. During the period of time under review, the budget process 

was uneventful. It wasn’t until the close of FY2003 and FY2004 that the district experienced 

an inability to track, monitor, and account for spending. During FY2004, deficits began to be 

noticed by the school committee in February 2004. There were no on-going financial reports 

provided to the school committee until May 2004, when the business consultant produced 

one for the school committee and superintendent. 

4. 	The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s budget process, while consistent with established policy, did not 

have a systemic process to support the district goal of maintaining consistent funding levels 

for its services and programs. In interviews with the central office, it was consistently stated 

that there were sufficient resources available for instruction. It was noted, however, that due 

to declining revenue, there was beginning to be a reduction in resources, particularly in 

FY2003 and FY2004. This was primarily a result of Chapter 70 reductions or leveling off. 

Professional development was funded at the following levels: 
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FY2001 


Actual 263,007 


Required 245,900 


Difference +17,107 


FY2002 FY2003 

304,535 292,607 

313,375 326,500 

-8,840 -33,893 

5. 	 The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Southbridge, there was limited evidence to suggest that the district reviewed 

programs to determine their effectiveness. An example of this was the district’s review of its 

transportation and special education out of district placement services. In FY2004, both of 

these areas were cited as areas in which, based on a review of the current and prospective 

program, savings could be realized. Unfortunately, that was not the case in this district, 

wherein FY2004 the deficiency was exacerbated. 

6. 	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

accurate information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Southbridge, the district’s budget document reviewed was the district’s budget 

request for FY2005. The document contained information regarding annual expenditures for 

FY2001, FY2002, and FY2003, background information on enrollment, staffing, utilities, 

grants, and summaries for FY2003 expenditures, FY2004 appropriation, and FY2005 

proposal. The district’s budgets for the years under review were not available, but rather 

copies of management reports were reviewed which showed appropriation levels, 

encumbrances, expenditures, and balances. 
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7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s budget attempted to provide adequate levels of staffing by 

demonstrating its consistent commitment to maintaining a level service budget. 

Unfortunately, this was not the case in FY2004, and most likely FY2003, as well.  During the 

period of time under review, the district’s Chapter 70 funding had increased from 

$12,234,179 in FY2000 to $14,564,180 in FY2003. At the same time, the municipality was 

able to maintain a constant tax rate and developed a significant excess levy capacity. 

8. 	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: From FY1993 to FY2003, the district exceeded its Net School Spending 

requirement. However, in FY2002 and in FY2003 the district was below its Net School 

Spending figure. In interviews, Town officials indicated that they were working with the 

school administration to resolve the current (FY2004) budget deficit, and recognized the 

need to resolve this matter. The Town’s overall financial condition included excess levy 

capacity, as well as reserves. The Town had limited debt, and the most recent school building 

renovation occurred over ten years ago. The Town had never attempted an override of 

Proposition 2½, and none were planned and/or being considered for the future. 

Documentation provided by the district, as well as a review of school committee minutes, 

indicated that in June 2002, the school committee forwarded a letter to the State Auditor 

requesting an examination of the accounts of Town of Southbridge relative to the funding of 

the school department. 
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9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the years under review, the district’s financial accounting and reporting was 

established in school committee policy DI and DIE. The findings of the independent audit 

were not always addressed in a timely manner. At the time of the on-site review, the Town 

and district had not executed a written agreement regarding the Town’s methodology for 

calculating indirect costs. The district used the company of Melanson and Heath to conduct 

its end of year audits. The FY2003 Annual financial Statement audit, as of the site visit, was 

not completed; rather, a draft was available for review. 

10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not provide any evidence that its review of student achievement 

related to budgetary decisions. Changes to budget appropriations were primarily revenue 

driven in a positive direction when Chapter 70 was increased, or in the negative when 

Chapter 70 was reduced. There was no evidence that student achievement expectations, or 

expectations for certain subgroups, was a determination in the budget development or 

distribution of funding process. 

Based on a review of school committee minutes and interviews with district administration, 

budget decisions and changes in appropriations were driven by the availability of funds. 

Administrators indicated that the primary goal was the maintenance of low class sizes. 

Budget changes were made with this goal as the focus.  Administrators also indicated that the 

budget appropriations were used to attempt to meet the goals of each school’s SIP. Due to 

budget constraints for the years under review, these goals were never met because funds had 

to be allocated to maintain the existing programs as best as possible, and to cover the 

overhead expenses of health insurance, maintenance, etc. 
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Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures.  This is done to: inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers; to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds; to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding; and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Southbridge, during the FY2004 budget development and implementation period, there 

were significant encumbrance, reporting, and tracking issues. Reporting was neither 

consistent nor regular, and spending appeared to be unaccounted for and uncontrolled. 

• 	 The district’s financial management software, while also in place within the Town, limited 

the district’s ability to effect payroll functions, such as reconciliation and reporting. 

• 	 The district’s buildings were quite old. In particular, the high school was in need of upgrades 

to the library area, the heating system, and ventilation system. 

• 	 The Town lacked a capital management program, making timely repairs, as well as 

preventive measures of the district’s buildings, less predictable. 

• 	 Beginning in FY2004, the district discontinued the use of management reports to the school 

committee, eliminating its financial controls and reporting.   

• 	 A careful review of student assessment data was not considered in the district’s budget 

development process. 
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Indicators: 
1. 	School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: As evidenced by school committee policies DBJ, D, and DGA, as well as school 

committee meeting minutes, the district ensured procedures were in place regarding 

budgetary transfers and processing of appropriations and grant funding. The district’s 

business manager for the time under review oversaw the expenditure of district funds. The 

district’s financial management software, Data National, provided financial management for 

the district. At the time of the on-site review, the software was being replaced and a request 

for proposals (RFP) was planned in the near future. School committee policy D addressed the 

practice of budgetary transfer. 

2. 	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In conjunction with School Committee Policy DI, quarterly reports were to be 

provided to the school committee. School committee members received reports via a 

management report that highlighted account, appropriation, expended, encumbered, and 

balances over a given period of time. Reports also included projected year-end balances. 

Principals were not able to electronically access their building budget. However, they 

received monthly management reports on a sporadic basis, including appropriation amounts, 

outstanding encumbrances, expenditures to date, and balances for a given period of time. 

During the period of time under review, the district was receiving and disseminating these 

management reports. However, according to the superintendent, at the outset of FY2004, the 

business manager discontinued this practice. 
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3. 	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: School committee policies DI and DIE provided guidelines for submitting 

financial reports and statements. During the period of time under review, all required 

financial reports were not submitted in a timely manner. The district reported receiving 

$2,737,093 in total grants for fiscal year 2003 ($2,284,849 in federal grants and $452,244 in 

state grants). In fiscal year 2002, the district received a total of $2,262,640 in grants 

($1,628,560 in federal grants and $632,880 in state grants). Various staff members oversaw 

grants, yet the accounting for these funds was consistent with the process for the general 

appropriation. 

4. 	The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period of time under review, the district’s financial management 

system, Data National, had been in place in the district for over ten years.  It provided the 

district with reporting and monitoring capabilities and was the same system used by the 

Town’s financial managers. It was not available to principals and directors and was not able 

to provide on-line ability at each school. There was significant encumbrance, reporting and 

tracking issues during the FY2004 budget development and implementation period. 

Reporting was neither consistent nor regular, and spending appeared to be unaccounted for 

and uncontrolled 
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5. 	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period of time under review, there was no evidence to suggest that the 

district expended funds in line with any organized and/or systemic review of student 

achievement. 

6. 	 The district regularly employs: 

a. 	 certified business officials, 

b. 	 purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c. 	appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

d. 	 Objective and independent treasurers and auditor.* 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the latter period of time under review, the former business manager was 

certified as a school business manager. During the period of time from 2000 to 2002, the 

position of treasurer/business agent was vacant, and it was unclear if those individuals who 

served as acting treasurers were certified as business managers. During the period under 

review, four different individuals served as business agent/treasurer and three different 

individuals served as town accountant. 

The town manager served as the municipality’s chief procurement officer. The district’s 

financial software and policy had established thresholds for purchasing in accordance with 

MGL, Chapter 30B. The town manager provided examiners with samples of procurements 

completed by the school department in FY2004, in which the town manager raised questions 

of the procurement’s documentation and thoroughness. The district employed auditors, 

Melanson and Heath, to conduct its annual audit and findings. They recently provided a draft 

of the FY2003 audit of the FY2003 annual statement and general ledger. 
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7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Southbridge, the school committee policies DI and DGA outlined procedures 

for budgetary controls through ongoing reporting requirements. During the period of review, 

it was reported that the school committee was receiving on-going management reports 

indicating spending practices, trends, etc. Annual revenue projections were developed in 

accordance with local revenue and Chapter 70. Budgets are developed and revisited prior to 

adoption, as Chapter 70 revenue became known. 

In FY2004, a complete breakdown of financial management controls occurred. Systems and 

processes that served the district in the past failed to adequately inform decision-makers of 

deficiency possibilities in a systemic manner. For example, first the school system had to 

delay opening the schools for a week due to the inability of the district to adequately plan its 

transportation issues. The district purchased a software program to plan its bus routes, but the 

end result was not cost effective. Second, the district’s new alternative school was not 

budgeted properly. Based on a review of school committee and sub-committee minutes, the 

estimates for the program were supposed to be covered by the special education tuition 

budget. 

8. 	 The district has a system in place to: 

a. 	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. 	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c. 	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. 	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The town manager served as the Town’s procurement officer. State bidding laws 

were overseen by the town manager. All revenue funds and revolving accounts were 

managed in the same way as the general appropriation. 

9. 	 The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: At the time of the on-site review, there was no capital program in the town. 

During the period under review, the district received $50,000 for capital spending each year. 

Items or projects in excess of that amount were forwarded to the town manager’s office. 

There was no building committee to address school building construction/renovation in the 

Town. 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

* This portion of indicator 12-6 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Southbridge, the school buildings were older structures. The elementary 

schools were renovated through a debt exclusion vote in 1993. The middle school was 

renovated in the mid 1980s, and the high school was most recently renovated in the 1970s. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. 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 (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA 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: Southbridge Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 
 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution     Spending (NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY93 2,531  14,645,026  5,644,699 7,042,198  12,686,897  12,686,897    

FY94 2,478 -2.1 14,400,436 -1.7 4,101,672 7,772,624 10.4 11,874,296 -6.4 11,468,691 -9.6 -405,605 -3.4

FY95 2,454 -1 14,721,462 2.2 4,019,012 8,867,400 14.1 12,886,412 8.5 13,294,021 15.9 407,609 3.2

FY96 2,586 5.4 15,884,770 7.9 3,381,798 10,053,503 13.4 13,435,301 4.3 13,404,052 0.8 -31,249 -0.2

FY97 2,557 -1.1 15,948,108 0.4 3,829,100 10,953,287 8.9 14,782,387 10 14,851,575 10.8 69,188 0.5

FY98 2,504 -2.1 16,203,479 1.6 4,198,681 11,621,344 6.1 15,820,025 7 16,300,829 9.8 480,804 3

FY99 2,455 -2 16,324,718 0.7 4,460,908 11,863,229 2.1 16,324,137 3.2 16,411,110 0.7 86,973 0.5

FY00 2,473 0.7 16,434,496 0.7 4,543,825 12,234,179 3.1 16,778,004 2.8 17,070,468 4 292,464 1.7

FY01 2,459 -0.6 16,790,410 2.2 4,684,600 12,664,504 3.5 17,349,104 3.4 18,474,456 8.2 1,125,352 6.5

FY02 2,507 2 17,916,634 6.7 5,018,767 14,564,180 15 19,582,947 12.9 18,860,949 2.1 -721,998 -3.7

FY03 2,612 4.2 19,152,269 6.9 5,740,765 14,564,180 0 20,304,945 3.7 19,700,971 4.5 -603,974 -3

Chapter 70 Aid 
as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 
Pct of Actual 

NSS           
  Fnd Budget Ch 70

Aid
Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required

NSS
Actual

NSS
 
          

FY93 5,786 2,782 5,013   48.1 86.6 86.6 55.5           
FY94 5,811 3,137 4,628   54 82.5 79.6 67.8           
FY95 5,999 3,613 5,417   60.2 87.5 90.3 66.7           
FY96 6,143 3,888 5,183   63.3 84.6 84.4 75           
FY97 6,237 4,284 5,808   68.7 92.7 93.1 73.8           
FY98 6,471 4,641 6,510   71.7 97.6 100.6 71.3           
FY99 6,650 4,832 6,685   72.7 100 100.5 72.3           
FY00 6,646 4,947 6,903   74.4 102.1 103.9 71.7           
FY01 6,828 5,150 7,513   75.4 103.3 110 68.6           
FY02 7,147 5,809 7,523   81.3 109.3 105.3 77.2           
FY03 7,332 5,576 7,542   76 106 102.9 73.9           

 


