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Executive Summary 
 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) examined the Dighton-Rehoboth 

Regional School District in late March and early April of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among 

the ‘High’ 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:
• Dighton-Rehoboth’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 83.5, which was based on the 

2003 MCAS results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Dighton-
Rehoboth among the ‘High’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In 
ELA, the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 90.3, and the state average for EPI was 
82.2. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 76.7, and the state average for 
MPI was 69.3. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 62% of the students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 10.2 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 74.4% of the students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 13.9 percentage points more than the state’s average 
percentages on that test.  

 
• On the 2003 test, in math, 49.6% of the students scored in those categories, 6.8 percentage 

points more than the state’s average percentages on that test. 
 
• In 2003, in Dighton-Rehoboth, the Proficiency Indices of 90.3 for ELA and 76.7 for math 

were 8.1 and 7.4 points more than the statewide averages. 
 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2003, 98.6% of the Dighton-Rehoboth 

Regional High School Class of 2003 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared 
to 95% of the statewide Class of 2003. 

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2003, 96.2% of the Dighton-Rehoboth 

Regional High School Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 
93% of the statewide Class of 2004. In the spring of 2004, the district’s CD for this class was 
97%. 

 
Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 67.3% of the regular education students in Dighton-Rehoboth 

scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 8.3 percentage points more than the 
state’s average percentages for regular education students.  
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• On the same test, 27.3% of the special education students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored in 

those categories, 6.3 percentage points more than the state’s average percentages for special 
education students.  

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored below the 

district average PI in both ELA and math and their MCAS test performance varied 
substantially and in a less than satisfactory manner relative to the district’s regular education 
students in both ELA and math. 

 
Improvement: 
• Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on the MCAS test was slightly 

upward, with the greatest improvements occurring on the 2001 ELA subtest and on the 2003 
math subtest in reducing the percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 
category. 

 
Equity of Improvement:
• Between 2000-2003, Dighton-Rehoboth’s student achievement figures for all the district’s 

students and for special education students improved by more than the state average in both 
ELA and math. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, Dighton-Rehoboth’s student achievement figures for the district’s 
regular education students improved by less than the state average in both ELA and math. 

 
Participation and Access:
• Overall students in Dighton-Rehoboth were participating in both ELA and math assessments 

at the required levels. 
 
Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 
 
Assessment and Evaluation: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on eighteen, and 

‘Poor’ on four of the twenty-three performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district primarily used curriculum task forces to perform data analyses on student 

assessment results. 
 

•  The district began new ELA, math, and science initiatives based on data analysis. 
 

• During the period under review, the district’s students met the Competency Determination 
(CD) standard on the Grade 10 MCAS tests. 

 
• During the time under review, one school in the district did not consistently and accurately 

distribute test materials according to the Principles of Testing Administration. 
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• During the 2001-2002 academic year, high school student absence consistently declined from 
grade nine to twelve and resulted in high rates of chronic absenteeism. 
 

• During the 2002-2003 academic year, the district’s average teacher absences exceeded eleven 
days per year. 
 

• There was no systematic analysis of student and staff absenteeism and its impact on student 
achievement and/or performance. 

 
• During the period under review, the Dighton-Rehoboth Regional School District relied on a 

five-year evaluation cycle involving curriculum task forces in each discipline and K-8 
building-based proficiency teams for the review and evaluation of its curriculum programs. 
 

• During the period under review, all evaluations of administrators and teachers were thorough, 
meaningful, and completed on time. 

 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on nineteen and ‘Poor’ on six of the 

twenty-five performance indicators in this domain. 
 
•  In the Dighton-Rehoboth Regional School District, the assistant superintendent, principals, 

team leaders, department heads, senior teachers, curriculum task force members, and 
proficiency team members collaborated in curriculum leadership. 

 
• The district had a five-year cycle for curriculum revision in which the first two years were 

designated for review and the latter three years were for implementation and professional 
development.  

 
• During the period under review, the district did not have vertical articulation across all grade 

levels.. 
 
• During the period under review, the district did not use data analysis to examine instructional 

time allotments to improve student achievement. 
 
• During the 2001-2002 academic year, high school student attendance declined between 

Grade 9 and Grade 12 and resulting in high rates of chronic absenteeism.  
 
•  During the 2002-2003 academic year, the district’s average teacher absences exceeded 

eleven days per year. 
 
• During the period under review, the district’s professional development committee and the 

K-12 curriculum task forces analyzed data and used the results to shape the district’s 
professional development plan and align it with the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks. 

 
Student Academic Support Services: 
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• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on four, and 
‘Poor’ on two of the seven performance indicators in this domain. 

 
• For the period under review, the district did not have a formal DCAP that contained all 

necessary components. 
 

• The district’s process for developing Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) exceeded the 
state mandated requirements. 

 
Leadership and Governance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on fourteen, and 

‘Poor’ on one of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the period under review, all district administrators were appropriately certified. 

 
• The district’s strategic plan served as its improvement plan during the period under review. 
 
• The district had a formal mentoring program for part of the period under review. 
 
Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on four, ‘Satisfactory’ on twelve, and 

‘Poor’ on four of the twenty performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the period under review, the towns of Dighton and Rehoboth consistently contributed 

more than the state-mandated Net School Spending (NSS) requirement. 
 

• The district’s financial record keeping was accurate, thorough, and well defined. 
 

• The budget development process did not systematically include student achievement data. 
 
• During the period under review, student achievement data was not the key consideration in 

the district’s financial decisions. 
 

• During the period under review, there were no audit findings for year-end audits and single 
audits. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

On March 30, through April 1, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the 

Dighton-Rehoboth Regional School District 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, additional documents submitted while in the district, and interviews 

with representatives of the school committee, the district leadership team, school administrators, 

and teacher representatives of curriculum task forces. The report does not include documents, 

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

 

Dighton and Rehoboth are small towns located in central Bristol County in southeastern 

Massachusetts. Education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment 

in Dighton and Rehoboth, followed by manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, they 

have a combined population of 16,347 people and an average median family income of $68,392, 

while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Dighton and Rehoboth both have a 

Town Meeting/Board of Selectmen form of government. There is a ten-person school committee 

in Dighton-Rehoboth, which includes five representatives from each community. Dighton-

Rehoboth has five schools serving grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department 

of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 3,390 students enrolled on October 1, 2003. 

The demographic/subgroup composition in Dighton-Rehoboth is: 97.4% White, 1.1% Asian-

American, 0.7% Hispanic-American, 1.0% African-American, Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP), 0.0%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 3.0%; and Special Education (SPED), 9.9%. 

During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, Dighton-Rehoboth’s state Chapter 70 

Aid increased by 64.8% from $6,533,149 in FY1993 to $10,767,210 in FY2002. For the fiscal 

years under review, 2000-2003, Dighton-Rehoboth received $9,745,562; $10,272,137; 

$10,767,210; and $10,945,014 for a total of $41,729,923 in state Chapter 70 Aid. 
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This report finds Dighton-Rehoboth to be a ‘High’ performing school district, which is marked 

by student achievement that is ‘Very High’ in English Language Arts (ELA) and ‘Moderate’ in 

math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 2000, 

Dighton-Rehoboth has also demonstrated significant improvement on its ‘High’ MCAS test 

scores. In Dighton-Rehoboth, 62% of the students scored above standard on the 2003 

administration of the MCAS test.  
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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 

Dighton-Rehoboth Regional School District 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 the 2003 MCAS test revealed significant 

differences between students in the district and the average scores of students in Massachusetts. 

A discussion of the analyses follows. 
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Dighton-Rehoboth vs. Massachusetts: 

• In the aggregate students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored higher than the aggregate of the state’s 

students. 

• The regular education students in Dighton-Rehoboth and in the state in general, scored 

higher than the state’s regular education students. 

• The special education students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored higher than the state’s special 

education students.  

 

Dighton-Rehoboth’s totals vs. Dighton-Rehoboth’s subgroups: 

• The special education students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored lower than the regular education 

students. 
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Assessment of MCAS Test 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, 62% of the students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 10.2 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 74.4% of the students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 13.9 percentage points more than the state’s average 

percentages on that test.  

 

• On the 2003 test, in math, 49.6% of the students scored in those categories, 6.8 percentage 

points more than the state’s average percentages on that test. 

 

• In 2003, in Dighton-Rehoboth, the Proficiency Indices of 90.3 for ELA and 76.7 for math 

were 8.1 and 7.4 points more than the statewide averages. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 14.2 16.3 
  Proficient 37.6 45.7 

  Needs Improv. 32.2 30.7 
  Warning/Failing 16.0 7.3 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 1:  

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 2.1% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 8.1% more in the 

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

 

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 1.5% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

8.7% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s students on the 2003 MCAS 

test. 

 

• Dighton-Rehoboth’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was 

less than one-half that of the state’s students scoring in that category, 7.3% to 16.0%. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

 
 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade
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  Advanced 12.1 14.1 15.9 18.4 
  Proficient 48.4 60.3 26.9 31.2 

  Needs Improv. 30.2 23.6 34.1 37.8 
  Warning/Failing 8.9 1.9 23.1 12.6 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 2.0% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 11.9% more in the 

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

 

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 6.6% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

7.0% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state’s students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

 

• In ELA, Dighton-Rehoboth’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category was less than one-fourth that of the state’s students in that category, 1.9% to 8.9%. 

 

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 2.5% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 4.3% more in the 

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

 

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 3.7% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

10.5% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state’s students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 3:  

 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
 ELA Math 
Dighton-Rehoboth 90.3 76.7 

Grade 04 86.6 79.5 
Grade 07 94.1 NA 
Grade 08 NA 70.1 
Grade 10 89.3 81.3 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• On average, in Dighton-Rehoboth, the math PI was 13.6 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 3.8 points higher and in Grade 10 it was 1.0 

points lower. In Grade 4, it was 3.7 points lower than the district average of 90.3. 

 

• In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 4.6 and in Grade 4 was 2.8 points higher and 

in Grade 8 it was 6.6 points lower than the district average of 76.7.  

 
 

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

student subgroups? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 67.3% of the regular education students in Dighton-Rehoboth 

scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 8.3 percentage points more than the 

state’s average percentages for regular education students.  

 

• On the same test, 27.3% of the special education students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored in 

those categories, 6.3 percentage points more than the state’s average percentages for special 

education students.  
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• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Dighton-Rehoboth scored below the 

district average PI in both ELA and math and their MCAS test performance varied 

substantially and in a less than satisfactory manner relative to the district’s regular education 

students in both ELA and math. 
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Figure/Table 4: 
 

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

level
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  Advanced 16.8 18.4 2.3 2.4 
  Proficient 42.2 48.9 18.7 24.9 

  Needs Improv. 30.4 27.0 41.3 55.1 
  Warning/Failing 10.7 5.7 37.7 17.6 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 4:  

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 1.6% more regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

6.7% more in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s regular education students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 3.4% fewer of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 5.0% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s regular 

education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Dighton-Rehoboth had 0.1% more of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and 6.2% more in the ‘Proficient’ category than the state’s special education students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 
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• Dighton-Rehoboth had 13.8% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 20.1% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s special 

education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Dighton-Rehoboth’s percentage of special education students scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category was less than one-half that of the state’s students scoring in that 

category, 17.6% to 37.7%. 
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Figure/Table 5:  
N-values by category 

   ELA Math 
Dighton-Rehoboth Advanced 109 143 

 Proficient 467 242 
 Needs Improv 183 293 
 Warning/Failing 15 98 

Regular Advanced 107 140 
 Proficient 434 224 
 Needs Improv 121 242 
 Warning/Failing 9 68 

Disability Advanced 2 3 
 Proficient 33 18 
 Needs Improv 62 51 
 Warning/Failing 6 30 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 1 1 
 Proficient 19 6 
 Needs Improv 14 13 
 Warning/Failing 2 8 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 108 142 
 Proficient 448 236 
 Needs Improv 169 280 
 Warning/Failing 13 90 

African-American Advanced 0 0 
 Proficient 5 3 
 Needs Improv 3 4 
 Warning/Failing 1 3 

Asian-American Advanced 1 3 
 Proficient 2 3 
 Needs Improv 2 2 
 Warning/Failing 0 0 

Hispanic-American Advanced 0 0 
 Proficient 2 1 
 Needs Improv 2 1 
 Warning/Failing 0 3 

White Advanced 108 140 
  Proficient 458 233 
  Needs Improv 176 286 
  Warning/Failing 14 92 
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Table 6:  
 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) FRL Status, Student Status, and Race 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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   ELA Math 

A Dighton-Rehoboth 90.3 76.7 

B Regular 93.0 79.2 

C Disability 72.8 59.8 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  
• In Dighton-Rehoboth regular education students scored 2.7 Proficiency Index points higher 

on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 90.3. 

 

• In Dighton-Rehoboth, special education students scored 17.5 Proficiency Index points lower 

on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 90.3. 

 

• In Dighton-Rehoboth, regular education students scored 2.5 Proficiency Index points higher 

on the MCAS test in math than the district average of 76.7.  

 

• In Dighton-Rehoboth, special education students scored 16.9 Proficiency Index points lower 

on the MCAS test in math than the district average of 76.7.  

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

over time? 

• Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on the MCAS test was slightly 

upward, with the greatest improvements occurring on the 2001 ELA subtest and on the 2003 

math subtest in reducing the percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category.  

 

Preliminary Findings: 
• In Dighton-Rehoboth, 10.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ 

categories in 2003 than in 2000 and 10.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category. 

 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.1 points 

and, in math, by 5.7 points. 

 

• In ELA, 16.1% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 11.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• In math, 5.0% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 9.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-

2003. 

 
Figure/Table 7: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 11.4 15.2 16.8 16.3 
  Proficient 40.0 40.3 44.3 45.7 

  Needs Improv. 31.2 35.0 29.0 30.7 
  Warning/Failing 17.4 9.5 10.0 7.3 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 7:  

• In Dighton-Rehoboth, 62.0% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 51.4% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

 

• In Dighton-Rehoboth, 38% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 48.6% of all students scoring in these 

categories in 2000.  
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Figure/Table 8: 
  

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

Prof. Index Trend Data
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  ELA Math 
  2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 7.8 14.6 14.7 14.1 15.1 15.8 18.9 18.4 
Proficient 50.5 53.1 58.5 60.3 29.5 27.6 29.3 31.2 
Needs Improv. 28.8 27.5 22.7 23.6 33.7 42.4 35.6 37.8 
Warning/Failing 13.0 4.9 4.1 1.9 21.8 14.2 16.2 12.6 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 8:  

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.1 points, 

from 79.2 to 90.3. 

 

• In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 5.7 points, 

from 71.0 to 76.7. 

 

• In ELA, 74.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 58.3% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  
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• In ELA, 25.5% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 41.8% of all students achieving these categories in 2000. 

  

• In math, 49.6% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 44.6% of all students achieving these categories in 2000. 

 

• In math, 50.4% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 55.5% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  

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

subgroups changed over time? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Between 2000-2003, Dighton-Rehoboth’s student achievement figures for all the district’s 

students and for special education students improved by more than the state average in both 

ELA and math. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, Dighton-Rehoboth’s student achievement figures for the district’s 

regular education students improved by less than the state average in both ELA and math. 
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Figures/Table 9A-B:  
 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003 
GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Dighton-Rehoboth; dots = State) 
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Table 9: 
Trend Data by Subgroup (Dighton-
Rehoboth.) 

Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

   ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 86.6 73.5 

 ‘02 88.9 74.0 
 ‘03 90.3 76.7 

Regular ‘01 90.3 77.6 
 ‘02 92.0 77.9 
 ‘03 93.0 79.2 

Disability ‘01 65.3 49.5 
  ‘02 61.1 41.5 
  ‘03 72.8 59.8  

   ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

 ‘02 81.6 67.0 
 ‘03 82.2 69.3 

Regular ‘01 84.1 71.9 
 ‘02 85.8 71.4 
 ‘03 87.2 74.5 

Disability ‘01 55.3 43.5 
  ‘02 58.1 42.6 
  ‘03 62.0 46.4  

 
Analysis of Figures/Table 9:  

• In Dighton-Rehoboth, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 3.7 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 3.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points 

statewide. 

 

• In Dighton-Rehoboth, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 2.7 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and by 1.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 

3.1 and 2.6 points statewide. 

 

• In Dighton-Rehoboth, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 7.5 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and by 10.3 points in math, as compared with increases of 

6.7 and 2.9 points statewide. 

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

required programs and assessments? 
 
Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Overall students in Dighton-Rehoboth were participating in both ELA and math assessments 

at the required levels. 
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Table 10:  

 ELA Math 
Tested 99.36% 99.36% 
NTA 0.13% 0.39% 
NTO 0.51% 0.26% 

 
 
 
Analysis of Table 10: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, Dighton-Rehoboth’s student test participation rates in ELA and 

math were both 99.36%. These figures were 4.36% higher than the state’s standard for test 

participation, which is 95%. 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 
 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 
 
 Standards        Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation                   
S1 - Student Assessment                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 
  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 S2 – Participation          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S3 - Evaluation Processes          
  Excellent 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 
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): 
• The district primarily used curriculum task forces to perform data analyses on student 

assessment results. 

 

•  The district began new ELA, math, and science initiatives based on data analysis. 

 

• During the period under review, the district’s students met the Competency Determination 

(CD) standard on the Grade 10 MCAS tests. 
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• During the time under review, one school in the district did not consistently and accurately 

distribute test materials according to the Principles of Testing Administration.  

 
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: Satisfactory 
 

Evidence: The district had a clear assessment policy (File ILBA) that prescribed a program 

of testing for assessment and evaluation. The assistant superintendent was responsible for 

scheduling, disseminating, and collecting test materials and for reporting and interpreting all 

group test results. The district also had a policy (File IL) that made the testing program part 

of the evaluation of instructional programs. Principals and district-wide curriculum task 

forces performed the data analysis on assessment results, according to district procedures. 

The task forces worked on gaps in assessment results and made decisions and 

recommendations based upon identified weaknesses. The principals at each school site then 

set goals, both personal and for their respective schools, based on his or her personal analysis 

of the results and the recommendations of the task force. Each principal then held 

approximately four faculty meetings to identify areas in need of attention. The teachers then 

identified and discussed both school-wide and subgroup needs. Professional development at 

the school and/or grade level often focused on identified weaknesses. 

 
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: Poor 

 
Evidence: The principals supervised the implementation of the Principles of Test 

Administration. When the testing materials arrived at a school site, the principal opened the 

package, inventoried the testing materials, and prepared all testing materials, including 

affixing labels and filling in bubble sheets on answer booklets. At one school, the treatment 
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of test materials did not closely follow the Principles of Test Administration. A principal 

indicated that, at that school, prepared test materials were placed in teachers’ unsecured 

mailboxes the night before testing. The leadership at this school was unaware that 

distributing the materials in this fashion could potentially compromise the tests’ security.  

  

Testing accommodations were determined through the Individualized Education Plan (IEP) 

and 504 processes at team meetings. Alternate assessments were determined through the IEP 

process. During the spring of 2003 administration of the MCAS test, six English Language 

Learners (ELLs) and eight students in the district’s special education program participated in 

the alternative assessments. ELLs participated in the MCAS tests using LEP test booklets.  

 
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: Satisfactory  

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district administered a variety of standardized 

tests other than the MCAS tests. Dighton Elementary School administered the Gates 

MacGinitie test in grades 1-3 up until the 2001-2002 school year. In 2002, Dighton 

Elementary switched to the Stanford Reading test for grades 1 and 2, and the Stanford 9 

Basic Skills tests in math and reading for Grade  3 students. According to documents, the 

Palmer River School in Rehoboth administered the Gates MacGinitie test only to Grade 2 

students.The Dighton-Rehoboth Regional High School administered the Preliminary 

Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT), Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) I, SAT II, and Advanced 

Placement (AP) English literature, calculus AB, physics C, and European history tests.  

 

In 2002, the district created and implemented an end-of-year math assessment. Other than the 

MCAS test, this was the only test administered district-wide during the period under review. 

The district discontinued its use of the TERRA NOVA in the 2001-2002 school year. An 

end-of-year writing assignment for students was also discontinued because it did not align 

with the MCAS writing guidelines. In the 2003-2004 school year, the district planned to 
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administer only the MCAS test and the end-of-year math assessment, due to budgetary 

constraints.  

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the curriculum task forces analyzed assessment 

results and made recommendations regarding curricula and instructional practices. Task force 

recommendations were included into the fall budget. In interviews, district administrators 

described initiatives that resulted from the curriculum task forces’ analyses, such as Writing 

Across the Curriculum and a phonics program at the elementary school level. A new Prentice 

Hall math curriculum was implemented as a result of the analysis of a pre-algebra textbook. 

The district introduced Integrated Mathematics for students in grades 4, 5, and 6, and in 

Grade 7 for students who did not take pre-algebra. Pre-algebra and algebra were introduced 

in grades 7 and 8. The acquisition and implementation of a new Prentice Hall science series 

in 2000 improved science, technology, and engineering curricula. 

  

Instructional practices were improved during the period under review. District administrators 

indicated that teachers had presented at faculty meetings on best strategies for taking 

multiple-choice tests. A consultant worked with small groups of teachers on the topics of 

open response questions and the creation of a math rubric. 

 

In 2003-2004, the district received a Title I grant for the first time in five or six years. The 

district used the funds for supplementary remedial programs in math. The decision was based 

on poor scores on the end-of-year math assessment.    
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During the period under review, staff members participated in professional development 

activities that included a math workshop sponsored by the Massachusetts Elementary School 

Principals’ Association (MESPA). In 2002-2003, all grade K-8 teachers were trained in the 

John Collins Writing Across the Curriculum program. The district planned Writing Across 

the Curriculum training for high school teachers in 2003-2004. The district had a professional 

development committee that collected teacher surveys regarding desired professional 

development activities and forwarded them to the appropriate task force.  

  

5. The district and each of its schools disseminate assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The superintendent and assistant superintendent received test results and prepared 

assessment analyses. They distributed the assessments to principals and the appropriate task 

forces for analysis. The assistant superintendent prepared a PowerPoint presentation of 

results for the school committee. The presentation also included historical data, set goals for 

the MCAS test results, and set personal goals for district principals. Principals transmitted 

assessment results to teachers along with task force recommendations and held faculty 

meetings to further identify areas in need of attention. Teachers conducted item analyses of 

these areas to identify both school-wide and subgroup needs. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, principals and teacher-members of the various 

task forces received professional development in data analysis. The high school principal 

attended New England School Development Council (NESDEC) data analysis workshops. 

District principals guided their teachers through assessment analysis and provided training in 

working with data. The topic of working with data was discussed at teacher evaluation 

meetings and in the MCAS test preparation meetings. One or two individuals from each 

  32



school were trained in the use of the TestWiz program. District personnel perceived data 

analysis to be important than determining what was to be done with the results of the data 

analyses.   

 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: According to the February 2004 Massachusetts DOE Competency Determination 

data, 98.6% of the district’s Class of 2003 and 96.2% of the Class of 2004 achieved the 

Competency Determination standard set by the state. District administrators indicated that 

100% of the Class of 2003 at the Dighton-Rehoboth Regional High School met the 

Competency Determination standard, and that the 1.4% of the students who did not meet the 

Competency Determination standard were attending schools at out-of-district placements. 

  

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district expected teachers to teach their curriculum as it was aligned to the 

state frameworks, and required them to give writing assignments across all content areas. The 

district required all teachers to take the Research for Better Teaching training in their first 

three years of employment in the district. The district’s supervision process ensured that 

teachers were aware of and adhered to standard linkages. 
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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 2001-2002 academic year, high school student absence consistently declined from 

grade nine to twelve and resulted in high rates of chronic absenteeism.  

 

• During the 2002-2003 academic year, the district’s average teacher absence rate exceeded 

eleven days per year. 

 

• There was no systematic analysis of student and staff absenteeism and its impact on student 

achievement and/or performance. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district’s Regulation of School Attendance (File JH) policy reflected 

Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 76, Sections 1, 16, and 20. For the period under review, 

the district’s attendance rate (95.2%) was higher than the state rate (94.2%). However, high 

school attendance for 2002 indicated a consistent decline from Grade 9 (94.4% average, 13% 

chronic absence), Grade 10 (93.1% average, 17.7% (chronic absence), Grade 11 (91.2% 

average, 23.5% chronic absence), and Grade 12 (90.4% average, 30.6% chronic absence).  

 

The district had little awareness of this trend, despite the fact that the high school monitored 

attendance on a period-by-period basis. The district offered two explanations for the 

absenteeism rate in Grade 12. Each spring, seniors who would not earn enough credits to 
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graduate received letters to that effect, after which their attendance dropped. District 

administrators also indicated that parents often removed students from school for extended 

vacations. However, there was no data to support these claims.  

 

The district made phone calls, sent letters and newsletters sent home, and had a truant officer 

and guidance counselors to encourage student attendance. Student handbooks stated 

attendance expectations.   

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the district monitored student daily attendance. The 

district’s clerical personnel made daily attendance data entries and notified appropriate 

administrators when students reached critical attendance points identified by district policy.   

 

Routinely, district clerical personnel were responsible for data entry and notifying the 

appropriate administrators when students reached critical attendance points as prescribed by 

district policy. Attendance data were evaluated on an individual student basis, and referrals 

were made to appropriate district personnel as needed. 

 

During the 2002-2003 academic year, teachers were absent, on average, 11.8 days per year. 

This figure included days absent for long-term illness (0.3), days absent for short-term illness 

(6.7), days absent for professional development (1.9), days absent for jury duty and/or 

military service (0.07), and days absent for other reasons (2.8). The teachers’ labor union 

contract allowed up to 30 days of absence per year: 15 sick days, 3 family illness days, two 

religious days, three days for association leave, one professional day, 5 bereavement days, 

and 13 military days. District administrators indicated that interventions for staff absenteeism 

occurred only if an individual’s absenteeism was considered excessive.   

 

 

 

  35



 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district maintained accurate records on 

student attendance through daily monitoring at each school site. Gross attendance data was 

disaggregated by student subgroup, such as special education and in and out-of-school 

suspensions. Analyses of student data revealed that the district had a slightly lower 

percentage of special education students (12%) than did the state (15%), a higher percentage 

of in-school suspensions (7.0%) than the state (4.7%), and a lower percentage of out-of-

school suspensions (3.6%) than the state (6.4%). Department of Education data indicated an 

increase in the number of in-school suspensions from 4.0 in 1999 to 7.0 in 2002, and a 

decrease in out-of-school suspensions from 5.7 in 1999 to 3.6 in 2002. District administrators 

indicated that this was the result of a concerted effort on the part of the district’s middle 

school principals to keep students in school as much as possible. However, the high school 

did not have an in-school suspension program, primarily due to the lack of physical space 

and financial resources.  

 

District administrators stated that there were no dropouts at the middle school level during 

the period under review. High school students who indicated that they intended to drop out 

had exit interviews with the guidance department. For students who left school without 

giving prior notification, a letter was sent home indicating the need for a timely response. 

Lacking that response, the student was considered a dropout. The principal then attempted to 

a telephone interview with the student.  
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4. The district actively encourages student attendance in conformity with their policies and 

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, high school students with nine days’ absence were 

placed on an excessive absence list, could no longer make up missed work, and received a 

zero for all missed work. Students were required to attend four classes per day to be 

considered present for the day.  

 

In grades K-8, parents were notified by telephone when a student was absent 10 days. After 

18 days of absence, no more excused absences were permitted. The district monitored daily 

student attendance. District clerical personnel made daily attendance data entries and notified 

appropriate administrators when individual students reached critical attendance points 

identified by district policies. Intervention in critical attendance cases included telephone 

calls, letters sent home, and attention from the guidance counselors and truant officer.  

 
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: Poor 

 
Evidence: The district did not analyze the effects of student or staff absenteeism on student 

achievement or staff performance. Student attendance was stable throughout the district. 

Students were absent an average of 8.4 days per year in 1999, 8.2 days per year in 2000, 7.8 

days per year in 2001, and 8.0 days per year in 2002. The state average student absence rate 

in 2002 was 9.9 days. At the high school level, chronic absenteeism at each grade level 

ranged from 13% to 30% of the grade-level population.  

 

During the 2002-2003 academic year, the average number of days absent for teachers was 

11.8 days per year. This figure included days absent for long term-illness (0.3), days absent 
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for short-term illness (6.7), days absent for professional development (1.9), days absent for 

jury duty and/or military service (0.07), and days absent for other reasons (2.8).  

 
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: During the period under review, the district applied for and was granted two 

waivers for English Language Learner (ELL) students. The chairman of the high school 

guidance department, under the supervision the assistant superintendent, pursued waivers for 

the district’s students. The district used Individual Educational Plan (IEP) meetings utilized 

to identify students for participating in the alternative assessment.  

 

The assistant superintendent oversaw the certification of staff members. In the period under 

review, it was determined that one high school math teacher had not passed one portion of 

the teacher test and needed to pursue certification. The district also employed one uncertified 

long-term substitute.  

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, there were only two ELLs in the entire district. 

Given this low incidence, the building principals in communication with the central office 

coordinated all efforts for the benefit of the ELLs. One person at each school was trained to 
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administer the MELA-O test. Historically, all high school ELLs participated in MCAS testing, 

rather than the alternate assessment.  

 
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 Dighton-Rehoboth Regional School District relied on a 

five-year evaluation cycle involving curriculum task forces in each discipline and K-8 

building-based proficiency teams for the review and evaluation of its curriculum programs.  

 

• During the period under review, all evaluations of administrators and teachers were thorough, 

meaningful, and completed on time. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, district administrators indicated they were held 

accountable through the use of MCAS test results and by parental and town opinion. The 

MCAS test results were also a means of school evaluation. One administrator also mentioned 

a self-assessment tool for schools from the National Parent Teacher Association. Principals 

developed their personal goals in conjunction with the district strategic plan and school 

improvement plans.  
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The district had a five-year cycle for program evaluation during the time under review. Each 

program appointed a curriculum task force to determine if student needs were being met. 

Members of the curriculum task force reported findings to their departments. Leadership 

teams met monthly to review decisions, and administrators and staff were made aware of any 

changes made to programs to improve student achievement. 

 

Central office administrators, department chairs, principals, assistant principals, and directors 

evaluated and supervised staff. Non-professional status teachers were evaluated annually 

during the first three years of their employment in the district. The evaluations included pre-

observation conferences, three announced or unannounced observations, post-observation 

conferences, and an annual evaluation report. Professional-status teachers were evaluated on 

self-selected goals every two years.  

 

Teachers met with their supervisors to discuss and approve the goals. Supervisors wrote 

reports at the end of the first year. Teachers wrote their own self-assessment reports at the 

end of the second year. There was also an option to identify a professional-status teacher as 

marginal, resulting in a “road to success cycle,” but district administrators indicated it had 

never been used. Administrators set annual goals and received written evaluations on their 

progress toward their goals. Administrators in the district thought that the evaluation process 

for all staff was a successful measure of accountability.  

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district had a five-year cycle for program reviews. The first two years focused 

on curriculum review and the remaining three years on implementation. During the first two 

years, a curriculum task force reviewed the curriculum frameworks, as well as programs and 

materials used. At the beginning of the third year, small groups were formed to monitor 

implementation of the decisions made by the task forces. 
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During the 2002-2003 academic year, proficiency teams focusing on improving student 

achievement were added to the program review process. A proficiency team at one middle 

school led changes to math curriculum, instruction, and materials to improve achievement on 

the MCAS math tests for grades 6 and 8. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The curriculum task forces monitored and evaluated the effectiveness of 

curriculum and instructional materials through the five-year program evaluation cycle. 

Subcommittees’ leadership teams oversaw initiatives and made recommendations. During the 

period under review, the ELA task force and leadership teams determined a need for guided 

reading and phonics instructions to improve the quality of the elementary ELA program.  

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

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: All administrators in the district were evaluated annually. The superintendent for 

evaluated all central office administrators and building principals. The principals evaluated 

assistant principals, directors, and department chairs. Central office administrators, 

principals, and assistant principals developed formal lists of goals for the year that were 

consistent with the district’s strategic plan goals and aligned with the goals of individual 

school improvement plans. The superintendent met with central office administrators and 

principals at the beginning of the year to review suggested goals. At the end of the year, 

administrators submitted an evaluation reports on progress toward their goals. The 

superintendent then wrote a formal evaluation report for each administrator. Building 

principals evaluated assistant principals in the same way. Department chairs and directors 
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were evaluated using the teacher evaluation process as defined in the teachers’ labor union 

contract.  

 

A review of administrators’ evaluations during the on-site visit revealed that all evaluations 

were completed on schedule, were signed by both parties, were extremely thorough, and 

contributed to the professional growth of administrators.  

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

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s evaluation process for teachers was 

aligned with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. Non-professional 

status teachers were evaluated annually using an “Appraisal Process.” The Indicators of 

Teacher Competence were embedded in the evaluation process. Each year, non-professional 

status teachers and their building administrators held a goal-setting conference to identify 

five goals for the year. At least three observations of each non-professional status teacher 

were conducted each year, using a pre-observation conference, observation, and post-

observation conference model. An annual evaluation report included specific 

recommendations in areas needing strengthening or enhancement.  

 

The evaluation process for professional status teachers was a two-year cycle identified as 

“Continued Professional Growth.” In year one, the evaluator completed a written progress 

report commenting on the teacher’s progress toward his or her goals. In year two, the teacher 

submitted a written self-directed assessment and met with the evaluator to discuss it. District 

administrators indicated that they thought that the process for evaluating professional status 

teachers was effective because teachers were serious about it. Although the teachers’ contract 

had an option for placing a teacher on marginal status at the evaluator’s discretion, district 

administrators indicated that this Road to Success Plan was not used and that concerns were 

most commonly addressed under the cover of memorandum and not included in the 

evaluation report. A random sampling of twenty-five teacher evaluations revealed that all 

evaluations were completed on time and signed by both parties. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Specific skills and curriculum areas that needed improvement were identified 

through an analysis of student achievement data at the building level, and at various team 

meetings. For example, the district analyzed student achievement on district end-of-year 

math assessments and disaggregated the data to determine which students had scored lowest. 

The data from this subgroup was further analyzed and weaknesses in measurement were 

identified. The Title I math teachers used this data to develop lessons that were aligned with 

the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework and taught using National Council for Teachers of 

Math (NCTM) curriculum resources. Title I teachers then modeled the lessons for teachers 

one grade level at a time.  

 

As a result of analyzing the disaggregated assessment scores of special education students, 

the district sent twenty-two teachers to a professional development workshop on effective 

math instruction for all students that focused on how to develop regular education curriculum 

that met the needs of special education students in the inclusive classroom. 

 

The district used disaggregated data to reallocate resources in math to improve achievement 

levels of all student populations. During the period under review, the district developed a 

summer program for students who struggled to meet grade-level benchmarks. Initially, the 

program was grade-specific, but the district found it did not meet the needs of all students. 

The district redesigned the program with a focus on math because this was the main area of 

weakness. According to analysis of disaggregated data on the end-of-year math test and the 

Grade 4 MCAS test scores to identify areas of weakness for students in grades 4-6. The re-

designed summer program focused on four themes, and grouped students in grades 3-6 based 
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on skill rather than grade level. During the first year this newly designed summer program 

was scheduled for implementation, the district lost its AIS grant requirement funding, which 

it used to fund elementary summer programs. Because the district considered the summer 

math program to be a priority, Title I funds were reallocated to support it.  
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

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

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction                   
S4 – Curriculum                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
S6 - Access To Quality Education 
Programs                       

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 4 
  Poor 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S7 - Professional Development & 
Training                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 0 N/A 1 1 N/A N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 1 1 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 
 
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): 

• In the Dighton-Rehoboth Regional School District, the assistant superintendent, principals, 

team leaders, department heads, senior teachers, curriculum task force members, and 

proficiency team members collaborated in curriculum leadership. 

 

• The district had a five-year cycle for curriculum revision in which the first two years were 

designated for review and the latter three years were for implementation and professional 

development.  

  45



 

• During the period under review, the district did not have vertical articulation across all grade 

levels. 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: At the district level, there was an assistant superintendent for curriculum and task 

forces for each content area. Task forces included representatives from each of the school 

levels, as well as active participation by parents. Task force leadership was provided a chair 

and co-chair, with one of the leaders always being a school principal. Principals were the 

building-level curriculum leaders. At the elementary and middle school levels, team leaders 

at each grade level also provided curriculum leadership. At the high school level, department 

heads were responsible for each major content area. In the minor content areas such as 

health, a senior teacher provided curriculum leadership.  

 

In 2002, two schools formed proficiency teams, composed of administrators and teachers, to 

identify areas for improvement and develop strategies to support student learning. 

Proficiency teams had a goal of all students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ 

categories on the MCAS tests. Teams supported implementation of standards-based teaching 

and learning. A third school formed a proficiency team in March 2004. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In interviews, district administrators and teachers said that all staff members were 

provided with copies of the district curricula. New teachers received copies of the curricula 

through task force members, mentor teachers, or building principals. Therefore, members of 

the task force rather than a principal might distribute curriculum. Teachers at the high school 
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received a detailed course of study. Training in the use of the curriculum was provided 

during some professional development days and during building staff meetings. At the 

elementary and middle school levels, informal discussions regarding curriculum also 

occurred during weekly or biweekly building team meetings. At the high school level, 

curriculum was discussed at department meetings. The district’s mentoring program provided 

curriculum support for all teachers new to the district administrators, and teachers said that 

that the district expected teachers use the curriculum for planning and instruction. The district 

monitored this expectation with walk-throughs by administrators, student assessment results, 

and individual teacher evaluations. Staff members said that before the introduction of the 

MCAS tests in 2000, not all teachers used the district curriculum, but that use of the district 

curricula increased after that. Interviewees also said they were not required to list framework 

standards in plan books, and that plan books were not monitored by administrators. Staff 

members indicated that the district trusted professional-status teachers to carry out their 

responsibilities.  

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district had an established process for the development and revision of 

curriculum by its task forces. Task forces operated on a five-year cycle (two years for review 

and revision, three for implementation and professional development), and included 

representatives from every level in the district, including parents. The co-chairs provided 

leadership. In 2003, the district changed the process so that, after the first two years, a 

smaller Leadership Group was designated to complete the implementation and professional 

development aspects of the task force’s work. In interviews, administrators and staff said that 

the district used a variety of assessment data. The MCAS data was the district’s dominant 

assessment tool. The analysis of data was generated by the task force and included item 

analysis, responses to open-ended questions, and multiple-choice questions. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: District and school staff indicated that teacher interest drove the basic initiative 

pathway, and that ideas were introduced in the schools and evolved into district initiatives. 

The district’s math curriculum was aligned with the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, 

and was last revised in 2002. The math task force continued to meet although it was officially 

past its two-year active period. There were no formal revisions to the math curriculum at the 

elementary and middle school levels, although in 2002 51.8% of district students scored in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the MCAS math tests. In 

2003, the percentage of students scoring in the same categories was 50.4%. The district did, 

however, develop grade level math expectations. In an interview with a district administrator, 

the EQA team members were told that changes were made at the building level in 

instructional methodology, but that the curriculum remained unchanged. The changes 

included the addition of high school remediation courses for students who failed the Grade 8 

MCAS math test, the adoption of a new math text and the elementary and middles schools, 

the development of end-of-year assessments based on curriculum standards for grades K-8, 

and the use of summer math homework packets. The task force continued to analyze the 

MCAS test data and held meetings over the summer. 

 

The ELA curriculum has been in place since 2002, though the task force continued to meet 

after revising it. The district instituted Writing Across the Curriculum and a phonics program 

at all levels. In 2003, the social studies task force revised the curriculum to align it with the 

state curriculum frameworks. Curriculum revisions were disseminated through members of 

the task force, and building principals and staff members were aware of the curriculum edits. 
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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: Poor 

 
Evidence: The district introduced Writing Across the Curriculum at all levels and trained 

teachers to use the program. Horizontal articulation occurred through weekly team meetings 

at the elementary and middle school levels. There was no formal plan for vertical 

articulation. The district’s multi-level task forces provided most of the vertical articulation. 

At the high school level, staff members designed end-of-course tests and administered the 

same test to each level of a particular course. High school department heads were involved 

with curriculum articulation issues as needed. There was a vertical articulation plan for 

special education students. At one of the middle schools, special education staff from the 

high school attended team meetings for students who would be in Grade 9 the following year. 

 

The district developed benchmarks that were reflected in report cards at one of the schools. 

Other schools had benchmarks, but they were not reflected in their report cards. Curriculum 

mapping at the high school achieved a three-year sequential program in social studies that 

integrated world history in a primarily American history format. District staff and task force 

members indicated that the district’s curricula were aligned in all content areas with the state 

frameworks. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Students enrolled in the vocational-technical program at the high school were 

required to participate in a Grade 9 exploratory program. At the end of the exploratory 

period, they selected the shop area in which they wished to concentrate. They attend 

academic classes for the first three or four periods of each day. They spent the remaining 

periods in related theory and the shop areas. Staff members indicated that there was no 

articulation between vocational-technical and regular education teachers and that academic 

skills were not integrated into each occupational area. 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In interviews with the EQA team, all staff said that staffing levels were adequate. 

The majority of inclusion classes at the elementary level had two full-time teachers: a regular 

classroom teacher and a special education teacher. Many staff members and principals said 

that class size was increasing, as more students moved into the district. Interviewees 

attributed the population increase to the attractiveness of their school district. 
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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): 

• During the period under review, the district did not use data analysis to examine instructional 

time allotments to improve student achievement.  

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In order to meet the assessed needs of its Grade 9 students, the district replaced a 

general math course with a two-year algebra concepts course. The old course was not aligned 

with the state frameworks and did not meet the needs of students. The second year of the new 

non-college preparatory course focused on geometry concepts. The course used more hands-

on activities in instruction.   

 

The district introduced Writing Across the Curriculum to meet the writing needs of students 

as identified by an analysis of the MCAS assessment data relating to open responses. The 

district’s ELA task force end-of-year assessment determined that students at the elementary 

level needed more work in phonics to improve their reading. The district’s basal reading 
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program was out-of-date and lacked a phonics component to complement the new reading 

program. During the time under review, when these decisions were made, the district was 

also used the Stanford 9, and Gates McGinitie assessments to determine student needs. The 

distinct adopted an instructional approach in reading that involved guided reading, rather 

than a basal approach. The ELA task force recommended this change. 

 

Teachers at both elementary schools piloted the Wilson Fundations and Open Court phonics 

programs for one year. At the end of that time, the ELA task force and the administrators 

found both programs effective. Each building chose its own program. Staff members 

indicated that they received adequate materials and professional development in order to use 

the new phonics programs.  During the time under review, the district bought a new math 

series for grades 5-8. Due to funding difficulties, the district implemented this math program 

on a year-by-year basis.   

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In interviews, school and district staff indicated that the district had a tradition of 

high achievement and high expectations. They said that there was a traditional approach to 

education in the district, and that the community focused on the ultimate success of students, 

and not the MCAS test scores. The district sent a copy of the District Strategic Plan to every 

mailbox holder in the school district. Several times per year, the district also used cable 

television for presentations that focused on the various district programs. Schools sent home 

newsletters on a regular basis. One of the middle schools made course expectations available 

to parents. At the high school, members of the National Honor Society offered before-school 

peer tutoring to any students who requested it. Rehoboth was also able to learn about its 

school through a weekly section of the newspaper that is devoted to school news.  
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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: Interviews with district and school staff indicated that the instructional time for 

content areas did not change as a result of student assessment data analysis. One staff 

member indicated that the school proficiency team at that building was meeting this year to 

determine if additional time was needed for math instruction. The district’s data indicated 

that 40% or more of Grade 4 scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ 

categories in 2002, and in 2003 the percentage for Grade 4 was 50.5%. Data for grades 7 and 

8 indicated a 50% failure rate for 2002 and 2003. The school proficiency team included 

principals and school staff members and met once a month to keep everyone in touch with 

their schools’ need to improve. Though the district met the state-mandated requirements for 

instructional time, its instructional time did not meet the needs of its students. 

 
4. The district employs highly qualified teachers, that are certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Many teachers at the elementary level held, as well as certification for the grade 

level they taught special education certification. Department chairpersons at the high school 

chose which teachers taught specific classes and levels, based on certification and 

qualifications. In Dighton-Rehoboth, over 95% of the district’s faculty were certified within 

their assignments.  
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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 interviews with the EQA team, staff members communicated that they were 

pleased in their role as educators in the district. Another staff member said that being a 

member of the district was worth the lower pay. One staff member indicated that many staff 

members were aware that the Dighton-Rehoboth pay scale is lower than those of surrounding 

districts, but that the district offered support, collegiality, and a feeling of comfort that 

compensated for lower salaries. School committee members said that they knew they were 

fortunate in attracting a wide pool of applicants. According to a review of the documents and 

interviews, teacher turnover in the district was low, and those who did leave the district did 

so because of family leave or retirement. 

 

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): 

• During the 2001-2002 academic year, high school student attendance declined between 

Grade 9 and Grade 12 and resulting in high rates of chronic absenteeism.  

 

•  During the 2002-2003 academic year, the district’s average teacher absence rate exceeded 

eleven days per year.  

 
Indicators: 
1. District and school policies and practices require all staff and students to be in attendance. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s school committee policy (File JH) 

on the Regulation of School Attendance stated that, “the superintendent [would] develop 
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procedures and regulations for enforcing school attendance laws and controlling absences, 

tardiness, and dismissals of students in the district.” The district’s school committee policy 

(File JHA) on Student Absences and Excuses reinforced the responsibility of parents to 

ensure that their children attended school regularly. The policy listed four reasons for 

excused absences: illness or quarantine, bereavement or serious illness in the family, weather 

so inclement as to endanger the health of the child, and observances of major religious 

holidays.  

 

At the elementary and middle school levels, parents were required to notify the school of a 

child’s absence with a phone call or written note. At the high school level, absences were 

excused only for court appearances or medical reasons. Students were required to show 

documentation. A “nine-plus” list, in which students who accrued more than nine absences in 

a semester could not make up work or tests missed, was also instituted at the high school.  

The “nine-plus” rule did not cause students to lose credit for a course. Seniors who exhibited 

excessive tardiness lost their campus parking privileges. Students who cut class received 

office detentions or out-of-school suspensions. Although the district maintained a student 

attendance rate (95.7%), which was higher than the state average (95.2%) in 2002, the 

number of chronic absent at the high school level increased between Grade 9 (13.0%) and 

Grade 12 (30.6%). 

 

At the middle school level, a “ten-day letter” was sent home to parents when students 

accrued more than ten days of absence. This letter was copied to the guidance department, 

prompting an investigation that included contacting the home, putting supports in place, and 

scheduled a meeting between the parents, students, guidance counselor, and principal. At the 

elementary level, the school nurse called the homes of students who were absent. In some 

instances, certified letters were sent home, and administrators made home visits.  

 

Staff attendance was monitored at the school level. During the 2002-2003 academic year, 

teachers were absent 11.8 days on average. This figure included days absent for long-term 

illness (0.3), days absent for short-term illness (6.7), days absent for professional 

development (1.9), days absent for jury duty and/or military service (0.07), and days absent 
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for other reasons (2.8). The principal spoke with staff members who had excessive absences. 

In interviews, district administrators stated that the teachers’ labor union contract prevented 

action on staff absenteeism. District administrators indicated that the district’s policy for 

maternity leave (12 weeks) accounted for some of the absences. However, data collected by 

the EQA team indicated that most of the staff absences were for short-term illness, 

amounting to 6.7 days on average during the 2002-2003 school year. 

 
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: The district had practices at all levels to address the transition of students between 

grades, buildings, and, at the middle to high school level, between their local schools and the 

regional high school. Special education teachers at the elementary level attended meetings 

for special education students involved in the early intervention program. The elementary 

schools held an open house night, and parents could call the school at any time to request a 

tour of the buildings. The elementary schools also held a step-up day so teachers could meet 

their new classes. Classroom and special education teachers developed class lists and shared 

them with other specialists before the step-up day.  

 

In Dighton, fourth graders visited the middle school for an orientation and tour. In May, 

parents watched a video of the fifth grade program at a parent meeting. Special education 

teachers who served fifth graders at the middle school attended fourth graders’ IEP meetings 

throughout the year in preparation for the students’ enrollment at the middle school. In 

Rehoboth, the fourth graders participated in a step-up day and were given a packet of 

materials about Beckwith Middle School to review over the summer. In early June, a similar 

orientation was held for parents. Students who were identified as possibly having difficulty 

with the transition between elementary and middle school visited the middle school in 

August to review their schedules with the guidance counselors, try their lockers, and tour the 

building. 
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Transition from the two middle schools to the regional high school began with the topic of 

course selections. Eighth graders were given booklets about courses and the credit system. 

An evening for parents was held and a PowerPoint presentation was shown. Middle school 

guidance counselors scheduled individual appointments with all eighth graders for course 

selections. Expectations, rules, regulations, and activities were explained at a step-up night in 

May. Final schedules were given to the students in June. The day before classes began in 

September, freshmen reported to the high school for a tour and a peer-conducted walk-

through of their class schedules. 

 

The district’s dropout rate was 2.8% in 2000 and 2.0% in 2001. Dropout rates for 2002 and 

2003 were not available at the time of this report. The guidance department intervened with 

students who were at risk of dropping out and provided support to their parents. The 

guidance department often introduced students to the G.E.D. program. During the period 

under review, there was not an alternative program at the high school, although the district 

maintained a school committee policy (File IGBH) that allowed the creation of alternative 

programs to meet student needs. District administrators indicated that an alternative program 

could be created in the future. A vocational program existed for students in grades nine and 

ten. It offered drafting, woodworking, engineering, automotive, and childcare programs.  

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district student handbooks listed eighteen student expectations ranging from 

speaking and writing clearly to using a variety of methods to analyze and solve problems to 

making predictions and modeling conclusions. The faculty handbook listed academic, social, 

  57



and physical and developmental goals. High school course-description booklets listed of 

expectations. District administrators stated that students were aware of various levels 

(standard, college preparatory, advanced) and of requirements for courses. At the elementary 

level, student expectations were not formal or written, but were stated by the teachers to the 

students. The district used benchmarks, rubrics, end-of-year assessments, and the “focus 

correction areas” of the writing program to communicate expectations.  

 

At the elementary and middle school levels, enrichment and Title I teachers helped students 

participate in challenging courses. At the high school, orientation booklets and other written 

documents described courses and their requirements for students. 

 

At the high school, the National Honor Society provided support services to students in need. 

During the 2003-2004 school year, approximately fifty students volunteered their time as 

peer tutors through the NHS. District administrators also indicated that staff members were 

available after school hours to provide additional support to students.  

 

Three levels of courses were available at the high school: standard, college preparatory, and 

advanced placement (AP). A district administrator stated that students were enrolled in AP 

courses based on their previous course selections. If a student wished to take and AP course 

without the necessary background, the school would allow it, but not advise it. Students in 

AP courses were not required to take AP exams. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s school committee policy (File IKE) 

on the promotion and retention of students stated that students would be retained only when 

it was in their best educational interest. The student’s parents would be consulted, but the 

final decision would rest with the building principal. In interviews, district administrators 
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stated that there were no written criteria on which to base the decision to retain a student, but 

that a professional team was working on a checklist. 

 

Practice differed from policy at some schools. At the time of the on-site visit in April 2004, 

elementary and middle school classroom teachers recommended retention to the principal, 

and the school sent three letters home. The first time a student was recommended for 

retention, the parents’ decision was honored. The second time a student was recommended 

for retention, the school’s decision was honored. 

 

High school retentions were based on credits. Interviewees indicated that the practice was not 

to retain a student who did not have enough credits to be promoted to the next grade, but to 

refer to them as “behind schedule.” If they were not “on time” to graduate with their class, 

they were automatically enrolled in the next class. This helped explain the district’s low 

retention rates during the period under review (0.8% in 2000, 0.3% in 2001, and 0.7% in 

2002). 

 

During the period under review, the district’s in-school suspension rates increased from 4.9% 

in 2000 to 5.0% in 2001 and 7.0% in 2002. The district’s out-of-school suspension rates also 

increased from 2.4% in 2000 to 3.2% in 2001 and 3.6% in 2002. The district’s in-school 

suspension rates were higher than the state average in 2002, but the its out-of-school 

suspension rates were lower than average.  According to district administrators, the in-school 

suspension program at the high school was discontinued after the 2001-2002 school year due 

to financial and space constraints. The student handbook clearly listed the discipline codes, 

and students and teachers were required to sign the associated paperwork. The procedure for 

referring a student with disciplinary issues involved writing up a discipline slip, talking with 

the student, contacting the parents, and beginning an appeal process if requested by the 

student and his or her family. 

 

The district’s exclusion rate decreased from 2.2% in 2000 to 0.9% in 2002. The district 

reported to the DOE the following reasons for exclusions: possession of illegal substances, 

assaults on students, non-weapon combinations, and other offenses. The district had a zero-
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tolerance policy for weapons. District administrators said that students were most often 

excluded for being under the influence of alcohol or drugs. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The director of special education was responsible for outreach to homeless and 

transient students, and posted flyers about homeless services in the towns’ libraries, post 

offices, and police stations. A district administrator indicated that the school most often 

became aware of homeless or transient students through phone calls from parents. The 

district told parents about their choices to attend local schools or to continue in their previous 

district with transportation provided for them. If a homeless or transient student enrolled in 

the Dighton-Rehoboth Regional School District, the guidance department at the relevant 

school was alerted and counseling was provided. The school adjustment counselor added the 

student to their caseload. A welcoming committee placed the student in an activity group or 

club to establish a connection between home and school. The school notified the family of 

services in the community; such as the department of social services in Bristol County, and 

crisis counseling.  

 

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: During interviews, district administrators expressed concern over language in the 

negotiated teachers’ contract that restricted principals’ authority to reassign teachers. The 

EQA team reviewed the contract and found no such language. However, some administrators 

stated that they had very little control over personnel placement, and some principals 

indicated that they used the hiring process to get around the contract requirements. The 

contract allowed the teachers with the greatest seniority to request transfers. 
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In Dighton, recent staff turnover allowed the district to hire dual-certified teachers who were 

excellent matches for vacant positions. 

 

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 committee and the 
K-12 curriculum task forces analyzed data and used the results to shape the district’s 
professional development plan and align it with the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks.  

 
 
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 curriculum task forces largely determined the 

district-wide professional development activities. A long-standing professional development 

committee received and endorsed task force recommendations. This volunteer-run committee 

included teachers and administrators. Individual teachers could petition the professional 

development committee for services. Interviewees indicated that each district teacher could 

be reimbursed up to $1,000 each year for graduate courses. Teachers were also allowed to 

attend one conference per year. The district’s professional development strategy allowed 

small groups of district staff to come together for training. Larger groups were brought 

together for specific issues. A train-the-trainer model addressed specific building-based 

  61



needs. Principals and task force members were trained in data analysis, especially the use of 

the TestWiz program.  

  

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district spent $120,000 less for professional development in FY2003 than in 

FY2002. The superintendent indicated that this was due to the district’s change from a 

consultant model to a train-the-trainer model in order to reduce costs and improve 

professional development. The district indicated that it supplemented the reduced 

professional development funding with grant funding. District personnel indicated that the 

number professional development programs met district needs. Principals readily released 

their personnel to attend district-wide activities. Interviewees indicated that professional 

development activities needed to be designed to meet the needs of each grade level, K-12.   

 

The district met the foundation budget requirement for professional development during the 

period under review. In FY2000, the district was $180,931 over the requirement. In FY2001, 

it was $90,512 over. In FY2002, it was $102,167 over.  

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Task force members were trained in data analysis. The focus of this professional 

development was not how to disaggregate data but techniques for improving MCAS test 

scores. Interviewees indicated that, during the period under review, the task forces 

disaggregated assessment data and made recommendations based on the data, including 

recommendations for professional development activities, to individual schools. Teachers 
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also reviewed assessment data and suggested directions for professional development. Non-

professional status teachers received advice on professional development activities in their 

summative evaluations. Principals used face-to-face discussions to balance individual 

teachers’ professional development with district needs. 

 

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: District policies (File GCIAA, GCIAB, and GCID) prescribed professional 

development for administrators and teachers, and participation in professional meetings, 

conferences, and workshops. Training was provided at the elementary schools through 

building-level team meetings. At the high school, framework instruction occurred informally 

during preparation periods. Formal trainings occurred in the form of small-group training as 

the frameworks were modified. The district trained teachers in teaching the curriculum 

frameworks, particularly in ELA and math. 

 

The district also trained all teachers in writing across the curriculum, and offered training in 

differentiated instruction. The district required teachers to take the Research for Better 

Teaching course Studying Skillful Teaching during their first three years in the district. 

 

Although there was extensive community involvement, including the school councils, parent-

teacher and parent-teacher-student organizations, and task forces, there was no formal 

training in participatory decision-making for parents and community members. 

 

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: Poor 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district did not have a formal DCAP. 

Components of a DCAP were assigned to the special education director. Principals provided 

the financial resources to the special education director. Two teachers from each district 

school, and the assistant superintendent’s secretary, received training in the use of TestWiz. 

Accommodations for students were made largely through the IEP process. The district 

considered these activities together to be its DCAP.   

 

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: Interviewees indicated that, in 2002, all K-8 teachers were trained in Writing 

Across the Curriculum. All high school teachers were to be trained in the process during the 

2003-2004 school year. The assistant superintendent, with input from the principals, tracked 

who had or had not been involved in appropriate professional development activities. It was 

also district practice that any teacher who missed the Writing Across the Curriculum training 

was required to take it later. Writing Across the Curriculum was a district-wide program, and 

training in it was a requisite to each teacher’s professional assignment. In addition, the 

teachers’ contract allowed $1,000 in course reimbursement per teacher per year, and for 

teachers to take one workshop of their choice each year.  

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district focused on the literacy leadership 

team and its efforts to move the district from a basal to a guided reading instructional 

program. Focused professional development offerings occurred and were individualized 

based on teachers’ development needs. Professional development activities addressed the 

district and school improvement plans.  
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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 1 N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 N/A 4 
  Poor 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 2 
  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): 

• For the period under review, the district did not have a formal DCAP that contained all 

necessary components. 

 

• The district’s process for developing Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) exceeded the 

state mandated requirements. 

 
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: During the period under review, the district did not have a formal DCAP. The 

district provided documentation, compiled by the special education department, of services 

available in the district. Each school provided a list of services and programs available in the 

building. These were designated the School Accommodation Plans. The documents were 

developed according to DOE guidelines. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district did not have a formal DCAP, but individual school accommodation 

plans existed. Student assistance teams helped classroom teachers adapt curriculum to meet 

the needs of students with diagnosed problems. Three accommodations were tried before 

bringing in the assistance team. 

 

The district had a full inclusion model for grades K-8. These classrooms had a regular and a 

special education teacher. In addition, the district had 46 district-wide classroom teachers 

dual-certified in special education and another field.   

 
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: Poor 

 
Evidence: In absence of a DCAP, the district provided the following services and programs, 

as identified in the school accommodation plans.  

 

The district one reading program and two phonics programs (Wilson Fundations and Open 

Court). One elementary school had its own reading specialist. The ELA task force and the 

assistant superintendent  coordinated the district-wide program. Teachers were required to 
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use the materials specified in the curriculum, and could supplement them as they wished. 

Some began to use the basal reading materials in advance of the task force recommendation 

to do so. 

 
Each school had a psychologist (one was shared among the K-8 campuses) and/or an 

adjustment counselor. The high school had four guidance counselors, one for each grade. The 

middle schools had two counselors each. There was no behavioral program. The Bristol 

County Clinic provided the services at no cost to the district.  

 

The district had a formal mentoring program for part of the period under review. The district 

gave new teachers a one-day orientation. Department heads worked with the teachers. At the 

elementary schools, a veteran teacher mentored new staff for the first three years.  

 

The district offered teachers training in differentiated learning to help them analyze and meet 

students’ needs.  

 
 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The principals and the assistant superintendent reviewed the data and discussed 

ways to address weaknesses. Writing folders for each student were kept and passed from 

grade to grade. Reading specialists reviewed all test data and worked with the classroom 

teachers to address the needs of the students. High school department chairs worked with the 

principal and the assistant principal. A new math course was adopted at the high school as a 

result of data analysis. The information was shared with the staff. Results were discussed and 

strengths and weaknesses addressed during common planning time. District curriculum task 

forces analyzed student performance at all grade levels, reviewed existing programs, and 

recommended ways to improve teaching and learning. 
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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: All Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten students were screened prior to the start of 

school. All first grade students were re-screened with various assessment tools. Assessments 

relied on teacher input and recommendations.    

 

The special education department and the reading specialists in each school recommended 

and monitored the remedial services for each child. Students were monitored on a regular 

basis throughout the elementary grades. 

 
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: Satisfactory  

 
Evidence: Reading specialists assigned to each building provided remedial assistance to 

classroom teachers. The district had no Title I program during the period under review. Title 

I began in the 2003-2004 school year. In 2003, the district achieved a 63.5% proficiency rate 

on the Grade 3 MCAS reading test. The statewide rate was 63.1%.  

 
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: Excellent 

 

Evidence: There were ISSPs for all students who failed the MCAS tests. These plans 

contained the components required by statute. At the high school, ISSPs were also developed 
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for any student who failed two or more courses. These ISSPs remained active after the 

student passed all course work, and were reviewed eight times per year. Their guidance 

counselors also monitored high school students.  
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

 
 Standards          Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization                   
S9 - Organizational Leadership: Direction,                   
  Goal Setting, Policies & Planning                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 7 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource                    
  Management                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 7 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
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): 

• During the period under review, all district administrators were appropriately certified. 

 

• The district’s strategic plan served as its improvement plan during the period under review. 

 
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 
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Evidence: The school committee policy manual was well organized and current. School 

committee members said that they reviewed policies regularly and made updates and 

additions as needed. Each school and the public library in each town had copies of the 

manual. The school committee said they regularly solicited community input. Parental and 

community support for the district was very strong. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district did not have a District Improvement Plan (DIP) during the period 

under review. The district created a strategic in 1988 and updated it in 1998. In 2003, the 

district began working with Boston College to update the plan. The strategic plan had twenty 

objectives. Only one addressed the analysis of student achievement data. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, there was very little connection between the SIPs 

and the district’s strategic plan. The community-involvement and technology components of 

the SIPs were the only ones related to the district plan. The SIPs did not address the analysis 

of student achievement data. All SIPs were developed by the individual school councils and 

approved by the school committee. Principals reported annually on the SIPs at the school 

committee meetings. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Principals received the MCAS data, which they analyzed and presented to their 

staffs. District curriculum task forces analyzed student performance at all grade levels, 

reviewed existing programs, and recommended ways to improve teaching and learning. The 

implementation of changes depended on funding. During the period under review, SIPs were 

not important in addressing student achievement.  

 

5. All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: All eleven of the district’s administrators were certified. The EQA team reviewed 

copies of their licensure.  

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Principals reported to the school committee annually on the status of each SIP. 

The school committee approved each SIP prior to the start of the school year. The 

superintendent updated the school committee each year on the status of the goals set the 

previous year. The emphasis was on the achievements of the district. District curriculum task 

forces analyzed student performance at all grade levels, reviewed existing programs, and 

recommended ways to improve teaching and learning. The district had and followed a five-

year curriculum revision plan. Administrators indicated that because of budget constraints, 

new and updated materials were not purchased during the final two years under review.  
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee evaluated the superintendent annually during the period 

under review. Each school committee member rated the superintendent in the following five 

areas: school committee-superintendent relations, community relations, personnel relations, 

curriculum and instruction, and business and finance. The final evaluation compiled the 

scores. The 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 evaluations referred directly to the curriculum and 

staff objectives in the strategic plan. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: All principals were evaluated annually. One assistant principal was not evaluated 

consistently. Four of the five 2002-2003 principal evaluations referred to improving student 

achievement. Each principal set his or her goals according to the needs of his or her school. 

Administrators stated that they aligned their goals with the strategic plan. 

 

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): 

• The district had a formal mentoring program for part of the period under review. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The strategic plan was updated in 1998 for an additional five years with input 

from (Town officials, representatives of the finance committee and board of selectman, 

school council members, and parents. The strategic plan reflected the vision of the school 

district and communities. Administrators and school committee representatives stated that the 

five goals of the strategic plan drove the school district, and that the district strove for a 

“culture of excellence.” 

 

2. The superintendent effectively delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, principals had autonomy in their schools. The 

district practiced site-based management. Principals used building-based screening 

committees when hiring new staff. The principal and the superintendent met with the 

potential hire before a formal contract was awarded. 

 

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: During the period under review, principals could review policies and district-wide 

initiatives through regular attendance at and participation in the school committee meetings 

and in monthly meetings with their faculties.  
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The district used electronic communication to keep staff informed. Communications deemed 

very important by the administration were sent in hard copy to all staff. Employment 

opportunities were posted in faculty rooms and near staff mailboxes, as required by contract. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district had an organizational chart for all buildings and for the district as a 

whole. Job descriptions were reviewed and updated on a three- to five-year cycle. All job 

descriptions were on file in the superintendent’s office. 

 

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 district administrators, the recruiting and hiring process was fair and 

open during the period under review. Each building had a screening committee for new-hire 

interviews. Administrator and school committee representatives indicted that the district’s 

relatively low starting salary did not affect hiring and recruiting. Interviewees stated that the 

professional climate, perceived stability, and community support attracted qualified 

individuals to the district. The district considered job fairs and contact with the READS 

collaborative for future recruiting. 

 

6. The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: All personnel records were maintained in the superintendent’s office. District 

policy allowed staff to schedule a time to review their personnel files, if they wished. 
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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: Poor 

 
Evidence: The district had a formal mentoring program for part of the period under review. 

There was an informal three-year mentoring program at the elementary and middle school 

levels. The high school did not have a mentoring program. High school department heads 

mentored all new hires. Mentors and mentees at all levels met as needed. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: School committee meetings regularly included staff recognition. A building 

principal was commended for dealing with 22 new teachers in the 2001-2002 school year. 

The superintendent communicated the accomplishments of faculty, staff, and students at 

annual town meetings. Administrators stated that the district had a low rate of staff turnover.  
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 

Dighton-Rehoboth’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, Dighton-

Rehoboth met the state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between 

FY1993 and FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Dighton-Rehoboth increased 67.5% (from $6,533,149 

to $10,945,014). Dighton-Rehoboth’s Required Local Contribution increased 59.5% (from 

$6,393,836 to $10,198,479). For the period since the Education Reform Act, Dighton-Rehoboth 

received a total of $92,914,338 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $88,816,207. 

From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $41,729,923 and the Required Local Contribution was 

$37,705,190. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, Dighton-Rehoboth’s foundation 

enrollment increased 17.2% and its student headcount increased 20.2%. Between FY2000 and 

FY2003, its foundation enrollment increased 5.9% and its student headcount increased 6.5%. 

 

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. 

  

 

  

 Standards           Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Domain E - Business & Financial Management                       
S11 - Budget Planning & Development                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 3 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 
  Poor 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management                       
  Excellent 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 8 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the towns of Dighton and Rehoboth consistently contributed 

more than the state-mandated Net School Spending (NSS) requirement. 

 

• The district’s financial record keeping was accurate, thorough, and well defined. 

 

• The budget development process did not systematically include student achievement data.  

 
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: The district started planning the next fiscal year’s budget at the end of each school 

year. Department heads and team leaders reported teachers’ needs to the principals. The 

business office sent a budget packet to all administrators in October. The packet included: a 

proposed budget-preparation timeline, a section describing the meaning of each DOE 

function code, budget-preparation instructions, an example of a budget document from a 

previous year, a list of current staff in the administrator’s building, a new equipment request 

section, a new capital equipment section, a replacement of equipment section, an athletic 

activities salary information section, a non-athletic activities salary section, and an 

expenditure and budget printout for the previous fiscal year. 

 

The school committee’s budget subcommittee continued the budget development process. 

During the period under review, the budget was presented to the budget subcommittee and to 

the school committee as a whole. The school committee, finance committee, and board of 

selectmen held joint meetings. During the period under review, a budget was only presented 

to the town meetings when there was consensus among those three entities. 
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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: The district’s regional agreement guided its budget development process. The 

agreement apportioned the high school budget according to the enrollments of the towns in 

the high school. The net operating costs for the grades K-8 programs were apportioned 

between the towns according to the budgeted operating costs for these programs in each 

town.  During the period under review, funding availability was the primary factor in budget 

decisions. Student performance data was considered but was not central. For example, the 

district purchased a new math textbook series in FY2001 but had to phase it in later for 

grades 5-8 due to lack of funds. 

 

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 regional agreement guided its budget development process. The 

agreement apportioned the high school budget according to the enrollments of the towns in 

the high school. The net operating costs for the grades K-8 programs were apportioned 

between towns according to the budgeted operating costs for these programs in each town.  

During the period under review, funding availability was the primary factor in budget 

decisions. Student performance data was considered but was not key. The EQA team 

reviewed the budget subcommittee minutes and the budget packet sent to administrators and 

found that the SIPs were considered in the budget process. 

 

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: During the period under review, the district allocated resources according to the 

regional agreement, which apportioned the high school budget according to the enrollments 
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of the towns in the high school. The net operating costs for the grades K-8 programs were 

apportioned between the towns according to the budgeted operating costs for these programs 

in each town. The district’s New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) 

report stated that this system ensured a dependable source of revenue. The NEASC report 

also indicated that the district’s contractual obligations increased in the past two years and 

that this decreased revenue available to enhance student learning. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district reviewed programs, initiatives, and 

activities for cost effectiveness. The regional agreement spread the costs of some program 

between the towns. For example, the district hired specialists for district-wide services and 

allocated the expense to the two towns, lessening the burden on each. The district belonged 

to a health insurance consortium to lower the costs of employees’ health insurance benefits.  

 

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: Excellent 

 
Evidence: The district’s 2003-2004 budget proposal for school year 2003-2004 was clear, 

complete, current, and understandable. The budget document contained a narrative 

“Superintendent’s Message.” It presented the document contained assessment scenarios 

based on potential state aid reductions. It contained two scenarios for consideration: a 

“maintenance” budget that maintained current programs and factored in only known 

contractual increase, and an “enhanced” budget that reflected a continuation of the district’s 

strategic plan. The document gave detailed information on the FY2002 approved budget, 

FY2002 activity, the FY2003 current budget, the FY2004 base budget, and the FY2004 

enhanced budget. The document also contained each budget (Rehoboth K-8, Dighton K-8, 

and high school) from FY1994 to FY2003. The Town presented the enrollment figures for 
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1993 to 2003. Similar information, except for the two budget scenarios, was also presented 

for the previous years under review. 

 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district exceeded the foundation budget 

requirement for professional development: by $180,931 in FY2000, $90,512 in FY2001, and 

$102,167 in FY2002. District budgets for materials, supplies, and equipment were adequate 

during the period under review. FY2004 was the first year that the financial position of the 

district was difficult. It was the first time that the district charged user fees for athletics. 

Freshman athletics were to be eliminated in 2004. The community Booster Club held 

fundraisers for these programs.  

 

8. The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s towns contributed more than 

required. The “End-of-Year Report (EOYR) Schedule 2 FY2003 Assessments Received” 

stated that Dighton contributed $1,163,838 above the minimum local contribution for Net 

School Spending expenditures, and Rehoboth contributed $277,626 above the minimum. 

Dighton’s FY2002 contribution was $566,906 over, while Rehoboth’s was $7,769 over. 

Dighton’s FY2001 contribution was $203,324 over, while Rehoboth’s was $182,660 over. 

Dighton’s FY2000 contribution was $688,533 over, while Rehoboth’s was $359,873 over. 

The district also used Excess and Deficiency (E&D) funds as a funding source during the 

period under review. The district’s EOYR E&D funds were $240,395 for FY2000, $817,938 

for FY2001, $499,415 for FY2002, and $472,791 for FY2003.  
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9. Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies.  

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: Kieliszak, Eggert and Company performed the district’s annual audits. The audits 

were completed promptly during the period under review. The FY03 audit was dated 

November 17, 2003, although a note on capital assets was dated January 30, 2004. 

 
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: Poor 

 
Evidence: The regional agreement guided changes to budget appropriations. The principals 

controlled building budgets, and changes were coordinated as needed. During the period 

under review, funding availability was the primary factor in budget decisions and changes in 

budget appropriations. Student performance data was considered but was not central. 

  

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): 

• During the period under review, student achievement data was not the key consideration in 

the district’s financial decisions. 

 

• During the period under review, there were no audit findings for year-end audits and single 

audits. 
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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: Section D of the school committee policy manual addressed financial 

management. Transfers required school committee approval only when the DOE function 

code would run a deficit. Transfers within function codes were addressed at the 

administrative level. 

 
 

2. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee received reports as needed. The budget subcommittee 

discussed the budget and reviewed reports prior to discussion by the entire school committee. 

The treasurer generated an annual report and gave it to the school committee during the 

summer.  

 

3. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: All reports were filed promptly with the state. The treasurer prepared an annual 

report and gave it to the school committee over the summer months. The communities of 

Dighton and Rehoboth required components of the treasurer’s report to be submitted to the 

town. These requirements were met during the period under review.  

 

Kieliszak, Eggert and Company performed the district’s annual audits. The audits were 

completed promptly during the period under review. The FY03 audit was dated November 

17, 2003, although a note on capital assets was dated January 30, 2004. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district used an AS400 system for purchase orders and requisitions. The 

district preferred to monitor budget management on a manual general ledger system. 

Principals and directors who had budget authority received monthly financial updates. The 

treasurer and the business office regularly reconciled their records. 

 

5. The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: The district’s regional agreement guided its budget development process and 

financial decision-making. The agreement apportioned the high school budget according to 

the enrollments of the towns in the high school. The net operating costs for the grades K-8 

programs were apportioned between the towns according to the budgeted operating costs for 

these programs in each town. During the period under review, funding availability was the 

primary factor in budget decisions. Student performance data was considered but was not 

central. 

 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district’s school business manager was a certified school business official. 

The business manager was the chief procurement officer for the district. He was not a 

certified public purchasing official. During the period under review, Kieliszak, Eggert and 

Company was the district’s auditor. The district had no management-letter findings or single-

audit findings for grants during the period under review. The district employed an 

independent treasurer during the period under review. 

 

7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district treasurer prepared a cash flow 

analysis for the purpose issuing revenue anticipation notes (RANs). The disbursement of 

state aid to the district and the assessment payment schedule of the towns of Dighton and 

Rehoboth determined the cash flow. The district did not encumber payroll for control 

procedures during the period under review. The district control procedures made a final 

adjustment to the payroll accounts in October to align them with the final hiring and 

contractual commitments. The district used spending freezes to reevaluate needs and funds 

later in the fiscal year. 

 

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 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the business office wrote, and the business 

manager coordinated all bids. The business office reviewed purchase requisitions for 

compliance with state regulations before approving them.  
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The business office and the revolving (cafeteria, athletics) account directors monitored 

special revenue revolving accounts. During the period under review, the district did not raise 

fees for school lunch because the program was self-supporting. According to the End-of-

Year Pupil and Financial report submitted by the district to the DOE, the school lunch 

revolving account had an operating surplus of $13,029 in FY2000 (revenues of $530,914 and 

expenses of $517,885), an operating surplus of $3,491 in FY2001 (revenues of $536,320 and 

expenses of $532,829), and an operating deficit of $24,620 in FY2002 (revenues of $572,647 

and expenses of $597,267). Audit reports indicated that the deficit was addressed with 

accumulated balances from previous years. In FY2003, the account had an operating surplus 

of $10,695 (revenues of $578,988 and expenses of $568,293). 

 

The district hired an outside consulting firm to monitor and track instructional assets. The 

district contracted with American Appraisal Associates (AAA) to inventory supplies, 

materials, and equipment with a value of $500.00 or more. This was done in conjunction with 

the district’s preparation for GASB No. 34 implementation. The district set a threshold of 

capital assets of $5,000 or more for GASB No. 34 purposes. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Due to recent facilities renovations, the district had no formal preventative 

maintenance program. Maintenance addressed routine cleanliness and safety. The district 

used to have a district facility manager, but the position went vacant in the 2001-2002 school 

year. According to the End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Reports for the years under review, 

operations and maintenance expenditures (function code 4000) were stable from fiscal year 

to fiscal year. Total reported expenditures were $1,944,344 for FY2000, $1,903,024 for 

FY2001, $1,980,552 for FY2002, and $2,002,335 for FY2003. These amounts represented 

10.2% of Net School Spending for FY2000, 9.3% for FY2001, 9.3% for FY2002, and 8.8% 

for FY2003. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Beginning in 1993, the district renovated all of its buildings. The district 

requested capital improvement plans from each building administrator as part of its budget 

process during the period under review. The regional high school was still under renovation 

at the time of the EQA team visit. The buildings were clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and adequate in size. 
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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). 

 
 



Appendix B: Dighton-Rehoboth’s Chptr. 70 Funding and NSS 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 2,730  13,948,210  6,393,836 6,533,149  12,926,985  12,926,985    

FY94 2,810 2.9 14,272,706 2.3 6,726,653 6,874,851 5.2 13,601,504 5.2 13,589,475 5.1 -12,029 -0.1

FY95 2,702 -3.8 13,754,008 -3.6 6,987,525 6,741,179 -1.9 13,728,704 0.9 14,129,587 4 400,883 2.9

FY96 2,759 2.1 14,334,888 4.2 7,300,943 6,985,028 3.6 14,285,971 4.1 14,290,906 1.1 4,935 0

FY97 2,837 2.8 15,118,888 5.5 7,374,946 7,343,951 5.1 14,718,897 3 15,698,196 9.8 979,299 6.7

FY98 2,929 3.2 15,867,978 5 7,977,822 7,698,615 4.8 15,676,437 6.5 16,531,633 5.3 855,196 5.5

FY99 2,945 0.5 17,654,610 11.3 8,349,292 9,007,642 17 17,356,934 10.7 17,956,330 8.6 599,396 3.5

FY00 3,022 2.6 18,166,524 2.9 8,667,865 9,745,562 8.2 18,413,427 6.1 18,955,809 5.6 542,382 2.9

FY01 3,009 -0.4 18,885,023 4 9,089,160 10,272,137 5.4 19,361,297 5.1 20,218,605 6.7 857,308 4.4

FY02 3,092 2.8 19,882,801 5.3 9,749,686 10,767,210 4.8 20,516,896 6 21,240,564 5.1 723,668 3.5

FY03 3,200 3.5 21,143,493 6.3 10,198,479 10,945,014 1.7 21,143,493 3.1 22,625,539 6.5 1,482,046 7

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 5,109 2,393 4,735   46.8 92.7 92.7 50.5           
FY94 5,079 2,447 4,836   48.2 95.3 95.2 50.6           
FY95 5,090 2,495 5,229   49 99.8 102.7 47.7           
FY96 5,196 2,532 5,180   48.7 99.7 99.7 48.9           
FY97 5,329 2,589 5,533   48.6 97.4 103.8 46.8           
FY98 5,418 2,628 5,644   48.5 98.8 104.2 46.6           
FY99 5,995 3,059 6,097   51 98.3 101.7 50.2           
FY00 6,011 3,225 6,273   53.6 101.4 104.3 51.4           
FY01 6,276 3,414 6,719   54.4 102.5 107.1 50.8           
FY02 6,430 3,482 6,870   54.2 103.2 106.8 50.7           
FY03 6,607 3,420 7,070   51.8 100 107 48.4           
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