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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in early January of 2005. During 2001-2004, it was among the ‘Low’ performing school 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2004 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
•	 New Bedford’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 65, which was based on the 2004 

MCAS results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed New Bedford 
among the ‘Low’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English 
Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 73.1, and the state 
average for EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 57, and the 
state average for MPI was 71.3. 

•	 Less than one third of all students in New Bedford attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 
MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly lower than those of students statewide on 
those tests. 

•	 Approximately one third of all students in New Bedford attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS English Language Arts (ELA) subtests, less than one third attained proficiency on the 
math subtests, and significantly less than one third attained proficiency on the science and 
technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These proportions were significantly lower than 
those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, math, and STE were also 
significantly wider than those statewide.   

•	 The percentage of students attaining proficiency on the STE subtests was significantly lower 
than that on the ELA subtests in New Bedford.  The district-wide gaps in both math and STE 
were significantly wider than that in ELA in New Bedford. 

•	 At each and every grade level, except Grade 3 Reading, the percentages of students attaining 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grade subtests in New Bedford were significantly lower than 
those on those statewide on those subtests. The gaps at each and every grade level were also 
significantly lower than those statewide.   

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2005, 83 percent of the New Bedford class of 
2005 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 92 percent of the statewide 
class of 2005. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2005, 62 percent of the New Bedford class of 
2006 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 86 percent of the statewide class 
of 2006. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 70.0 PI points in New Bedford. In math, the proficiency gap 

was 87.4 points. 

•	 For New Bedford’s students with disabilities and students with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP), the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly wider than those for all New 
Bedford students in 2004. Significantly less than one third of both students with disabilities 
and LEP students in New Bedford attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests.  These 
proportions were significantly lower than those of students with disabilities and LEP students 
statewide and of regular education students in New Bedford. 

•	 Significantly less than one third of Hispanic students in New Bedford attained proficiency on 
the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was significantly lower than that of Hispanic students 
statewide and of White students in New Bedford. 

•	 Less than one third of New Bedford’s students eligible for free or for reduced-cost lunch 
(FRL/Y), students eligible for free lunch (FL), and students eligible for reduced-cost lunch 
(RL) attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly 
lower than that of students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in New 
Bedford. 

Improvement: 
•	 On the MCAS tests, the percentage of all New Bedford students attaining proficiency was 

not significantly different in 2004 than in 2001. 

•	 In New Bedford between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 8.2 PI points, a gain in closing 
the gap of 23.4 percent. The MPI increased by 9.1 PI points, a gain in closing the gap of 17.5 
percent. 

•	 The gap between the EPI and MPI closed by 0.9 points between 2001 and 2004, for a 5.3 
percent gap. 

Equity of Improvement: 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 9.2 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in New Bedford; 

in math, it closed by 9.6 points. 

•	 For LEP students, the EPI decreased 5.8 PI points from 2002 to 2004. 

Participation and Access: 
•	 Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA, math, and STE assessments at required 

levels in New Bedford. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

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

and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on ten of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 
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•	 Since mandatory MCAS testing began, the district prioritized data analysis and assessment 
practices. 

•	 The district’s 28 schools adopted Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) to assess 
student performance and improve curriculum, instruction, and ancillary and remedial 
programs. 

•	 The district’s concern over the dropout rate in grades 9-12 prompted the formation of a 
broad-based school and community committee to review dropout statistics and find ways to 
reduce them. 

•	 A Freshman Academy Program provided a team-teaching structure in the core academic 
areas to facilitate the transition from Grade 8 to Grade 9 and to create a smaller learning 
environment to enhance student achievement with the goal of reducing retention and dropout 
rates. 

•	 The New Bedford Youth Court, the first such court in the state, let district students hold their 
peers accountable for their actions in a simulated judicial process. This juvenile diversion 
program was created to reduce the recidivism rate and to encourage students to participate 
positively in school and in the community. 

•	 The district’s teacher and administrator evaluations did not include test data. 

•	 The district used two different teacher performance evaluation forms and processes during 
the period under review, neither of which fully conformed to CMR 35.00. 

•	 The performance evaluation documents on file for the period under review were uniformly 
congratulatory and made few recommendations for improving instruction. 

•	 The teacher evaluation procedures being piloted in the district allowed a professional-status 
teacher to go up to five years with only one formal written evaluation of his or her classroom 
performance by an administrator. 

•	 Performance evaluations played no part in voluntary transfers of professional-status teachers. 
A teacher might get an unsatisfactory performance evaluation and still exercise transfer rights 
by seniority. 

•	 During the period under review, the district used student achievement data in evaluating 
programs, services, and resources, and improving student achievement as its primary goal in 
making changes. 
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•	 The district’s MCAS test scores for the period under review were flat and below the state’s 
averages in almost all areas and grade levels. 

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

‘Unsatisfactory’ five of the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 During the final two years of the period under review, New Bedford had written curriculum 
guides for grades K-12 that were aligned with the state curriculum frameworks and that 
stated what students should know and be able to do. 

•	 During the final year under review, New Bedford implemented district-wide curriculum 
benchmark tests in math and quarterly ELA and reading benchmark tests at the school level. 

•	 The district used grant and local money for math and literacy coaches at the elementary and 
middle schools to ensure the use and implementation of the curricula during the period under 
review. Schools varied in their delivery of services to special education students, one of the 
lowest performing subgroups in the district. 

•	 The district’s subgroups did not score as well on the MCAS test as students statewide in 
those subgroups or at the same level as students district-wide during the period under review. 

•	 During the period under review, ELLs did not demonstrate adequate achievement on the 
MCAS test. 

•	 The district’s teacher absence rate was higher than the statewide rate during the period under 
review. 

•	 School-based management decisions and facility issues created unbalanced educational 
opportunities and technology availability among the elementary schools. 

•	 The district had several successful programs for helping students with the transitions from 
elementary school to middle school, from middle school to high school, and to the district 
from outside. 

•	 During the final two years of the period under review, only a little more than half of a given 
Grade 9 cohort graduated as scheduled. 

•	 Higher level courses were open to all students, and students in Advanced Placement (AP) 
courses did not have to pay for their final exams. 

•	 The out-of-school suspension rates at the middle and high schools were above the state 
averages. 

•	 The Professional Development Programs were descriptive rather than tied to student 
achievement measures. 

•	 The district paid for many professional development activities with grant money. 
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Academic Support Services: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eight, ‘Poor’ on two, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the eleven performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 The New Bedford Public Schools provided academic support for those students in need of 
additional academic assistance; however, this help was inconsistent district-wide and 
dependent on outside funding. 

•	 The district accessed and analyzed data to improve instruction and student achievement, 
while offering assistance to students experiencing academic difficulties. 

•	 The district’s early intervention programs were not successful as evidenced by the district’s 
low scores in the Grade 3 MCAS Reading test. 

•	 Academic Support Programs (ASP) were in use in the district. 

•	 The majority of students who dropped out of the high school program had Individual Student 
Success Plans when they entered in freshman year. 

•	 Academic Support Programs (ASPs) were evaluated in a number of ways, but no ASP 
program had been dropped as a result of a program evaluation. 

•	 Success of ASPs on the MCAS test scores were mixed, according to internal and external 
evaluations of ASPs. 

Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on fifteen and ‘Poor’ on three of 

the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 In 2004, the New Bedford Public Schools had eight schools on the federal Department of 
Education’s “In Need of Improvement” list. The district in the aggregate was also on this list 
in both ELA and math.   

•	 There was an inconsistent interface between the District Improvement Plan (DIP) and the 
School Improvement (SIPs) early in the period under review. However, under the new 
superintendent and at the insistence of a school committee member, the district developed 
templates that it used in the final two years of the period, and this improved the connection 
between the DIP and the SIPs. 
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•	 There was limited evidence that student achievement data were the foundation of the school 
committee’s policy- and decision-making. 

•	 The district did not maintain a current school committee policy manual. The majority of the 
policies were dated 1976, and there was little evidence that the district recently reviewed or 
amended them. 

•	 A structured, contractual bidding process to fill teacher vacancies limited the principal’s 
authority under education reform. 

•	 Some teachers assigned to math, science, or special education courses were not state 
certified. 

Business and Finance: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-one and ‘Poor’ on seven of 

the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 The City of New Bedford did not meet state-mandated Net School Spending (NSS) for the 
years under review. 

•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the school department and the City had several disagreements 
regarding indirect costs. 

•	 The accuracy of the district’s financial reporting was lacking both with regard to the school 
system and in relation to the City's indirect costs. 

•	 Between FY2001 and FY2004, the New Bedford Public Schools received $378,997,786 in 
state Chapter 70 aid. 

•	 For the period under review, there was no formal or district-wide preventive maintenance 
program. 

•	 Reviews of supplemental programs for improving student achievement were not conducted 
in a timely manner. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On January 4 through 7, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier II and III examination of 

the New Bedford Public Schools for the period 2001-2004. 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 used 15 

standards. The report is based on the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site 

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

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

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

New Bedford is city located in southeastern Bristol County in southeastern Massachusetts. In 

New Bedford, education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment, 

followed by manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the city has a population of 

93,768 people and a median family income of $35,708, while the median family income in 

Massachusetts is $61,664. The city is governed by a Mayoral/City Council form of municipal 

government. There is a seven-person school committee in New Bedford. New Bedford has 28 

schools serving grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) 

figures indicate that there were 14,546 students enrolled on October 1, 2005. The 

demographic/subgroup composition in New Bedford is: 63.6 percent White, 20 Hispanic, 15.1 

percent African-American, 0.9 Asian-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 4.4 percent; 

Low-Income, 64.9 percent; and Special Education (SPED), 18.6 percent. 

For the nine-year period, FY1996 to FY2004, New Bedford did not meet the state-mandated Net 

School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid to 

New Bedford increased 51.4 percent (from $65,810,710 to $99,645,731). New Bedford’s 

Required Local Contribution increased 79.6 percent (from $10,173,828 to $18,270,583).  Since 

FY1996, New Bedford received a total of $762,613,854 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to 

raise locally $135,595,416. From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $378,997,786 and the 
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Required Local Contribution was $74,841,394. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, 

New Bedford’s foundation enrollment increased 7.0 percent and its student headcount decreased 

0.9 percent. Between FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation enrollment increased 6.1 percent and 

its student headcount decreased 0.9 percent. 

This report finds New Bedford to be a ‘Low’ performing school district, marked by student 

achievement that is ‘Moderate’ in ELA and ‘Very Low’ in math on the MCAS tests. Since 2001, 

New Bedford has demonstrated steady improvement on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores. In New 

Bedford, 29 percent of the students scored above standard on the 2004 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 2004 MCAS test, the EQA review of the New 

Bedford Public Schools’ MCAS test results (2001-2004) 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 the MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 
student subgroups? 

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

4. 	Equity of Improvement: How has the 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? 

The most current state and district MCAS test results are subjected to a series of analyses to 

determine whether there were significant differences between the mean results of district 

students and those of students statewide or between student subgroups within the district. 

Descriptive analyses of the results of the 2004 MCAS test revealed differences, some significant, 

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

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

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

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

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

grades, and subgroups. A discussion of that summary follows. 
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Assessment of the MCAS Test Results 2001-2004 

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

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Less than one third of all students in New Bedford attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 
MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly lower than those of students statewide on 
those tests. 

•	 Approximately one third of all students in New Bedford attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS English Language Arts (ELA) subtests, less than one third attained proficiency on the 
math subtests, and significantly less than one third attained proficiency on the science and 
technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These proportions were significantly lower than 
those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, math, and STE were also 
significantly wider than those statewide.   

•	 The percentage of students attaining proficiency on the STE subtests was significantly lower 
than that on the ELA subtests in New Bedford.  The district-wide gaps in both math and STE 
were significantly wider than that in ELA in New Bedford. 

•	 At each and every grade level, except Grade 3 Reading, the percentages of students attaining 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grade subtests in New Bedford were significantly lower than 
those on those statewide on those subtests. The gaps at each and every grade level were also 
significantly lower than those statewide.   
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Figures/Tables 1/A-B:  

Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2003 and 2004 

A. 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1/A-B: 
•	 On the 2003 MCAS tests, 25 percent of New Bedford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 26 percentage points lower than that of students 
in the state on those tests. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 29 percent of New Bedford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 24 percentage points lower than that of students 
statewide on those tests. 

Figure/Table 2: 

Performance by Subject 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS ELA subtests, 36 percent of New Bedford students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 27 percentage points lower than 
that of students in the state on those subtests. 

•	 On the MCAS math subtests in 2004, 25 percent of New Bedford students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 20 percentage points lower than 
that of students in the state on those subtests. 

•	 On the MCAS STE subtests, 22 percent of New Bedford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 22 percentage points lower than that 
of students in the state on those subtests and 14 percentage points lower than New Bedford 
students scored on the ELA subtests. 
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Figures/Tables 3/A-F: 

Performance by Grade 

A. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 03 Reading 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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B. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 04 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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C. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 05/08 Science 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level for the 

Science, Technology and Engineering Test 
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Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 

100 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 

20 
40 
60 
80 

100 

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

State MT H New Bedford MT H 

Advanced 17 7 
 Proficient 26 18 
 Needs Improv. 33 37
 Warning/Failing 24 38 

17 



E. 


MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 07/08 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 3/A-F: 
•	 On the MCAS Grade 4 ELA subtest, 32 percent of New Bedford students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 24 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 4 math subtest, 26 percent of New Bedford students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 17 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS grades 5 and 8 STE subtests, 10 percent of New Bedford students scored in 
the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 23 percentage 
points lower than that of students statewide on those subtests. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 6 math subtest, 25 percent of New Bedford students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 18 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 7 ELA subtest, 41 percent of New Bedford students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 28 percentage points 
lower than students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 8 math subtest, 13 percent of the New Bedford students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 26 percentage points 
lower than students statewide on that subtest and 28 percentage points lower than that on the 
Grade 7 ELA subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 10 ELA subtest, 39 percent of New Bedford students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 24 percentage points 
lower than students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 10 math subtest, 38 percent of the New Bedford students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 20 percentage points 
lower than students statewide on that subtest. 
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Figures 4A-B/Table 4: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by Grade: 

A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA) 
PI
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All Grades 84.0 73.1 71.3 57.0 70.6 54.7 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 4: 
•	 In all grades the New Bedford’s district-wide gap in ELA was 26.9 Proficiency Index (PI) 

points; statewide, the gap in ELA was 16.0 PI points. In math in all grades, the district-wide 
gap was 43.0 PI points; the statewide the gap in math was 28.7 PI points. In STE in all 
grades, the district-wide gap was 45.3 PI points; statewide, the gap in STE was 29.4 PI 
points. 

•	 In Grade 3 Reading, New Bedford’s gap was 20.6 PI points; statewide, the gap in Grade 3 
ELA was 14.5 PI points. In Grade 4 ELA, New Bedford’s gap was 29.2 PI points; statewide 
the gap in Grade 4 ELA was 18.9 PI points. In Grade 7 ELA, New Bedford’s gap was 28.3 PI 
points; statewide the gap in Grade 7 ELA was 13.6 PI points. In Grade 10 ELA, New 
Bedford’s gap was 31.6 PI points; statewide, the gap in Grade 10 ELA was 17.0 PI points. 
The district-wide ELA gap was 26.9 points. 

•	 In Grade 4 math, New Bedford’s gap was 34.3 PI points; statewide, the gap in Grade 4 math 
was 26.0 PI points. In Grade 6 math, New Bedford’s gap was 44.8 PI points; statewide the 
gap in Grade 6 math was 31.6 PI points. In Grade 8 math, New Bedford’s gap was 54.8 PI 
points; statewide the gap in Grade 8 math was 34.8 PI points. In Grade 10 math, New 
Bedford’s gap was 35.4 PI points; statewide the gap in Grade 10 math was 21.4 PI points. 
The district-wide math gap was 43.0 points. 

•	 In Grade 5 STE, New Bedford’s gap was 30.0 PI points; statewide the gap in Grade 5 STE 
was 21.3 PI points. In Grade 8 STE, New Bedford’s gap was 59.8 PI points; statewide the 
gap in Grade 5 STE was 37.2 PI points. The district-wide STE gap was 45.3 PI points. 

21




Figures/Tables 5/A-B:  

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by School 

A. 
ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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A NEW BEDFORD DISTRICT 73.1 57.0 
B ABRAHAM LINCOLN 68.8 65.9 
C ALFRED J. GOMES 71.1 61.1 
D BETSEY B. WINSLOW 80.6 61.0 
E CASMIR PULASKI 76.5 72.4 
F CHARLES S. ASHLEY 75.9 66.9 
G ELIZABETH CARTER BRO. 79.2 65.1 
H ELLEN R HATHAWAY 84.3 70.1 
I ELWYN G. CAMPBELL 72.9 60.4 
J GEORGE H. DUNBAR 70.0 40.5 
K HAYDEN/MCFADDEN 66.7 58.8 
L HORATIO A. KEMPTON 78.4 66.7 
M JAMES B. CONGDON 80.1 69.6 
N JIREH SWIFT 75.7 66.2 
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B. 

ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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J ROOSEVELT MIDDLE SCH 75.1 52.0 
K SARAH D. OTTIWELL 68.2 59.4 
L SGT WM H CARNEY ACAD 75.9 63.3 
M THOMAS R. RODMAN 67.5 64.2 
N WEST SIDE JR-SR HS 17.9 21.7 
O WILLIAM H. TAYLOR 80.7 70.8 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 5/A-B: 

•	 New Bedford’s district-wide gap in ELA was 26.9 PI points; at Ellen Hathaway School, this 
gap was 15.7 points, at DeValles School it was 13.0 points, and at West Side Jr.-Sr. High 
School, it was 82.1 PI points.    

•	 In math, New Bedford’s district-wide general gap was 43.0 PI points; at Pulaski School it 
was 27.6, at Dunbar 59.5, at DeValles 25.6, and at West Side Jr.-Sr. High School 78.3 PI 
points. 

•	 New Bedford’s district-wide gap between the EPI and MPI was 16.1 PI points; at Lincoln 
this gap was 2.9 points, at Gomes, 10.0 points, at Pulaski 4.1 points, at Ashley 9.0 points, at 
Dunbar, this gap was 29.5 points, at Hayden/McFadden 7.9 points, at Swift 9.5 points, at 
Keith Middle School 24.5 points, at New Bedford High 3.8 points, at Normandin Middle 
23.7, at Phillips Avenue 4.4 points, at Roosevelt Middle School 23.1 points, at Ottiwell 8.8 
points, at Rodman 3.3 points, and at Taylor 9.9 points. At West Side Junior-Senior where the 
gap is 3.8, the EPI is lower than the MPI.   

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

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 70.0 PI points in New Bedford. In math, the proficiency gap 
was 87.4 points. 

•	 For New Bedford’s students with disabilities and students with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP), the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly wider than those for all New 
Bedford students in 2004. Significantly less than one third of both students with disabilities 
and LEP students in New Bedford attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These 
proportions were significantly lower than those of students with disabilities and LEP students 
statewide and of regular education students in New Bedford. 

•	 Significantly less than one third of Hispanic students in New Bedford attained proficiency on 
the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was significantly lower than that of Hispanic students 
statewide and of White students in New Bedford. 

•	 Less than one third of New Bedford’s students eligible for free or for reduced-cost lunch 
(FRL/Y), students eligible for free lunch (FL), and students eligible for reduced-cost lunch 
(RL) attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly 
lower than that of students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in New 
Bedford. 
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Figure/Table 6: 


Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, and Race
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

•	 In New Bedford, the gap in 2004 ELA was 26.9 PI points for all students; for students with 
disabilities this gap was 44.6 points, and for LEP students 53.1 points. The gap in math was 
43.0 points for all students; for students with disabilities this gap was 63.7 points and for LEP 
students it was 65.2 points in New Bedford in 2004. 

•	 The span between the highest and lowest ELA performance ratings for a subgroup was 32.6 
points in New Bedford in 2004. In math, this subgroup span was 30.5 points. The average of 
the differences between the 2004 ELA performance rating of the highest-scoring subgroup 
and those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 10.5 points in 
New Bedford. In math, this average subgroup gap was 13.9 points. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 70.0 PI points in New Bedford. In math, the proficiency gap 
was 87.4 points. 

Figures/Table 7/A-D:  

Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 
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C. 
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Analysis of Figures 7/A-D: 

•	 In New Bedford in 2004, significantly more than two thirds of all students were in regular 
education, two thirds were White, and two thirds were eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch 
(FRL/Y). 
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Figure /Table 8: 
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Advanced 19 6 3 0 3 0 
Proficient 42 28 18 7 14 4 

Needs Improv. 30 45 41 39 38 35 
Warning/Failing 9 20 38 54 44 61 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 7 percent of the students with disabilities in New Bedford scored in 
the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 14 percentage points lower 
than that of students with disabilities statewide and 27 percentage points lower than that of 
New Bedford regular education students 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 4 percent of the LEP students in New Bedford scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 13 percentage points lower than 
that of LEP students statewide and 30 percentage points lower than that of New Bedford 
regular education students. 
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Figure /Table 9: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Race, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students at each proficiency level by Race 

80 
60 
40 
20 
0 

20 
40 
60 
80 

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

100 

100 

State Afr- New State New State White New 
Amer Bedford Hispanic Bedford Bedford 

Afr-Amer Hispanic White 

Advanced 4 3 4 1 18 6 
Proficient 24 20 20 14 41 28 

Needs Improv. 41 44 40 46 31 44 
Warning/Failing 31 33 37 39 10 22 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 15 percent of the Hispanic students in New Bedford scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 9 percentage points lower than 
that of Hispanic students statewide and 19 percentage points lower than that of White 
students in New Bedford. 
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Figure /Table 10: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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FRL(Y) FRL(N) 

Advanced 4 3 20 9 
Proficient 24 20 42 32 

Needs Improv. 42 46 29 40 
Warning/Failing 30 31 9 18 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 23 percent of the FRL/Y students in New Bedford scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 18 percentage points lower than 
that of FRL/N students in New Bedford. 
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Figure /Table 11: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each Free Lunch 

Subcategory 

80 
60 
40 
20 

0 
20 
40 
60 
80 

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

100 

100 
   

  A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

St at e FRL New St at e Free New St at e New 
No Bedford Bedford Reduced Bedford 

FRL No Free Reduced 

Advanced 20 9 4 3 7 3 
Proficient 42 32 22 19 30 23 

Needs Improv. 29 40 42 46 42 47 
Warning/Failing 9 18 32 32 22 27 

Analysis of Figure/Table 11: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 22 percent of the FL students in New Bedford scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 19 percentage points lower than 
that of FRL/N students in New Bedford. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 26 percent of the RL students in New Bedford scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 15 percentage points lower than 
that of FRL/N students in New Bedford. 
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3.	 Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for all students in the district changed 

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

•	 On the MCAS tests, the percentage of all New Bedford students attaining proficiency was 
not significantly different in 2004 than in 2001. 

•	 In New Bedford between 2001 and 2004, the ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) increased by 8.2 
PI points, a gain in closing the gap of 23.4 percent. The Math Proficiency Index (MPI) 
increased by 9.1 PI points, a gain in closing the gap of 17.5 percent. 

•	 The gap between the EPI and MPI closed by 0.9 points between 2001 and 2004, for a 5.3 
percent gap. 

Figure/Table 12: 

Student MCAS Test Performance, 2001-2004 

MCAS 2001 - 2004 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Proficient 20 21 22 24 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 12: 
•	 The percentage of New Bedford students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories on the MCAS test was 7 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. 

•	 The percentage of New Bedford students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 
2004 MCAS tests in 2004 was 8 percentage points lower than in 2001. 

Figure/Table 13: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 
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Trend Data MCAS, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 (detail) 

ELA Math 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 1.5% 1.7% 2.2% 2.4% 2.8% 3.1% 3.8% 6.6% 
Proficient 28.7% 30.9% 31.5% 33.9% 11.4% 13.3% 14.9% 17.5% 

Needs Improvement 46.7% 47.1% 48.1% 47.8% 38.7% 35.2% 39.7% 41.5% 
Warning/Failing 23.2% 20.4% 18.2% 15.8% 47.1% 48.4% 41.6% 34.4% 

Analysis of Figure/Table 13: 
•	 In New Bedford between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 8.2 PI points. The MPI 

increased by 9.1 PI points between 2001 and 2004 in New Bedford. 

•	 The gap between ELA and math performance ratings closed by 0.9 points 

•	 In math, the percentage of New Bedford students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the MCAS subtests was 9.9 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. 
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4.	 Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 9.2 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in New Bedford; 

in math, it closed by 9.6 points. 

•	 For LEP students, the EPI decreased 5.8 PI points from 2002 to 2004. 

Figures 14/A-D/Table 14: 


Improvement in Student MCAS Test Performance by Subgroup


NOTE: In the following graphs, the bars represent the individual district’s performance; 
the dots represent the performance of all the schools in the state. 
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Analysis of Figures 14/A-D/Table 14: 
•	 In New Bedford, the gap in ELA for all students closed by 6.5 PI points between 2002 and 

2004. In math, the gap closed by 9.6 PI points.  

•	 For LEP students, the EPI decreased 5.8 PI points from 2002 to 2004. 

•	 The subgroup span closed by 0.9 PI points in ELA and widened by 1.1 points in math 
between 2002 and 2004 in New Bedford. The average gap closed by 1.8 PI points in ELA 
and closed by 1.2 points in math in New Bedford between 2002 and 2004. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 9.2 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in New Bedford; 
in math, it closed by 9.6 points. 

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

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA, math, and STE assessments at required 

levels in New Bedford. 

Table 15: 

Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area

 ELA Math STE 
NTO 2.6% 2.4% 1.7% 

T 96.6% 96.9% 98.2% 
ALT 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
NTM 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 
NTA 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 

Analysis of Table 15: 
•	 In New Bedford, the 96.6 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA subtest 

was 1.6 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In New Bedford, the 96.9 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math subtest 
was 1.9 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In New Bedford, the 98.2 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS STE subtest 
was 3.2 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values 

1. N-Values by Grade 

YEAR GRADE ELA Math STE 
2001 Grade 03 1,198 0 0 

 Grade 04 1,160 1,168 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 1,205 0 
 Grade 07 1,117 0 0 
 Grade 08 1,036 1,070 0 
 Grade 10 624 659 0 
 All Grades 5,135 4,102 0 

2002 Grade 03 0 0 0 
 Grade 04 1,205 1,204 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 1,250 0 
 Grade 07 1,167 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 1,164 0 
 Grade 10 697 701 0 
 All Grades 3,069 4,319 0 

2003 Grade 03 1,262 0 0 
 Grade 04 1,171 1,182 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 1,104 0 
 Grade 07 1,186 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 1,178 0 
 Grade 10 741 735 0 
 All Grades 4,360 4,199 0 

2004 Grade 03 1,173 0 0 
Grade 04 1,201 1,204 0 
Grade 05 0 0 1,111 
Grade 06 0 1,099 0 
Grade 07 1,074 0 0 
Grade 08 0 1,172 1,175 
Grade 10 716 711 0 

All Grades 4,164 4,186 2,286 
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2. N-Values by Subgroup/Level 

ELA Math STE 
New Bedford ALL LEVELS 4164 4186 2286 
New Bedford Advanced 72 275 100 

 Proficient 1,590 732 419 
 Needs Improv 1,938 1,739 855 
 Warning/Failing 564 1,440 912 

Regular Advanced 71 271 96 
 Proficient 1,462 703 385 
 Needs Improv 1,570 1,501 729 
 Warning/Failing 296 946 651 

Disability Advanced 1 4 4 
 Proficient 115 26 32 
 Needs Improv 335 209 116 
 Warning/Failing 226 432 226 

LEP Advanced 0 0 0 
 Proficient 13 3 2 
 Needs Improv 33 29 10 
 Warning/Failing 42 62 35 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 15 104 46 
 Proficient 902 359 211 
 Needs Improv 1,351 1,131 564 
 Warning/Failing 432 1,058 668 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 57 171 53 
 Proficient 684 373 205 
 Needs Improv 585 603 289 
 Warning/Failing 126 376 242 
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3. N-Values by Race/Level 

ELA Math STE 
New Bedford ALL LEVELS 4164 4186 2286 

Advanced 72 275 100 
 Proficient 1,590 732 419 
 Needs Improv 1,938 1,739 855 
 Warning/Failing 564 1,440 912 

African-American Advanced 7 32 13 
 Proficient 236 97 42 
 Needs Improv 328 279 152 
 Warning/Failing 111 305 177 

Asian-American Advanced 1 5 1 
 Proficient 12 10 9 
 Needs Improv 12 12 6 
 Warning/Failing 1 3 3 

Hispanic Advanced 2 15 5 
 Proficient 206 68 43 
 Needs Improv 414 281 142 
 Warning/Failing 154 357 207 

Native-American Advanced 0 0 1 
 Proficient 3 1 0 
 Needs Improv 4 1 0 
 Warning/Failing 2 4 3 

White Advanced 62 223 80 
 Proficient 1,133 556 323 
 Needs Improv 1,179 1,163 555 
 Warning/Failing 293 765 519 

4. N-values by year:

 2001 2002 2003 2004 
171 185 229 347 Advanced 

1,599 1,521 1,599 1,747 Proficient 
3,425 2,967 3,159 3,170 Needs Improvement 
2,844 2,715 2,310 1,913 Warning/Failing 

Total 8,039 7,388 7,297 7,177 
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5. N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status:

 ELA Math STE 
T. Disability 673 671 378 
T. Regular 3,391 3,421 1,861 

T.LEP 88 94 47 
NTM. Disability 3 3 2 
NTM. Regular 4 2 0 

NTM.LEP 1 1 0 
NTO. Disability 34 35 16 
NTO. Regular 38 23 0 

NTO.LEP 41 47 23 
NTA. Disability 0 3 0 
NTA. Regular 4 12 1 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 

ALT = Alt. Assessment 

Notes: 
In 2004, for State vs. District performance charts, only data from ELA and math tests for grades 3 through 10 was 
included unless otherwise noted. For Proficiency Indicator charts, Grade 3 was included. Grade 3 does not include 
an ‘Advanced’ level and would therefore skew aggregated proficiency level charts. Subgroup inclusion was based 
on the number of students in a district and the number of schools in a district.  To be included, a subgroup must have 
at least 10 times the number of schools in the district to be considered reportable. For example, in a school district 
with four schools, only subgroup categories with 40 or more students from that district in that category were 
included. These results include only Students with test status of Tested, ALT, or NTA with a Scaled Score <> 200 
unless otherwise noted. 

In calculation for EPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 3, Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 

In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 4, Gr. 6, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
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Part III: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation

 Standards  
Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 
Excellent 

 Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Satisfactory 1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

5 
0 

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

S2 - Participation 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

4 
0 

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

S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel 
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 N/A 2 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unsatisfactory 

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, & 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 

Excellent 
Resource Acquisition 

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

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: For the period of time under examination, district and 

building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments and teachers regularly 

assessed the performance of their students relative to state and local student performance 

standards, and analyzed aggregate and individual assessment results to improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 Since mandatory MCAS testing began, the district prioritized data analysis and assessment 

practices. 

•	 The district’s 28 schools adopted Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) to assess 
student performance and improve curriculum, instruction, and ancillary and remedial 
programs. 
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Indicators: 
1. 	 The district utilized assessment policies and practices that resulted in the formal, regular 

evaluation of student assessment results. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s policy manual indicated that the focus of education demanded a 

continuous analysis of the direction and priorities of the curriculum and that the school 

committee would encourage and support the professional staff’s efforts to investigate new 

curricular ideas, improve programs, and evaluate results. According to district documentation, in 

addition to the MCAS test, the district administered eight tests to regular education students, four 

in its Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) program, and several to special education students. 

District administrators indicated that principals were responsible for administering the MCAS 

test and analyzing the results at their schools. However, the district had no written assessment 

procedures until the 2004-2005 school year. 

During the last two years of the period under review, all 28 schools used Performance 

Improvement Mapping (PIM). The Department of Education (DOE) provided initial and on

going PIM training for principals and teachers. District administrators said that the district began 

PIM only after one of the schools was declared underperforming. Administrators said that a 

major PIM focus was analyzing the MCAS test data for the district and its schools, which led to 

recommendations for improving student achievement. Administrators said that locally developed 

benchmarks and expectation cards were additional means for teachers and parents to assess 

student achievement. 

2. In order to improve achievement for all students, the district used aggregated and disaggregated 

assessment scores to assess student progress for all populations. This resulted in equitable, 

sustained improvement in student performance across all subgroups, as indicated by student 

assessment trend data. 

Rating: Poor 

43 



Evidence: District administrators said that the district analyzed aggregate MCAS test data more 

than subgroup data during the period under review. District students in the aggregate made 

adequate yearly progress (AYP) in both English Language Arts (ELA) and math in 2003-2004. 

However, special education students and Hispanic students did not make AYP in either subject, 

and White students did not make AYP in ELA. Administrators said that the mid-cycle 2004 

report from DOE made it evident that the district needed to pay more attention to analyzing 

disaggregated data. They said that each school could use TestWiz and that the district offered 

ongoing professional development in data analysis to both principals and teachers. District 

administrators said that teachers, the school support specialists, the academic coaches, and the 

principals participated in data analysis through PIM. DOE data showed that the percentage of 

district students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on the MCAS subtests in 

ELA and math were lower than the statewide percentages at every tested grade level in 2004. 

3. 	District and building administrators carefully and accurately implemented the “Principles of Test 

Administration” in their jurisdictions and provided 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. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District administrators said that the principals were responsible for MCAS test 

administration. They reported that principals followed the DOE manual for MCAS test 

administration verbatim, and that the district never had a test-taking variance to report. 

Principals’ parents letters that listed MCAS testing dates and participation requirements and gave 

helpful hints to enhance student performance. The letters were written in three languages: 

English, Portuguese, and Spanish. The district documented Grade 10 MCAS test data and 

information on re-tests on a DOE report form for the high school and the adult diploma site. The 

appropriate administrators signed the document as required by the DOE. The DOE 2004 AYP 

Report for the district and district administrators indicated that participation on the MCAS test 

met expectations, both in the aggregate and for subgroups. 
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4. 	 In addition to the MCAS, the district regularly employed the use of standardized tests, local 

benchmarks, or other assessments to measure the progress of all student populations at regular 

intervals and used these results to measure the effectiveness of achieving district objectives for 

student learning. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district administered the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 

(DIBELS) in grades K-3 along with SRA unit tests as needed. The district also administered the 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) as a benchmark test in grades 1-5. The district 

administered a locally-developed writing test in grades 3 and 4. The district developed and tested 

quarterly ELA benchmarks in grades 5-8. The district administered the Stanford Achievement 

Test in grades 2-10 during two years of the period under review, but district administrators said 

that the district discontinued it because its results did not correlate with the MCAS test results. 

The district administered the Iowa Test in math to Grade 7 to inform their placement in courses 

such as honors algebra. In 2002-2003, the district piloted quarterly math tests at most grade 

levels. High school students could take the PSAT, the SAT, and the ACT. In spring 2004, the 

district received the Massachusetts Insight Educator’s Academic Benchmarking Audit Report. 

Finding 11 stated that the district was long on data but short on effective, usable analysis. 

However, the report found that the district was making good progress by using PIMS and that 

teachers were beginning to view the use of data positively. 

5.	 The district engaged in a formal, documented annual review of student assessment data to 

reallocate staff and prioritize resource distribution to improve achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District administrators stressed that the central office leadership team and the 

principals reviewed the results of the MCAS test and other standardized tests annually. The 

district’s testing file enumerated district and school trends on the MCAS test and included 

district item analyses for the whole period under review. Data from the MCAS ELA subtest led 

the district to prioritize a standardized literacy program. The district discontinued the Silver 
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Burdett Ginn reading series in favor of Rigby Training, the addition of literacy coaches, and the 

Open Court Reading Program for grades K-5. The district trained teachers in this program. 

Interviewees said that the district adopted the Prentice-Hall Connected Mathematics Project 

(CMP) for grades 6-8 after reviewing MCAS math test scores. The purchase order for the two 

programs indicated an expenditure of $1,370,540 requisitioned June 11, 2003. The district’s 

procedures for program adoption involved teacher review of the materials and formal school 

committee approval. Interviewees indicated that these two programs would benefit subgroups as 

well as students in the aggregate in both literacy and math. District administrators said that 

setting reasonable class size was a priority. The goal at the elementary schools was less than 20 

students per class, budget permitting. Teachers said that some higher class sizes were a concern 

at the elementary and high schools. 

6. The district and each of its schools disseminated assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: After receiving the year’s MCAS test results, the district’s central office 

administrative team and the principals met with the superintendent. They first analyzed district 

scores for trends. Principals then presented school and district trend data at faculty meetings. The 

district offered principals and teachers training in data analysis through PIM-related professional 

development and department and faculty meetings. School leadership teams consisted of 

teachers, school support specialists, and academic coaches. They met regularly to review MCAS 

test data. Action plans were developed to improve student achievement, and appropriate 

curriculum modifications were implemented. District administrators said that the district and 

each of its schools embraced PIM as a conduit for distributing data analysis and giving staff 

feedback on curriculum initiatives. 

7. 	 Assessment trend data indicated that classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations 

for students were consistently linked with the learning standards articulated in the State 

Curriculum Frameworks. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: District documents indicated that, during the period under review, the district 

reviewed aggregate MCAS test data, identified and tracked district trends, and conducted district 

item analyses. The same documents listed weak content areas and annotated them by state 

curriculum framework strand and learning standard. New Bedford’s 2004 Massachusetts Insight 

Educator’s Academic Benchmarking Audit found that the district was long on data, but short on 

effective, usable analysis and recommended that the district focus on applying test data rather 

than simply collecting them. Some principals said they did not receive a copy of the full report. 

Administrators and teachers said that the district developed classroom expectation cards that 

were based on the district’s curriculum guides as aligned with the state frameworks. The 

expectation cards gave teachers and parents' coverage guidelines for the periodic assessment of 

student achievement related to the state curriculum frameworks. 

Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: For the period of time under examination, the district and all 

of its schools had policies, procedures, and practices that met federal and state participation and 

attendance standards. Data on participation in state and local tests were monitored and assessed 

to ensure participation and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 The district’s concern over the dropout rate in grades 9-12 prompted the formation of a 

broad-based school and community committee to review dropout statistics and find ways to 
reduce them. 

•	 A Freshman Academy Program provided a team-teaching structure in the core academic 
areas to facilitate the transition from Grade 8 to Grade 9 and to create a smaller learning 
environment to enhance student achievement with the goal of reducing retention and dropout 
rates. 

•	 The New Bedford Youth Court, the first such court in the state, let district students hold their 
peers accountable for their actions in a simulated judicial process. This juvenile diversion 
program was created to reduce the recidivism rate and to encourage students to participate 
positively in school and in the community. 
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Indicators: 
1. 	 The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in use that required all 

students to participate in all mandatory and appropriate assessments that resulted in a two- or 

three-year average participation rate of 95% in the state assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The DOE 2004 AYP Data report indicated that the district exceeded the 95 percent 

participation target both in the aggregate group and for all subgroups in both ELA and math. 

District administrators indicated that the district used letters to parents, newspaper articles, and 

cable television to encourage students to take the MCAS test. Letters to parents were written in 

English, Portuguese, and Spanish. 

2. The district and each of its schools had systems in use that required all students to participate in 

district and school-based assessment programs or benchmarks. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district required students to take the tests that it 

administered to measure achievement. During the 2002-2003 school year, the district piloted 

quarterly math tests in most grades. In most grades, writing tests were part of the district’s ELA 

curriculum for the entire period under review. There were also district benchmarks in ELA and 

math that served teachers and parents as coverage guides related to the state curriculum 

frameworks. The district administered the Stanford and Iowa Achievement tests to gather student 

achievement data in core academic areas and help place Grade 8 students in math courses. The 

district also used the DIBELS, the SRA unit tests, and the DRA in grades 1-5. Student 

handbooks and parent newsletters, written in English, Portuguese, and Spanish, informed parents 

about the district’s testing programs. High school guidance counselors used guidance bulletins, 

parent newsletters and the High School Program of Studies to keep students and parents 

informed of what tests were required for application to four- and two-year colleges and 

universities. The high school’s television studio program also disseminated pertinent test 

information. The 2003-2004 promotion policy listed grade-level expectations for grades K-6. 

The policy indicated that students in the bilingual education program had to meet promotion 
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guidelines for passing grades in ELA and math as well as specific achievement levels on the 

DRA. Students in Grade 9 had to pass ELA and math as a requirement to advance to Grade 10. 

3. 	The district maintained clear and accurate records on student waivers for LEP and ALT status for 

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: LEP students who entered the district after less than three years in the United States 

received waivers. The district’s records on LEP and alternative testing (ALT) waivers for the 

period under review were well organized and complete and included a copy of the required DOE 

report for ALT status and a copy of the Parent/Guardian Report. The director of the SEI program 

followed DOE requirements in administering the MCAS test to LEP students. The DOE 2004 

AYP report indicated that 98 percent of the district’s LEP students took the MCAS ELA subtest 

and that 99 percent took the math subtest; 99 percent of the district’s special education students 

participated in each subtest. 

4. 	 The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in place that required all 

students to attend school, and these systems were actively implemented and resulted in a student 

attendance rate of 93% or higher. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: A DOE District Attendance Report for 2004 indicated that attendance ranged from a 

low of 86.1 percent in grades 9 and 11 to a high of 95.9 percent in Grade 3. Six grades met the 

state target of an attendance rate of 93 percent or higher, and eight did not. The DOE report 

indicated that district’s aggregate attendance was 89.4 percent in 2002, 91.3 percent in 2003, and 

92.5 percent in 2004. In 2004, the school committee approved a change to the district’s 

attendance policy, requiring from 95 percent attendance instead of 90 percent. The student 

handbook and parent newsletters listed this requirement. The district used a locally developed 

software to record student attendance. The program allowed principals and assistant principals to 

review student attendance daily. The district also had a process for monitoring student attendance 

monthly. During the on-site visit, district administrators distributed a bar graph comparing 

aggregate attendance in grades 1-12 from September 2003 to November 2004. With the 
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exception of Grade 3, all grades showed improvement in 2004. The DOE 2004 District 

Attendance Report indicated that 25.6 percent of students were chronically absent in 2002, 28.2 

percent were in 2003, and 24 percent were in 2004. Chronic absence was defined as absence 

more than 10 percent of the days in the school year. District administrators said that school-day 

vacations and students placed in outside medical or therapeutic facilities affected the 

computation of student absenteeism. During one year of the period under review, the district 

reclaimed approximately 2,000 days for students in outside facilities. 

5.	 The district and its schools had and enforced, when necessary, clear consequences for students 

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district employed nine attendance officers to investigate and monitor cases of 

high school student absence. Principals, teachers, guidance counselors, and school psychologists 

referred cases to the attendance officers. One attendance officer was assigned to process the 

district’s Child In Need of Services (CHINS) petitions related to chronic absenteeism. Parents 

and guardians were involved in the court referral process. In fall 2002, the New Bedford Youth 

Court was established to train youth volunteers in aspects of court procedures and in the roles of 

prosecuting and defense attorney, bailiff, clerk, and jury. School personnel, police officers, and 

attendance officers referred cases to the youth court. The youth court was an alternative to formal 

court prosecution for first-time offenders. The court was the first in Massachusetts and proved a 

successful peer juvenile diversion program for New Bedford students. The district maintained 

annual data on sanctions, community service, age, grade level, gender, and school referral. The 

youth court promoted students’ accountability for their actions. District administrators saw the 

youth court as a resource to enhance student attendance. 

6. 	The district maintained and used accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and 

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently analyzed these records to improve 

participation, involvement, and achievement for all students. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: The district used locally developed software to maintain records on student 

attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts. These records were available to school 

administrators and guidance personnel for review by individual students. The DOE Directory 

Profile of the New Bedford School District for 2002-2003 indicated rates that the district’s 

dropout rate in grades 9-12, its average number of days absent, its in-school suspension rate, and 

its retention rate were all above the state averages. The district’s dropout rate for grades 9-12 was 

9.3 percent, compared to the statewide rate of 3.3 percent. Data on Grade 9 enrollment in 

October of each year under review showed that the number of students in each Grade 9 cohort 

decreased by about 40 percent by Grade 12. District administrators gave the EQA team a report 

showing that the graduation rate for the class of 2004 was 53 percent. A community newspaper 

article listed the cohort graduation rate for the class of 2002 at 65 percent. The article cited the 

superintendent’s goal of an 85 percent graduation rate by 2009. A district administrator said that 

in past years, before the period under review, the dropout rate for grades 9-12 was as high as 13 

percent. 

7. 	The district maintained and used clear and accurate program and individual records of all English 

language learners (ELLs) to improve student performance during the period under examination. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The DOE’s 2003-2004 Enrollment Indicator Report indicated that LEP students made 

up three percent of the district’s enrollment; the statewide rate was five percent. The district’s 

January 2004 enrollment data indicated that 72 percent of the district’s LEP students were in the 

SEI program, eight percent were in special education, and 20 percent were making the transition 

to the mainstream classroom. DOE data indicated that 67 percent of the district’s LEP students 

took the MCAS test in 2004. The data also showed that, of all the district’s subgroups, LEP 

students had the lowest MCAS test Proficiency Index (PI) in both ELA and math that year. 

During the final two years of the period under review, the district created a central registration 

office as a parent resource center for all students in grades PreK-6 and for PreK-12 bilingual 

registration. A community-school liaison reviewed all health records and communicated with 

day care centers. During the 2003-2004 school year, the district added the position of Director of 

SEI and set a goal of testing all English Language Learners (ELLs) who were leaving the SEI 

program in accordance with state guidelines. 
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Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESS/PERSONNEL: For the period of time under 

examination, the district used student assessment data in its development, implementation, 

evaluation, and analysis of school and district personnel. The evaluation process focused on 

accountability for administrators, teachers, and instructional support staff, and one of the goals of 

the process was the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 The district’s teacher and administrator evaluations did not include test data. 

•	 The district used two different teacher performance evaluation forms and processes during 
the period under review, neither of which fully conformed to CMR 35.00. 

•	 The performance evaluation documents on file for the period under review were uniformly 
congratulatory and made few recommendations for improving instruction. 

•	 The teacher evaluation procedures being piloted in the district allowed a professional-status 
teacher to go up to five years with only one formal written evaluation of his or her classroom 
performance by an administrator. 

•	 Performance evaluations played no part in voluntary transfers of professional-status teachers. 
A teacher might get an unsatisfactory performance evaluation and still exercise transfer rights 
by seniority. 

Indicators: 

1. The district and each of its schools implemented systems for the evaluation of personnel 

performance that were linked to student achievement data and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA team reviewed 288 teacher evaluations in 144 personnel files and 158 

administrator evaluations in 79 personnel files. The administrator evaluations included teachers 

assigned to administrative duties. None specifically referred to student achievement data. Only 

four percent of each type of evaluations made recommendations for improving performance. All 
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evaluations were stand-alone documents that did not address past or future years. All were 

signed by both parties, and all rated the person evaluated as satisfactory. 

2. The district utilized evaluation procedures	 for administrators that were aligned with the 

requirements of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s evaluations of teachers and administrators were not in full compliance 

with CMR 35.00 during the period under review. The district used several different evaluation 

forms for administrators during this period, including checklists, conference reports, vocational 

and occupational evaluation forms, and others. Of the evaluations reviewed, 18 percent were 

aligned with CMR 35.00. These were for principals, and only for the 2003-2004 school year. 

Though each administrator was supposed to be evaluated in each of the years under review, 14 of 

the 79 personnel files reviewed had no evaluation or were missing evaluations because the file 

belonged to an administrator in the first year of his or her position. The current unit B contract 

referred to CMR 35.00 and cited a need to develop new performance evaluation procedures. 

3. The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for administrators was informative, 

instructive, and used to promote individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Only four percent of the administrator evaluations made recommendations for 

improving performance. Most evaluations were descriptive, but the variation in form and content 

during for the period under review was not organized to promote either individual professional 

growth or overall effectiveness. Nevertheless, all evaluations were rated ‘satisfactory.’ Some 

referred to overall effectiveness during the period of the evaluation, but only the principal 

evaluations that were done by the current superintendent for the 2003-2004 school year 

commented on performance effectiveness. 

4. Administrators in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their yearly 

evaluations. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: With the exception of the principal evaluations for 2003-2004, administrator 

evaluations for the period under review did not mention test scores or hold administrators 

accountable for them. The 2003-2004 principal evaluations, signed by the current superintendent, 

specifically referred to the School Improvement Plans (SIPs) and to school AYP outcomes or 

MCAS test data. However, no evaluation sanctioned an administrator or held him or her 

accountable for MCAS test scores. During the final year of the period under review, the 

superintendent introduced his Ten Points of Evidence on which he measured principals’ 

performance. The principals’ 2003-2004 employment contracts referred to SIP outcomes and 

AYP. The unit B contract’s criteria for administrative performance evaluation did not include 

student achievement measures. 

5. 	The district utilized an evaluation procedure for teachers that was aligned with the requirements 

of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district used two different teacher performance evaluation forms and processes 

during the period under review: one from 2001 to 2003 and the other during the 2003-2004 

school year. Each had its own forms and calendar. The first, established by the school committee 

in 1976 and never amended, required an annual evaluation for “tenured” teachers and two annual 

evaluations for “non-tenured” teachers. No DOE approval letter was on file for this policy. 

Administrators and clerical staff who were employed when school reform was passed 

remembered that the superintendent had only to send a letter to the DOE certifying that the 

evaluation policy then in place for certified staff was in compliance with CMR 35.00. Such a 

letter could not be found. There was no record of a school committee public hearing on teacher 

professional standards, although CMR 35.04 (1) required such a review. The teachers’ collective 

bargaining contract for 1998-2001 acknowledged the existence of MGL Ch. 71, §38 and its 

required professional standards for teachers. The 2001-2002 agreement required forming a 

committee to shape a new evaluation procedures. The following agreement set deadlines for 

meetings for developing these procedures. According to administrators and union officials, the 

district piloted its new procedures in 2003. The new procedures rewrote the district’s 

professional standards for teachers, but the school committee did not hold a public hearing as 
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required by CMR 35.04 (1) to approve the new standards. The new procedures used CMR 35.00 

as a backdrop but abandoned the annual evaluation for professional-status teachers in favor of a 

three-year cycle during which there would be a “self-initiated” activity and a “year of reflection” 

for the teacher would receive professional development points. The EQA team reviewed the 

documents submitted by teachers as their annual evaluation (validated by supervisors) in these 

two areas. There was unanimous agreement that these two substitutes for formal evaluation bore 

no relationship in form, activity, or function to the formal observation process required by CMR 

35.00. In essence, the new procedures did not meet CMR 35.00’s required rhythm or rigor. 

Under the new district policy, a New Bedford teacher could go 12 years with only three formal 

observations and evaluations; CMR 35.00 required six years. Shortcuts had even been 

incorporated into the new form for formal observation. The form did not include CMR 

descriptors, and the form joined crucial major categories of effective teaching with other lesser 

categories, reducing them all in relative priority. For example, “Teaching Effectiveness” was a 

separate category in CMR 35.00, but the district’s evaluation form reduced to a sub-text together 

with “planning and assessment.” The form instructed the evaluator to look for “an appreciation 

for effective instruction as defined in standards 2 and 4 of the New Bedford Standards of 

Evaluation.” However, the evaluation documents that the EQA team reviewed held scant 

evidence that these teachers or evaluators even considered these “teaching effectiveness” 

requirements. At the time of the review, the district was in its second year of piloting the new 

policy with no DOE or school committee authorization. The school committee did not amend the 

1976 policy to replace the former evaluation policy with the current one. 

6. The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for teachers was informative, instructive, 

and used to promote individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The new teacher evaluation process had the capacity to be informative and instructive 

and useful in promoting individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. However, it 

was only partially effective in doing so. The EQA team found 64 percent of the evaluations it 

reviewed to be informative, but less than one percent were clearly informative to a reader. The 

observation data in the latter was clear, precise, and gave a snapshot of teaching practice. Other 

evaluations gave some information on the teaching practices observed, but the vast majority 
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contained only general comments about how valuable the employee was to the class or school, 

with no supporting data. It was mostly opinion. A few successive evaluation documents 

contained the same comments from year to year with no variation. All 288 of the evaluations that 

the EQA team reviewed ranked the person evaluated as either satisfactory or exemplary. The 

examiners could not determine the difference between two ratings from the texts, nor whether 

such judgments were universally reliable. It was unclear whether these ratings promoted 

individual professional growth or overall effectiveness. Only four percent of the teacher 

evaluations reviewed made recommendations for improving performance and thereby met the 

instructive standard. Most of the recommendations dealt with classroom management or 

planning, and not with instructional effectiveness. Under the current teacher evaluation 

procedures, teachers needed only “appreciate” the local and state standards for teaching 

effectiveness, not demonstrate being an effective teacher. 

7. 	Teachers in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their respective 

schools and classrooms. These results were cited in the evaluation process. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The new teacher evaluation process included a section on instructional effectiveness 

that invited using student achievement data as a measure. However, none of the 288 teacher 

evaluations that the EQA reviewed contained any student achievement data. Both the teacher 

evaluation process and the training administrators received from Research for Better Teaching 

(RBT). In their preparation for implementing it focused on teaching inputs, not teaching outputs. 

8. 	 When evaluations were not satisfactory, after following due process, the district had and applied 

consequences for compensation, advancement, and employment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district released at least three professional-status 

teachers from service for cause (two retired and one resigned), as well as one principal because 

of his inattention to MCAS test needs of his students. 
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Standard 4. EVALUATION PROCESS/PROGRAMS, SERVICES, AND RESOURCE 

ACQUISITION: For the period of time under examination, the district used student assessment 

data in its development, implementation, evaluation and analysis of programs, services, and 

resource acquisition. The evaluation process focused on accountability for administrators, 

teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the process was the improvement of achievement for 

all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 During the period under review, the district used student achievement data in evaluating 

programs, services, and resources, and improving student achievement as its primary goal in 
making changes. 

•	 The district’s MCAS test scores for the period under review were unchanged and below the 
state averages in almost all areas and grade levels. 

Indicators: 
1. The district and each of its schools implemented a data-driven system for the evaluation of 

programs and services, and resource acquisition that was linked to student achievement data. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district implemented a process of evaluation for 

its programs, services, and resource acquisitions that was linked to student achievement. District 

administration said that MCAS test results provided the genesis of the analysis of various 

programs. A team of central administrators processed and analyzed the data initially before 

giving it to all the district’s principals and their schools’ leadership teams. The elementary 

schools’ leadership teams included the math and literacy coaches hired to disseminate the 

information to teachers and to help them interpret the data and set up lesson plans. After the data 

was disaggregated, the analysis was shared with the teachers. In addition to its own efforts in this 

regard, the district hired Mass Insight as consultants to help with the evaluation process and with 

assessing the district’s needs. 

2. 	District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure the 

effectiveness of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and services. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

57 



Evidence: During the period under review, the district used MCAS test data, AYP information, 

and local tests to analyze instructional practices. Administrators and teachers confirmed that the 

district began comprehensive PIM during the 2002-2003 school year. The effectiveness of the 

district’s instructional programs was continually under close scrutiny, and the district changed its 

curricula, adopted textbooks, and trained teachers during the period under review. The district 

initiated several instructional programs during this period, such as a Math Moment at the 

beginning of each period in all upper elementary and middle school grades. This stressed the 

importance of math to all district students. The high schools added mandatory MCAS test review 

courses in both ELA and math for all students who did poorly on the test. These courses were in 

addition to the student’s regular courses in those subjects. 

Central administrators, principals, and teachers gave several examples of how the analysis of 

student test data resulted in substantial changes in the district. These included the adoption of the 

Open Court Reading series in grades K-3 through 2004, extended to grades 4 and 5 in 2005, the 

creation of instructional support teams in grades K-3, and hiring Literacy and Math coaches for 

each of the district’s 22 elementary schools. The district also bought new SRA math books for 

grades K-5 and a new Prentice Hall math program for the district’s three middle schools. 

Teachers used the teaching methods inherent in the new textbooks. During the 2002-2003 school 

year, the district gave all teachers of grades 3, 4, 5, and 6 sixteen days of professional 

development in math content and teaching methods, as well as MCAS test data analysis. The 

district hired substitute teachers for those days. 

3. 	 The evaluation results of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and 

services were used to inform decision making and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Although the district took steps to its instruction and its supplemental programs 

during the period under review, there was no evidence that the evaluations resulted in sustained 

improvement in the quality of learning by district students. During the period under review, a 

greater percentage of district students failed to attain proficiency on the MCAS test than students 

statewide. 
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4. 	District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure the 

effectiveness of acquired resources, including capital improvements and projects, equipment, 

materials, and supplies. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The document review and staff interviews gave no evidence that the district used 

student test data to measure the effectiveness of its acquired resources, capital improvement 

projects, equipment, materials, and supplies. Central administrators, principals, and teachers said 

that the district had recently opened two new middle schools Roosevelt and Normandin, and was 

due to open a third one, Keith, in the fall of 2005. Each of these new middle schools adopted the 

concept of team teaching into the new grade configuration Grades 6 students and teachers were 

added to each middle school as they opened their doors. The district made every effort to keep 

the number of students in each team as small as possible. Also, during the period under review, 

the district gave all elementary school a certain amount of money to buy books of their choice to 

enlarge, or in some cases create, their own classroom libraries. Interviewees said that the 

district’s desire to improve student achievement motivated the adoption of the Open Court 

Reading textbook series and the SRA math textbooks. 

In New Bedford, teachers’ use of computers for instructional technology varied widely. This 

situation ranged from the many computers available for teacher use at the Pulaski Magnet 

Elementary School and the four computer labs at New Bedford High School to several 

elementary schools that lacked computer laboratories and classroom computers. However, 

interviewees pointed out, and the EQA team observed, “pockets of excellence” in some of the 22 

elementary schools. The disparity came from the district’s philosophy of giving principals 

autonomy in their schools. Some principals chose to equip their school with many computers, 

while others did not. District administrators said that one third of the elementary schools were 

technologically advanced, one third were satisfactory but not advanced, and one third were 

deficient. The lack of computers at some schools greatly diminished the teachers’ capacity to 

provide quality instruction and differentiated instruction to their students. 
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5. The results of the district’s evaluation of acquired resources, including capital improvements and 

projects, equipment, materials, and supplies, were used to inform decision making and resulted 

in sustained or continued improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The document review and interviews with administrators from the superintendent to 

the principals indicated the district lacked procedures for evaluating the effectiveness of its 

acquired resources and capital improvements. However, several administrators said that the new 

superintendent prioritized improving student achievement and that all decisions about the 

acquisition of resources revolved around that priority. 

6. When evaluations indicated that programs, services, and resource acquisition were not effective 

and efficient, the district made appropriate modifications and/or changes. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees said that the district changed several of its programs, services, and 

resource acquisitions during the period under review because it found the existing ones to be 

ineffective or inefficient. For example, the district changed the day-to-day responsibilities of the 

assistant superintendents from managing the schools overall to being district leaders in ELA, 

math, science, and social studies curriculum and instruction. This allowed each administrator to 

devote 100 percent of his or her time to improving student achievement in ELA and math. The 

district also discontinued the Stanford test in 2002 because it was not aligned with MCAS test. 

The district began placing much more emphasis on MCAS test scores and analysis. The district 

also changed the grade structure of its junior high schools, which served grades 7 and 8, so that 

they became grades 6-8 middle schools with a team-teaching philosophy. The district also 

created the Freshman Academy at the high school to make for a smoother transition from middle 

school to high school. The district adopted PIM to focus on student achievement, data analysis, 

and using best practices in all classrooms. The district also hired Mass Insight to look critically at 

the district’s programs and procedures and recommend changes. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction

 Standards    Indicators  

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S5 - Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S6 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality 
Education Programs 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S8 - Professional Development & Training 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 8 9 Total 

0 0 N/A 0 
0 1 N/A 6 
1 0 N/A 2 
0 0 N/A 0 

0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 2 
0 0 0 4 
0 1 1 3 

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

0 N/A N/A 0 
1 N/A N/A 6 
0 N/A N/A 1 
0 N/A N/A 0 

Standard 5. CURRICULUM: For the period of time under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs utilized curricula that were aligned with the State Curriculum 

Frameworks in the core academic subjects of English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, 

science and technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). The curricula were 

current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all who administered and taught in the 

district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 During the final two years of the period under review, New Bedford had written curriculum 

guides for grades K-12 that were aligned with the state curriculum frameworks and that 

stated what students should know and be able to do. 

•	 During the final year under review, New Bedford implemented district-wide curriculum 

benchmark tests in math and quarterly ELA and reading benchmark tests at the school level. 
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•	 The district used grant and local money for math and literacy coaches at the elementary and 

middle schools to ensure the use and implementation of the curricula during the period under 

review. Schools varied in their delivery of services to special education students, one of the 

lowest performing subgroups in the district. 

Indicators: 

1. The district had written curricula for all grade levels and tested core content areas that were 

clearly aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had written curricula for all grade levels 

that were aligned with the state frameworks. The assistant superintendent for ELA said that, as a 

result of the work of curriculum frameworks study groups that met as early as the 1994-1995 

school year, the district “always had a scope and sequence.” The course outlines for grades 9-12, 

revised in the summer of 2001 and used since the 2001-2002 school year, reflected a shift from 

topic-driven to standards-based education. They included framework standards, learner 

outcomes, teaching strategy, assessment, curriculum connections, resources, and materials. One 

district administrator noted that the March 2004 NEASC report commended the high school 

curriculum. District administrators said that the district made major revisions to the elementary 

and middle school curricula during the 2002-2003 school year and the summer of 2003, as the 

DIP called for. Groups of teachers and curriculum leaders changed existing documents to be 

more closely aligned with the most recent state frameworks and added more “precise” learner 

outcomes. The revised documents listed grade-level outcomes for each learning standard and 

suggested tests, materials, and resources. Documents for grades 6-8 also contained cross-

curriculum connections. The revised curriculum documents were fully in use during the final 

year of the period under review, 2003-2004. During the entire period under review, the district 

used reading level target tests for grades K-5. The district piloted quarterly math benchmarks 

testing in grades K-8 in 2002-2003 and implemented them fully in 2003-2004. 
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2. Each school in the district had a curriculum leader to oversee the use, alignment, quality, 

currency, and consistency of the district’s curricula. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had two assistant superintendents charged 

with curriculum oversight and development. They met monthly with principals to support and 

them in their roles as school curriculum leaders. The district restructured the assistant 

superintendents’ jobs for the 2003-2004 school year, restructured from grade-level responsibility 

to grades K-12 content-area responsibility. Interviewees believed that this resulted in more time 

spent directly with curriculum issues when meeting with principals and more consistency in 

curriculum development, implementation, and review. The district curriculum supervisor also 

helped with curriculum coordination and consistency during the period under review. 

The high school principal and department chairs, with the support of the district curriculum 

supervisor, were responsible for curriculum leadership. A district administrator said that 

departments met regularly to monitor curriculum implementation and the use of standards in 

lesson design and delivery, with an emphasis on best practices. During the final two years of the 

period under review, the middle schools’ academic coaches helped coordinate and ensure 

curriculum implementation. They met with teachers during common planning time, provided 

professional development, and helped the principal identify curriculum needs. The elementary 

schools had literacy coaches during the period under review. In 2003-2004, math coaches began 

supporting the district math initiative. The literacy and math coaches promoted best practices 

through lesson modeling and demonstration, helped with lesson planning and data collection, and 

provided professional development in their schools. The literacy, math, and academic coaches 

met monthly to refine their own instructional skills and to ensure consistency in the delivery of 

the district’s curricula. Principals at all levels said that they regularly inspected teacher lesson 

plans for use of the curriculum frameworks and looked for standards-based instruction during 

informal “walk-throughs.” 
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3. 	The district had an established, documented process that involved teachers in the annual review 

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Although school committee Policy IF, dated 1975, called for “continuous analysis of 

the direction and priorities of curriculum,” for the period under review, the district did not have a 

documented process or procedure for ongoing curriculum review and revision. According to 

district administrators, it was a well established practice “to meet yearly to ‘tweak’ the 

curricula,” but there was nothing in writing. The District Curriculum Director kept records that 

indicated that the district did review its curricula in terms of MCAS test item analysis and 

aggregate student performance weaknesses during the period under review. During this period, 

there were 33 district-level curriculum meetings involving teachers. 

Item analysis in geometry led the high school to incorporate more analytic geometry into the 

curriculum and “downplay proofs.” Data analysis also prompted the school to add critical 

thinking outcomes to the social studies curriculum. The middle school required teachers to use 

locally developed open-response questions. These were believed to be “very effective.” Poor 

performance by district students on these questions resulted in the development of district-wide 

writing prompts and rubrics at the elementary level. Before the district revised the elementary 

school math curriculum, the schools taught geometry only after the MCAS test. Although these 

actions indicated the use of data analysis to revise curricula, many were at the test-preparation 

level, with the exception of the addition of critical thinking outcomes to the high school social 

studies curriculum. Standardized test data, used through the Reading First Grant, identified 

weakness in phonemic awareness and phonics in 2002-2003. This led the district to adopt the 

Open Court reading series in the elementary school grades in 2003-2004. Comparing district 

MCAS math test scores to the statewide scores and trend analysis of scores led to the district-

wide Math Initiative in 2003-2004. This involved hiring math coaches, giving math teachers 

professional development in math content, adopting a new math program, and grade-level 

curriculum mapping. 
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4. 	 (In academic districts) The results of student assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, 

disaggregated, diagnostic, and/or surveys) indicated that the district implemented an established 

process to ensure the scope, sequence, and alignment of learning goals, competencies, and 

expectations from one grade to the next in grades K-12 in ELA, mathematics, science and 

technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district reviewed test results in the course of its 

curriculum revision and its schools’ implementation of PIM, but it did not have a coherent, well 

established process for analyzing the results of a range of test data over the K-12 spectrum to 

ensure scope, sequence, and alignment of competencies and expectations from grade to grade. 

This was particularly evident at critical transition points: Grade 5 to Grade 6 and Grade 8 to 

Grade 9. Nor was there a process for monitoring the effectiveness of the scope and sequence. 

Other than the grades K-8 curriculum revision and the math initiative that began in 2002-2003, 

most of the data analysis that resulted in changes to curriculum content, instruction, and 

sequencing occurred in grade spans (i.e., grades K-5, 6-8, and 9-12). 

District administrators said that all high school teachers engaged in both horizontal and vertical 

articulation during the period under review. One district administrator reported that the high 

school departments used one of the district-wide professional development days to review final 

exam results and discuss changes needed in instruction or content. One elementary school 

teacher noted that they “used to have grade level meetings” across the district but that there was 

little opportunity for that now. Principals explained that they arranged time in their school days 

for staff to meet across grades and in the same grade level for the purpose of curriculum 

articulation. Middle school principals could use monthly staff meeting time or teacher common 

planning time. The allocation of common planning time at the elementary schools varied from 

regularly scheduled time in the large schools to none in some schools. In such cases, principals 

used school resources to provide coverage. 
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Central office administrators said that the superintendent instituted vertical teams consisting of 

principals, curriculum directors, and subject area directors in 2003-2004. They met periodically 

to discuss curriculum articulation and alignment issues. During the final two years of the period 

under review, the assistant superintendents presented test data and discussed curriculum issues at 

the principals’ monthly meetings. 

5. The district’s curricula in all tested content areas were aligned horizontally to ensure that all 

teachers of a common grade level addressed specific subject matter following the same time line, 

and vertically to ensure complete coverage, eliminate redundancies, and close any gaps. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s curricula were both vertically and 

horizontally articulated. The learner knowledge and skill outcomes in the curriculum documents 

became more complex in each succeeding grade and thus were not redundant. To facilitate 

vertical articulation, in 2003-2004 the district gave all teachers curriculum expectation cards that 

listed the student competencies from the district’s written curriculum the given grade level and 

those from the preceding and succeeding grade levels. During the 2002-2003 school year, the 

district used curriculum maps for all subjects in grades 6-8. The maps were consistent across 

middle schools to ensure consistency in content and skill instruction, testing, and pacing. District 

administrators said that the district revised the grades 6-8 math curriculum maps after adopting 

the SRA math program in grades K-5 and CMP in grades 6-8. During the 2003-2004 school year, 

the elementary schools used newly developed curriculum maps. 

6. Modifications to the curriculum resulted in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Changes to the curriculum did not result in equitable improvement for all student 

populations. Neither the special education students nor the Hispanic students made AYP in ELA 

or math. The White students did not make AYP in ELA. Teachers and principals commented that 

since all New Bedford scores were low during the period under review, they focused on the 
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aggregate and did not address subgroups in the development of their SIPs. Principals affirmed 

that special education and LEP students had access to the same curriculum as regular education 

students, as well as modifications to meet their needs. Special education and LEP teachers 

received the same training in use of curricular materials as regular education teachers. However, 

interviewees noted all staff needed more training in using the Open Court program with LEP and 

special education students. 

7. 	Staffing levels were adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students, as indicated by 

equitable rates of improvement for all student populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had some issues with staffing during the period under review. An 

Educational Research Consultants report dated August 2004 cited disparities between schools in 

the number of special education staff available for inclusion and other special education service 

delivery. For example, inclusion models ranged from classes with only one dual-certified teacher 

supported by a paraprofessional (perhaps shared with other classes) to classes assigned a regular 

education certified teacher and special education certified teacher on the co-teaching model. 

District administrators said that an assistant superintendent and the superintendent monitored 

elementary school class size weekly and created additional classes in some schools, if space 

permitted, when classes reached 30 students. District administrators said that elementary school 

class size averaged in the low 20s, but that there were pockets of high enrollment. Elementary 

school teachers reported that class size rose when Massachusetts Class Size Reduction monies 

were discontinued but confirmed the central office’s efforts to add teachers as funds and space 

allowed. However, some elementary school teachers, such as a teacher with a kindergarten class 

of 30, felt that the district did not adequately address class size. Class size at the high school 

increased during the period under review; some classes had 30 students, the maximum allowed 

by the teachers’ labor contract. 

8. 	The district established practices that adequately provisioned for and supported the curriculum 

and its overall effectiveness in all assessed subject areas and all levels. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Teachers and principals said that they had adequate texts, math manipulatives, and 

other curricular materials to deliver instruction in the tested content areas. During the period 

under review, net school spending (NSS) was under the required levels but within the 5 percent 

grace range. Budget allocations for instructional services, including supplies and instructional 

materials, increased by two percent between FY2001 and FY2002, decreased by four percent 

between FY2002 and FY2003, and increased by 2 percent between FY2003 and FY2004, which 

did not bring it to the FY2001 level. District administrators credited the superintendent with 

reallocating funds “in tough budget times” to adequately fund the textbook purchases and 

materials needed for the district’s math initiative and the Open Court Reading program. 

Principals reported that they had adequate materials to support the current core and 

supplementary curriculum. Teachers said that “when the district bought a program, they bought 

all the pieces.” Principals said that they received a per-pupil amount to allocate to certain line 

items of their choosing. However, they said that budgets were “frozen every year” and that they 

“didn’t get a chance to spend” the money they received. District administrators said that budgets 

were frozen in both 2002-2003 and 2003-2004. The number of computers available to students, 

the configuration of computers in a school, and the availability of technical or instructional 

support varied among the district’s schools. Some special education teachers noted a lack of 

materials and resources for their particular programs. Despite the overall perception of district 

administrators and principals, parents said that they felt the schools did not have adequate 

supplies, since they asked to them send tissues, crayons, markers, and paper. 

Standard 6. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: For the period of time 

under examination, the district used the analysis of student achievement data to develop policies 

and documents that expressed high expectations for student achievement and clear expectations 

for staff in the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district’s subgroups did not score as well on the MCAS test as students statewide in 

those subgroups or at the same level as students district-wide during the period under review. 

•	 During the period under review, ELLs did not demonstrate adequate achievement on the 

MCAS test. 
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•	 Not all schools met time-on-learning requirements during the period under review. 

•	 The district’s teacher absence rate was higher than the statewide rate during the period under 

review. 

•	 School-based management decisions and facility issues created unbalanced educational 

opportunities and technology availability among the elementary schools. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district had policies in place that expressed rigorous/high expectations for teachers, their 

work as professional educators, and the effectiveness of the instructional process. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Many of the district’s policies dated from the mid-1970s. Some of addressed 

expectations for student outcomes and teacher work, but they were not highly articulated and did 

not refer to CMR 35.00, the legislation that addressed performance standards for teachers. 

Central office administrators, school administrators, and teachers said that they were not aware 

of any policies on expectations. Many said, “I don't think there are any policies.” Nevertheless, 

administrators and teachers said that expectations for teachers and students were high throughout 

the district. Interviewees said that the faculty and staff handbook did not list these expectations 

and were not available to all employees. Statements regarding work expectations and student 

outcomes were not available in all schools, and staff members were not aware of formal 

expectations. 

2. 	The district expected that teachers used current assessment information to plan instruction and 

provided teachers with support and training in this process. MCAS and other trend data indicated 

that the district’s practices, provisioning, and support for the instructional program were 

sufficient, as indicated in student achievement that consistently equaled or surpassed the state 

averages across grade levels. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: New Bedford students consistently scored well below the state average on the MCAS 

test during the period under review. Central office administrators said that all teachers were 

trained in data analysis and using data to inform instruction. During the final two years of the 
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period under review, each school had math coaches to help teachers with this. Literacy coaches 

were available throughout the period under review. Central office administrators said that the 

district has procedures for data collection and review. Teachers and school administrators at all 

levels confirmed these statements. The district regularly administered a locally created 

benchmark test, the DRA, and the DIBELS. The central office collected the results, analyzed 

them, and reported on them to teachers, who were to tailor instruction to remediate weaknesses. 

Teachers confirmed these statements. Most teachers and principals said that adequate teaching 

materials were available. Some staff suggested that all materials for a program were not bought 

for all teachers. For example, teacher math kits that accompanied a new math program were not 

available at all middle schools. Parents suggested that not all students had textbooks. By contrast, 

one elementary school principal joked, “We need more closet space.” All principals agreed that 

there were sufficient instructional materials and supplies throughout the district. 

3. 	 Instructional time in each assessed content area met or exceeded state requirements in each 

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There were conflicting reports on the instructional time available. A 2003 National 

League of Middle Schools review said that Campbell Elementary did not have sufficient time on 

learning. However, during an on-site visit, interviewees said that the schools’ hours were 8:15 

a.m. to 2:30 p.m., which would mean that the schools met state standards. Further, the 

documentation of the daily schedules of each level showed that the New Bedford Public Schools 

did meet or exceed the state requirements in each subject area. Interviews with central office 

administrators, school administrators, and teachers confirmed this. 

4. 	The district provided instructional leadership and support for strategies, techniques, and methods 

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s MCAS test scores were below the state average during the period under 

review, but they did improve somewhat. In 2001, 78 percent of district students failed to attain 
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proficiency on the MCAS. In 2002, 77 percent failed to do so; in 2003, the rate was 75 percent, 

and in 2004 it was 71 percent. The district provided instructional leadership and support through 

math coaches during the 2002-2003 and 2003-2004 school years and ELA coaches throughout 

the period under review. These instructional leaders modeled instruction, helped teachers plan 

lessons, and disaggregated and analyzed data. There was evidence of professional development 

activities designed to improve reading instruction. The district required all elementary school 

teachers to take training in the balanced literacy method. The district bought the Open Court 

Reading textbook series to enhance the elementary reading program during the final year of the 

period under review. The district updated its fundamental math materials. For example, the 

middle school began using CMP. 

5. 	The district analyzed student achievement data and allocated instructional time in the tested core 

content areas that resulted in improved rates of proficiency for all students. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district increased instructional time in both ELA 

and math in an effort toward meeting student achievement goals and raising MCAS test scores. 

The district increased elementary school ELA instruction to one and a half hours each day and 

math instruction to one hour. The district increased middle school ELA and math to two periods 

each per day. The district also added MCAS test review courses at the middle and high schools. 

The school committee, at the request of high school administrators, recently made these courses 

mandatory for students who did not attain proficiency on the MCAS test. The results of the 

changes were not yet evident; the district’s MCAS test scores remained below the state average. 

6. The district recognized the importance of instructional stability by not only maintaining accurate 

information on staff attendance but also by evaluating the effects of staff attendance on student 

achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district maintained records of teacher attendance. 

The district gave the EQA team two years of attendance data. Central office administrators said 

that teacher attendance was an issue they were working to improve. Though the district had a 
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procedure for addressing chronic absenteeism, it did not have a procedure for evaluating the 

effects of teacher absences on student achievement. 

7. 	The district and its schools had consequences, policies, and practices that addressed patterns of 

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators referred teachers who had a sick leave patterns that suggested abuse to 

the superintendent, who wrote a letter to the teacher stating that the he or she had 60 working 

days to correct the situation or the district would request a medical excuse for each absence 

thereafter. 

Teachers were absent 7.6 days on average during the 2002-2003 school year. This was four 

percent of the days in the year. During the 2003-2004 school year, teachers were absent 9.1 days 

on average, or 4.9 percent of the school year. These figures were calculated using the number of 

teachers in the district, the number of short term absences, and the number of absences reported 

as “Other.” Including long-term absences raised the average number of days absent to 11.5 in 

2002-2003. Including long-term absences and absences for professional development brought the 

average to 15.7 days absent out of 185 in 2003-2004. 

8. 	Educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the instructional program. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA team asked for, but did not receive the district’s technology plans for the 

period under review. Instead, the district provided a technology plan dated 1996 and one for 

2004-2007. District administrators said that any technology plan was only on paper and that the 

district neglected technology for the past few years as the budget tightened. They also said that 

elementary school principals could decide whether or not to buy technology for their schools and 

that some principals chose not to. 
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9. 	Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In 2004, the ELL subgroup had the lowest proficiency index (PI) of any subgroup in 

New Bedford Schools: was 46.9 in ELA and 24.8 in math. The district’s aggregate PI was 73.1 

in ELA and 57 in math. District and school administrators said that the district had bilingual 

programs for new ELLs. 

Standard 7. OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: 

For the period under examination, district and school policies, practices, procedures, and 

programs encouraged and supported equitable access to and participation in high quality 

educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district had several successful programs for helping students with the transitions from 

elementary school to middle school, from middle school to high school, and to the district 

from outside. 

•	 During the final two years of the period under review, only a little more than half of a given 

Grade 9 cohort graduated as scheduled. 

•	 Higher level courses were open to all students, and students in Advanced Placement (AP) 

courses did not have to pay for their final exams. 

•	 The out-of-school suspension rates at the middle and high schools were above the state 

averages. 

Indicators: 

1. All of the students in the district graduated in their senior year. All senior students met or 

exceeded the state’s Competency Determination. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Since attaining MCAS test proficiency was a graduation requirement during the 

period under review, the number of students who entered Grade 12 in the fall was larger than the 
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number who graduated in June. DOE data showed that 521 of the 561 members of the class of 

2003, the first class requiring an MCAS test competency determination (CD), graduated that 

year. This was 93 percent of the class. Of the 594 members of the class of 2004, 567 graduated 

on time. This was 94 percent of the class. The New Bedford High School headmaster and district 

administrators confirmed these numbers. 

2. The district had documented policies, practices, or procedures that addressed and supported 

students in transition from one level to another, one program to another, one school to another 

(intra district), and students entering the district after the start of school (inter district), tracked 

dropouts and maintained these data over time (3 years). 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviewees said that although there were no documented policies on student 

transitions, practices and procedures existed during the period under review, and the 

administration considered them successful. Interviewees said that the guidance department kept 

record on high school dropouts and reported to the headmaster regularly. The dropout rate for the 

period under review was 8.7 percent, well above the statewide rate of 3.3 percent. There was no 

evidence that the district analyzed dropout data. 

The transition from elementary school to middle school included orientation for all incoming 

students and parents, a tour of the new school in August, and a full-day orientation introducing 

students to teachers. A comprehensive orientation program on the first day of school was 

devoted entirely to welcoming the incoming class without the older students present. The district 

also had several orientation programs for students entering Grade 9. These meeting with high 

school guidance counselors in January to go over course selections, a “community” program for 

students and parents in the spring, and another orientation assembly in the late spring. There was 

an all-day orientation program in August two weeks before school began, and the first day of 

school each September was strictly for Grade 9 orientation. Acushnet students entering New 

Bedford High School also participated in these programs. Interviewees said that students 

entering from other districts during the school year were matched up with a buddy or partner at 

most elementary schools. Students and their parents were routinely given a guided school tour, 
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and class placements were carefully determined based on a review of academic progress and 

discussions with parents. The secondary school assigned a counselor was assigned to an 

incoming student, as well as a peer mentor at the high school or a student buddy at the middle 

school. 

3. Disaggregated trend data (minimum	 of 3 years) indicated no significant differences or 

disproportionate rates of discipline referrals, retentions, subgroup populations, suspensions, 

exclusion, or dropout rates among students of all. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees said that, to their knowledge, data analysis did not reveal 

disproportionate rates of absence, suspension, retention, and dropouts among subgroups. 

Interviewees said that housemasters kept these figures and regularly reported them to the 

headmaster. DOE data indicated that the district’s aggregate suspension, retention, and exclusion 

rates were well above the statewide rates during the period under review. The district’s three-

year average (2001-2003) out-of-school suspension rate for grades 7 and 8 was 27.6 percent, 

compared to the statewide rate of 6.1 percent. The high school’s out-of-school suspension rate 

was 16.4 percent during the same period, compared to the statewide rate of 6.9 percent. The 

district’s three-year average retention rate was 6.4 percent, compared to the statewide rate of 3.1 

percent. The out-of-school suspension rate was 11.8 percent among the district’s African-

American students, 11.4 percent among Hispanic students, and only 6.1 percent among White 

students. The retention rate was 9.2 percent among Hispanic students, 6.4 percent among 

African-American students, and only 5 percent among White students. The district’s student 

population was approximately 65 percent White, 18 percent African-American, and 15 percent 

Hispanic. 

4. The district used aggregated and disaggregated student achievement data on participation and 

achievement to adjust instruction and policies for populations at risk and evaluated the 

effectiveness of these adjustments. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviewees said that the district analyzed both aggregate and disaggregated student 

achievement data and changed a number of instructional practices because of that analysis. 

Prompted by item analysis, the high school introduced the Freshman Academy in 2003. This 

gave Grade 9 students shorter periods, team teaching, and more one-on-one instruction in the 

mandatory freshman “semesters” held daily. Interviewees said that the academy was particularly 

effective with at-risk students, especially special needs students. The elementary schools let 

teachers buy classroom libraries to provide easily assembled supplementary reading materials for 

all students, particularly at-risk students. The district adjusted the scope and sequence and its 

curricula to ensure that teachers taught the content and skills that the MCAS test included before 

students took the test. Administrators and teachers averred that the district spent much more time 

on data analysis, including subgroup analysis, and changing instruction to meet the needs of all 

students during the latter part of the period under review. The elementary and middle schools 

used inclusion whenever possible and found the approach to be effective. The district-wide 

adoption PIM was another indicator of the district’s desire to meet the needs of all students. 

5. 	Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the Program of Studies, New Bedford High School offered courses at 

three levels of difficulty, including AP courses. Each level had enrollment guidelines. For AP 

courses, these included recommendation by a teacher or counselor and meeting a minimum grade 

point average. A few courses had prerequisites. For example, to enroll in AP Calculus a student 

had to successfully complete algebra II. Interviewees said that the parent was the ultimate 

authority in most course selections. If the student and parent agreed that a particular course was 

right for the student, he or she was allowed to enroll. New Bedford High School offered between 

eight and fourteen AP courses each year. For the 2003-2004 school year, the school offered 12 

AP courses were offered, and 220 students enrolled. Interviewees said that they made a 

concerted effort to make sure that all students knew that these courses were open to all and that 

the City would pay for their AP exams. Because there was no financial burden the students, the 
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school required all students to take the exams. Only a few students were excused from that 

responsibility each year. 

6. 	The district had documented policies and practices to respond to student behavior and support 

student needs in an equitable manner. The collective district policies, procedures, and practices 

addressed issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout 

recovery. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the Student-Parent Handbook listed behavior 

policies. The schools’ Discipline Codes spelled out the offenses that would lead to disciplinary 

action, including suspension and exclusion. School administrators stressed that they enforced the 

written rules to the letter of the law for all students equally. The district’s rate of out-of-school 

suspensions was above the statewide rate during the period under review. 

The figure that the district analyzed the most was the dropout rate at New Bedford High School. 

The document review and administrator interviews indicated that, during the final two years of 

the period under review, only a little more than half of a given Grade 9 cohort graduated as 

scheduled. In September 1999, 1003 Grade 9 students entered the high school, of whom only 

512, or 51.9 percent, graduated in June 2003. The class of 2004 had 1105 students when they 

entered the high school as freshmen, but only 567, or 51.3 percent, graduated four years later. 

These figures did not include students who dropped out of day school and earned diplomas 

through the evening adult education program. Interviewees said that more than 100 students 

earned a diploma that way each year during the period under review. Counselors interviewed 

potential dropouts and wrote plans to help keep them in school. The district tried to identify 

potential dropouts as early as the upper elementary grades. Teachers and counselors worked with 

these students throughout their middle school years. Poor attendance contributed to a high 

dropout rate. The district had closely monitored procedures, including regular contact with 

parents, to address this at the middle and high schools. 
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7. 	 The district had policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies and programs promoted transient student involvement in quality, 

challenging programs and extra curricular activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The document review found no evidence that the district had policies on transient and 

mobile students, but interviewees said that the district had several programs to address their 

needs. Interviewees said that the district tried to keep transient and mobile students in one 

elementary school, where they were familiar with their teachers and peers. If they had to move to 

another school, they received the same instruction because the curriculum was the same in all 

elementary schools. The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance program served 540 homeless 

students and families during the 2003-2004 school year alone. The majority of these students 

lived in shelters or motels, with relatives or friends, or in temporary foster placements. The 

program included transportation to and from school, buying clothes and school supplies, and 

special counseling. The district also used the Foster Children’s Advocacy Program during the 

period under review. Program staff established critical links between the district, the Department 

of Social Services, and the community to better serve foster children and their families. 

Interviewees said that although there were few official policies addressing transient and mobile 

student needs, the district always accommodated all students in the most appropriate academic 

programs, with supplemental services as needed, and encouraged all students to participate in co-

curricular activities. 

8. The district had policies and practices that assigned faculty to students and courses that 

maximized all faculty talents and skills and promoted high levels of student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There were no written policies for assigning faculty to students or prescribing which 

courses the district offered. Administrators said that the teachers’ contract established a bidding 

process for open positions that constrained the principal’s ability to choose the person he or she 

felt was the best candidate. Interviewees agreed that because principals had “no choice” in staff 

transfers, the transfers occasionally had negative consequences. Interviewees said that the first 
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criterion in teacher assignment was certification in the area to be taught and that past 

performance was the second. Elementary and middle school principals had the authority to 

assign teachers to make best use of their talent and skills in their areas of certification. At some 

elementary schools, principals could choose to assign teachers to the same group of students for 

two years. Other elementary schools did not use this practice; this was another example of the 

district’s school-based management philosophy. The high school assigned students by ability, 

and administrators said that all teachers shared equally in the distribution of the differently 

leveled courses. They said that several years ago this practice replaced the long-standing 

“seniority first” method. 

Standard 8. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: For the period of time 

under examination, the district adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan 

developed through the analyses of data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional 

staff, paraprofessionals, and professional support teams. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The Professional Development Programs were descriptive rather than tied to student 

achievement measures. 

•	 The district paid for many professional development activities with grant money. 

Indicators: 

1. 	The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s Professional Development Plan (PDP) was part of the 2000-2005 DIP. 

District professional development goals included all instructional and administrative staff, and 

the plan ensured that all staff would have “access to quality, relevant, workshops or conferences” 

aligned with the DIP and the SIPs. In 2002, the district wrote a separate PDP that included a 

mission statement, goals, and priorities. These focused on content knowledge, use of the state 

curriculum frameworks, and “determining when different practices were most effective.” The 
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plan also included raising expectations for student achievement. It listed district- and school-

level workshops and courses for the 2003-2004 school year, as well as their dates, costs, and 

funding sources. While the PDP stated that the professional activities were aligned with district, 

school, and educator goals, the document did not show evidence of specific connections. 

District administrators said that the district operated under its 2002-2003 plan during the final 

year of the period under review while it developed its strategic plan and its No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) Plan in order “to consolidate all professional development in the district.” The school 

committee approved the 2002-2005 DIP and the 2002-2003 PDP. District administrators gave 

the EQA team documentation of the professional development activities that happened in 2003

2004. The PDP that was part of the DIP designated the superintendent, the assistant 

superintendents, the principals, the curriculum office, the department heads, teachers’ union 

representatives, the professional development coordinator, and Title I, bilingual, special 

education, and regular education teachers as all having responsibility for its strategic 

implementation. Interviews indicated that responsibility for planning, designing, and 

implementing the PDP was indeed delegated among the central office departments and the 

principals. Principals commented that “years ago, professional development was fragmented.” 

They noted that the central office gave each school latitude and support with its own PDP, 

provided the activities aligned with the district’s professional development goals. Of the three 

professional development release days that the teachers’ contract provided each year, the first 

was reserved for district-wide goals and issues; the other two were dedicated to school-based 

professional development as outlined in the SIPs. 

2. 	The district’s plan met or exceeded state requirements for resources committed to professional 

development, and the plan was evaluated for its effectiveness in advancing student performance. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The EQA Four-Year Comparison Report indicated that New Bedford exceeded its 

required foundation spending by $785,028 in FY2001 and by $237,772 in FY2002, despite an 

actual decrease of $547,256 in the budget between the two years. Because of a budget cut in 

FY2003, the Commissioner of Education granted New Bedford a waiver that allowed the district 
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to under-fund professional development by $772,903. The professional development funding 

level requirement was waived state-wide for the 2003-2004 school year. District spending on 

professional development decreased steadily during the period under review. District leaders said 

that the district offset the FY2003 cut with creative use of grant money. There was no 

documented evidence that New Bedford systematically evaluated the goals of its PDP for 

effectiveness in improving student performance. Some district leaders who oversaw and 

particular professional development activities looked at student achievement data at the end of 

the year. For example, the elementary school literacy coaches considered the professional 

development they provided to be effective because 17 of the 22 elementary school made AYP in 

ELA in 2004, compared to eight in 2000. However, neither the DIP nor the 2002-2003 PDP set 

quantifiable goals for changes in student achievement. Instead, the DIP’s assessment measures 

included a list of professional development offerings, teacher recertification plans, portfolios of 

activities, staff surveys, and focus groups. Administrators said that all activities used evaluation 

forms. External agents evaluated several district professional development offerings, such as the 

mentoring program and the Safe Harbors Grant Program. 

3. 	 The district’s Professional Development program was informed by all of the following: 

evaluation results of personnel, programs, and services (i.e., teacher evaluations, curriculum 

alignment, instruction, assessment results, MCAS remediation needs), student assessment data 

by student subgroups, and district and school improvement plans and goals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The 2000-2005 DIP and the 2002-2003 PDP did not indicate that the goals and 

programs were developed by analyzing personnel evaluations or evaluations of existing 

programs and services. However, district administrators said that the district used program 

evaluations informally in selecting and designing its professional development offerings. For 

example, the high school had three years of professional development informed by the district’s 

change to block scheduling, and Grade 9 teachers had two years of interdisciplinary team 

training for the Freshman Academy. Principals said that they decided what professional 

development teachers needed by observing teaching in “walk-throughs,” formal observations, 

and plan book checks. The district’s evaluation of a summer MCAS test support program 
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identified a need for differentiated instruction. The revision of the grades K-8 math curriculum in 

2003-2004 necessitated improving teachers’ knowledge of math content. The district relied on 

MCAS test item analysis and comparison of its MCAS test scores to those statewide for these 

decisions. Analysis DIBELS scores uncovered a need for more phonemic awareness and direct 

phonics instruction. This led the district to adopt the Open Court Reading Program, with a 

teacher training component, in grades K-5. Principals said that the district and its schools used 

aggregate test data to inform their professional development and were beginning to analyze data 

for the LEP and special education subgroups for that purpose. The Special Education Department 

offered workshops and courses to improve skills in teaching children with disabilities. An 

August 2004 report called “The Implementation and Effectiveness of Least Restrictive 

Environment by Educational Research Consultants, Massachusetts Urban Project,” found that 

“general educators rarely attended” the special education department’s offerings. The report 

stated that “general and special education professional development in the New Bedford Public 

Schools appear[ed] to be two separate entities.” Most professional development activities were 

school-based and informed by the SIPs during the period under review. Principals said that the 

central office gave them latitude and support in professional development and credited the 

central office with securing grant money to pay for the needed for the professional development 

that their SIPs outlined. 

4. The district’s professional development programs included 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. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District administrators said that the district’s professional development focused on 

curriculum frameworks every year. Between 2000 and 2004, over 600 teachers participated in 

one or more literacy workshops, such as Developing Literacy First, Supporting Literacy, 

Meeting the Needs of Struggling Readers, and Teaching Literacy in the Middle Grades. In 2003

2004, the district’s professional development focused on improving teachers’ math content 

knowledge. Half of the teachers of grades K-5 attended 12 full-day workshops conducted by 

Vermont Math Initiative and Mass Insight. The second cohort was scheduled for training in 
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2004-2005. Teachers who took the training said that they needed to change the way they did 

things because the MCAS math test scores of New Bedford students were not increasing. 

Professional development offerings during the period under review included curriculum 

workshops in science, social studies, writing, and geography. These offerings did not appear to 

be a coordinated training effort in standards-based instruction as did the math and literacy 

initiatives. Although there was no evidence of workshops and training dedicated solely to 

participatory decision-making, training in PIM process and participation in the Comprehensive 

School Reform (CSR) Instructional Leadership training in 2002-2003 gave staff skills in team 

decision-making. The district’s 2002-2004 induction program included mentor training and new 

teacher programs for licensure requirements, classroom management, and teaching methods. 

During the period under review, the district held literacy nights and open houses to promote 

parent involvement. From 2001-2004, the Safe Harbor Grant involved the community and 

parents in issues such as early childhood safety and gangs. Parents could participate in the 

district’s councils and committees, such as the SEI Council, the Title I Advisory Council, and the 

Strategic Plan Committee. 

5. The district’s programs included: data analysis skills for staff, the use of item analysis, and 

disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement, accommodations for diverse styles of 

learning, and skill building in curriculum development, delivery, and instructional techniques. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district formally trained all administrators, 

principals, leadership team members, coaches, supervisors, and coordinators to use TestWiz to 

analyze aggregate and disaggregated MCAS test data. Teachers reported that they understood 

and could use the data reports, having received training at their schools from previously trained 

colleagues. Between 2002 and 2004, the district trained all staff in PIM, and staff had experience 

analyzing a range of data, such as attendance records and the results of quarterly benchmark 

tests, to identify teaching and learning needs. Teachers said they were comfortable with 

collecting and analyzing student data and participating in writing an action plan based on 

identified needs. One teacher offered, “I can’t imagine not using PIMS. Otherwise it would be 

83




haphazard.” Principals expressed confidence in their staffs’ understanding of and ability to use 

data to inform curriculum and instruction. 

The district’s professional development offerings for the period under review included some 

efforts to develop staff skills in accommodating diverse learning styles. In 2002-2003, the district 

offered a graduate course called Differentiated Instruction. The Special Education Department 

presented Disability Awareness workshops the same year, and administrators attended Diversity 

and Bilingual Education training. A middle school and the high school held Differentiated 

Instruction workshops in 2003. The district also offered Differentiated Instruction and 

Characteristics of the pre-adolescent for paraprofessionals. 

During the period under review, the district’s curriculum review and revision provided 

professional development opportunities in curriculum development. The literacy and math 

coaches, with trainers from Rigby and Open Court, trained staff in curriculum delivery and 

familiarized them with new curricular materials. Although the district’s administrative leaders 

and professional development documents indicated that, the district had provided professional 

development in instructional techniques, best practice, and differentiated instruction during the 

period under review, there was little evidence of its effects on student achievement. The district’s 

MCAS test scores were below the state average and showed little improvement during the period 

under review. 

6. 	Administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by enrolling 

in courses that were directly related to their professional assignments. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Section XXXIIA of the teachers’ contract provided for up to $500 annual tuition 

reimbursement (from a pool of $50,000). The course had to be approved in advance, and money 

was awarded on a “first come, first served” basis. The Professional Development Director said 

that the funds were usually depleted by the end of the year. The district used Title IIA 

Improving Teacher Quality grant money to fund graduate courses such as Middle School 

Transition and Differentiated Instruction. The district also provided courses on-line. Teachers 
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praised their convenience. On-line courses included Virtual Field Trip, Special Learners, 

Children with Disabilities, and Project-based Learning. Administrators also enjoyed tuition 

reimbursement. In 2002-2003, the South Coast Collaborative gave all district administrators ten 

full-day sessions (one each month) of a Leadership Roundtable to advance their professional 

knowledge and skills. Several New Bedford administrators were enrolled in graduate programs. 

7. Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district involved teachers in the development of its PDP through surveys of their 

needs. District administrators said that courses, such as Improving Instruction and Assessment of 

Literacy and Teaching Literacy in the Middle Grades served 200 staff and were a direct outcome 

of the Professional Development Director’s regular teacher survey. During the period under 

review, the district continued its mini-grant program, which encouraged and supported staff in 

professional development activities of their own design. Teachers submitted one-page proposals 

for an on-site professional development activity such as a workshop, study group, or project that 

was aligned with the district’s goals and curricular initiatives. Following the train-the-trainer 

model, literacy, math, and academic coaches (who were Schedule A employees) gave their 

colleagues on-going professional development both during and outside the school day. Teachers, 

through their participation in PIM, were involved in developing and evaluating the PDPs in their 

SIPs. 
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Domain C: Academic Support Services

  1 2 3 4 5 6 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 0 0 1 4 
0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 0 4 
0 0 0 0 1 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Standards   Indicators Total 
omain C - Academic Support Services 

S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S10 - Student Academic Support: Program 
Management & Evaluation 

Excellent N/A 
Satisfactory N/A 
Poor N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A 

Standard 9. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS: For the period under 

examination, the district provided appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and 

other core content areas for students who were not meeting state performance expectations. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The New Bedford Public Schools provided academic support for those students in need of 
additional academic assistance; however, this help was inconsistent district-wide and 
dependent on outside funding. 

•	 The district accessed and analyzed data to improve instruction and student achievement, 
while offering assistance to students experiencing academic difficulties. 

•	 The district’s early intervention programs were not successful as evidenced by the district’s 
low scores in the Grade 3 MCAS Reading test. 
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Indicators: 

1. The district monitored student progress through the assessment of individual student performance 

data and provided students who were not proficient with additional programs and support to 

assist their progress. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Academic support programs that included an extended school year or an extended 

school day were available to all unsuccessful students at each grade level or school during the 

period under review. Availability was dependent on outside funding. Central office 

administrators reported that principals declined services at some elementary sites. All students in 

need of help were invited to attend another site as necessary.  

Teachers, site administration, and central office administration reported that regularly scheduled 

testing was routine in the New Bedford Public Schools. The data from internal tests and MCAS 

tests were analyzed at length. All collected data was used to monitor academic success of 

individual students. Documented evidence: of this monitoring was included in the Individual 

Student Success Plans (ISSP). Attached to these plans were data regarding the individual 

student's progress in acquiring academic skills. 

Documented in the District Accommodation Plan (DCAP), the School Accommodation Plans, 

and the ISSP were programs available to children in need of help. Recommended and required 

opportunities for help were documented. The school committee had required MCAS test 

remediation classes during the regular school day for those students not successful on the test at 

the secondary level. 

2. 	The district adopted and implemented a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) as a 

component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) to assist principals in ensuring that all efforts 

were made to meet students’ needs in regular education. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The DCAP was in evidence for the period under review. The Plan was a separate 

document and not part of the District Improvement Plan (DIP). The DCAP included the 
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procedure and template for ISSPs. Each school building in the New Bedford Public Schools also 

maintained a School Improvement Plan (SIP) that incorporated a School Accommodation Plan. 

The school plans mirrored the District Plan, yet were specific for that school. Each school plan 

also incorporated the ISSP into the School Accommodation Plan. During interviews, the EQA 

was told by all interviewed (administrators, teachers, and central office administrators) that the 

plan was extensively used and adhered to in full. Sample ISSP documents were available for 

study by the team. 

3. Components of the DCAP included the following: 

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may have interfered 

with learning; 

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; and 

assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze and 

accommodate the needs of students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Direct and systematic instruction in reading was available to all students in the New 

Bedford Public Schools. This was evidenced in both the district curriculum accommodation plan 

(DCAP) documentation and in interviews conducted with the district and school staff. Additional 

help was available to those students who were having difficulty obtaining literacy skills. 

Academic coaches, site administrators, and district administration reviewed available data and 

developed plans for those students who were not progressing adequately. The DCAP 

documented the availability of services to those students who needed behavioral support. In 

interviews, classroom teachers knew how to access services and help as needed. 

Common planning time, where student work and data from local and state tests were analyzed 

regularly, took place at the high school and middle schools. At the elementary level, this 

happened inconsistently. Scheduling was difficult at the elementary level as said in interviews 

with both the elementary principals and teachers. Finding time for common planning was 

dependent on the individual school and was not consistent in all elementary schools. 
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Collaboration was also difficult between schools as well. Faculty from the West Side School 

reported that they seldom were able to meet with teachers from other schools in New Bedford. 

Elementary teachers seldom met with elementary teachers from other elementary buildings to 

collaborate. 

During the last two years of the period under review, each school had literacy academic coaches 

to help teachers in improving instructional practices, data analysis, and planning. Math coaches 

had become available in the 2002-2003 and 2003-2004 school years (the last two years of the 

period under review) to provide the same guidance in that content area. 

Parental involvement had been addressed in the DCAP. Communication with parents was 

documented by their inclusion in district and school planning teams. Staff members were 

available to parents regularly during school-sponsored events. Students having academic 

difficulty were contacted regarding available programs and the child's need for help. 

Training in data analysis was offered to all staff members. The academic coaches, leadership 

teams, and site administration helped teachers in the use of data and accessing help for students 

in need. Documented professional development activities were confirmed in interviews with 

teachers, site administrators, and district administrators. 

4. 	At each grade level, the district used data available from classroom teachers, standardized tests, 

and local benchmarks to identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance 

expectations and provided these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Despite the District's efforts, the data documented that efforts were currently not 

"sufficient." Students in New Bedford Public Schools scored below state average on the 2003 

MCAS test. Seventy-five percent of students in New Bedford scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the 2003 MCAS test. While the average in the state was 49 

percent, 25 percent of New Bedford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
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categories on the 2003 MCAS test, while 51 percent of the students in Massachusetts scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ categories. 

The district overall demonstrated Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) during the latest data 

reporting period. In 2004, 29 percent of New Bedford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

‘Proficient’ categories, while the average in Massachusetts was 51 percent. While the state 

averaged 53 percent, 71 percent of the New Bedford students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

Central office administrators reported to examiners about a system of data collection and review 

in the New Bedford Public Schools. This information was confirmed by teachers at all levels and 

by site administrators at all levels. On a regularly scheduled basis, depending on the grade level 

and nature of the test, students were administered a local benchmark test, Developmental 

Reading Test (DRA), or Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). 

The MCAS test results and tests associated with various reading and math programs used by the 

district added to the data collection. These results were analyzed by teachers, site administrators, 

academic coaches, and central office staff. The results were collected by the central office, 

analyzed, and returned to the teacher. The teacher was directed by administration to tailor 

instruction as needed to remediate areas of weakness. Programs for underperforming students 

were thus developed. 

At the middle school level, each student was required to take two periods of ELA, one period of 

reading instruction and one of English writing and grammar instruction. In math, each child took 

one period of regular math instruction and one period of "Math Plus," where additional practice 

was provided. Those who did poorly on the MCAS test were required to receive a MCAS test 

tutoring and a remediation course. 

At the high school, the students were required to take an additional period of instruction in math 

and ELA. The MCAS test tutorial was required of those who were unable to succeed on the test 
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in either Grade 8 or Grade 10. The MCAS test tutors were provided for each child in need of 

supplementary help. 

5. 	 Early intervention programs in literacy were provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS test. * 

*This indicator is not applicable to secondary and vocational-technical schools and districts. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The test data regarding New Bedford Public Schools indicated that all third grade 

students were not reading at the ‘Proficient’ category on the MCAS test. The district scored 

below the state average in this area. New Bedford’s Grade 3 students scored in the ‘Proficient’ 

category on Grade 3 MCAS test as follows: 2001, 41 percent;  2002, 47 percent; 2003, 46 

percent; and 2004, 48 percent. 

As documented by the DCAP and the School Accommodation Plans, there were numerous 

resources for students who were experiencing difficulty acquiring basic literacy skills the 

primary grades of the New Bedford Public Schools. This evidence was corroborated through the 

interviews held with school and district staff. Teachers were aware of the plans in place and 

aware of how to access help for students. Principals and academic coaches (math academic 

coaches were available for the last two years of the review period, literacy coaches were 

available the entire review period) routinely reviewed test data gathered periodically in each 

class to find data trends and individual students in need of help. 

6. 	 The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education, and contained 

the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §11 (in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district provided the DOE the necessary success plans, which were compliant 

with and had the necessary elements as mandated by state regulations.  

91




Standard 10. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT: PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND 

EVALUATION: For the period under examination, the district engaged 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 were offered. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Academic Support Programs (ASP) were in use in the district. 

•	 The majority of students who dropped out of the high school program had Individual Student 
Success Plans when they entered in freshman year. 

•	 Academic Support Programs were evaluated in a number of ways, but no ASP program had 
been dropped as a result of a program evaluation. 

•	 Success of ASPs on the MCAS test scores were mixed, according to internal and external 
evaluations of ASPs. 

Indicators: 

1. The district engaged in a documented, formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

programs and support services offered. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district engaged in a formal, systematic analysis 

of the results from student performance tests and student needs to determine content and scope of 

academic programs and support services offered. The district funded academic support programs 

from grants. For those grants which were directed at Academic Student Support, there were 

written documents to support the purpose of each grant, and there was aggregate and trend data 

to measure the impact of each grant. Each elementary school kept its own response plans to 

MCAS test data, generated by TestWiz and other programs. Schools were involved with the 

PIMS process, which alerted them to data use and the effects of instruction on student 

achievement. However, all schools did not take advantage of ASPs equally. Because of school
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based management, principals could pick and choose program participation, especially at the 

elementary level. 

In the 2003-2004 school year, at the initiation of the superintendent, the district began to share 


data among schools. Data was generated by student, but was aggregated by school. 


The district required that pre-and post tests be used to determine effects of ASPs. 


2. 	 The district used MCAS grant funds to develop or enhance academic support programs for 

students scoring in 'Warning/Failing' and 'Needs Improvement' categories. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had developed Individual Support Plans 

(ISSP) for students in all grades who were at the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ 

category. ASPs were directed at these students. MCAS test Academic Support Programs such as 

ACOST- 2001-2003; Academic Support (after school) 2001-2004 (available at all levels 2003

2004 only); Academic Support-Tutoring 2001-2004; Federal 21st Century Grant-2001-2004; 

Massachusetts 21st Century Grant-2003-2004 were in effect in the district during the time under 

review. 

In addition, the high school developed regularly scheduled academic support classes to help 

students with their knowledge in the content-assessed area, particularly math and ELA. High 

School staff was assigned to this project. In addition, the MCAS test funds were used for tutoring 

after school and for other programs designed to improve student MCAS test results. No 

aggregate data was available to determine whether programs effected specific improvements in 

MCAS test achievement, but ISSPs were used for more than 1500 students at the high school. In 

2003-2004, 1,500 families of high school students were contacted to generate interest in 

participating in ASPs. Only 250 students registered for such help. At the elementary level, 

programs were available for schools whose principals wished to participate. 
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3. District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded MCAS 

success program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District administrators provided extensive documentation as evidence: of their 

comprehensive data collection effort. Documents revealed that academic support programs were 

evaluated using pre and post test data in the after-school-programs. For example, 21st Century 

and Project Learn–both the MCAS test academic support programs used site selected pre and 

post test instruments. In 2003-2004 eight elementary schools, four middle schools and two high 

schools participated. According to district evaluation documents provided by administrators, 

individual school scores could not be compared among schools as a measure of the overall 

effectiveness of the MCAS test support programs because "the range of scores varied depending 

on the type of test used." 

The district developed ISSPs for at risk students who failed the MCAS test at various grade 

levels. Individual ISSP data were kept at the elementary schools. However, the high school data 

provided to the examiners by staff showed that the ISSP flow through at the high school was 

ineffective. The estimated out-migration from the New Bedford High School per class of 

students with ISSPs was as follows: 

• Grade 9 - 89.6 percent of students who left the high school had ISSPs; 

• Grade 10 - 91.8 percent of students who left the high school had ISSPs; 

• Grade 11- 63.9 percent of students who left the high school had ISSPs; and 

• Grade 12- 17.9 percent of students who left the high school had ISSPs. 

Given these data, it became clear that many students who were identified as most needing 

support services, and who had been receiving additional academic support through the MCAS 

test grant funding and through ISSP services chose to leave school after entering the high school. 
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For students who chose to stay in the high school and to use the remedial services, there was a 

set of data which used pre-post data to show that there were positive effects on MCAS test scores 

in the aggregate among those students who participated in ASPs. 

The district staff, when asked their thoughts about what seemed to work in bringing low 

achieving MCAS test students into the ‘Proficient’ or ‘Advanced’ categories answered that 

"treatment exposure" (length of student participation in the support programs) and successive 

years of "low ratios" in the MCAS test support programs seemed to be positive in improving test 

scores. The district staff members were very willing to meet with principals, and "invite" them to 

get their schools involved in the MCAS test support programs. Staff did indicate that during the 

period under review it learned a great deal about using data in its decision making. 

4. The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance student performance for 

those students in need. These programs were designed to address a variety of learner needs and 

styles in the assessed content areas. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district provided documents listing grants and other MCAS test programs 

classified as ASPs. In 2003-2004, 51 grants were awarded to the district, the majority of which 

were supplemental or support programs. In addition, during the period under review, academic 

support for after- school tutoring, as well as in-school academic support was offered. From 2001

2004, every school in New Bedford was involved in at least one program. Participation varied 

widely, in terms of specific program participation, and in terms of numbers of participating 

students (particularly at the elementary level). The 2002 21st century grant evaluation cited four 

separate types of programmatic categories and the number of students participating as: 

•	 Sports-343 students from 8 elementary schools; 4 Middle Schools and 1 High School. 

•	 Reading support-322 from 8 elementary schools; 4 Middle Schools and 1 High School. 
Development- 324 from 8 elementary schools; 4 Middle Schools and 1 High School. 

•	 The Arts 281-from 8 elementary schools; 4 Middle Schools and 1 High School. 
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Overall, during the period under review there were four major after school programs and other 

in-school academic support programs, (particularly at the high school level, where academic 

support in ELA and math were offered to students with ISSPs). 

5. Evaluations of academic support programs indicated that overall programs	 were efficient, 

managed effectively, and resulted in moving students from ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs 

Improvement' to the 'Proficient' category. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was no formal policy in the district regulating program review. There was no 

master plan for program evaluation or review in the district. The district generated aggregate data 

on student achievement, but elementary principals controlled their own MCAS test data and 

decided on remediation services. The district staff collected as much data as it could in order to 

meet program evaluation demands from funding agencies. The district reported to DOE the 

effects of its programs on individual students as required by the grant, but there was no common 

easy way to access the system available, or in use during the period under review, to determine 

specific effects of programs on student movement from one MCAS test category to another. If 

students moved from one MCAS test category to another, as a result of participation in an 

academic support program, that data was aggregated and specificity was lost. 

District staff exhibited a high degree of competence and understanding of the importance of the 

district integrating its data into its operations. It collected and used both qualitative and 

quantitative data when available. However, certain the MCAS test scores of student sub-groups 

still remained low. In 2004, 77 percent of the African-American students (17 percent of the 

student population) scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories; and 85 

percent of the Hispanic school population (18 percent of the student population) scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These scores were 11 and 19 points 

lower than their White counterparts in the New Bedford Public Schools. 

One outside evaluation was reviewed by the examiners. It evaluated the effects of the 21st 

Century after-school program on participants. The evaluator used self-reported data on the 
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correlation of report card changes, and self-reported information provided by teachers of the 

participating students, regarding the degree of preparedness of these students for their regular 

school work. The teachers' comments were very favorable (e.g. 75 percent indicated that the 

students were "better prepared to learn" as a result of the program). However, the report card 

data showed about an even number of marks going up and going down for students, who had 

participated in the program. In addition, an equal number of students showed no gain at all. 

Participation was 33 percent for elementary students 10 percent for Junior High School students, 

and 2 percent for high school students. The effects of this grant ($250,000) seemed to be neutral 

in terms of student achievement as measured by report card grades, and had no relevance to 

potential MCAS test gains, since there was no correlation data that connected report card grades 

with MCAS test scores. 
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Domain D: Leadership, Governance, and Organization

 Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 8 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 7 
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Standards Total 
omain D - Leadership, Governance, & 

Organization 
S11 - Organizational Leadership: Direction, Goal 
Setting, Policies, & Planning 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S12 - Organizational & Human Resource 
Management 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 11. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: For the period under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs implemented improvement plans that were based on a comprehensive 

vision or mission, clear priorities for student achievement, and the analysis of recent and long-

range student performance data. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and 

complete documentation on past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and 

achievements of the district and its students. The implementation of improvement plans was 

consistently assessed and modified based on the ongoing analysis of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 In 2004, the New Bedford Public Schools had eight schools on the federal Department of 
Education’s “In Need of Improvement” list. The district as a whole was also on this list in 
both ELA and math.  

•	 There was an inconsistent interface between the District Improvement Plan (DIP) and the 
School Improvement (SIPs) early in the period under review. However, under the new 
superintendent and at the insistence of a school committee member, the district developed 
templates that it used in the final two years of the period, and this improved the connection 
between the DIP and the SIPs. 

•	 There was limited evidence that student achievement data was the foundation of the school 
committee’s policy- and decision-making. 
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•	 The district did not maintain a current school committee policy manual. The majority of the 
policies were dated 1976, and there was little evidence that the district recently reviewed or 
amended them. 

Indicators: 

1. The district had a clearly understood vision and/or mission, goals, and priorities included in the 

District Improvement Plan (DIP). The plan and the analysis of student achievement data drove 

the development, implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and 

practices. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The DIP was initially written for 2000-2005 and was revised for 2002-2003. The DIP 

included a vision statement, a district mission, an organizational chart, demographic information, 

student performance data, teaching and learning goals for ELA and math, and information on 

professional development. Each learning goal was accompanied by assessment measures, 

evaluation strategies, people or department responsible, activity, and timeframe. In July 2002, 

the newly appointed superintendent analyzed MCAS test data and found that the district’s 

curriculum was fragmented. The curriculum for grades K-6 relied on scope and sequence and 

was not aligned with the curriculum for grades 7-12. The district created two assistant 

superintendent positions for grades PreK-12, one for ELA and social studies and the other for 

math and science and technology. The DOE declared one district elementary school 

“underperforming” and subject to state intervention. The district intended to use PIM as the 

training model to effectuate change. However, the new superintendent mandated that the 

leadership teams in all schools would take PIM training. The district also used a DOE grant to 

hire a Performance Improvement Specialist who was a catalyst for curriculum change and 

implementation throughout the district. 

2. 	School Committee members were informed and knowledgeable about their responsibilities under 

Education Reform, and relied on student achievement and other data as the foundation of their 

policy making and decision making. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The school committee was kept informed of their responsibilities under education 

reform by the superintendent’s presentations at regular meetings, the newsletters of the 

Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC) and Massachusetts Association of 

School Superintendents (MASS), the annual mandatory state workshops, and going to 

conferences. Student achievement was the superintendent’s priority and he therefore shared 

student achievement data at regular school committee meetings. The superintendent 

supplemented this with memoranda and formal press releases. School committee members and 

the superintendent said that the emphasis on student achievement was a major factor in 

refocusing the district during the final two years of the period under review. The school 

committee passed few new policies during the period under review, and the policy manuals had 

no evidence of school committee decisions that were related to student achievement data. 

3. 	The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and complete documentation on past and 

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

students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent published a summary of achievements called “Where Are We 

Today?” He presented it to the school committee, staff, and the press. The document’s sections 

included collaboration, higher education, equity and diversity, collaboration with non-profits and 

community-based organizations, professional development, dropout prevention, academic 

support and restructuring, assessment, curriculum and instruction, and recognitions and 

achievements. The school committee agendas also listed district and student achievements. The 

meetings were broadcast live on cable and repeated several times during the week. The district’s 

website, school newsletters, and local radio also covered achievements. 

4. An approved School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school, aligned with the district’s plan, 

was in use and based on the analysis of student achievement data. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The school committee approved the SIPs individually each year. The DIP committee 

presented its final draft to the superintendent who then presented it to the school committee for 
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final approval at a regularly scheduled school committee meeting. The school committee 

reserved the right to suggest changes. There was an inconsistent interface between the DIP and 

the SIPs early in the period under review. However, under the new superintendent and at the 

insistence of a school committee member, the district developed templates that it used in the final 

two years of the period, and this improved the connection between the DIP and the SIPs. Each 

school’s SIPs were on file. During a district-wide professional development day, the district gave 

teachers a copy of the DIP, explained it to them, and helped them interpret it. Teachers also 

received a copy of their school’s SIP. The SIPs included district- and school-level MCAS test 

data. They also included ELA and math goals, data analysis, student learning objectives, causes, 

instructional change objectives, major strategies, and benchmarks. The schools updated their 

SIPs each year. The revised documents were presented to the PreK-12 assistant superintendents 

who then presented the documents to the superintendent. The superintendent forwarded the 28 

SIPs to the school committee during the summer. The school committee formally approved them 

on the superintendent’s recommendation in August, September, and October. 

5. 	District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrated that they had the skills 

to use aggregate and individual test analyses to inform and assess the effectiveness of the 

planning process, and to improve instructional programs and services for all student populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers, principals, and central office administrators said that the assistant 

superintendents and the Performance Improvement Specialist trained principals and teachers who 

served on the school leadership teams organized by the principals. The EQA team found 

inconsistencies in communications between leadership teams and other faculty. The leadership 

teams were trained in aggregate and disaggregate data analysis. PIM and TestWiz training were 

the driving mechanisms that embraced this activity. One of the major conclusions of 

disaggregated data analysis was that special education and Hispanic students were 

underperforming. This result, along with the lack of effective vertical curriculum articulation, 

contributed to the adoption of the Open Court Reading textbook series and a new K-8 math 

textbook series. These two purchases cost the district in excess of 1.3 million dollars. 
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6. 	 District leaders monitored student achievement data throughout the year, considered the goals 

identified in the DIP, and individual SIPs, and implemented programs, policies, and services that 

were most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The weekly Central Office Leadership Team meetings gave student achievement 

primary attention. The superintendent, the deputy superintendent, the two assistant 

superintendents for curriculum, the assistant superintendent for special services, the assistant to 

the superintendent for equity and diversity, the assistant to the superintendent for data and 

assessment, and the business manager made up the team. Performance teams were identified and 

organized at each school and became the focal point of change in student achievement initiatives. 

There was a disconnect between the curriculum for grades K-6 and the curriculum for grades 7

12 during the first two years of the period under review. During the latter part of the period under 

review, the district emphasized horizontal and vertical curriculum articulation. During a district-

wide professional development day, the district gave teachers a copy of the DIP, explained it to 

them, and helped them interpret it. Teachers also received a copy of their school’s SIP. Weekly 

and monthly administrative council meetings revisited components of the DIP and the SIPs. 

Monthly faculty meetings paid similar attention to the SIPs. 

7. 	All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Central office administrators said that one assistant principal was not certified for his 

position but was pursuing state licensure. A review of personnel records showed he was the only 

unlicensed administrator in the district. 

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

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs did/did not result in improved student 

achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The leadership team annually reported to the school committee, staff, and community 

on the status of the DIP. The district presented its “Where Are We Today?” report on cable 

television, gave it to the press, and presented it at several community-based meetings. During 

these sessions, the superintendent emphasized that data was essential to decision-making. As he 

prepared the school committee for the upcoming budget, he directed attention to budget 

assumptions and priorities such as full-day kindergarten, early literacy, and class size. The school 

committee voted to approve the SIPs. There was no evidence that specific schools were targeted, 

but the school committee saw documentation comparing the performance of all district schools. 

The school committee could ask principals to appear and amplify on their SIPs. 

9. 	The superintendent's performance was evaluated annually based on the district’s state assessment 

results and implementation of the DIP. This evaluation served as the basis for setting 

compensation and improving the future job performance of the superintendent. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent was evaluated annually at an open meeting of the school 

committee. A three-person subcommittee collated individual comments, reviewed them with the 

superintendent, and delivered a summative report to the regularly scheduled meeting in 

December. The evaluation instrument consisted of a checklist and narrative, and it included goals 

that emphasized student achievement and referred to basic tenets. Performance standards 

included: leadership, governance, communications and community relations, resource 

management, curriculum and assessment, personnel, and professionalism. School committee 

members referred to the superintendent’s annual goals, and some wrote extensive narratives for 

specific standards. There was no documented evidence of a direct connection between 

performance and compensation or contract extension. Two veteran school committee members 

emphasized that the current evaluation procedure with the new superintendent received more 

attention and was more comprehensive than that of any predecessor. 
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Standard 12. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: For the 

period under examination, the district had organizational structures, policies, collective 

bargaining agreements, procedures, and practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and 

accountability. Teacher retention/turnover rates were within reason. Together, these elements 

promoted efficient and effective district operation and facilitated achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 A structured, contractual bidding process to fill teacher vacancies limited the principal’s 
authority under education reform. 

•	 Some teachers assigned to math, science, or special education courses were not state 
certified. 

Indicators: 

1. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent and designated principals said that the educational and operational 

management of the schools was delegated to the principals and program directors. Principals 

received a per-pupil allocation to spend at their discretion on the educational needs of their 

schools. They also had the authority to choose the members of their leadership teams, which 

could help establish school priorities. Applications for state and federal grants depended on each 

school’s initiative. Principals chose the members of their curriculum committees. Within the 

constraints of a structured teacher-negotiated bidding procedure, they had the authority to 

recommend all faculty candidates. The superintendent routinely approved all recommendations. 

The bidding process possibly conflicted with the basic tenets of education reform, which gave 

principals the authority to hire and fire staff. Principals also supervised their schools’ custodians. 

Principals’ autonomy resulted in disparities among the schools. 
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2. The district leaders ensured that: 

a. all principals were aware of and understood published policies and district improvement plans, 

and 

b. the district used system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty and 

staff informed and to provide avenues for response. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Communications between district leaders and principals were in the form of school 

committee policies, superintendent memos, and various administrative council meetings. The 

superintendent took a pyramid approach to correspondence: he accepted suggestions from the 

lowest levels and processed them up through the educational hierarchy. Principals had the 

opportunity to react to proposals before they were presented to the school committee. The 

superintendent modified plans as needed. Principals also communicated with the superintendent 

through monthly reports. A Monthly Report Form included three sections: review of the month, 

areas of concern, and upcoming events. According to the superintendent, the DIP was explained 

at the year’s first professional development day and was revisited throughout the year at 

administrative council meetings and at horizontal and vertical curriculum articulation sessions. 

District-wide and intra-district communications took the form of superintendent memos, the 

district website, annual reports by each school, and wide distribution of the DIP and the SIPs. All 

curriculum and textbook committees included teachers, and the committees had to report back to 

their constituents at faculty meetings. The superintendent had a direct telephone line to all 

principals. He also met with them individually as needed. They also used electronic mail. The 

superintendent met with the principals at monthly administrative council meetings. Agendas 

were developed, and principals were responsible for taking notes and reporting back to their 

staff. The superintendent said that student achievement, in the form of curriculum, instruction, 

and assessment, occupied 99 percent of the content of the administrative council meetings. 

3. The district was organized in a manner that addressed all aspects of administrative actions and had 

lines of responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel were current, published, and available to 

all faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The DIP included an organizational chart. It delineated lines of authority. The 

personnel office kept job descriptions and records for all employees under the supervision of the 

deputy superintendent. The files were current and secure. All employees could give 24 hours’ 

notice to access to their personal records. 

4. 	The district had practices for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involved administrative and 

staff participation. The process was perceived as fair and open and focused on identifying and 

acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to principals, teacher vacancies were initially filled through a negotiated, 

structured bidding process that was based solely on seniority and area of certification. The 

superintendent had issues with the bidding process. He challenged seniority, especially in 

assignments at the district’s underperforming schools. When the bidding process was exhausted, 

the district advertised vacancies in three to five newspapers, on its website, and at various 

colleges and universities. In 2003, the district adopted a minority recruitment plan that included 

networking at college fairs and corresponding with NAACP youth groups. The district also 

cultivated student teachers as a resource to fill vacancies. The teacher appointment process was a 

product of the principal’s leadership style and interaction with the leadership team. The principal 

recommended a candidate to the superintendent, who routinely accepted the recommendation. 

The superintendent then notified the school committee at a school committee meeting. The 

school committee reserved the right to ask questions about any potential appointment. The 

teachers’ union saw the process as fair. Only one grievance was filed: the district hired an 

athletic coach, then gave the person a teaching position, which allegedly circumvented the 

contracted bidding procedure. 

5. The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district employed as many as 66 teachers who 

were not licensed in their primary assignment. These fields included math, science, and special 

education. The district placed uncertified teachers on certification plans, monitored them, and 

encouraged them to complete state requirements. The district did not offer continuing contracts 

to teachers who did not gain full certification within three years. 

6. The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Nine waivers were currently on file for teachers who were not yet certified in their 

primary teaching assignment. The district did not offer continuing contracts to teachers who did 

not gain full certification within three years. 

7. The district actively undertook efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the profession 

with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent and the deputy superintendent said that the district hired between 

70 and 80 teachers each year during the period under review. The Desmarais Consulting Group 

planned and evaluated the district’s Teacher Induction Program. Principals recommended 

mentors. The district trained mentors and paid them a stipend. The mentor manual addressed 

adult development and learning, the reflective practitioner, cultural diversity, and contemporary 

pedagogy. The Office of Professional Development evaluated the Teacher Induction Program 

annually but did not formally evaluate mentors. There was no formal process for exit interviews. 

A majority of the teachers who left the district retired. There were no other trends. 

8. The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The personnel office compiled and maintained all employee records under the 

jurisdiction of the deputy superintendent for human resources. Teachers could view their 

personal files under the supervision of personnel office staff if they gave 24 hours’ notice. The 

district ran Criminal Offender Record (CORI) checks on site. The district maintained these files 

separately. An ex-police captain supervised the procedure, which included background reviews 

of all full- and part-time employees, bus drivers, substitute teachers, and volunteers. The 

supervisor surveyed security compliance measures throughout the district. The personnel records 

and CORI files were well secured. 

9. District employment policies and practices identified and encouraged skilled, qualified personnel 

to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ, which resulted in a low rate of teacher and 

administrative turnover among qualified staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The teachers’ labor contract dictated employment policies. The superintendent had 

total latitude in filling individual-contract administrative vacancies. Most of these vacancies were 

filled from within the district. The district cultivated potential leaders and assigned them to 

positions when possible. During the period under review, the district recruited several 

administrators from outside the district. During the last year of the period under review, seven 

administrators, 31 elementary school teachers, 23 secondary school teachers, and 10 department 

heads resigned or retired. The district did not re-hire 11 probationary teachers. The district 

removed five tenured teachers, three of whom were currently in litigation. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management

 Standards  Indicators  
Domain E - Business & Financial 
Management 
S13 - Budget Preparation & Development 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S14 - Financial Asset Management 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S15 - Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities 
Asset Management 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

8 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

9 10 Total 

0 0 0 
1 1 8 
0 0 2 
0 0 0 

0 N/A 0 
1 N/A 6 
0 N/A 3 
0 N/A 0 

0 N/A 0 
1 N/A 7 
0 N/A 2 
0 N/A 0 

Standard 13. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: For the period under 

examination, the district had a budget preparation and development process that ensured 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 met their responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget and appropriations met the educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 The City of New Bedford did not meet state-mandated Net School Spending (NSS) for the 

years under review. 

•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the school department and the City had several disagreements 
regarding indirect costs. 
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Indicators: 

1. 	 There were clear, documented policies and procedures for the development of the district’s 

budget to ensure input from all staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district's policy manual was organized per the NSBA/NEPN Classification 

System. Policy DBD, Budget Planning, mandated that the superintendent "shall have overall 

responsibility for budget preparation, including the construction of a budget calendar." It 

required the principals to submit budget requests after advice was sought from their respective 

school communities. Policy DBF/DBG, Dissemination of Budget Recommendations/Hearings 

and Reviews, detailed the publishing of a budget following the adoption of a tentative budget by 

the committee. This policy explained the need for a public hearing on the budget that was in 

accordance with the law. 

According to district administration, the budgets were developed using the prior year’s actual 

spending as a base. The superintendent used his goals and objectives to guide the budget 

development process. The business office and superintendent determined a percent increase to 

give to the principals for general expenses. The principals developed their school budgets using 

the superintendent's goals and objectives as a guide and their respective school improvement 

plans. A preliminary budget was presented to the school committee that included the schools’ 

requests. From this initial budget the school committee began to pare down the funding levels to 

reach the final amounts. For the past two fiscal years, the superintendent presented a level-

service budget and a level-funded budget. 

2. 	Relevant budget development decisions were premised on a clear, documented systemic analysis 

of student performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the school department used any available funds at the 

end of the fiscal year to purchase and address issues regarding student achievement for the 

following fiscal year. Grants were primary fund sources that the schools used to address student 

achievement issues. At times, the school committee used local funds to address student 

achievement. For example, the Mt. Pleasant and Roosevelt schools were declared ‘under
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performing’ due to their low math test scores. To address this, the district hired a math coach and 

gave the school additional resources. The superintendent stated that the primary focus for the 

district was curriculum and professional development for the staff. The administration decided 

that these were the areas that the district would direct its funds to, with the intent that improving 

the curriculum and improving the professional development would result in improved student 

achievement. 

The district-wide math initiative resulted in the district hiring and training 26 full-time math 

coaches, professional development for all grades K-8 math teachers, and the completion of the 

curriculum mapping. In addition, grant funds supported the hiring of two MCAS test facilitators, 

one in ELA and the other in math, at New Bedford High School.  

3. 	The district’s budget development process was clear, document and integrated district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The budget process for the years under review was clear. It was dictated by policy 

and the goals of both the district and the superintendent. For the period under review, when the 

budget proposals were not funded at the superintendent's recommendation, according to district 

administration, the school improvement plan goals were the first to lose funding. 

4. The district allocated its resources based on the ongoing analysis of student assessment data in the 

aggregate and disaggregated by student subgroups to improve achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The primary source for addressing subgroup needs was the grants that the district 

received. However, regarding their special education subgroup, in a report issued by the 

Massachusetts Urban Project titled, "Least Restrictive Environment in the New Bedford Public 

Schools: An Examination of Effectiveness and Implementation.", the consultants noted that 

"budgetary constraints have forced principals to provide special education services with a limited 

number of staff." It further stated that there was an uneven distribution of staff across the school. 

In the same report, the principals "felt challenged by scarce resources and wanted more training 
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and support in how to address multiple learning needs." In a report completed by Mass Insight, 

the New Bedford Public Schools were commended for allocating strategically funds. 

5. 	The district, as part of its budget process, implemented a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district as a part of its budget process reviewed 

programs for cost effectiveness. The district building maintenance department did an energy 

conservation analysis of the buildings. Instead of completing a costly overhaul of the buildings, 

the department retrofitted the buildings for maintenance issues. The district collaboratively 

purchased gas and electricity. With the construction projects that the district was involved in, 

they purchased textbooks and library books with these bonded funds. Regarding textbooks, the 

district entered into agreements with vendors that any replacement text would be a guaranteed 

fixed price. Professional development offerings were available at Bridgewater State College 

through a partnership. In addition the district reorganized its central office and consolidated 

positions as a cost-saving measure. 

6. The district’s budget document was clear, complete, current, and understandable and provided 

accurate information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The FY2003 budget booklet, funding sources for the past four years, as well as the 

superintendent's goals and priorities for the subsequent fiscal year were all complete and current. 

The assumptions related to the district’s budget documents were also explained. The school 

committee received two budget booklets. The first booklet included all the proposals originally 

submitted by the administration. The second booklet was the working document used that also 

explained the level-service and level-funded budgets. The district also explained in each of the 

scenarios all the reductions that were to take place in each proposal. 
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7. The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of staffing, 

professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In report issued by the Massachusetts Urban Project titled "Least Restrictive 

Environment in the New Bedford Public Schools: An Examination of Effectiveness and 

Implementation," the consultants cited that "budgetary constraints have forced principals to 

provide special education services with a limited number of staff." It further stated that there was 

an uneven distribution of staff members across the school. The same report concluded that the 

principals"[were] challenged by scarce resources and wanted more training and support in how 

to address multiple learning needs." For the period under review, the district did not reduce any 

direct educational staffing positions due to budget constraints; however, administrative positions 

were reduced in the reorganization that took place. 

Based on a review of the district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report, the district met the 

professional development requirement in fiscal years 2001 and 2002. In those years it exceeded 

the requirement by $785,028 and $237,772, respectively. In FY2003, the district did not meet the 

requirement by $772,903. In addition, based on the End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report filed 

with the DOE, the district's health insurance costs had increased significantly from FY2001 to 

FY2004. In FY2001, the reported amount of Health Insurance for Active Employees, DOE 

Function Code 5200 was $6,240,424. In FY2002, the amount was $7,829,885; an increase from 

FY2001 of 25 percent. In FY2003, the reported amount for health insurance for active employees 

was $10,732,051, which was an increase from FY2002 of 37 percent. In FY2004, the total health 

insurance costs for active employees was $11,216,980, which was an increase of 5 percent. For 

the entire period under review, the increase in health insurance premiums for active employees 

was 80 percent. 

The DOE Function Code 2000 series expenditures for the years under review were: $70,122,241 

in FY200; $71,588,397 in FY2002; an increase from FY2001 of 2 percent; in FY2003 it was 

$68,713,911; a decrease of 4 percent from FY2002; and in FY2004 it was $69,768,153; and an 

increase of 2 percent from FY2003. For the period of FY2001 to FY2004, function code 2000 
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expenditures decreased .5 percent. Function code 4000, Operations and Maintenance, were 

$12,167,774 in FY2001; $11,737,987 in FY2002, a decrease of 4 percent; $10,946,387 in 

FY2003, a decrease of 7 percent from fiscal year 2002; and $11,692,036 in FY2004, an increase 

of 7 percent from FY2003. For the period of FY2001 to FY2004, the expenditures for 

maintenance decreased 4 percent. 

Information on the district's website indicated that in FY2004 the district would defer 

maintenance projects and computer purchases, as well as allowing principals to spend 40 percent 

of their respective budgets between school opening and December. In FY2003 and FY2004, the 

district instituted several spending freezes. 

8. The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review the City funded the district at the required minimum local 

contribution. The City of New Bedford and the district did not meet the Net School Spending 

requirement for each year under review. In addition to this, the school and City had 

disagreements regarding indirect costs and the method used for allocation. For example, the 

retirement assessment for non-teachers was calculated based on the percentage of the school's 

budget to the City's budget, not on exact retirement assessments for the teachers and school staff. 

9. The school committee: 

a. reviewed and approved a budget for education in the district according to the process and 

timeline developed with the superintendent, 

b. worked to ensure that necessary funds were appropriated for the district, and 

c. maintained the balance between needs and resources in the distribution of monies, and 

oversaw the operation of the annual school budget. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Policy DBD, Budget Planning, stated that the superintendent "shall have overall 

responsibility for budget preparation, including the construction of a budget calendar." The 

school committee during each year under review formally approved a budget development 

timeline as presented by the superintendent. Each year under review, the committee never 

reduced the superintendent's budget recommendation and they lobbied the mayor for the funds 

needed based on the superintendent's recommendation. Oversight of the school's budget was 

done through the approval of warrants and transfers as well as the financial reports presented to 

the committee at each meeting. 

10. The district and its leadership actively pursued and developed community partnerships to expand 

interest and involvement in the educational system and to support the educational needs of the 

students and the financial needs of the system. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The New Bedford Public Schools developed several partnerships with area businesses 

and human service organizations. They had an ongoing relationship with the University of 

Massachusetts-Dartmouth to provide course offerings and professional development 

opportunities. The district was awarded a grant for the Safe Harbors Program, which fostered a 

healthy school atmosphere for students, with grant funding from the Safe Schools Program. 

Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the 

district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This was done to 

inform district-level and school-level decision-makers, to ensure effective and efficient 

managerial control over the use of all funds, and to improve achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The accuracy of the district’s financial reporting was lacking both with regard to the school 
system and in relation to the City's indirect costs. 

•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the New Bedford Public Schools received $378,997,786 in state 
Chapter 70 aid. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 School committee policies and guidelines, and administrative procedures were clear regarding 

the processes and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the school committee set the expectations regarding 

expenditure processing in the Policy DJ, Purchasing Policy, and Policy DJA, Purchasing 

Authority. Policy DJ stated that "the assistant superintendent for business shall be responsible, 

under the direction of the superintendent, for developing and administering the purchasing 

program." Policy DJA had been superseded by a local by-law, and in a memo dated August 11, 

2000, the City's purchasing director detailed the new purchasing guidelines. These guidelines 

stated that purchases between $0 and $200 did not require a purchase order prior to ordering. For 

purchases between $201 and $500, a purchase order was required prior to ordering. For 

purchases between $501 and $5,000, at least three verbal quotes had to be solicited. For 

purchases between $5,001 and $9,999, at least three written quotes were needed. And for 

purchases between $10,000 and $24,999, at least three written quotes must be solicited and a 

"mini-contract" would be issued from the City. Finally, purchases over $25,000 required a 

formal bidding process in accordance with Chapter 30B. 

The school committee did not have a formal policy for budget transfers; however, the practice in 

the district for the period under review was to present to the school committee any transfers that 

occurred between the DOE’s function codes, as these needed to be approved by the school 

committee prior to the transfer occurring. 

2. The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: For the period under review the district's accounting system, Pentamation, was used 

for tracking budget, grant, and revolving account expenditures. But the system did not allow for 

line items to be over expended. 

For fiscal years 2001 and 2002, according to the district's End-of-Year Report, the Independent 

Auditor's Report on Applying Agreed On Procedures (completed by Hague, Sahady, and 

Company, P.C.), the City did not maintain the methodology of reporting financial and non

financial data in written form. In addition, the auditor was unable to "ascertain any methodology 

used for assigning or allocating expenditures for fringe benefits to district expenditures for 

employees benefits." The district was unable to provide to the auditors a listing of professional 

salaries and applicable FTEs to support the Schedule 13 data. The district's accounting software 

was able to allocate grant expenditures to the schools on their respective schedule.  

3. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: School committee policy DI, Fiscal Accounting and Reporting, required that monthly 

financial statements be presented to the committee, as the school committee received financial 

reports every two weeks from the district administration. These reports were budget updates of 

local budget and revolving reports and payroll and expenditure warrants. Other reports were 

provided as requested. The public received information through the local newspaper and the 

televised meetings. 

4. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of a sample of grant final financial reports submitted to DOE revealed that 

all grant reports were filed by the required filing deadlines. The End-of- Year Pupil and Financial 

Report was completed and filed in a timely manner. The superintendent distributed to the 

administration the yearly memorandum from the DOE detailing the deadlines for all reporting. 
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The superintendent also had the administrators submit to his office task reports that detailed the 

deadlines that needed to be met. This included the reporting to DOE and others. 

5. The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school and program, and the district used 

forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending was within fiscal budget 

limits. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, as mentioned, the district used Pentamation as its 

financial accounting system, set up so that district administrators were not allowed to over 

expend line items. The City used a different system called CSS, and there was no direct interface 

between the two systems. The district business manager did not formally encumber salaries on 

the financial accounting system. However, he used an Excel spreadsheet that forecast each 

employee's salary for the fiscal year. The superintendent for fiscal years 2002 to 2004 had set 

spending thresholds for each quarter in the fiscal year and had instituted spending freezes. No 

administrator was allowed to exceed these requirements without his approval. Special education 

expenses were forecast based on the previous year's expenditures. In fiscal years 2003 and 2004, 

the district had instituted spending freezes. Yet, according to the district's 2002-2003 annual 

report, 2002 was the first year that the food services operations finished in the black. 

6. District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on a 

regular basis. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, district administrators who had spending authority had 

reading access to the financial accounting system. The grants and revolving accounts were on the 

same system and tracked in the same manner. 
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7. The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Student achievement data were not formally reviewed in the district's financial 

decisions. For the period under review, the school department used any available funds only at 

the end of the year to purchase and address those issues regarding student achievement for the 

following fiscal year. The primary sources of the funds that the school would use to attempt to 

address student achievement were the grants that the district received. At times the school 

committee used local funds to address student achievement. For example, the Mt. Pleasant and 

Roosevelt schools were declared underperforming due to their math scores. To address this, the 

district hired a math coach and gave the schools additional resources. The superintendent stated 

that the primary focus for the district was curriculum and professional development for the staff. 

The administration decided that these were the areas that the district would direct their funds to 

with the intent that by improving the curriculum and improving the professional development, it 

would result in improved student achievement. 

The district-wide math initiative resulted in the district hiring and training 26 full-time math 

coaches, offering professional development for all grades K-8 math teachers, and completing the 

curriculum mapping. Additional grant funds supported the hiring of two MCAS test facilitators, 

one in ELA and the other in math, at New Bedford High School.  

8. The district regularly employed: 

a. certified business officials, 

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c. independent financial auditors and implemented their recommendations to ensure efficient and 

quality financial systems, and 

d. objective and independent treasurers and a separate auditor.*

 *This portion of indicator 8 is applied to regional academic and vocational-technical districts. 

Rating: Poor 

119 



Evidence: For the period under review, the district's business managers were certified. Each had 

the MCPPO certification. In addition, the former maintenance director was MCPPO certified, 

and the deputy assistant also had the MCPPO certification. For the period under review, the 

district was audited as a department in the City's audit. The City did not provide management 

letters to the EQA team. In the auditor's review of the End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report, 

both the City and its schools were cited for having no methodology in allocating fringe expenses 

to the school. This finding was issued in fiscal years 2001 and 2002. The City and school were 

also cited for not having maintained the methodology of reporting financial and non-financial 

information in written form. This was also in fiscal years 2001 and 2002. Thus, the school was 

cited in fiscal years 2001 and 2002 for no support for the Schedule 13 professional salaries and 

full-time equivalency. 

9. The district had a system in place to: 

a. ensure that state bidding laws were followed;

b. monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to ensure 

that they were managed and used efficiently; and, 

c. monitor and track instructional assets, such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization. 

d. regularly, at least every five years, competitively procure independent financial auditing 

services 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the school business manager was a certified purchasing 

official, as were at least three other individuals in the central office. Bids were prepared and 

reviewed at the business office, and through the City's purchasing office. Special revenue funds 

and revolving accounts were monitored using the district's accounting system and segregated by 

grant and revolving account programs. Instructional assets and texts were inventoried and 

managed at the building level when they were ordered, using information from purchase orders 

and packing slips. 
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Standard 15. SUPPLEMENTAL, CAPITAL, AND FACILITIES ASSET 

MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district maintained adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures and used them to acquire and efficiently manage 

supplemental funding and to promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The 

condition, management, and maintenance of facilities encouraged public support for education 

and were conducive to promoting high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 For the period under review, there was no formal or district-wide preventive maintenance 
program. 

•	 Reviews of supplemental programs for improving student achievement were not conducted 
in a timely manner. 

Indicators: 

1. Educational and program facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, maintained, and 

conducive to promoting the learning process. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district's buildings were described as follows: The Paul Roderigues 

Administration Building, had 237 students enrolled in grades 5 through 8, and was listed in Good 

condition; the Parenting Teens Program had 67 students in grades 9 through 12, was also listed 

in good condition; of the 22 elementary schools in the district, the George H. Dunbar (built in 

1897 and renovated in 1993), the Horatio A. Kempton (built in 1901 and renovated in 2000), and 

the Phillips Avenue (built in 1897 and renovated in 1992) elementary schools were listed in Poor 

condition. The remaining 19 were listed in Good condition. The Ingraham Integrated Pre-School 

was constructed in 1889 and renovated in 2001 and was listed in Poor condition. Of the three 

middle schools in the district, the Normandin and the Roosevelt were listed in excellent 

condition. (They were constructed in 2003 and 2001 respectively.) The Keith Middle School, 

constructed in 1954 and renovated in 1999, was listed in good condition. The West Side 

Junior/Senior High School building, (constructed in 1933 and renovated in 1989) was listed in 

Good condition. And the New Bedford High School, constructed in 1972 and renovated in 2001, 
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was listed in excellent condition. These estimates were based on walk-throughs by the EQA 

Team. 

2. The district had a long-term capital plan that was reviewed regularly and revised as needed with 

input from all appropriate stakeholders. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In FY2000, the district contracted with the Mount Vernon Group to perform a 

district-wide feasibility study. This study resulted in a plan that was used by the district for 

renovating and/or building new school facilities. This resulted in either new or renovated school 

facilities during a twenty year period with the number of buildings reduced from 30 to 21. This 

served as the district's capital plan from 2001 forward and was reviewed annually. 

3. The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Instead of a formal preventive maintenance plan, the district used a computerized 

accounting system, ACT 1000. This system tracked work orders and district-wide maintenance 

projects in each school and was catalogued at the district maintenance office. In addition to this 

system, the district hired contractors for routine maintenance projects done by contractors, such 

as boilers (every three years a new bid for maintenance contract) and vehicles. Information on 

the district's website indicated that in FY2004 the district had plans to defer maintenance 

projects. In the maintenance budget, there was a built-in contingency built in to handle any type 

of emergency issues. 

Based on a review of the district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial report, Function code 4000, 

Operations and Maintenance, expenditures were $12,167,774 in FY2001; $11,737,987 in 

FY2002 (a decrease of 4 percent); $10,946,387 in FY2003 (a decrease of 7 percent from 

FY2002), and $11,692,036 in FY2004 (an increase of 7 percent from FY2003). From fiscal year 

2001 to 2004, the expenditures for maintenance decreased 4 percent. 
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4. The district spent at least 50% of its combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary 

maintenance targets each fiscal year during the period under examination. (See 603 CMR 38.14). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of the district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report for fiscal years 

2001 to 2003 revealed that the district spent at least 50 percent of its combined foundation 

maintenance and extraordinary maintenance targets. In FY2001, the district's actual maintenance 

expenditures were $7,290,584. The requirement in FY2001 was $3,845,624 (exceeding the 

requirement by $3,444,960). In FY2002, the maintenance expenditures were $7,621,355. The 

requirement was $4,118,522 (exceeding the requirement by $3,502,833). In FY2003, the actual 

maintenance expenditures were $6,923,045. The required expenditures were $4,324,837 

(exceeding the requirement by $2,598,208). The fiscal year 2004 requirement was $4,484,185. 

The district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report was submitted to the DOE. However, at 

the time of the EQA visit, it was not reviewed and approved by the DOE. 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: GASB No. 34 was implemented in fiscal year 2002 as required. It was done in 

conjunction with the City's auditor. The threshold for capitalizing assets was $10,000. 

6. The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district tracked its supplemental financial resources using its financial accounting 

system, Pentamation. The grant manager was responsible for checking all spending and line 

items to ensure that they were appropriate and in accordance with the grant program. Projections 

of expenditures for grant funds were done by the grant manager on a line-by-line basis. Grant 

forms, "Line Transfer Forms," and "Service Transfer Forms," were designed to formally 

document the need for amendments and transfers of expenditures when needed. The district held 

123




"spending meetings" in January to reevaluate the progress of the grants and make adjustments if 

possible and necessary. 

Based on a review of the City's single audits for federal and state grants (OMB Circular 133-A), 

completed by Hague, Sahady and Company, P.C., for fiscal years 2001 to 2003 there were no 

findings or questioned costs related to the schools' grants. All foundations and endowments in 

the City were controlled by the City Finance department. The school committee formally 

accepted and approved donations at their meetings when presented. 

7. The district implemented a critical review process to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness 

of supplemental expenditures to ensure that they were used for the purpose intended and to 

improve student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district reviewed programs funded through grants for 

their effectiveness and appropriateness. According to the district administration all grants were 

reviewed by the superintendent for appropriateness in enhancing the district programs. The 

district received MCAS test remediation money to address student achievement on the MCAS 

test, and these programs were reviewed by the grant manager, superintendent, and the 

administration at administrative meetings, when appropriate. However, according to the 

"Academic Benchmarking Audit" done by Mass Insight, the district had "insufficient 

management of curriculum implementation and data analysis." The district's coordinated 

program review report indicated that the district's Title I program "does not conduct an annual 

needs assessment therefore school-wide plans neither include the required components nor are 

they incorporated in the school improvement plans." It further stated that the district's bilingual 

program had not been formally evaluated for several years. 

8. In addition to entitlements, the district obtained competitive grants to supplement and support its 

efforts to improve academic achievement for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

124 



Evidence: The district received several million dollars in competitive grants for the period under 

review. For example the district received the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration 

grant in FY2003, Bay State Readers grant, Kindergarten Enhancement grant, and Class Size 

Reduction grant. In fiscal year 2002 they received the Comprehensive School Reform 

Demonstration grant, the Community Partnerships grant, Advanced Placement, high school 

improvement, and Class Size reduction grant. In FY2004, the district received the 21st Century 

grant, the Reading First grant, and the Comprehensive School Reform grant. 

9. The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Based on a review of the city's single audits for federal and state grants (OMB 

Circular 133-A), completed by Hague, Sahady, and Company, P.C., for fiscal years 2001 to 2003 

there were no findings or questioned costs related to the schools' grants. A review of a sample of 

grant final financial reports submitted to DOE revealed that all grant reports were filed by the 

required deadline and that the funds were expended appropriately. A random sampling of grant 

reports reviewed showed the following: for FY2002 a sampling of grants totaling $1,235,000 

was received by the district. Of this amount, $2,312.04 was returned to the DOE. A sampling of 

FY2001 grant reports detailed that of $4,307,510 received in this sampling, $511,066 was 

returned to the DOE. This amount was primarily due to grant programs changing and 

amendments not being allowed. 
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Part IV: Tier III Summary by Domain 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

The New Bedford Public School district’s practice of reviewing student assessment data, both in 

the aggregate and disaggregated by student subgroup, predates the period under review. During 

the Tier II on-site visit, January 2005, the EQA examiners determined that initially the district 

used the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process in an elementary school that had 

been designated by the Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) as ‘Under-performing.’ 

Administrators in Tier II interviews and teachers in focus groups during the Tier III review 

indicated that the process had application for all of the district’s schools because of the focus of 

using data as a diagnostic tool. Teachers stated that the process, adopted by the district for 

implementation in all its schools, was meaningful to them and had relevance to their classrooms. 

Also, in teacher focus groups conducted during the Tier III review, teachers indicated that district 

administrators shared disaggregated data from the MCAS ELA and math tests and expected that 

teachers would refocus greater energy and careful attention to subgroup assessment data. 

However, the 156 classroom observations conducted during the Tier III review yielded little 

evidence that teachers were delivering differentiated instruction. Conversations with 

administrators and teachers left little doubt that at the district, school, and classroom levels, staff 

were reviewing disggregated assessment results, but the lack of confirmation that teachers were 

proficient in delivering differentiated instruction left the EQA’s examiners uncertain as to 

whether or not teachers understood or could address the instructional needs of all students.  

The Mass Insight report, referenced in Tier II, discussed the application of assessment data and 

its relationship to instructional practice, but it was not disseminated to all principals, and not all 

teachers were familiar with it. The EQA examiners visited classrooms at all levels to find 

evidence of good classroom management, a climate that was conducive to student learning, 

effective practices, and high expectations for student learning. It was evident during the 

classroom observations that teachers had focused on classroom management and climate. The 

EQA’s examiners observed evidence of effective classroom management skills in 70 percent of 

the classrooms that they visited at the elementary level, in 56 percent of classrooms at the middle 

level, and in 47 percent of classrooms at the high school level.  The EQA examiners, however, 
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observed limited evidence that teachers had high expectations for student learning. In the 

classrooms that were visited, high expectations for student learning were observed most often in 

the high schools, 35 percent of the time; less often in the middle schools, 20 percent of the time; 

and slightly higher in the elementary schools, 31 percent of the time.  Classroom management 

was the most frequently observed component district wide at 63 percent. Evidence of classroom 

climate conducive to the teaching and learning process was observed in 50 percent of the 

classrooms that were visited. Evidence of effective instructional practice was observed in 37 

percent of the classrooms visited across the district. Evidence of high expectations for student 

learning was rare, 29 percent of the classrooms district-wide. 

The district began to monitor attendance in earnest during the fall of the 2003-2004 school year 

and developed a new policy requiring 95 percent attendance. During focus groups, teachers 

indicated an awareness of the need for a practice to track transient and mobile students.  Schools 

had not paid close attention to tracking cohort groups of students; just prior to the EQA Tier 

II/Tier III reviews, the district began using an internally-developed software program, VAX, to 

assist in monitoring attendance district wide. In addition, the district and school level leadership 

had not closely examined cohort groups to discover possible reasons for incidence and likely 

explanations for cohort dropout rates. Teachers in focus groups indicated that ELL students were 

receiving instruction in the same manner as non-ELL students, but noted that teachers made 

needed modifications when they thought that it was necessary. Although the district’s 

population of ELL students was approximately 3 percent, a review of student assessment trend 

data did not indicate that instruction had improved for ELL students. Teachers indicated during 

the period under review that the district’s emphasis was on reviewing assessment scores in the 

aggregate. 

Principals had not evaluated teachers in accordance with the standards mandated by the state 

Education Reform Act. A review of professional status teachers selected at random determined a 

lack of systemic practice throughout with relation to staff evaluation in the district. Of the 288 

evaluations reviewed, 64 percent contained informative content, and 4 percent were determined 

to be instructive. Additionally, professional status teachers were evaluated every three years, 

which was not in accordance with the timelines specified in 603 CMR. Teachers in focus groups 
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did not have a clear understanding of the three-year cycle and in particular the self-initiated 

activity and reflection year. Furthermore, the EQA examiners found no evidence that the 

evaluation process for professional status teachers was linked to specific, quantifiable student 

assessment data.   

Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

In focus groups, teachers indicated that there was limited opportunity for them to have input into 

modification of the math curriculum at the elementary level. Special education teachers stated 

that they were not offered enough professional development opportunities during the summer 

months. Teachers had concerns that the district emphasized student achievement in the aggregate 

instead of focusing on subgroup achievement and that they were not provided with equitable 

resources to implement programs. An example provided was that math kits for teachers, 

published to accompany a new math program and provide teachers with additional support, were 

not available in all buildings at the middle school level where the program was implemented.   

Despite the fact that the district provided leadership and support in the form of ELA and math 

coaches to schools, the district’s curriculum and instruction programs were not sufficient to 

allow the majority of students to score ‘Proficient’ on the state assessment. While the district had 

made some improvement in the aggregate of increasing the percentage of students scoring in the 

‘Proficient’ category on the 2004 MCAS test, the improvement of approximately 2 percentage 

points was minimal. The vast majority of the district’s students, or 71 percent, remained in the 

combined categories of ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing,’ as compared to the state 

average of 55 percent of students scoring in those same combined categories. During focus 

groups discussion, teachers readily acknowledged that improvement was needed in math 

instruction, as evidenced by the performance of students in the MCAS math subtest. In the 

aggregate, the district’s students fared little better in the ELA MCAS subtest with 64 percent of 

the district’s students scoring on the combined categories of ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing,’ as compared to the state average of 37 percent of students scoring in those 

same combined categories. 
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Interviews with school leadership revealed that the district made an effort to collect and compile 

assessment data; however, there was limited evidence of a systemic, unified commitment to 

focusing on the application of data and their analyses to inform teaching practice or to improve 

student performance. The EQA’s examiners noted during observations that there was limited 

evidence of effective instructional practices and low incidence of teachers having high 

expectations for student learning. Teachers in focus groups corroborated this, explaining that if 

the district and schools had formal expectations for teachers to promote high standards for 

student learning, they (teachers) were not made aware of them. The EQA examiners agreed that 

while instruction and assigned tasks may have been grade-appropriate, they were not challenging 

for students. Student work was displayed; however, the work displayed did not, in the judgment 

of the evaluators with content-specific expertise, reflect high expectations for student work. 

Evaluators were in agreement that instances when teachers required students to explain their 

thinking were limited at all levels observed, and it was rare that teachers expected students to use 

critical thinking skills to problem solve. Essentially, most of the classrooms visited were teacher 

centered, as opposed to student centered. 

Teachers indicated that they were expected by district and school administrators to individualize 

instruction to address individual student weaknesses. However, in the classrooms observed, there 

was no evidence that teachers designed multiple tasks to engage all levels and types of learners. 

The EQA’s examiners concluded that in the majority of classrooms where they observed two 

teachers, one regular education teacher and one special education teacher, they did not observe 

the delivery of differentiated instruction.  The exception was noted at the elementary level, where 

examiners observed some instances of differentiated instruction. Instances at the middle school 

level, however, were fewer. Special education teachers expressed the need for further 

professional development with outside consultants, since the training they had received during 

the period under review did not meet their needs regarding integration of learning in an inclusion 

model. Special education teachers also indicated that using the district’s curriculum without 

benefit of sufficient training in modifications for special education students amounted to holding 

expectations for special education students that were “too high.” In general, most teachers and 

principals stated that teachers were provided with adequate teaching materials; however, some 
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staff indicated that more staff training was needed in the use of the “Open Court” program for 

the limited English proficient and special education student populations.    

In focus groups, teachers indicated that there was no curriculum mapping for grades K-5 in ELA 

and/or literacy during the period under review. In previous interviews, district staff indicated that 

“curriculum expectation cards” were published and distributed to teachers. The cards outlined 

student competencies from the district’s curriculum; however, during focus group discussions, 

teachers indicated that use of the cards was not systemic or uniform. Elementary staff tended to 

voice the concern that more professional development was needed in order for teachers to meet 

the “too high” expectations required of special education students. There was no 

acknowledgment that teachers needed more extensive professional development in curriculum 

modification and effective instructional strategies to meet the diverse learning needs of all 

learners, particularly special education students. Further compounding the issue of lack of 

proficiency for special education students was the staffing for special education students. 

Staffing varied from building-to-building and was inconsistent from school-to-school. 

Prior to the 2001-2002 school year and the district-wide adoption of the PIM process, there was 

no systemic practice in place to provide uniform training to teachers in data analysis and its 

application to classroom instruction. Teachers indicated that training in data analysis varied by 

level and academic departments. Additionally, they stated that oftentimes the district’s 

assessment data were prepared and analyzed against the state’s assessment data, but what they 

really needed was a deeper understanding of the MCAS test item analysis and its application for 

their classroom preparation and instruction. 

Principals, as well as teachers indicated that training in data analysis was supplied through the 

involvement in the PIM process and, to a limited degree, through the use of TestWiz. Both 

parties agreed that a shift would have to occur in the way instruction is presented and assessed 

locally. In essence, while involvement in the PIM process served to increase data compilation, 

there was no evidence of data used to shape the district’s curriculum and inform instructional 

practice at either the district or school level. 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 

The EQA examiners looked for evidence that would substantiate teachers’ use of the inclusion 

model when they visited in regular education classrooms. The EQA examiners found no 

evidence of anything but whole class instruction in the 156 classrooms that they visited. 

Furthermore, the examiners found no evidence that would indicate that paraprofessionals or 

teacher assistants were provided with specialized training to implement an inclusion model. The 

district’s special education population comprised 17 percent of the student population.  The 2004 

MCAS test scores revealed that the vast majority of the district’s special education students (93 

percent), had yet to score in the ‘Proficient’ category on the state assessment, and well over half 

of them scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

The district provided academic support services to students in need of academic assistance 

during the period under review. Despite this, however, there was a great deal of inconsistency in 

the services that were provided. For example, because academic support was largely dependent 

upon grant monies, when those monies were reduced, so were the academic support services. 

Although the district monitored individual student progress for those students who were not 

successful on the MCAS test, academic support was not available at each school site or at each 

grade level throughout the period under review. During the last two years of the review period, 

schools provided no supplemental academic support at the elementary level, as grant monies 

were unavailable. The programs that were provided were not sufficient to result in student 

performance scores that equaled the state’s scores. For example, on the 2004 Grade 3 Reading 

test, the majority of the district’s students, or 51 percent, did not reach the proficiency level, as 

compared to the 64 percent of the state’s students who did score in the proficiency range. In 

Grade 4 of the same year, 68 percent of the district’s students did not reach proficiency in ELA, 

as compared to the 56 percent of the students in the state average who did. In Grade 4 math, the 

overwhelming majority, or 73 percent, of the district’s students did not score in the proficiency 

range, as compared to the 43 percent of the students in the state average who met or exceeded the 

proficiency standard.  In essence, the district’s academic support programs were not sufficient to 

allow students to perform on par with those in the state average, although the Proficiency Index 

(PI) trend data did illustrate that the district did improve student achievement, albeit slightly, in 

ELA and math.    
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The district’s dropout rate of 9.3 percent, cited in 2003 DOE data, was almost three times that of 

the state’s average percentage. The state described chronic absenteeism as a student absent more 

than 10 percent of their days in membership; thus if a district was in session for 180 days, 

students who missed 18 days would have been identified as chronically absent. In 2004, 25 

percent of the students were chronically absent across the district. In Grade 9, in 2004, 46.4 

percent of the district’s students were chronically absent, and in Grade 10, 36 percent were 

categorized as chronically absent. The rates of chronic absenteeism for both grades 11 and 12 

were 47 percent. Despite this, data reported to the DOE indicated that for the Class of 2002, the 

last class to graduate without demonstrating competency on the MCAS test was 62 percent. The 

Class of 2003, the first class required to meet the Competency Determination (CD), graduated 

521 of its 561 seniors, or 93 percent. The Class of 2004 graduated 567 of its 594 members, or 94 

percent.  It is important to understand that these data do not necessarily represent a cohort group. 

In other words, approximately 51 percent of the students who entered Grade 9 graduated with 

their classmates. 

Technology, according to teachers and classroom observations by EQA examiners, was “not a 

priority” in the district’s schools. This may have been due in partly to the lack of Internet 

accessibility. The wiring in several of the older schools did not allow for consistent Internet 

access. Examiners noted that hardware was old and outdated at the elementary level. At the 

elementary level, the technological capability, as described by interviewees, was able to be spilt 

into thirds: one third of the schools were well equipped, one third of schools were adequately 

equipped, and one third of schools did not have the capacity for technology. Teachers 

commented, and the EQA examiners observed, that the use of educational technology was 

inconsistent from school to school. Some of the technology that the EQA examiners observed 

was outdated and not functional, and some schools did not have computer laboratories, and some 

did not. Limited as well was staff available to provide teachers with technical assistance in the 

use of technology, a fact the district gleaned from the results of a teacher survey administered in 

2004. The results of that same survey indicated that teachers did not use technology consistently, 

and essentially the only exposure that most students had to educational technology was the use of 

word processing programs.   
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Efforts to provide remediation, practice, and research were limited due to the lack of frequency 

of use, lack of staff available to provide teachers with technical assistance, and the limited 

availability of computer hardware and software. The EQA examiners noted that in classroom 

observations, while computers were located within classrooms, there was little evidence of 

students using them. 

Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

The leadership structure at the high school consisted of a principal, assistant principals, and 

department heads for core content areas. At the middle schools, the leadership structure consisted 

of principals, assistant principals, and academic coaches who specialized in academic areas to 

help coordinate and ensure the implementation of curriculum. At the elementary schools, 

principals and literacy coaches were in place, and in the 2003-2004 school year, math coaches 

were appointed. According to high school level interviewees, leadership met regularly to discuss 

curriculum issues. Academic coaches at the middle schools met during common planning time to 

discuss curriculum issues, as did leadership at the elementary level.  Literacy and math coaches 

had time allotted to meet monthly amongst themselves. The practice of leadership to provide 

common planning time varied from school to school at the elementary level. There was no 

common, formal practice that ensured that principals held teachers accountable for student 

performance. Some principals reviewed plan books; however, this practice was not uniform from 

school to school. Classroom observations yielded evidence that while principals had 

communicated expectations for teachers to practice effective classroom management skills, 

principals had not communicated that teachers should have high expectations for students 

learning, as evidenced by the 71 percent of the classrooms visited that yielded no evidence of 

this practice. During focus groups, teachers said that prior to the training and subsequent 

implementation the PIM process, the prevailing attitude was one that students were not learning 

due some inherent lack of ability on the part of the students. However, since the training and 

implementation of the PIM process, teachers indicated that they had looked inward to their own 

practices and instructional delivery for explanations as to barriers to student academic 

improvement. In other words, teachers were beginning to explore root causes that hindered 

student achievement. Teachers voiced the conviction that while more focused professional 

development and improvement in instructional delivery were critical components of improving 
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student performance, other contributing factors to low student performance included high rates 

of student absenteeism, the use of best practices, and a clearer focus on education on the part of 

the family. 

The district provided RBT training for principals to all teachers. Principals stated in interviews 

that one of their goals was to have teachers reflect on their practice and explore ways to improve 

student performance. District and school leaders conducted walkthroughs, and principals were 

required monthly to forward the results of their walkthroughs to central office.  Principals 

checked for evidence of flexible grouping, methods of instruction, differentiated instruction, 

pacing, and the delivery of standards-based instruction. In addition to these walkthroughs, both 

principals and teachers stated that principals checked plan books regularly, every two to four 

weeks, to determine alignment with the state curriculum frameworks. Teachers in focus groups 

stated that the walkthrough process is more valuable to them than the actual evaluation process 

itself. Despite the monitoring process in place, the observations conducted by the EQA 

examiners found that of the four components that examiners used to focus their visits, evidence 

of effective instructional practice and high expectations for student learning were observed the 

least. 

At the high school, examiners found evidence of high expectations for student learning in 35 

percent of the classrooms they observed. Moreover, in 41 percent of the classrooms, examiners 

found evidence of effective instructional practice. Examiners found less evidence of these 

components in the 33 classrooms visited in the middle schools, where they observed evidence of 

high expectations for student learning in 20 percent of the visited classrooms, and evidence of 

effective instructional practice in 34 percent of the classrooms visited.  In the elementary 

schools, the examiners found evidence of good classroom management in 70 percent of the 

classrooms; however, examiners found evidence of effective instructional practice in 38 percent 

of these same classrooms, and evidence of high expectations for student learning in 31 percent of 

the classrooms visited.  
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Domain E: Business and Finance 

During the time under review the district’s budget process involved using the prior year’s actual 

spending as a base, with the superintendent using his goals and objectives to guide the budget 

development. The principals developed their building budgets using the superintendent’s goals 

and objectives as well as their own School Improvement Plans as a base.   

In focus groups, principals said they met on a regular basis during the development of the budget 

cycle. Since the district had to make budget cuts during the past few years, principals said that 

they were given a bottom line allocation to use in line items of their choice. However, principals 

agreed that they could not exercise this option as the budget had been frozen for the past few 

years. Principals stated further that when cuts did need to be made, they were directed to 

prioritize their needs. In prioritizing their needs, district staff and principals said their goal was to 

allocate resources based on the needs of students as indicated by student achievement. 

However, according to interviews with district staff and principals this was not always possible 

with appropriated funding, and as a result the primary source of the funds that the schools used to 

address these needs came from grants that the district received. A report issued by the 

Massachusetts Urban Project entitled “Least Restrictive Environment in the New Bedford Public 

Schools: An Examination of Effectiveness and Implementation,” cited that “budgetary 

constraints have forced principals to provide special education services with a limited number of 

staff.” During school visits, the EQA team visited some of the inclusion classes in the district. 

Teachers in these classrooms said that the district was unable to provide sufficient staffing to 

provide both a special education and a regular education teacher in each “inclusion classroom.” 

Further, an examination of the MCAS test data regarding the achievement of special education 

students in the district showed that the district’s 17 percent special education students 

consistently performed well below the state average in both ELA and math. 

Another result of the budget cuts in the district was the reduction in funds for professional 

development. As noted at the Tier II level, the monies allotted for professional development 

decreased over the years with the state granting a waiver in 2003 to allow for the under funding 

of professional development. However, while the district was forced to make cuts, teachers in 

focus groups said that they realized that the district was still trying to maintain its commitment to 
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preserve small class sizes. And in an interview a district administrator said that the district’s 

commitment to lower class sizes had resulted in classes of 25 or less in 80 percent of the 

district’s classrooms. 

In discussing budget cuts and their impact on the schools and ultimately, the classroom, both 

teachers and principals in focus groups told the EQA’s examiners that adequate teaching 

materials were available. However, some staff did say that all materials necessary to implement a 

program were not purchased for all teachers. The illustration used was the kits used in math 

instruction and the fact that not all materials were available in all buildings at the middle school 

level. In parent focus groups parents said that not all students had textbooks. Further, for the 

period under review while the city of New Bedford funded the school department at the required 

minimum local contribution, the city’s school system did not meet the Net School Spending 

requirement for each year under review. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index (PI) 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices: The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test    x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test     x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test     x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test     x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12%  x  0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore, 21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 
18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18% x 100  = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding: 0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

   The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be: 57.75 
   The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
   The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: New Bedford’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 

FY 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/ 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Spending Requirement Under 

FY96 13,492 86,285,982 10,173,828 65,810,710 75,984,538 81,316,746 5,332,208 7 

FY97 13,559 0.5 89,347,340 3.5 10,732,927 71,033,327 7.9 81,766,254 7.6 86,829,369 6.8 5,063,115 6.2 

FY98 13,879 2.4 92,362,207 3.4 11,379,610 75,944,565 6.9 87,324,175 6.8 87,441,740 0.7 117,565 0.1 

FY99 14,167 2.1 98,894,520 7.1 12,183,017 84,386,683 11.1 96,569,700 10.6 93,188,230 6.6 -3,381,470 -3.5 

FY00 13,694 -3.3 95,829,674 -3.1 16,284,640 86,440,783 2.4 102,725,423 6.4 97,969,400 5.1 -4,756,023 -4.6 

FY01 13,611 -0.6 98,382,455 2.7 18,175,740 88,822,708 2.8 106,998,448 4.2 102,501,166 4.6 -4,497,282 -4.2 

FY02 13,818 1.5 105,245,773 7 18,644,888 94,721,196 6.6 113,366,084 6 108,207,834 5.6 -5,158,250 -4.6 

FY03 14,261 3.2 110,400,084 4.9 19,750,183 95,808,151 1.1 115,558,334 1.9 111,773,770 3.3 -3,784,564 -3.3 

FY04 14,435 1.2 114,131,750 3.4 18,270,583 99,645,731 4 117,916,314 2 113,371,473 1.4 -4,544,841 -3.9 

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation Chapter 70 Aid 
as 

Pct of Actual 
NSS 

Fnd. Ch 70 Actual NSS Ch 70 Required Actual 
Budget Aid NSS NSS 

FY96 6,395 4,878 6,027 76.3 88.1 94.2 80.9 

FY97 6,590 5,239 6,404 79.5 91.5 97.2 81.8 

FY98 6,655 5,472 6,300 82.2 94.5 94.7 86.9 

FY99 6,981 5,957 6,578 85.3 97.6 94.2 90.6 

FY00 6,998 6,312 7,154 90.2 107.2 102.2 88.2 

FY01 7,228 6,526 7,531 90.3 108.8 104.2 86.7 

FY02 7,617 6,855 7,831 90 107.7 102.8 87.5 

FY03 7,741 6,718 7,838 86.8 104.7 101.2 85.7 

FY04 7,907 6,903 7,854 87.3 103.3 99.3 87.9 


